
The Economic Report of the President: Examining the Economic Well-Being of Children 

President Clinton is committed to investing in the future of our children. The 
Administration has adopted a number of strategies to ensure that children grow up in a economically 
and socially stable environment. These efforts have resulted in a dramatic improvement in the 
overall welfare of our children. The Administration will continue to invest in these and other new 
initiatives to improve upon the gains they have already made. 

THE RESULTS 

A Decline in the Poverty Rate. The official poverty rate among children trended upward from 
1969 to 1993. Recently, however, that trend has been reversed, with the child poverty rate declining 
by 2.2% between 1993 and 1996. The recent expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) is 
largely responsible for this reduction. 

An Increase in the Availability of Food. The percentage of children living in households without 
enough to eat has fallen from 4.1% in 1989-1991 to 3.0% in 1994-1996 for all children, and from 
13.5% to 9.4% for children in households with incomes below 130% of the poverty line. 

An Improvement in the Adequacy and Quality of Housing. The percentage of all households 
with children living in housing with moderate to severe physical problems fell from 8.7% in 1978 to 
7.2% in 1995, and from 18% to 12.9% for very low income renters. In addition, 
households with children were less likely to live in crowded living situations in 1995 than in 1978: 
the percentage of people living in housing with more than one person per room dropped from 9.4% 
to 6.6% for all households and from 21.9% to 17% for low-income rentals. 

Lower Infant Mortality Rates. Infant mortality rates fell from 9.8 deaths per 1,000 births in 1989 
to 7.2 per 1,000 births in 1996. Mortality rates have also continued to decline since the mid-1980's 
for all children and youths except those aged 15-19. 

Increased Access to Health Care. The proportion of children who are enrolled in Medicaid 
increased from 16% in 1989 to 23% in 1995. By 1996 all pregnant women and all children under 
the age of 6 who had family incomes below 133% of the poverty line were eligible for Medicaid. 
The average number of physician visits per year rose by more than 30% for poor children in fair or 
poor health, and by more than 10% for poor children in excellent or good health. 

More Child Support Payments. From 1992 to 1996 child support payments increased by 50%, to 
a record $12 billion. 

Gains in Educational Test Scores. Results from the National Assessment of Educational Progress 
(NAEP) suggests that achievement in math, science and reading has improved since the late 1970s. 
These gains have been especially dramatic for black and Hispanic students in mathematics and 
science. 

CHALLENGES AHEAD 



Child Care Quality and Affordability. Onp study found that 86% of child care centers surveyed 
provided mediocre or poor care when judged from the perspective of childhood development. 
Additionally, although there are approximately 10 million children under 13 with employed mothers 
and family incomes below 200% of poverty level, only approximately 1 million low-level children 
under 13 receive federally subsidized care. 

Educational Standards. 38% of eighth-grade children performed below the basic level in 
mathematics, as did 40% in science and 30% in reading. United States eighth-graders mathematics 
scores were below that of children from 20 other nations. 

Inequality along Racial and Gender Lines. The poverty rate for black and Hispanic children was 
2.5 times that for white children, and the rate for children in female-headed households with no 
male present was nearly five times that for children in married-couple families. 

Increasing Rent Burden. The percentage of households with children that spend more than half 
their income on housing has increased from 6.5% in 1978 to 11.5% in 1995. For renters with very 
low incomes the increase has been from 31% to 37.6%. 

Levels of Low Birth Weights. The levels of low birth weight have increased slightly, from 7% in 
1989 to 7.3% in 1995. 

Mortality Rates for 15-19 Year Olds. The mortality rate for this age group has increased since 
1985. Homicide rates in this group have more than doubled, and the homicide rate for black 
adolescents has nearly tripled. 

SUCCESSFUL INITIATIVES 

A Higher Minimum Wage. The Administration worked successfully to increase the minimum 
wage from $4.25 to $4.75 per hour in October 1996 and to $5.15 per hour in 1997, bringing the 
minimum wage to its highest level in real terms since 1984. 

An Expanded Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC). In 1993 Congress approved the 
Administration's proposal to expand the Earned Income Tax Credit. Designed primarily for low-
income families with children, the EITC has produced significant increases in the levels of income 
of working parents. 

Welfare Reform. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 
dramatically restructured the welfare system to promote work and individual responsibility. The 
law converted the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) into a new block grant, and 
expanded funding for child care to make it easier for families to move from welfare to work. 

Increased Child Support Enforcement. Federal legislation in 1993, 1994 and 1996 included 
measures to make child support enforcement systems more effective. Tough new penalties and 
uniform interstate child support laws, among other features, have had a successful impact on child 
support enforcement. 



NEW INITIATIVES 

A Renewed Commitment to Safe and Affordable Housing. President Clinton proposes to 
increase the low-income housing tax-credit, giving States the authority to allocate a fixed pool of 
tax credits to developers of affordable housing. For 1999, the President proposes increasing the 
credit from $1.25 to $1.75 per State resident. The Administration also has expanded funding for the 
HOME investments partnership program to $1.5 billion in fiscal year 1999. This program offers 
States ftinding to develop affordable housing options for low-income families. 

Further Expanding Children's Access to Health Insurance. The Administration proposes to 
expand children's health insurance coverage through the new Children's Health Insurance Program 
(CHIP). This program offers States $24 billion over 5 years to expand health insurance programs 
for uninsured low-income children. In addition, the President will make enrolling uninsured low-
income children in Medicaid and CHIP a priority through outreach campaigns in cooperation with 
States, business and community groups and health care providers. 

Additional Support for Child Care. President Clinton is committed to increasing the affordability 
and quality of child care for low-income working families. By expanding child care subsidies and 
after-school care for children, increasing tax credits for child care expenses and improving learning 
and child care quality, the President fulfills that commitment. The proposal would devote $21.7 
billion towards making quality child care an affordable resource for these families. 

Improving the Education of Our Children. The President proposes two major initiatives to 
increase the financial resources available to public schools. The President proposes that $12.4 
billion be devoted over 7 years to reduce class sizes in public schools in class grades 1 to 3 
nationwide from an average of 22 pupils to an average of 18, and to help school districts hire an 
additional 100,000 teachers. The funding would also provide ftinds to States and localities to test 
new teachers, develop more rigorous teacher testing and certification requirements, and train 
teachers in effective reading instruction. The President is also proposing Federal tax credits to pay 
interest on nearly $22 billion in bonds to build and renovate public schools. Half of this new bond 
authority would be allocated to the 100 school districts with the largest number of low-income 
children, and the other half would be allocated to the States. 
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STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 
ON THE RELEASE OF 

"AMERICA'S CHILDREN: KEY NATIONAL INDICATORS OF WELL-BEING" 

Today, my Administration released an important report card on our nation's 
children, "America's Children: Key National Indicators of Well-Being." Last year, I 
called for this yearly report to provide the American people wi th a portrait of our 
children in critical areas such as health, education, and economic security. 

In this second annual report, we find much to be grateful for - infant 
mortality is at an all-time low; the number of children with high blood lead levels, 
which can cause IQ or behavioral problems, has declined dramatically; more 
toddlers are up-to-date on their immunizations; more children are entering 
preschool, improving in math, and moving on to graduate from college; teen 



pregnancy has decreased; and a majority of parents are reporting that their children 
are in very good or excellent health. These strides reflect strategic investments in 
our nation's children, which have always been central to my agenda to prepare 
America for the twenty-f irst Century. 

The report released today also demonstrates that we must now commit 
ourselves to making further progress for our children. Unfortunately, substance 
abuse and cigarette smoking among children are at unacceptable levels; reading 
scores are stagnant; and too many of our nation's children live in poverty. 

We have demonstrated that we can work on a bipartisan basis to address the 
challenges our children face. That's why, as I said yesterday, I am extremely 
disappointed that some in Congress have taken actions that threaten to undermine 
the important progress we have made by failing to provide critical investments for 
our young people. Our children deserve progress, not partisanship. As we pause 
to consider this report card on our children, I urge Members of Congress to work 
together to build a stronger future for our nation's children. 
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Per your request, below is some general information on the 1998 report, "America's Children: Key 
Indicators of Well-Being." I am also preparing a detailed memo wi th a summary of each of the 
indicators. 

Background 

This is the second year that the Federal Interagency Forum on Children and Family Statistics 
(Forum) will release its report, America's Children: Key Indicators of Well-Being. In 1997, 
by Executive Order, President Clinton directed the Forum to produce an annual report on the 
most important indicators of the well-being of the Nation's children. The report collects, in a 
single place, regularly measured and representative Federal Government statistics on children 
(drawn primarily from national surveys and from vital records), as well as points to places 
where additional data collection is needed. The newsworthiness of the report is not any 
specific data (nearly all has been released before), but rather the collection of key statistics , 
presenting an overall picture of children's well-being. 

Current Release Strategy 

While this may change should the report be released in conjunction with a POTUS event, the 
current release strategy is: NICHD plans to release the report on behalf of the Federal 
Interagency Forum on Children and Family Statistics on July 15 at 6:00 am, with embargoed 
copies and an embargoed, explanatory video news release available on July 14th. (As with 
other statistical reports, there is apparently a prohibition on official comment for an hour after 
its release.) 

Findings of 1998 Report ~ Summary 

The report shows that children now comprise 26 percent of the population, with ethnic and 
diversity continuing to rise. It shows some positive trends in the overall condition of the 
nation's children, including decreases in childhood mortality, particularly infant mortality. 
The report shows that more children are being immunized (77 percent in 1996 versus 74 
percent in 1995), fewer babies are dying in infancy (infant mortality declined from 7.5 deaths 
per 1,000 births in 1995 to 7.2 in 1996), and dramatically fewer children have high blood lead 



levels. In addition, the report indicates that the teen birth rate has declined (between 1991 and 
1996, from 39 to 34 live births per 1,000) and that more young adults are graduating from 
college. 

However, the report also shows that there is sometimes not enough to eat for children (3 
percent in 1994 versus 6 percent in 1996) and there is an increase in the number of low birth 
weight babies. The report also reveals high levels of cigarette smoking, alcohol consumption, 
and drug use among children. The number of children without health insurance increased in 
1996 to 10.6 million, up from 9.8 million in 1995. The report also shows that not all children 
are doing equally as well. There has been no significant change in the number of children in 
poverty (about 20 percent), with children under 18 representing 40 percent of the poverty 
population, even thought they comprise only a quarter of the general population. Moreover, 
children in poverty are more likely to experience housing problems and hunger, are less likely 
to be immunized, and are less likely to have parent working full-time all year. 
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CALirORNIA, NEW YORK, AND TRXAS HIT HARD BY INCREASES IN YOlJNCi CHILD 

POVERTY OVER PAST TWO DECADES: Smaller States also Hit by Lurgc Increases but 

Child Poverty Falls in New Jersey and Vermont 

More than halt'of the increase in the number of poor young children in the United States over the 

lasi two decades can be attributed to the nation's three most populous states, California, New 

York, and Texas, according to a study released today by the National Center for Children in 

Poverty (NCCP) at the Columbia School of Public Health. The study, "Young Child Poverty in 

the States: Wide Variation and Significant Change " found that the number of poor children under 

age six in California, New York, and Texas rose to an average of 2.0 million in 1992-1996 up 

from an average of 1.2 million in 1979-1983. Tlie number of poor young children in the United 

States grew from an average of 4,4 million to an average of 5.9 million over the same period. 

Nationally, the young ohild poverty rate (YCPR) increased from 22.0 to 24.7 peroent duringjhe 

period coveredjbyjhe study—an increase of 12 percent. 

California, New York, and Texas eaoh experienced steep riges in their young cliild poverty rates 

over the past iwo decades (24, 21, and 24 percent rcspoelively). Several smaller slates also 

experienced significant increases in their YCTRs during that period, including Oklahoma (53 

percent), Montana (51 peroent), Arizona (46 percent). West Virginia (45 percent), and Louisiana 

(40 percent). I wo states saw their YCPRs fall dramatically, with a 26 peroent drop in New Jersey 

and a 39 percent fall in Vermont. 

Overall, the YCl'R increased by more than 20 percent in 15 states and fell by more than 20 

percent in five states but due to sample sizes the trends can only be deemed stetislieally 

significant in ten states. Seven states (California, Louibiana, Mississippi, New Mexico, New 

York, Texas, and West Virginia) and the District of Columbia had young child poverty rales that 

were higher than the national average by a signifiennv margin in 1992-1996, Five of those stales 

& GSPII 
Columl>ln iSehool r/l'iiblio Ilortltli 
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(California, Louisiana, New York, Texafe, ami West Viryinia) also expericneed statistically 

significant increases in their YCPRs between 1979-1983 and 1992-1996. "Our report offers some 

preliminary insights into state young cliild poverty trends. As researchers develop n clearer 

picture of what is behind these divergent state trends, it will help UB address young child poverty 

more effectively as a nation," said Dr. Neil Bennett, NCCP's director of demographic research 

and co-author of the study, along with Dr. Jiali Li. 

Tlie NCCP report is being released at a time when a key deadline in the 1996 federal welfare 

overhiiul has been recently missed. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 

Reconciliation Act of 1996 requires eaoh of the 50 states to provide an annual current estimate of 

its child poverty by May 31 of each year, beginning in 1998. If a state's child poverty rate 

increases by five percent or more and the increase can be attributed to welfare reform, the new 

law requires the state to file a corrective action plan with the Department of Health and Human 

Services (DHSS). On May 29 DHHS informed the states that they did not have to submit their 

child poverty rates and (hat DHHS will send the states their official child poverty estimates as 

soon as the Census Rureau develops them. "Congress and President Clinton were absolutely 

right to require that state child poverty rates be tracked as part of welfare reform," asserted Dr. 

Larry Aber, the director of NCCP. "But it would be absolutely wrong for any elected official to 

declare welfare reform a success without knowing its impact on child poverty." Aber added. 

NCCP conduclcd statistical analyses in order to examine the degree to which three demographic 

factors (single motherhood, parental education, and parental employment) could account for the 

wide variation in state ohild poverty trends. Changes in these three variables accounted for all of 

ihe change in the YCPR in seven states and none of the change in 12 states. The median 

percenlage of the change in the YCPR that is explained by these variables was 30 percent. "Our 

research raises a red flag for anyone who thinks that our high rate of young child poverty can be 

explained by a single demographic factor," said Dr Bennett. 

In order to increase the statistical reliability of its stale poverty estimates, the study combined the 

five most receni years of inoome data (1992-1996) from the U.S. Bureau of the Census and 

compared it with five years of baseline data from 1979-1983 to track poverty trends in each of the 

50 states and the District of Columbia. 

H II # 
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July 10,1998 

llie Honorable William J Clinton 
President of tho United States 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20010 

Dear Mr. President, 

I atn happy to provide you with the following summary of the new Research Brief from the 
National Center for Children in Poverty (NCCP): "Young Child Poverty in the States Wide 
Variation and Significant Change." This report continues our work on the demography of young 
child poverty, As you may know, One in hour: AmericaYoungest Poor, described the 
changing face of young child poverty and illustrated how it cuts across racial and geographic 
boundaries. Our March 1998 publication, "Young Children in Poverty: A Statistical Update," 
used an alternative measure of young child poverty lo demonstrate the powerful impact of the 
Earned Income Tax Credit as a tool against young child poverty. 

The key findings of the Research Brief include: 

Wide Differences Among the States: There is great variation in both trends and levels of young 
child poverty among the states, Over the last two decades, changes in state young child poverty 
rates ranged from a 53 percent incroasojn Oklahoma to a 39 percent fall in Vermont. 

More than half of the increase in the average number of poor young children in the United States 
over the last two decades can bo attributed to tho nation's three most populous states, California, 
New York, and Texas, These three states each experienced disprvportionutvly steep rises in their 
young child poverty rates over tlie past two decades (24, 21, and 24 percent respectively). The 
number of poor children under ago six in California, Now York, and Texas rose to an average of 
2.0 million in 1992-1996—up from an average of 1,2 million in 1979-1983. 

Several smaller states also experienced significant increases in their YCPRs during that period, 
including Montana (51 percent), Arizona (46 percent). West Virginia (45 percent), and Louisiana 
(40 percent). Two states saw their YCPRs fall dramatically, with a 26 percent drop in New Jersey 
in addition to tlie 39 percent fall in Vermont. 

Young Child Poverty is an American Problem; This report confirms that young child poverty 
is an American problem that affects regions all across the nation. We found states with either 
high rates of poverty and/or sleep increases in their poverty levels in the West (CA), Northeast 
(NY), South (LA, WV), Southwest (AZ) and in tlie Rockies (MT). 

Welfare Reform: it is still too early to fiilly evaluate the impact that welfare reform has had on 
young child poverty rates, aa the most recent Census data predate the implementation of tlie 
changes in the 1996 federal welfare law. You are well aware that two<hirds of welfare recipients 
arc children. Welfare reform cannot be a success if it leaves millions of children in poverty. It is 
not enough to ond welfare as we know it. We also have to ond child poverty as we know it. 

sto GSPII 
ColuinM.'i .St'lioi'l oj J'tihlk- Jlftilili 
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As you know, our roport is being released at a time when a key deadline in the 1996 federal 
welfare overhaul has been recently missed The law requires each of the 50 states to provide an 
annual current estimate of its child poverty rate by May 31 of each year, beginning in 1998. If a 
state's child poverty rate increases by five percent or more, and the increase can be attributed to 
welfare reform, the new law requires the state to file a corrective action plan with the Departmem 
of Health and Human Services (DHSS). It is critically important for DHHS to complete the task 
of developing an appropriate methodology to track year-to-year changes in state child poverty 
rates. 

The Working Poor: It is also important to remember that most poor young children live in 
woi king families (63 percent) and thai states need to develop strategies to help non-welfero 
families tt) get out of poverty. 

Demographic Factors: NCCP conducted slalielical analyses in order to examine the degree to 
which three demographic factors (single motherhood, maternal education, and parental 
employment) could account for the wide variation in state child poverty trends. Changes in these 
three variables accounted for all of the change in die YCPR in seven stales and none of the 
change in 12 states. The median percentage of the change in the YCPR that is explained by these 
variables was 30 percent. Wc also found that immigration constihitcs an important but not 
exclusive factor in the growth of family poverty in the three most populous states. California, 
New Yoric, and Texas. 

Future Research: Over tlie next year, NCCP intends to intensively examine other factors at the 
state level-such as economic and policy variables-that affect young child poverty rates, and to 
issue additional reports. 

Leadership from tho White House could be critically important in encouraging a "race lo the top" 
among the states to see who can do the most to reduce young child poverty. We at NCCP hope 
that tliis report can in some way serve thai goal. 

I would be happy t o brief you iu more detail about our research or any other relevant issues at 
your earliest convenience. My home number is 212-579-2424 and my direct line at NCCP is 212-
304-7101. Please do not hesitate to contact ine if you should have any further questions. 

" J. Lawronoe Aber 
Director 

Cc: Bruce Reed 
Debra Waxman 
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Early 
Giildhood 

Poverty 

'RESEARCH BRIEF 1 

Young Child Poverty in the 
States—Wide Variation 
and Significant Change 

Y ,m,g Child Poverty in the States Wide Variation and 
Significant Change examinee the differences Jn poverty 

rales for children under age six among the 50 states and 
the changes that have taken place between 1979-1983 and 
1992-1996. The poverty rates are basnd on data from the 
Current Population Survey of tlie U.S. Bureau of tlie Census, 
with 1996 being the most recent year for which poverty 
data have been collected. (Five years of data ara aggregated 
lo increase the statistical reliability of the poverty esti-
mates.) This research brief summar provides bawline infer 
mHtion on state young child poverty rales to help establish 
a context in which individual state child poverty trends can 
be better understood as the nation enters a new era of 
increased state responsibility for children's well-being.1 

Highlights from the research brief include the following: 

Rates of Poverty, Extreme Poverty, and 
Near Poverty Amonfl the Stales 

State young child poverty rates (YCPRs) range from under 
12 percent in New Hampshire and Utah to 40 percent or 
more in Louisiana and West Virginia.2 The District of 
Columbia and seven states—the large states of California, 
New York, and Texas, plus Louisiana, Mississippi, New 
Mexico, and West Virginia—have younf̂ ehild poverty rates 
that significantly exceed the 1992-1996 national rate of 
24.7 percent. Fifteen states have rates of poverty that are 
significantly lower than the national rate. 

Poverty rates of children under age six, by state, 1992-1996 

States with poverty rntes 
significantly lower than the 
national rate (15] 

SialHS with poverty rates 
similar to the nattonsl tale [28] 

States with poverty ratee 
aigniflcantly higher than the 
national rate [8) 

States where poverty rate 
Increasad significantly between 
1978-1983 and 1(J02-10(lfi [fl] 

4. States where poverty rate 
docraflRfld significantly batwoon 
1978-1983 and 1992-1906 (2] 

1 l-ur CKHII'I'IC, slntcs Imuc "v'ly incrcuscil rcjjHmnUiillly Tut wallAra legislation. A key provisimi of tlio 1996 (cdoral wolfaro OVOIIIAU! (Tlio Poreoiud Rotpornibility nnd Wnrk 
Opportunity Rcconcilwtjoii Act) rcqulrei c»cU Hflte to provide (in mrtiiAl currtnl e.IAIIMIK nl ils rhikl iiovurty rate tiy Mfiy Alsl, slartinc ID 100ft. If llml ml* Mcrooils tho proviout 
ynjir'B r.Hn by mnro thnn 5 percunl. anil this incraMn tM\ \)f. OlUtbuWd 10 tbe cBccts of welfare reform. tl>«n tho IWtc inqjt lUbmit » correctivt action pliw. Tie lupc <>( "us 
requirement is clenr: Iwo thirds of welfnrc recipients (trr ciiildren, and wnlfaro reform cinnol he donnind a nucooaa if it loads to tiiRhor child povorty ratna. At thlt wrillnn. tlia 
fodarnl govominonl in still in tho process of iltitorthlninf: Uld mctho<]oloilc» ncccssnry for the states to fulfill the oblfipttlons OullincJ for I hem in the welfare reform M 

' rovedy, oxtreiiii: iKivcrty, unil nenr poverty .ire ilcliwed «l Uvinr In fomilirs wiih ineumes lir-low IWJ percenl. 30 pfrcent, anil IRS i>tu:t»\ nf the poverty line, roapoctivcly. 
In 1 W i , ilm ninridl fertnml imuciiy lim; wjf; HA.O.Ifi for a fiumfy of four itml tlZ.SKi for » fmuily ut Hiiro. Tin YCPH III the perccnUjc ol clillrtrhii miilr.i'.if.c *lx who live in 
f.iniilii!* with incowcB bslow Ui« jiovcrty line. 
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N t̂lonpl Center ior Chlldron in Poverty 

Extreme poverty among young children varies to on even Why Do Stale Poverty Trends Differ? 
greater extent across the states. Eight states and the District 
of Columbia (including the large states of Florida, New York, 
and Texas) have extreme poverty rates that are significantly 
hitfici than the U.S. average of 11.7 percent, Rates arc 
significantly lower than the U.S. average in fifteen states. 

The near poverty rate among young children ranges from 
k's» than 30 percent in Massachusetts and New Jersey to 
grottter than 60 percent in Mississippi, West Virginia, and 
the: Distiict of Columbia. Eleven states—including California, 
Florida, and Texas^and the District of Colombia have near 
poverty rates that arc significantly higher than the national 
average of 44.2 percent, whereas 12 states have rates that 
are significantly lower than the national rate. 

Cbanecs in Slate Poverty from 1979-1983 
lo 1992-1990 

Nationally, the YCPR climbed from 22.0 to 24.7 percent 
between 1979-1983 and 1992-1996, an increase of 12 
percent. The number of young children in poverty grew from 
nn average of 4.4 million to 5.9 million over that same period. 
More than half of the total increase (773.000) inthe number 
of poor young ciiildren can be attributed to the nation's three 
most populous states: California, New York, and Texas. Each 
of the these states experienced disproportionately steep 
rises in its young child poverty rate (YCPR) over the last 
two decades and now has a significantly higher rate of young 
cliild poverty tlian the nation as a whole. Collectively, these 
three states had 28 percent of the children under age six, 
yet they accounted for 53 percent of the increase in the 
number of poor young children. Five smaller states also 
experienced statistically significant increases in their 
YC.PKs. including Oklahoma (53 percent), Montana (51 
percent), Arizona (46 percent), West Virginia (45 percent), 
and Louisiana (40 percent). Two states experienced 
significajit decreases of over 25 percent: New Jersey (26 
percent) and Vermont (39 percent), 

Overall, the YCPR increased by more than 20 percent in 15 
slates and fell by more than 20 percent iu five states; 
however, due to sample sizes the trends can only be deemed 
statistically significant in ten states. The fact that only ten 
states show statistically significant changes does not imply 
that other states' YCPRs did not change, even dramatically. 
For many states the number of individuals interviewed by 
the Census Bureau was simply insufficient to draw such a 
conclusion. 

This research brief from the National Center for Ciiildren iu 
Poverty (NCCP) identifies three key demographic factors 
that help to explain the differences among the states in the 
growth of their YCPRs—t he proportions of young children 
with: (1) single mothers (family structure), (2) mothers who 
completed liigh school (parental education), and (3) at least 
one parent employed full-time (parentalemployment). 

The increase in the nationwide proportion of young children 
with single mothers was 25 percent. However, state trends 
varied from large increases in New Mexico (99 percent), 
Kentucky (88 percent), Montana (84 percent), and Nebraska 
(77 percent), to decreasns in New Jersey (-35 percent), 
Arkansas (-6 percent), Maryland (-4 percent), and the 
Distiict of Columbia (-3 percent). 

Variation also existed in the changes of the proportion of 
young children with mothers who completed high school. 
The proportion increased nationally "By 4 percent, but 
increases were much mora pronounced in Mississippi (17 
percent), Arkansas (16 percent), and Indiana (16 percent). 
The proportion actually decreased in the District of Columbia 
(-12 percent) and eight states, including Montana (-7 percent) 
and California (-6 percent). 

Although the employment scene improved for the nation 
over this time period, with a 3 percent increase in the 
proportion of young children with at least one parent 
employed full-time, the situation differed dramatically 
among the states. FUll-time employmeut rates for parents 
of young children deteriorated in the District of Columbia 
(-18 percent) and in many states, including New Hampshire 
(-14 percent) and Connecticut (-13 percent). In contrast, 
six Kbiles saw improvement of 15 percent or more—Alaska 
(48 porcent), Hawaii (21 percent), Arkansas (17 percent), 
Virginia (J6 percent), Delaware (15 percent), and 
Wasliington (15 percent). 

NCCP's statistical analysis3 finds that changes in family 
structure, parental education, and parental employment 
variables account for all of the change jn the YCPR in seven 
states and none of the change in 12 states. The median 
percentage of the change in the YCPR that is explained by 
changes in these variables is substantial—30 percent. 
NCCP's analysis suggests that all three factors combine to 
influence rates of states' growth in their YCPRs and that 
policymakers would do well lo recognize that multiple 
demographic, economic, and policy variables are behind 
state cliild poverty trends. Indeed, California, New York, and 

1 Dr.uilK (il UiQsc Aiialystm die Avaitaliln Irom NCCP. 
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Notional Center for Children In Povorty Young Child Poverty In tho Stales 

Change In the percentage and number of children under age six In poverty, by state, 1979-1983 to 1992-1996 

1678--1983 1092--1096 % Change Change In 
Rata Number Hate Number In rate number 

USA 22.04 4,420,791 _ 24.67 5,977,07$ 12 1^56,204 

Cotmoctlcut 14.75 30,440 23.96 67,250 " " 6 2 36,810 

Wyoming 12.G0 C,070 19.38 7,710 66 1,630 

Ok lahoma 20.94 64,843 32.03 92,384 63 37,741 

Montana 17.22 r 14,625 25.95 20,019 51 5,393 

Ar izona 18.70 49,025 28.89 1 124,350 46 73,325 

West Virginia 27.$5 48,739 39.99 47,862 46 -777 

Lou is tan a ^ 

Kantueky 

29.14 133,557 40.65 168,447 40 24.890 ' Lou is tan a ^ 

Kantueky 21.37 73,950 29.37 90,042 37 16.092, 

District of Columbia 33.09 13,791 44.17 23,424 33 " 9,632" 

Maiyland 13,94 40.645 18.57 94,425 33 53,879 

Texae 24.39 358,482 30.27 572,180 24 213,698 

Cnll fornlB 23.40 516,759 28.97 950,269 24 433,510 

Missouri 10.38 81,011 23.95 102,202 24 20,291 

New York 2$.75 338.754 28.76 464.551 ' 21 ' 126,797 

Minnesota 14.30 55,640 17.19 68,142 20 12,503 

Ohio 18.55 188,070 23.06 223,470 16 35,392 

Naw Mexico 2B.B2 39,598 33.99 58,049 1 8 " " 16^450 

North Carolina 20.90 94,860 24.58 144,267 18 49,398 

Nevada 14.22 10,790 16,63 20,938 ' l 7 10/148 

North Dakota 14.79 , 9,744 17.26 8,613 17 „.'J.,,!3JL_ 
Michigan 22.62 188.947 25.75 225,755 13 

Maine 20,20 18,634 ?24 f i 1 18,667 11 933 

Massachusetts 14.99 66,137 16,65 84,557 11 18.420 

Wisconsin 14.60 64,074 16.16 73,080 11 9,006 

Now HampBhlre 10.85 7,761 11.86 18,236 9 4,475 

Oeorgia 21.93 107.270 2 3 7 4 162.241 6 44.971 

Kansas 1B.B4 41,567 20.23 80,249 7 8,678 

llllnolfi 23.27 232,025 24.27 271,689 4 39,864 

Indiana 20.60 107,121 21.47 118,010 4 10.8a8_ 

Coloiado ie.ee 43,763 17.23 66,669 3 11.896 

Iowa 16.64 41.564 17.09 45.228 3 3.664 

Florida 26.35 t 199,106 26.55 313.231 1 114.125 

Washington 18.31 69,838 18.44 B9,16B 1 19,310 

Oregon _ 20.34 50,536 20.13 51,635 • 1 1,101 

Nobrasko " " " ' 1 9 4 2 29,290 18.71 ^ 29.478 •4 188 

Tennessee 2B.B0 114,313 27.83 123.466 •4 9,153 

Virginia 1841 79,434 17.43 92,544 •5 13,110 

Mississippi 38,0t 87,044 36.49 86,319 -7 -726 

t iouih Carolina 2S,90 88.330 23.99 74.702 -7 -13,028 

Arkansas 30.04 W>.«>33. 27.02 69.990 •10 -643 

Pennsylvania 20.60 " ' " " " 1 7 9 , 5 9 3 16.38 179,569 •11 -23 

Idaho 24.58 26,458 21.74 22,397 -12 •4,061 

South Dakota 24.94 18,767 21.92 13,437 •12 _ .5,330 

Rhodo Island 24.47 16,862 20.39 15,266 -17 • 1,596 

Hawaii 22.03 20,490 18.35 19,016 -17 •1,476 

Utah 14.14 32,770 11.36 28.338 •20 -6.440 

Alabama 32.46 118,385 2D.8G 100,936 -20 •17,449 

Aliieka 1 8 0 1 9,452 13.78 8,749 -23 -703 

Dplawaro 20.07 JO.TOf l 15.27 8,750 -24 -1.959 

New Jersey 20.88 1 1 9 . 1 2 5 " 16.37 107.412 •20 -11,713 

Vermont 21.01 10,754 13.31 7,521 -39 -3.233 

' Sifliof. in Ixild lottorE tiad Elgnlflcaruly po&ltiva or slynmcsntly oegallvs growth BS Indiwlod. Oihyr $c«t«« may Ivave Imd »iriiilar clmngev tun t>9C»u»« ol smnll samfilu 
slrnj ihosa ctmnyus ure not conylduiBd Slull$tlC0lly stgnlfltiant at a 60 porconl r.onlhJoiKii inlorviil. Chanflos In poveny Mlas Mm (CuiWod lo lha noiiroiit wltole nunib«r. 
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Young Child Pavttrty In the States National Cantnr for Children In Poverty 

Texas each has a large and growing immigrant population, 
hi preliminary analyses, NCCP finds that Immigration 
constitutes an important but not exclusive factor in the growtli 
of family poverty in these states. In collaboration with other 
researchers, NCCP plans to ftxamine these factors in greater 
depth over the next year. 

Conclusion 

The flramatic state variation in both the levels of the YCPR 
and their rate of growth over time underscores the importance 
of focusing upon poverty at the state level. The analyses 
described here also suggest the difficulty, given current data 
sources, of meeting the requirements of the 1996 federal 
welfare reform to track annual changes of as litUc as 5 percent 
in state YCPRs. Substantially larger samples of state 
populations will be needed to measure meaningful differences 
in atate poverty rates obtained from two a4jacent years of 
data. Wliile methodological advances are needed to track 
poverty in the states on a year-to-year basis, tliis chailenge 
cannot be allowed to discourage a vigorous national debate 
about how to address the problem of widespread young child 
poverty in a time of growing national prosperity. NCCP hopes 
that tliis publication will focus greater attention on young 
child poverty within individual states and also help to 
encourage a "race to the top" among the stales to find tlie 
most effective strategies to prevent young child poverty. 

Thl9 document eummarizes Early Childhood Poverty Research 
Orlef 1. Copies of the full publication ire avallible (er SS.OOeach 
trom NCCP, 154 Heven Avenue, New York, NY 10032; Tel: (212) 304-
7100; Fax: (212) S44-4200 pr 644-4201; E-mail: rtoopOoolumbla.edu. 
Checks should be made payable to Columbia University. 

Early ChUdhood Poverty Research Briefs 

This research brief series has been established to 
present timely research findings on the nature, scope, 
and impact of young child poverty in the United 
States, primarily based on analyses by the National 
Center for Children in Poverty (NCCP). This series 
will explore the causes and consequences of young 
child poverty as well as Identify promising stxatogieB 
to reduce the incidence of young child poverty. As 
with much of NCCP's work, there will be a strong 
state and local focus on young child poverty and 
related issues. 

Support for this Early Childhood Poverty Research 
Brief was provided in part by generous funding from 
the Charles Stewart Molt Foundation in addition to 
core support from the Camegie Corporation of New 
York and the Ford Foundation. NCGPiakes reupon-
nihility for the facts and opinions presented in the 
research brief. 

Early Childhood Poverty Research Brief 1 
Young Chili Poverty in the State*— 
Wide Variation and Significant Change 
by Neil G. Bennett, Director of Demographic Research 
and Analysis and Jiali Li, Associate Research Suientist 
at NCCP 
© 1998 by the National Center for Children in Poverty 

Editor: Julian Pabnrr 
rxslftn rnidProductien: TWfy VatdtUon 

NATIONAL CENTER FOR CHILDREN IN POVBRTV (NCCP) was established in i»89 at tha School 
ot Public Hualih, Columbia University, with core support from the Ford Foundation and tho Camegie 
Corporation of New York. Tho Center's mission la to Identily and promote strategies that reduce 
tho number of young children living in poverty In tha Unlled States, and that Improve the lite 
chancea of tho millions of children under age six who are growing up poor. 

Tha Canlar. 
• Alerts the public to dnmngraphic stallatics about child poverty and to the scientific research on 

the serious impact of poverty on young children, their familiea, and their communities. 
• Designs and conducts field-based studies to Identify programs, policies, and practices that 

work best for young children and their families living in poverty. 

• Dlaaamlnotos Infoimation about early childhood care and education, child haaith, and family 
and community aupport to govemmont officials, private organizations, and child advocntes, 
and provides a atate and local porspectivo on relevant national issues. 

e Brings together public and private groups to assess the efficacy ol current and potential 
Btrategles to lower tho young child povorty rate and to improve the well-being of young children 
In poverty, their families, and their communities. 

• Challenges policymakers arid opinion leaders lo help emoliorate the adverse consequoncoe 
Of poverty on young children. 

NATIONAL 
CENTER FOR 
CHILDREN IN 
POVERTY 
Columbia School 
ol Public Health 

i M Havon Avonii* 

Nnw VnrW, NY lOftM 

i n (212)304.7100 

rtu Mipy/spm5ii»vcx,li,mt)l».»du/a»pVn«*V 
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Overview The purpose of this research brief from the National Center for Children in Poverty 
(NCCP) ia to describe levolr, and trends of yountf child poverty in the states and to 

understand some of tlie important reasons behind the differences across the states. Key 
findings from tlie research brief include: 
• Considerable variation exists among the states' yonng child poverty rates (YCPRs). In 

particular, seven states and the District of Columbia have rates significantly higher 
than the national average and 1S states have rates that arc significantly lower. Young 
cliild poverty rates for 1992-1996 ranged from 11 percent in Utah to 11 percent in 
Louisiana, 

• Tten states have experienced significajit changes iu their YCPRs between 1979-1983* 
and 1992-1996. Specifically, eight states' YCPRs increased, while the rates of two states 
decreased. Changes in state young child poverty rates ranged from a 53 percent in­
crease in Oklahoma to a 39 percent fall in Vermont. Nationally, the young child poverty 
rate (YCPR) increased from 22.0 to 24,7 percent during the period covered by tlie study 
—an increase of .12 percent. The number of poor young children in the United States 
grew from an average of 4.4 million to an average of 5.9 million over tlie same period. 

• California, New York, and Ttexas each experienced steep increases (24, 21, and 24 per­
cent respectively) in their YCPRs between 1979-1983 and 1992-1996. These increases 
were significantly higher than the national increase of 12 percent. Indeed, more than 
half of the increase in the average number of poor young children in tlie United States 
over the period covered in this study can be attributed to these three states. 

• Three demograpllic factors—changes in family stmcture, employment patterns, and 
educational attainment—acfiounted for a notable proportion of the changes in state 
young cliild poverty rates over the past two decades. 

Introduction 

With the passage of federal welfare reform in 1996 (The Personal Responsibility and 
Work Opporttmity Reconciliation Act or PRA), accountability for the well-being of 

low-income families has sliifted substantially from the federal government to the states. 
The legislation requires that each state provide an annual current estimate of its child 
poverty rate by May 31st, starting in 1998. If that rate exceeds the previous year's rate 
by more than 5 percent (e.g., from 20 percent to more tlian 21 percent), and this increase 
can be attributed to the effects of welfare reform, then the state must submit a corrective 
action plan. The logic of this requirement is clear; two-thirds of welfare recipients are 
children1 and welfare reform cannot be deemed a success if it leads to higher child pov­
erty rates * 

As of July 1998, the federal government is iu the process of determining two critical 
methodologies: (1) how to estimate state-level poverty rates and (2) how to isolate the 
causes of poverty increases BO that the conditions underlying the requirement, for propos­
ing a corrective action plan can, in fact, be met. With respect to the latter point, it is clear 
that if such a methodology is unavailable to tlie states, then it will be impossible to 
detennine whether a correetive action plan is necessary. The federal government is months 
behind their anticipated schedule of developing tlie means necessary for the states to 
fulfill the obligations outlined for them in the welfare reform act.3 

Tliis rasMrch bri«f discHHfiea young rJiild ixmrly since 1979 becfluse NCCP pltuw to use these stfltistios as n basollnc 
for ft future report that will UKO aUnrnalivu muiuurfls of povurty—for which (Jto necossary data only became available in 
1979—to cxuraine tbe effects pf yolivy eluuiges on young cliild poverty rates. 

2 ttniny Child I'uvvrty hi Un- Sititi: Nal iunnl Cc l i ld i foi Cl i lUl icn 111 Puvoi ly 
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In the end, it may be that the major outcome of the reporting requirement will be simply to 
help sliine a spotlight on the problem of child poverty in tlie United States: its level, trends 
overtime, differences across states and various subgroups, and its causes and consequences. 

This research brief foeuses primarily on variation among the 50 states in young child pov­
erty,* that is, poverty among children under age six. These young children have the highest 
poverty rates of any age group and are the most vulnerable to tlie impact of poverty. 
Preventing poverty in early childhood can reduce the incidence of several negative out­
comes -e.g., costly medical problems, developmental delays, teen pregnancy, and adult 
unemployment—that nre associated with young child poverty.5 The report addresses tliree 
sets of questions: 

• For the five-year period prior to the passage and implementation of tlie PRA, 1992 
through 1996,6 how much did states vary in their YCPRs? 

• For tlie period from the late 1970s/early 1980s (1979-1983) through the early 1990s 
(1992-1996), how much did states vary in their rates of change in the YCPR? 

• Are there key demographic factors that help to explain the differences among tlie 
states in the extent to which their YCPRs have changed? 

As America enters a new era of increased state responsibility for children's well-being, 
this report provides baseline infonnation on state child poverty rates to help establish a 
context iu which individual state child poverty trends can be bettpr understood. 

State Rates of 
Poverty, Extreme 
Poverty, and Near 
Poverty Among 
Young Ciiildren 

F or tfie five-year period prior to the passage and Implementation of the PRA, 1992 
through 1996, how much did states vary in their YCPRs? Maps 1 through. 3 display 

the poverty, extreme poverty, and near poverty rates of tlie states according to three 
categories—whether each state's rate was: (1) statistically similar to the national rate, 
(2) statistically significantly higher than the national rate, or (3) statistically significantly 
lower than the national rate. Aot ual estimates and their associated 90 percent confidence 
intervals are presented in Appendix TJibles ] through 3.7 

Map 1 aud Appendix Table 1 (Poverty rates of ciiildren under age six, by state, 1992-
1996) reveal that the economic well-being of young children varied substantially across 
the United States. (Tlie official poverty threshold in the United States in 1996 was $ 16,036 
for a family of four.) The young child poverty rate ranged from under 12 percent in New 
Hampshire aud Utah to 40 percent or more iu Louisiana and West Virginia. The District 
of Columbia and seven states—tlie large states of California, New York, and Texas, plus 
Louisiana, Mississippi, New Mexico, aud West Virginia—had young cliild poverty rates 
that significantly exceeded the 1992-1996 national rate of 24.7 percent. Fifteen states 
had rates of poverty that wore significantly lower than the national rate. These were 
distributed around the country and included large states like Pennsylvania and New Jer­
sey and small states Hke Vermont and North Dakota. 

Map 2 and Appendix Table 2 (Extreme poverty rates of children under ngc six, by state, 
1992-1996) show that extreme poverty (tlie proportion of young children in families with 
incomes of less than 50 percent of the poverty line) varied to an even greater extent 
across tlie states. Fewer than 3 percent of young children in Hawaii and Vermont found 
themselves in extreme poverty compared to more than 20 percent in Louisiana, Missis­
sippi, West Virginia, and the Dislrict of Columbia. All together, eight states (the large 
states of Florida, New York, and Texas, in addition to New Mexico, Oklahoma, and the 

National Center lor Childi en In Poverty Youno Child Poverty in the Stnws 3 
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latter group just mentioned) and the District of Columbia had extreme poverty rates lhal 
were significantly higher lhan the U.S. average of 11.7 percent. Fifteen states had rates 
that were significantly lower than tlie U.S. average. 

Last, Map 3 and Appendix Table 3 (Near poverty rates of children under age six, by state, 
19P2-1996) reveal that the near poverty rate (the proportion of young children in fami­
lies with incomes below 185 percent of the poverty line)* among young children ranged 
from less than 30 percent in Massachusetts aud New Jersey to greater than 60 percent in 
Mississippi, West Virginia, and the District of Columbia. Twelve states had near povorty 
rates that were significantly lower tlian the national average of 44.2 percent, whereas 11 
states—including California, Florida, and Tfexas—and the District of Columbia had rates 
that were significantly gi eater than the national rate. 

MAP 1 
Poverty rates of children 
under age six, by state, 
1992-1998 

Statas with poverty rates slgnificanily tower than the national rata [15] 

States with poverty rates similar to tho national rate [28] 

Statoe with povorty ratos significantly higher than the nntlonal rate [flj 

* Chlldron in fuulUci with inwrovn Iwlwixn 100 nnd 185 percent of the ledernl poverty Uue we considered ueai poor 
because they are aerved by a mimher of government aaslatance pragrnnin for low-Income people—fsncti aa Medicaid, tin. 
School Lmioh and School RreaUfast prngranm, nnd the Spoolfll Supplmnnntol Nutrltlim Prncrnin for Womon, Tnfnntn, nnd 
Childran (W1CJ—that uae 1 SS percent of the povorty lino AR Vhc upper limit to detennine olinibility. 

Youny Child Povady In tho Slaleti Nulioiutl Conlor (or CliildrtiH in I'Oveily 
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MAP 2 
Extreme poverty rates* 
of children under age six, 
by state, 1992-1996 

Statee with oxtromo poverty rates eignificantly lower than the national rnto [15] 

States with extreme poverty ratos similar to the national rate [27] ^ 

Slales with extromo povorty ratoe significantly higher than the national rate [9] 

' Children In (Bmilles with Incomes ol less than W> poroont ot the federal poveny linn. 

MAP 3 
Near poverty rates* of 
children under age six, 
by atate, 1992-1996 

[""I States with near poverty rates significantly lower than the national rate [12] 

| Statoe with near povorty r<ito6 similar to the national rato [27] 

States with near poverty rates slgnldoantly higher than the national rate 112] 

* Chlkirsn In (nmlllns with Innomfis hnlmv 1H6 pfiffi&n) 0 f the federal poveny line. 

NutiyiHil Uunlo i lt>r UhllUitHi In I ' ov^ i t y YuuitH Child Povinly In Hut SIAIOH 
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Changes in State 
Young Child 
Poverty Kates 
from 1979-1983 
to 1992-1996 

For the period from 1979-1983 through 1992-1996, how much did states vary in their 
rates of change in their YCPRs? Map 4 and Appendix Table 4 (Change in the pereunl-

age of children under age six in poverty, by state, 1979-1983 to 1992-1996) examine the 
levels of poverty in each of the two time periods and tlie percentage change that took 
place in each state. Here, too, there is abundant variation by state, Nationally, the YCPR 
climbed hy 12 percenl over the time period observed. The rate appeared to increase by 
over 20 percent in ] 5 states, including Connecticut (62 percent), Wyoming (55 percent), 
Oklahoma (53 percent), and Montana (51 percent). At the same time, the poverty rate 
decreased by more than 20 percent iu five states: Alabama (-20 percent), Alaska (-23 
percent), Delaware (-24 percent), New Jersey (-26 percent), and Vermont (-39 percent). 

Ten states exhibit statistically significant changes in their YCPRs." In particular, the YCPR 
increased significantly in eight elates—tlie tliree largest states in tlie union, California, 
New York, and Texas, as well as West Virginia, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Montana, and Ari­
zona (see Appendix Tabic 4-). California, New York, and Texas each experienced dispropor­
tionately steep rises in their young cliild poverty rates over the past two decades (24, 21, 
and 24 percent respectively). Indeed, these tliree states accounted for 53 percenl (nearly 
800,000) of the total national increase of 1.5 million in tlie average number of poor young 
children. On the other hand, New Jersey and Vermont are tlie only states that experienced 
significant declines in their YCPRs between ] 979-1983 and 1992-1996. The fact that only 
ten states showed statistically significant trends does not imply that other states' YCPRs 
did not change, even dramatically; over the time period observed. For many states the 
number of individuals interviewed was simply insufficient to draw such a conclusion. 

MAP A 
Change In the percentage 
of children under age six 
In poverty, by state, 
1979-1983 to 1992-1996 

I 1 States where poverty rato docroasod significantly [2] 

| States where poverty rale did not change by a atallstlcftlly slgnlllcanl margin [41] 

I Slatne whoro povorty rato Incraacod eignificantly [B] 
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Why Do State 
Poverty Trends 
Differ? 

Arc Mere % demographic factors that help to explain the differences among the states in 
the extent to which their YCPRs changed'!' States differ considerably with respect to 

how they fared over thp period 1979-1983 to 1992-] 996. This variation may be caused 
by tlie possible differences among the states in the trends for a wide range of factors. On 
the basis of prior researclC NCCP focused on tliree of these variables which are potentially 
relevant to all of tlie states: the proportions of children with (1) single mothers (family 
structure), (2) mothers who completed high school (maternal education), and (3) at least 
one parent employed full time (parental employment). (See Appendix Table 5.) 

Single Motherhood 
The increase in the nationwide proportion of young ciiildren with single mothers was 25 
percent since 1979-1983. However, the change varied from increases of more than three-
quarters in New Mexico (99 percent), Kentucky (88 percent), Montana (84 percent), and 
Nebraska (77 percent), to decreases in the District of Columbia (-3 percent), and the tliree 
states of Maryland (-4 percent), Arkansas (-6 percent), and New Jersey (-15 percent). 

Maternal Education 

Similar variation existed across tlie states in the changes in the proportion of mothers 
who completed high school. The proportion increased nationally by 4 percent, but in­
creases were much more pronounced in states such as Mississippi (17 percent; its per­
centage in 1979-1983 was the lowest among all states), Arkansas (16 percent), and 
Indiana (16 percent). The proportion actually decreased in the District of Columbia (-12 
percent) and eight states, including Montana (-7 percent) and California (-6 percent). 

Parental Employment 
Although the employment scene generally improved for tlie nation over this lime period, 
with a 3 percent increase in the proportion of young children with at least one parent 
employed full time, the situation differed dramatically among the states. The employ­
ment environment deteriorated in the District of Columbia (-18 percent) and many states, 
including Now Hampshire (-14 percent) and Connecticut (-13 percent). At the opposite 
end of tlie spectrum, six states saw increases of 15 percent or more—Alaska (48 per­
cent), Hawaii (21 percent), Arkansas (17 percent), Virginia (16 percent), Delaware (15 
percent), and Washingion (15 percent). 

NCCP conducted statistical analyses (details of which are available on request) to assess 
the degree to which these three factors explain the rise or fall of individual state poverty 
rates. Family structure, maternal education, and parental employment variables account 
for all of the change in the YCPR in seven states and none of the change in 12 states. The 
median percentage of the change in the YCPR that is explained by these variables is 30 
percent. Thus, once again there is great variation among tlie states—this time not only in 
the magnitude of change that they had experienced in the YCPR, but in the degree to wliich 
the three factors drove these changes. A summary measure of the distribution across 
states of the explanatory power of these factors—tlie 30 percent median—indicates that 
these factors played an important role in state poverty trends. Ut many political and policy 
discussions, either the breakdown of tlie two-parent family or high school dropout rates or 
the lack of full-time employment is cited as the nuijor cause of increases in young child 
poverty. This analysis suggests that, all tliree factors combine to influence rates of states' 
growth In the YCPR and that policymakers would do well to monitor each of them closely. 

hlntluiml Cei i lu i lot Ch i l d iun in Pove i l y Yo imu C h i l d Povor ty In tho Sl.itoti 7 
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Because Ulis study found that more than half of the national increase in tlie average 
number of young children in poverty occurred in California, New York, and Texas, NCCP 
examined the impact of immigration on tlie increase in young child poverty in those states. 
Indeed, each of these states lias a large and growing immigrant population. In prelimi­
nary analyses, NCCP finds that immigration trends constitute an important, though not 
exclusive factor in tlie growth of family poverty in California, New York, and Texas. NCCP 
is now embarking on further research to refine our understanding of inimigi ation's place 
in tlie larger picture of the many elements that influence the economic well-being of 
ciiildren and families in the states. 

The effects of additional factors on state YCPRs—especially economic and policy fac­
tors—remain to be explored. In collaboration with other researchers, NCCP plans to 
intensively examine these factors over the next year. These may include, for example, 
variables that describe a state's business climate, wliich surely has substantial effects on 
individual low-income famihes' economic well-being. A potential state policy variable 
would be the extent to which a state's cliild care policies help low-income parents gain 
access to affordable child caro and enter the work force. NCCP will also use an alterna­
tive measure of poverty to determine the impact of state tax policies, particularly state 
earned income tax credits, which are currently available in only ten states.10 

NCCP has sought in this research brief to describe current "variation in young child 
wvMiviu^ivit poverty rates across the 50 states, as well as in the trends that have taken place 

over the period 1979-1996. This study has been motivated in part by tlie shift of respon­
sibility for the well-being of low-income families from the federal to state governments. 

Hie dramatic state variation in both the levels of the YCPR and their rates of growth over 
time underscores the wisdom of focusing on poverty at the state level. The analyses 
described here, however, highlight the technical difficulty in detecting annual changes of 
as little as 5 percent in the YCPR, given current data sources. Only ten states experi­
enced statistically significant changes in their YCPRs, in this analysis, as measured by 

" the differences in two five-year averages separated by more tlian a decade. 

The federal government has Hiimdated a focus upon the difference in child poverty mteti 
obtained by comparing consecutive years of data. The U.S. Bureau of the Census is cur­
rently engaged in work itimed towards decreasing the uncertainty surrounding poverty 
estimates by developing new methodologies and supplementhig existing data from the 
Current Population Survey with now data from olher sources. It will be difficult .to fully 
judge the impact of welfare reform on children and families until such time as rigorous 
and sensitive means to detect annual changes in state poverty rates are devised, 

The simple analyses presented in tliis research brief do not by any means yield a compre­
hensive knowledge of state variation in young child poverty. Yet i l is NCCP's hope that 
this publication will focus greater attention on young child poverty within individual states 
and also help to encourage a "race to tlie top" amongthe states to find the most targeted 
and effective strategies to prevent young child poverty. 

U Yvuny Child I'uvvrty in Un-Shitcu National Center tor Clilltlren in I'ovuily 
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APPENPIX 1 
The Interpretation 
of Confidence 
Intervals 

The poverty rates in this publication were obtained from survey data collected from 
each state by tlie U.S. Bureau of the Census. In some instances, the state samples 

upon which the estimates are based are as small as a few hundred individuals. It is 
important to recognize the degree to which poverty estimates can fluctuate merely because 
of small sample sizes. A random sample of 300 people might yield one poverty rate; 
however, another sample of 300 might result, in a rather different rate. The 90 percent 
confidence intervals shown in the tables detailing the poverty, extreme poverty, and near 
poverty rates of states reflect this variability. There is a 90 percent probability that the 
actual poverty rate falls within the upper and lower estimates indicated for each of the 
states. The precise poverty rates are unknown because tlie Census Bureau does not 
interview everyone but instead relies on samples that include only a fraction of the 
population. 

The national young child poverty rate (YCPR) for 1992-1996 was 24.7 percent, with a 90 
percent confidence interval of 23.9 to 25.4 percent. There are two reasons that a state 
would fall in the middle group of states, that is, with a rate that appears to be similar to 
the national rate; (1) The estimat ed rate for the state is very close to the national rate-
North Carolina is an appropriate example of Ulis, since its estimaied rate is 24.6 percent ; 
or (2) the estimated rate is quite low or high, but small sample sizes prevent concluding 
with certainty that tlie state rate truly differs from the national rale. Wyoming, wliich 
appears to have a relatively low YCPR, 19.4 percent, is a suitable example of this. Once. 
again, there is fair uncertainty about, pinpointing that rate due to the small sample size on 
which that estimated rate was based. In Wyoming's case (and that of other states with 
small populations), there is a wide confidence interval (in tliis case, between 12.7 aud 
26.0 percent). Because tho national YCPR of 24.7 percent falls within tlie possible range 
for the YCPR of Wyoming, NCCP cannot say that Wyoming has a significantly lower 
YCPR than the nation as a whole. This is true for tlie large group of states shown in the 
middle of Appendix Tables 1 through 3 and Maps .1 through 3. Technically speaking, tlie 
uncertainty of the poverty estimates of the states comprising tlie middle group does not 
permit one to infer whether true differences exist between their rates and the national 
rate. None of them, then, has a YCPR that is statistically distinguishable from tlie na­
tional rate. The shorthand description of tliis concept that, is invoked in the text, maps, 
and tables is simply that these rales ore "similar" lo tlie national rate. 

On the other hand, the confidence intervals of the District of Columbia and the seven 
states at the bottom of Appendix Ifcble 1 lie entirely above the national rate of 24.7 
percent. Consequently, the Dislrict of Columbia and these seven states—California, Loui­
siana, Mississippi, New Mexico, New York, Tsxas, and West Virginia—have YCPRs that 
are significantly higher (in a statistical sense) tlian tlie national rate. In contrast, 15 
states have YCPRs that arc significantly lower than the national rate. 

Last, it may be confusing to note that Hawaii, for example, appears to have a lower YCPR 
tlian, let's say, Pennsylvania, and yet Pennsylvania falls in the lowest category while 
Hawaii falls in the middle category. This is due to tlie fact that the larger sample size for 
Pennsylvania results in a much narrower confidence interval than the small sample size 
does for Hawaii, Thus, while tlie interval for Pennsylvania (15.2 percent to 21.5 percent) 
falls safely below tlie confidence interval associated with the national rate—23.9 percent 
to 25.4 percent—the interval for Hawaii does not. 

Nullontil Gyntyr lor Ctilldtyn In I'ovuily Young Child Povorty In tho States 9 
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APPENDIX 2 
Discerning the 
Influence of Key 
Factors on Changes 
in State YCPRs 

In order to ascertain the extent to which three factors—single motherhood, maternal 
education, and parental employment—explain changes in individual state poverty ratfis, 

two regression analyses were conducted for each state. The dependent vanable in both 
regressions was whether a young cliild is in poverty.1' The first regression simply in­
cluded one independent variable, namely a dummy refloctingthe lime period 1992-1996. 
(The omitted variable, reflected in the constant term, referred to the time period 1979-
1983.) Thus, tlie coefficient of the Ume dummy is identical to the change in the YCPR, 
positive or negative, that took place between 1979-1983 and 1992-1996. 

The second regression added the three control variables to the model. The extent to 
which the coefficient of the tunc dummy moved toward zero is the amount of the change 
that can be attributed to tlie effects of the three control variables. If tlie coefficient moves 
to zero or switches signs, then it can be said that the three variables account for 100 
percent of the change observed in the YCPR. In the latter instance, the poverty rate 
actually would have increased, for example, rather tlian decreased had it not been for the 
trends in the state's tliree factors. If the coefficient moves further away from zero, then it 
can be said that tlie factors account for none of the change in the YCPR, because the 
YCPR actually would have increased (or decreased) further had the observed trends in 
tlie tliree control variables not taken place. 

Endnotes 
1. U.S. Dcpeutiuont of Hoaltli and nmii.ni Servicas, Admiiiistrntion tor Children and Fainllius. (J W6). Characteris 
tics and financial dmmstoncts ofAh'BC reclpttnts: FY 1903. Washinelon, DC: U.S. DcpflrtniCTtl of Health and Hmufui 
Services;. 
2. See Coilins, A, & Aber, J. L. (] 907). lion) wtlfore rtfnnn can help or hurt children (Children and Welfan: Rcfrirm 
issue Briel 1). New York, NY; Naiitmnl Cent«r for Childran In Poverty, Columbia School of Public Health. 
3. On May 20Ui Uie U.S. Deportment of HQRM) and Human Serviocs (DHHS) mwind a "Program Itistrnction" to all 
aUte ageucies ftdiuinisterinK the Tbmporury AsBmUncct for Nesdy Families ffANfl) program, infonning them llmt Ihe; 
states need not submit their «Ktimatfis of their child poverty raten for the time being. Rather, DHHS will send the 
stales child poverty estim.ites At. soon an the U. S, Bureau of the CcnRun dwclopx Uiom. The pnrticular methodoloRy 
by which child poverty rates ithouhl br. ealimnlwl and how the requirement for a con ective action plan will be oarrird 
out will bn uonUdned In a Notice oi Proposed KulemaWnc which te echodulod to bo publiehod in eummor 1008 
4. Stata-fipaciflc estimates of younj; child poverty rate« do not yet take into account differences iu the cout of liviut; 
by Btnlc. Tlilft daU Is simply not available and the differeuoes ore substantial. The federal tjovommont, for (w«rn|iln, 
has determined that in 1996 the fair market ront including uiilitlnfi for n two-badronm apartmein in nirmingham, 
Alabama was •$'147. while it wat; $8 J 7 in Now York City. NCCP will Address this issue in a subsequent work. 
5. Duncan, 0. J. &.BrooksOium, J. (Bds.). Consequences Qjgrmiing vppw. New York, NY: RHBROU Sago Poiind.itloii. 
6. It is not possible at this time to study the impact of federal welfare reform, iu the form of Uie 'femporary 
Afisistancfl for Needy Families (TANF) proKrarn, on young child poverty because the refonn was implemented only 
in late 1M6. For a brief discussion of the poaaible impact of state-initiated welfare changes on the YCPR, BOO p. 1?-
of: Li, J. & HonneU, N. (1WK). Young children in povirty: A statistical update. March 1908 Edition. Now York, NY 
Nftlionul Cunter for Children in I'overty, Columbia School of Public Healtli. Data for 1997 will bo available fa" 1WK. 
7. All poverty estimatfis are based on data from the March Current PopulaUon Surveys (CPS), conducted annually 
by the U.S. Bureau of tlie (kmsmi,. Tlio CPS is a uationally representative survey of approximatoly 50,00f) lnmsn-
holds. For an lu-depUi discussion of the interpretation of cemfidonoo int tirvalH, utin Ajiptmdix 1. 
8. SUUstical signincaiice is measured at the ,10 level. Thuu, for each of ihnso Inn sUiinfi ihore is a 90 percent 
probability that the actual chango in the YCPR is different from zero. The precise changes in poverty rates arc 
unknown bocaustt the Census Bureau does not interview everyone in a civen slate for a particular time period, but 
instead relies on samples that include only a fraction of the population. 
9. See, for example, Ll &. Dennett in endnote 6 and National Center for Children in Poverty. (J WG). One In /om: 
Amertca'K youngest poor. New York, NY: National Center for Children in Poverty, Columbia School of Public Health. 
10. The ten states that biippUmioni U>« fnilnral EITC program with their own are Iowa, Kansas, Maryland, Mnssa-
chufielts, Minnesota, New York, Oregon, Rhode Island, Vermont, and Wisconsin. 
U . Typically, one does not apply ordinaiy least squares regression analysis whon the dependent variable is di­
chotomous. Here it is done for case of explication. logistic regrcHHion anulyses yield findiriKS that are consistent 
with those that are deacribed. 
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APPENDIX TABLE 1 
Poverty ratos of children 
under ago six, by atate, 
1992-1996 

Povorty Numbor o l children Conlldoncc in lorval(00%) 

rntB (%> in povony Tntfll Lowor Uppwr 

UBA Zt.7 6,877,088 23,827,204 23.9 25.4 

SM(«» with poverty rule* dgnlflewtiy inwor than tho nttlontl rata 

Alaska 8,749 03,400 9,5 10,0 

Cnlorflrto 17.Z 323,110 11.6 22.9 

Oolawaro 1fi.3 8.750 67.297 9.3 21.3 

Iowa 17,1 40,226 264,617 11.8 22.4 

MsssRchusetls in . f i 04,567 ~507~916 13.3 20.0 

Minnocotn 17.2 flH,142 368,345 11.0 Z2.B 

Nevada 16.C 20,036 125,914 11.1 22.1 

Now Hnmpshira 11.0 12.236 103.215 6.5 17,2 

N K W Jo i *oy 16.4 107,412_ 698.922 12.4 1H.4 

NorthOMkoUx 17.3 flT614 49.005 11.6 23.0 

PonnsylvHnls 1(1.4 170,560 876,732 15,2 21,5 

Utah 11.4 26,338 231,845 7.6 15.1 

Veimont " l 3 . 3 ~ 7.521 66,602 8.0 111.6 

Virginia 17.4 92,544 530.030 12.2 2 2 0 

Wisconsin 73,0110 452,219 11.1 21.2 

Sittot with povrty rsteB tlmllar \o tho nMlonnl rare 
AlabamH ^ . 9 100.936 300,292 18.7 32.1 

A lUona 2B.0 124,3W) _ 430.433 230 34.8 

Arkanoas '//Xi 59,0»0 222,04fi 20.7 33.3 

Connsctlcut IM.O 07,260 260,726 16.7 31.2 

Florida 26.6 313,231 1,179,700 23.3 29.6 

tSoorgla " 2 3 . 7 152.241 641,174 18.0 29.5 

Hawaii 10.3 10.015 103,640 12,3 24.4 

Idaho P1.7 22.997 103.010 10.2 27.3 

Illinois 24.3 271,880 1,120,426 20.9 2 7 6 

Incflsns rM.5 118,010 540,748 15.6 27.3 

Kansas 20.2 50,245 848,334 14.8 25.7 

Kmitucky ?fl.4 60,042 300.C44 22,4 88.9 

Maine 22.4 19,667 07.170 16,2 29.C 

Maiy land 111,6 94,426 b08,300 13.0 24,1 

MteMgan 20.7 225,756 876.795 22.2 29.2 

Missouri M.H 102,202 ... ^-UL 17.2 30,7 

Montana 2G.0 20,019 77,160 19.6 32.1 _ 

Nobrosko 1((.V 20,478 157,568 13.4 24.0 

North Carolina 24.6 144,»fl7 666,772 20.fi 28.4 

Ohio 23.1 223,470 969,149 19.7 20.6 

Oklahoma 32.0 02.364 268.395 25.4 30.7 

Oregon 20.1 51.635 250,467 13.7 26.5 

Rhoda IsluAd 20.4 is.Kie 74,878 13.2 27,5 

gou lh Carolina 24.0 74,702 311,445 18,0 "" 30.0 

South Dukota 21.9 13,437 61,295 10.2 27.0 

Tonnaseoo 27.8 123.466 443.652 21.4 34.3 

Wanhlnnton 10.4 (10,168 483,589 12.9_ 24.0 

Wyoming 1Q.4 7,710 39,700 12.7 2C.0 

SlutOt With poverty r<i1o$ algnlfloontly higher lhan tha national rato 

CalllomlH 29.0 860,369 3,280,728 28.6 81.3 

District ol Columbte 14.2 " 23.424 53.032 35.0 62.4 

Louisiana 40.6 158,447 369.900 33.5 47,0 
Mliisi&sl|>pl J5.5 66,316 243,200 26.9 42.1 
New Meiiioo 31.0 08,049 170,793 27.0 "VoVi 
Now Vori< 2R8 404,661 1,015,424 20.0 31.5 

30.3 072,180 1,080,067 27.1 ;i3.4 

Woat Vlrglnle, 40.0 47,063 119,035 31.8 4U.2 
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 
Extreme poverty rates of 
children under age six, 
by fitato, 1992-1996 

Exlroniit povorty Number of childrsn Cuiilidaneo Inlorval (00%) 

rat« (%) In poverty Total Lowor Upper 

USA 11.7 2,786,214 23,027,204 11.1 12.2 

Sfafes iv/fh extreme poverty tatos Blgnlllcnntly lowor than tho national rato 

Alcisko 3.Ci 2,225 03.409 1.2 fi R 

Delawaiy 3,067 &7,297 1.0 0.1 

Hawell 2.7 2,766 103,646 0.2 5.2 

Idnho 7.a 7,732 103,016 4.0 11,0 

Iowa C.B 10,208 264,017 3.3 10.4 

7.0 39W0 507,016 64 103 

Mlonetoto <1.fi 10,361 396,345 1.5 7,8 

New HampRhlri 6,1 6,260 103,215 2.1 10.0 

Pntinsylv.'iriia 0.0 04,434 976,732 04 10.9 

Ulah a.i 7,931 231.045 1.3 s n 

Vernwnl 2.7 1,549 " 50.502" 0,2 6.3 

Virginia H.R 30,291 530,930 3.4 10.3 

Waghlnjjlon 4.0 23,671 483,589 1.6 B.o 
Wisconsin 6.4 24,338 452,218 2,3 8.5 

WyonHoo 0.7 2,657 39,7ft8_ 2.6 10.8 

Statoa with oxtramo poverty rato* similar to Iho national rato 

Alabama 14.7 67,434 390.292 "97 197 

Arixonn 12,'l 65,330 . 430,433 0.5 17.2 

Arkansas 122 27,176 222,046 7.0 16.8 

Calllomle tt.7 319,344 3.280.728 0.2 11 3 

Colomcio fi.fi 27,709 323,119 4.4 12.0 

Connecticut 0.3 23,304 280,720 3,0 13.0 

Qoorgla 13,0 80,551 641,174 0 1 in.r. 

Illinois I;'».H 152,002 1,120,426 11.0 18.3 

Indiana a.7 47,917 549.748_ 4.7 12,8 

Kunimu 7.0 19,515 240,334 4.2 11.5 

Kentucky 1H.3 40,000 306,544 10,7 22,0 

Maine 9.4 8,184 87,170 4.4 14,4 

Maryland 0.1 46.439 608.389 6 0 13.3 

Minlriu^n 14.6 127.917 076.795 11,8 17.4 

Missouri 11.1 47^264 426.772 6 1 160 

Monlona 10.1 7,002 77,160 5.9 14.3 

Nabratka fi.ft 13,664 157.568 4,9 12.7 

Navada 0.4 11.800 126,914 n.i 13.7 

New Jersey U.U 62,524 . . .. ??!̂ ??._ 0 6 11.3 

North Carolina 11.9 69,595 " " " 666,772 9.0 14,7 

North DakoU) 8.3 4,102 40,005 4.2 12.5 

Ohio 12,5 121.?64 989,149 ft.B If..?. 

OiaQon 6.2 20.916 256,407 3 8 12,6 

Rhortn IfOnrKi 0.6 6,431 74.070 3.6 13.6 

Soutn CarQllna 13,0 40,624 311.445 6.3 17.8 

Soulh Dakoio 13.1 0,035 61,295 6.5 17.7 

Tennessee 14.9 68,020 443,062 e.e 20.0 

Steles with axtrama povorty raloo alfintfloanUy hlghor than tho national rate 

Districi ol Columbia 20.3 13.920 53,032 19.0 33.0 

Florida 15.3 180,696 1.179.706 12.6 18.0 

Louisiana 24.3 94,631 388,800 16.0 30.5 

MlRilulppI 23.1 66,134 243,200 17.3 28.9" 

Now Mexico 18,3 31,193 170,783 13.2 23.3 

Now York 14.0 239.037 1.015.424 12.7 IB.fl 

Oklt i l iui i ia 10.4 03.000 286,395 12.9 2:1.» 

TflXBS 14.0 279.260 1.889.9C7 124 "vr.! ~ 

Weet VlroinlH 22.0 26,380 118,930 10.1 20,0 

12 Youna Child Poverty In the Stuten National Comor lor Chlldron In Povarty 
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APPtfNDIX TABLE 3 
Near poverty rates of 
chi ldren under age six, 
by Rtato, 1992-1996 

USA 

Noor poverty 

rnto (%) 

44.2 

Number o! chllrirwi 

In povorty 
10.S31,60fl 

Total 

23,827,204 

Confldenoe Intorvfii (00%) 

Lowor 

Swea with near povarty rate* slgnllhonlly lower than Ihe national rnto 

Alaska 

Colorado 
ConriHBlltul 

Maryland 

MaBeachuRetlH 

Nebraska 

Now HampahirB 

Nuw Jer»oy 
Pennsylvania 
Utah 

31.7 

;i:>.4 

:if.B 

ar..? 

20,094 

Virginia 

Wlsooneln 

2 H.B 

35.7 

30.0 

27.7 

35.7 

Sfi.4 

33.2 

"30.4 

114,407 

91,041 

178,970 

152,034 

50,225 

30,931 

J 93,577 
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APPENDIX TABLE 4 
Change In the percentage 
and number of children 
under age six in poverty, 
by state, 1979-1983 to 
1992-1996 

11179-1963 1802-1096 % Change CtlAI'lQCl In 

Rato Nuinbui Pule Number In rato IHl l i l l l fJ I ' 

USA 22.04 4.420.791 24.07 6,877,075 12 1,450,204 

connecucui 14.76 30.440 2396 07,250 62 36,810 

Wyomlno 12.li0 6,075 1930 7,710 on 1,635 

Qklahom* 20.94 54,643 32,03 92,384 63 37,741 

Montana 17.22 14,828 25.96 20.019 61 6,393 

Arizona 19.76 49,025 28.88 124,950 49 75,325 

Watt VltQlnlp 27. OC 40.7)9 39.69 47,982 -777 

Loulalanl 29. U 133,657 40.t9 168,447 40 24.990 

Konlucky 21.37 73,850 29.37 90.042 3 / 10,092 

DlRtrint ol Columbia 33.09 13,7(11 44.17 23,424' 33 9,032 

Maryland 13.94 40.045 16.57 04,425 33 63,87(1 

TtXtt* 24.S8 356,4M 672,180 24 219.998 

California 23.40 eie,7S9 _ 29.97 060,288 24 433.910 

Mlwiourl 18.38 61,911 _23.05 102,202 24 20,291 

Now York 23.rs 338,754 20.7$ 494.391 21 125,787 

MlnnBSfitn 14.30 66,640 17,19 60.142 20 12,603 

Olilo 19.55 100.070 23.00 223,470 18 35.39? 

Now Mexico 20.02 39,590 " 33,99 58,048 10 18,450 

Norm Caroline 20.90 94,668 24.59 144.267 18 48,396 

Navada 14.22 1(1,790 10.63 " 20.830 17 10,148 

NorHi Oakcila 14,78 9.744 17,26 8,613 17 •1,131 

MlcWyan 22.82 1811,947 25.75 225,755 13 30,009 

Muliie 20.20 18,034 22.46 19,007 11 933 

MantachuiieUli 14.90 88,137 10.65 84,557 11 16,4V0 

Wisconsin 14,00 64,074 18.18 73.000 11 9,000 

Now Hampr.hlrn 10.85 7.761 11 66 12,230 0 4,475 

Gnnrgin 21.93 107.270 23,74 152,241 h 44,1171 

K f l n o R S 10.84 41.S67 20.23 50,245 7 8,078 

Illinois 23.27 232,026 24.27 271,689 4 38,664 

Indlenu 20.60 107,121 21.47 118,010 4 10.003 

Colorado 10-00 43.763 17.23 66,669 3 11,090 

lown 16,64 41,564 17.09 45,220 8 3,604 

Fiotlcla 28.35 100.106 20.55 313,231 1 114,125 

WsshlnBton 10.31 69.868 18.44 80,108 1 18.310" 

Oregon 20.34 50-035_ 20,13 51,636 -1 1,101 

Nobrasxa 19.42 29".2;90 10.71 29.470 -4 188 

Tflnnofisw* 20,00 114,313 27,63 123.406 •4 0,163 

Virginia 1R.41 70.434 17.43 92,544 " 13.110 

Ml«9l8»lppl 38.01 87,044 35.40 86,319 •7 •726" 

South Carolina 25.00 08,330 23.98 74,702 -7 •13,6X0 

Arkansas 30.04 00.633 27.02 69,990 -10 •043 

Pennsylvania iOM 179,593 10.38 179.569 •11 -23 

Idatia 24.59 26,4 ri6 21.74 22.397 -12 -4,061 

eouth Dakota 24.04 18,707 21.92 13,437 -12* -0.330 

Rhode island 7.4A7 16,662 20.39 15,206 •17 -1.596 

Hawaii 22.03 20,400 10,35 10,016 -17 •1,475 

utHh 14.14 32,778 11.30 20.330 •20 -8,440 

Alabama 32.40 118,385 20.06 100.936 •20 -17,449 

Alaska 18.01 9,452 13.78 0,749 •23 •703 

DelawHre 20.07 10,709 16.27 8,700 •24 •1,959 

NowJoraay 20.09 119,129 1K.3T 107,412 -2fl •11,713 

Varmonl 21.91 "ioi7si W.5f 7.921 -99 4,333 

' fitnlnn In hold Italia loltan. tiud slgriiliuintly (juslllvo or slgnltlcarilly neflstlvft flrowlh ns Indtonted. Other Ptat«s may have had 
similar changas but baesusa ol small sarn îo uviv* timte clianyus uro consldonxi statUHopiiy insiomlicant. Changes in r>ovoiiv 
rate» are rounded to (1)0 ncorc-st wlyjic- number. 

.14 Youns; Chllti I'ovotly In lliv Sltilcx Wfitlnnftl Contnr for Chlldron In Poverty 
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APPENDIX TABLE 6 
Percentage of children 
under age six living with 
mother only, whose 
mothers have completed 
high school, and with at 
least one parent employed 
full time, by state, 1979-
1983, 1992-1996, and 
percentage change 

% living with mnther only % motherK nornplotod 
high solwol 

% wllli at loasi ono 
pa rant omployed full time 

1073-UL» ion2-on ' & change 1979-03 1992-06 ' change 1979-83 1002-00 ' 

USA 1B.?3 23.99 24.77 70.71 82.00 4.1B 64.86 66.97 J.09 j 

AJnbamn 25 l>? 30.21 20,75 71.57 01.25 13-R3 58 37 65.06 11.47 

Alaska 1535 1/,.03 3.73 87,75 "92 59 5.81 467/ 07.00 47.69 

Arizona _J7.15 24,01 37.00 75.05 70.10 043 6031 64.82 -5.12 

Arkuoeae 22.00 21.20 -842 74.42 06.16 15.77 50.40 B9-li2 in.no 

Cnlifumia 19.10 22 33 16 36 72.89 60,73 •5.71 50.00 6X28 [>.7? 

Colorado 14,47 20.10 30.37 07.82 80.14 -1.82 71.80 73 51 2.26 

Connecticut 17 ft1 23.06 29.50 85.70 00.90 6.10 77.11 67.13 -12.95 

DolawArs ]_20.3'J :'4.87 21.07 04.12 91.92 9,27 64.26 7300 14.89 

pietrint uf Columbia 65.2!i 53.75 •2.71 74.87 00.20 •11.50 C1.45 42.02 -18,32 

FIOIIdG 27.17 29.UIJ 10.34 75.05 02,11 864 62.38 65,42 4,00 

Qeorgta 23.30 28.72 22.82 76.63 62.97 _ 9,05 67.07 71.09 6.73 

Hawaii 14.05 ??.25 40 87 87.04 00.86 1.10 54.35 65.61 20 71 

IriHho io.or> 16.70 67,06 86.08 64.01 •1.26 67.32 00.05 -1.00 

Illinois 22.04 26.69 21.10 70,70 61.99 4.07 03,70 66.63 4.49 

indione 10.48 22.29 20,01 70,55 00,67 1684 01.21 00.90 14.20 

Iowa 13.4r. 16.4G 22.40 89.89 90.46 0.64 7665 78.10 1,97 

KsnsBi* 17.58 20.80 10.94 09.94 90.08_ _ 0,03 70.96 74.03 4.33 

Kenuieky 13.02 26.17 68.03 74,65 02,65 io.ee_ 06.00 66.11 -3 40 

Louisiana 20.71 37.14 44.46 72.58 73.05 1.75 "'58J>~6"" 52.73 -9.40 

Mai no 12.74 20A 9 60.40 05,45 88.40 a.r.2 00.04 67.04 •3.74 

Maryland 10.81 10.07 •3.72 85.04 _ 05.43 _ ^047 -JAM 70.17 •l).22 

Mavsaehusells 1708 22.18 20.87 02.67 OG.Vfl 7.15 72,09 71,42 •0.(13 

Mlclilgsn 21.06 25.10 19.63 61.12 80.01 5.41 50.00 62.33 0.01 

Mlnnonota 11.76 20.26 ^ 72.22 81.57 92.00 1.45 71.70 78.20 U.I 4 

Mississippi 27.01 38.71 40.21 67.70 79,10 _ 16,90 JO.OI^ 66.93 -4.82 

Mltsouil 17.66 20.70 08.10 70.83 06.67 0.57 65.96"' 05.57 -0,60 

Montana 9.76 17.95 03.90 91.29 84 70 •7.17 71.71 60.13 •0.00 

Nobraska 11.07 "l9;00 70.53 91.49 8306 268 77.77 70.02 ?.7f, 

Nevada 14.60 20.50 40.93 63.20 01.76 -1.00 63.18 68.63 8.03 

New Hampshire 10.87 17.60 62.74 04.60 81.27 7.09 76!60 65.75 •14.10 

New Jersey 21.73 18.h/ -14.00 78.00 89.09 13.42 68.55 73.07 061 

New Mexico 14.07 27.W 98(11 74.64 70.12 0.16 61.01 ef?.51 1.47 

Now York 23.80 27.75 16.30 70.03 01.69 4,69 86.38 02.63 •O.Hfl 

Nnrlti Carolina 10.10 24.51 35.44 79.33 93.16 4,06 66.55 69.18 386 

North OnkolB 8.80 14.43 03.90 92.98 94.10 1.20 "7oio"'; " 78,15 11.24 

OHIO 17.54 23.18 32.10 82.04 87.00 5.00 67.61 66,83 1.01 

Oklahoma 16.68 20,00 48,11 70.65 85.07 6.80 63.88 " 02.47 •2,80 

QroQon 10.60 22,47 20.63 67.69 86,25 •1.07 50.76 63 36 7.62 

Pennsytvanla 10.24 10.80 21.00 05,24 08.05 4.47 " " 70.01 0,45 

BlKxie island 19.76 21. f * 6.62 70,82 80.40 13.05 60.96 66.21 0.01 

South Carolina 2300 20.70 23.96 72.30 80.00 11.70 00.12 64.52 9.13 

South Dakota 11.07 15!04 37.70 90.12 68.21 -1.02 72.40 80,33 10.91/ 

Tonnossao 28.07 ' 13.02_ 71,54 0091 13.09 64 39 03.77 •O.fX'. 

Texas i7.mi 23~<i4 31.4a"' 60.03 73.09 7.44 6868 07.41 •I.OB 

Utah 0.69 1D.2S 15.32 69.55 91 94 2.67 7247 78.37 U.1G 

Vermnnt 12,00 12.63 0.53 66.93 94.16 509 71.70 73.41 2.30 

Virginia 17.63 20.40 16.39 81.20 07.76 7.87 05.40 76.10 16.35 

WaaNnntnn 15.60 10.93 20.90 86.73 89.00 4.58 68.71 67.00 15,40 

West Virginia 13.39 23.33 74.31 71.82 77.82 8.38 (,4.03 60.42 •7,54 

WIsoonRln 14.01 21,07 50.45 ee.54_ 3,17 70.00 75.26 6.30 

Wyoming 10.14 17.23 60.08 06.30 92.62" 7.22 73.74 75.71 2,60 

Nutioiuil Ocntor (rn' Chllflrfin In Povorty YouiHj Child Poveny In tho St/ttos tr. 
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Early Childhood Poverty Research Briefs 

This research brief series has been established lo 
present timely research findinKS on the nature, 

r.cope, and impact of young child poverty in the United 
St/ites, primarily based on analyses by researchers at 
or affiliated with the Kational Center for Children in 
Poverty (NCCP). This scries will explore the causes 
and consequences of young child poverty as well as 
identify and critically examine promising Btratej.pfis 
t o reduce the incidence of young cliild poverty. Ar, with 
much of NCCP's work, there will be a strong state and 
local foeus on young cliild poverty and related issues. 

The firsl brief in tills series describes the considerable 
variation among the slates' young child poverty rates 
(YCPRs) and suggests that changes in three demo-
grapliic factors—family structure, maternal education, 
m i parental employment—account for almost one-
tliird of the changes in state young child poverty ratos 
over the last two decades. It concludes that more tlian 

half of the increase in poor young children can be at­
tributed to the nation's tliree most populous states— 
California, New York, and Tfexas. Five additional states 
experienced notable increases in their YCPRs, while 
two slates saw their YCPRs fall dramatically. The find­
ings of tliis research brief are important in light of the 
states' obligation to monitor llieir child poverty rates 
under provisions of Uie Personal Responsibility and 
"Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 and to 
submit coirective action plana if tlie rales have in-
creased by more than 5 percent, from the previous year 
due to the effects of welfare reform. 

Primary support for tliis research brief was provided 
by generous fimding from tlie Charles Stewart Mott 
Foundation. Additional support was provided by the 
Camegie Corporation of New York and tho Ford Foun­
dation, NCCP lakes responsibility for the facts and 
opinions presented in the research brief. 

Early Childhood Poverty Research Brief 1 
Young Chitd Poverty in the States—'Wide Variation and Significant Change 
by Noil G. Bennett, Director of Demographic Uesoarch mid Analysis and Jiali Li, Associate Research Scientist at NCCP 

Q i 998 by the NHUOMJII Center for Chlldron In Poverty 

Editor; Julian Palmer 
Managing Editor; Carole Oxhtnsky 
Design nnd Production; 'Jilh; Valdsllon 

Coplou are available for $5.00 each from NCCP, 154 Haven 
Avenue. New York, NY 10032; Tel: (212) 304-7100; Fax: (212) 
544-4200 or 644-4201; E-moll; nocp@aoliJmbia.Gdu. Checks 
should be made payable to Columbia Unlvorslty. 

NATIONAL 
CENTER FOR 
CHILDREN IN 
POVERTY 
Columbia School 
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1 &4 Haven Avonue 
NnwYoik, NY 10032 

m (212)31M-V100 
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NATIONAL CENTER FOR CHILDRKN IN POVERTY (NCCP) was ostabiished in 1989 at tho 
School of Public Health, Columbia University, with core aupport from tha Ford Foundation 
and the Carnegio Corporation of New York. The Contar'a mission is to Identify and promoto 
alrateglee that reduce Ihe numbor of young children living In povorty in the United Stalos, 
and that Improvo thn Ufa chances of the millions of children under aga six who aro growing 
up poor. 

The Center: 

» Alerte tho public lo demographlr. staliatics about child poverty and to Iho sclontlf Ic research 
on the sorloufi impact of poverty on young children, thslr families, and their communitios. 

p Designs and conducts flold-basad studies to Identify programs, policies;, and pracflces 
that work best for young children and their famlllos living in poverty. 

• DisBeminates Information about early childhood care and oducation, child health, and 
family end community aupport to government officials, prfvato organizationo, and child 
advocatos, and provldau a alnte and local perspectivo on relevant national iasuos. 

• Brings togothet public and private groups to assess tho efficacy of current and poiential 
strategies to lower the young child poverty rate and to Improve ihe well-being of young 
children In poverty, their famlllos, and their communhlos. 

• Challengea pollcymnkara and opinion leaders to help ameliorate the adverse 
consequences of poverty on young children, 



IHPOV™ 
This publication updates the National Cen­
ter for Children in Poverty's (NCCP) 1996 
volume, One in Four. America's Youngest 
Poor, and continues a series of reports and 
statistical updates about young child pov­
erty in the United States. It incorporates 
information from the 1997 March Supple­
ment to the Census Bureau's Current 
Population Survey (CPS), which provides 
poverty estimates for 1996.* The high­
lights of this update include: 

• a new profile of the extremely poor, poor, 
and near poor population of young 
children in the United States using the 
federal" government's official poverty 
measure; 

• the use of an alternative measure of 
young child poverty that provides new 
insights into the impact of programs and 
policies on the economic well-being of 
young children; and 

• a brief examination of why the young 
child poverty rate (YCPR) has decreased 
since 1993. 

Both the official and alternative measures 
indicate that despite the recent decline in 
the young child poverty rate, the U.S. YCPR 
ranks among the worst of the Western 
industrialized nations. However, the alter­
native measure reveals that policy can make 
a significant difference. In particular, the ex­
pansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit 
has served to reduce young child poverty 
substantially over the past few years. 

' The ollicial lederal poveny line (PL) adjusls lor annual cosl-ol-livmg 
increases and family size in 1996. Ihe poverly line was $10,233 lor 
a lamily ol two. $12,516 lor a family ol three, and $16,036 lor a 
lamily ol lour. Unless otherwise noted, family income used lor the 
calculation ol poverty statistics is pre-tax income. It excludes non-
cash public assislancc and the Earned Income lax Credit (EITC) 

Poor Children Under Age Six: How Many Are 
There, Who Are They, and Where Do They Live? 

The poverty rate for young children and the number of poor young 
children have declined yet remain high. 

The early 1990.S marked a staggering increase in the number of poor chil­
dren under age six.The number of poor young children reached six million 
for the first time in 1992,and rose to almost 6.4 million in 1993-1 he number 
of poor children under age six declined by almost 14 percent over the past 
three years, to 5 5 million in 1996—a figure that is still higher than that in 
any year between 1975 and 1990.(See Figure l .)At the same time,the young 
child poverty rate (YCPR)—defined as the percentage of young children who 
live in families with a combined income below the federal poverty line*— 
decreased from 26 percent to 23 percent. (See Figure 2.) 

Figure 1: Number of poor children under age six, 1975-1996 
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Over the past two decades, 
the young child poverty rate 
has increased dramatically. 
It is considerably higher than 
the poverty rates of all other 
age groups. 

The YCPR began to rise in 1979 and reached 25 percent in 1983-After a 
slight decline during the 1980s, the YCPR peaked again at 26 percent in 
1993 Although the poverty rate for young children has declined since 1993, 
it remains (ly: highest among all age groups. In 1996, the official poverty rate 
for children under age six was 23 percent, more than twice as high as those 
for adults 18 to 64 years of age and for the elderly (both at about 11 percent). 
(See Figure 2.) 

Figure 2: Poverty rates by age, 1975-1996 
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Over 10 million young children 
live in low-income families. 

By 1996, 43 percent of all children under age six were living in poverty or 
near poverty (i.e., in families with incomes below 185 percent of the pov­
erty line*). In addition to the 5 5 million young children who lived in poverty 
that year, arr additional 4.8 million young children lived in near poverty, with 
a combined family income between 100 percent and 185 percent of the 
federal poverty line. (See Figure 3 ) The total number of young children liv­
ing in low-income families continued to surpass the 10 million level first 
reached in 1992. 

Figure 3: Percentage distribution and number of children under age six 

by poverty status, 1996 

Total number of young children: 23.7 million 

Total number of low-income young children: 10.3 million 

Not in low-income lamilies 
(above 185% PL) 56.6% 
13.4 million 

Extremely poor 
(50% PL) 10.8% 
2.6 million 

Quite poor 
(50-100% PL) 12.4% 
2.9 million 

Near poor 
(100-185% PL) 20.2% 
4.8 million 

• C l i i l dnn in lamihcs w i i h incomes hc lwccn IOO and IH$ pcK.-<:m " I l l ic federal p m r m line (PI )are desinnaled mar poor hecausc Uwy arc 
Nerved hy a numlicr o l KOvernmcnt a.vMMancc pronram:. for low-income people—Midi as Medicaid, the School Lunch and Sdiool B m k f a M 
p r o p w r n . ami the Special Supplemental Nmr i l ion Program for Women. Infants, and Children ( W I Q — t h a i use IKS percenl o f die poverty 
line as the upper l imit to determine cl i^ ihi l i ty 

2 Young Children in Poverty 



Nearly half of all poor young 
children live in extreme poverty. 

In 1996, more than one in 10 young children—11 percent—were extremely 
poor, living in families with a combined family income below 50 percent of 
(he federal poverty line. Of the 5.5 million poor young chiklren, almost half 
(•17 percenl) lived in extreme poveny (Sec figure 3 ) 

In 1996, whites were the largest 
racial or ethnic group of young 
children in poverty. 

Ol the 5.5 million poor children under age six in 1996, 1.9 million (34 per­
cent) were non-Hispanic white, while 3.6 million were from minority 
groups—1.6 million non-Hispanic black (29 percent), 1.7 million Hispanic 
(31 percent), anti 0.3 million (5 percent) mcmbers-of other racial or ethnic 
groups. (See figure 4.) 

Figure 4: Number and percentage distribution of poor children under age six 
by race/ethnicity, 1996 

Poor children under age six: 5.5 million 

Other 
5.4% (0.3 million) 

Hispanic 
31 4% (1.7 million) 

Non-Hispanic while 
34.3% (1.9 million) 

Non-Hispanic black 
29.0% (1.6 million) 

Black and Hispanic young 
children are much more likely 
to be poor than are white young 
children and the young child 
poverty rate has increased the 
fastest among Hispanics. 

Poverty rates vary greatly for different racial or ethnic groups. In 1996, the 
poverty rate for non-Hispanic black children under age six was 44 percent; 
for young Hispanic children it was virtually the same, at 42 percent. The 
poverty rate for young non-Hispanic white children was 13 percent in 1996. 
(See Figure 5 ) Between the late 1970s (1975-1979) and the early- to mid-
1990s (1992-1996), the YCPR increased most rapidly—by 54 percent—among 
Hispanics.This compares to a 30 percent increase in the YCPR among whites 
and a 15 percent increase among blacks. 

Figure 5: Poverty rates of children under age six by race/ethnicity, 1996 

Non-Hispanic while Non-Hispanic black Hispanic Olher 
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The majority of young children 
living with unmarried mothers 
are poor. 

About one-third of all poor 
young children live with 
married parents. 

In 1996, children under age six living with unmarried mothers were about 
live times as likely to be poor (55 percent) as were those living with married 
paipils (1 1 percent). The poverly rale ol children born lo teenage mothers 
was A l percenl in 1996. In contrast, the poverly rale of children born to 
adult mothers was less than half lhal rate (21 percenl). (See Table I.) 

In 1996, more than hall' of all poor children under age six were living only 

with their mothers (56 percent, 31 million). About one-third of poor chil­

dren lived wiih married parents (3 1 percent, 1.9 million). (See Table 1.) 

Table 1: Number and percentage of poor children, and poverty rates-of children under age six 
by age of mother at birth and by family structure, 1996 

Family structure and 
maternal age al birth 

Poor children under age six 

Number % 

Poverty rate 

% 

Children born to teenage mothers 888,745 16.2 47.1 
Children born to adult mothers 4,602,943 83.8 21.1 

Living with two parents 1,887,779 34.4 11.5 
Living with father only 340,534 6.2 31.6 
Living with mother only 3,082,262 56.1 54.8 
Living with neither parent 181,113 3.3 33.1 

Poverty rates for young children 
are highest in urban areas but 
most poor young children live 
in suburban or rural areas. 

In 1996, the poverty rate among children under age six living in urban areas 
was 32 percent, compared to 16 percent in suburban and 27 percent in rural 
areas. Of the 5.5 million young children in poverty, 42 percent lived in urban 
areas (2.3 million), 36 percent in suburban areas (2.0 million), and 22 per­
cent in rural areas (1.2 million). (See Figure 6.) 

Figure 6: Percentage distribution and number of poor children under age six 
by type of residential area, 1996 

Poor children under age six: 5.5 million 
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Young children living in mother-
only families are particularly 
vulnerable to the risk of poverty. 

Poor Children Under Age Six: 
Why Are They Poor? 

Several factors help to explain why 5.5 million young children were poor 
in 1996. Each variable, taken alone, raises the risk of being poor. The 
cumulative effects of these factors are economically devastating. Some 
of the main elements are: 

• Single parenthood 
• Low educational attainment 
• Part-time or no employment 
• Low wages 

Seventeen percent of children under age six living with unmarried mothers 
who were employed full time were poor in 1996. In comparison, 59 percent 
of young children living with unmarried mothers who were employed part 
time were poor.The poverty rates of children under age six living with un­
employed parents varied little between those in married two-parent families 
(82 percent) and those with unmarried mothers (81 percent).The high rates 
of poverty among chiklren in single-mother families—even in those in which 
the mother i.s employed full time—stem primarily from the lack of a second 
source of income, (seeTable 2) but also from reduced wages, which are asso­
ciated with lower educational attainment. (SeeTable 3 ) 

In contrast, the poverty rate for children under age six in married two-parent 
families was quite low—only 6 percent—when at least one parent was em­
ployed full time.The poverly rate rose to 41 percent among those children 
under age six living in married two-parent families when at least one parent 
was employed part time but neither was employed full time. (SeeTable 2.) 

Table 2: Percentage distribution, number, and poverty rates of all children under age six 
by family structure and parental employment status, 1996 

Family structure and All children underage six Poverty rale 
parental employment status 

Percentage Number % 
distribution (in millions) 

Married two-parent lamilies 100.0 16.5 11.5 

At least one parent employed full time 87 0 14.3 6.4 

At least one parent employed part time 11.5 1.9 40.7 
(neither employed full time) 

Neither employed 1.5 0.3 82.0 

Mother-only families 100.0 5.6 54.8 

Employed full time 27.0 1.5 16.8 
Employed part time 38.5 2.2 58.5 

Not employed 34.6 1.9 80.5 

Young children with well-
educated parents are much 
less likely to be poor, but high 
school graduation is not enough 
to insure against poverty. 

The poverty rate among children under age six whose more educated par­
ent had more than a high school education was 10 percent, compared with 
30 percent among those whose more educated parent graduated from high 
school and had no further education. The poverty rate was substantially 
higher—62 percent—among young children who had no parent(s) with a 
high school diploma These statistics indicate that high school graduation 
alone does nol insure an adequate family income. (See Figure 7.) 
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Figure 7: Poverty rates of children under age six by educational level 
of the more educated parent, 1996 

Rale (%) 

61.9% 

Less than high school High school graduate 
and no lurlher education 

More than high school 

More educated parents are 
more likely to be employed 
full time and to earn enough 
to avoid poverty. 

Individuals with higher levels of education generally have more job opportu­
nities, higher wages, and greater job security than those with lower levels of 
education. In 1996, among children under age six whose more educated 
parent had more than a high school education,84 percent lived in families in 
which at least one parent held a full-time job.The poverty rate for this group 
was less than 4 percent. Among children under age six whose more edu­
cated parent was a high school graduate and had no further education, 63 
percent lived in families in which at least one parent held a full-time job. 
The poverty rate for this group was 10 percent. (See Table 3.) 

Among children under age six whose parents did not finish high school, only 
37 percent lived in families where at least one parent was employed full 
time. The poverty rate for this group was 38 percent. (SeeTable 3 ) 

Table 3: Percentage distribution, number, and poverty rates of all children under age six 
by parental educational level and employment status, 1996 

Educational level of more educated parent All children under age six Poverty r 
and employment status 

Percentage Number % 
distribution (in millions) 

Less than high school 100.0 3.4 61.9 
At least one parent employed full time 37.0 1.3 38.4 

At least one parent employed part time 28.8 1.0 63.8 
(neither employed full time) 

Neither employed 34.1 1.2 85.9 

High school graduate and no further education 100.0 6.4 29.6 

At least one parent employed full time 63.2 4.1 10.0 

At least one parent employed part time 26.3 1.7 ' 56.9 
(neither employed full time) 

Neither employed 10.5 0.7 79.0 

More than high school 100.0 13.3 9.8 

At least one parent employed lull time 83.8 11.2 3.5 

At least one parent employed part time 12.7 1.7 35.1 
(neither employed lull time) 

Neither employed 3.5 0.5 69.7 
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Over three-fifths of poor young 
children live in families in which 
at least one parent is employed. 

In 1996,63 percent—an increase from 55 percent in 1993—of poor young 
chiklren had al least one parent employed part time or full time. (See Figure 
<S.) Forty percenl of poor chiklren ujider age six lived in families receivin'g 
public assistance —down from 53 percent in 1993.Twenty percent of poor 
young chiklren lived in lamilies relying exclusively on public assistance— 
clown by over one third from the level (31 percenl) in 1993. 

Figure 8: Percentage of poor young children in families with at least one parent employed 
part time or full time 

Percenlage (%) 

1996 

One parent's full-time 
employment is no guarantee 
against poverty. 

One in six young chiklren (17 percent) living with unmarried mothers who 
were employed full time were poor in 1996. Among children under age six 
living in married two-parent families in which the father was employed full 
time and the mother was not employed, the poverty rate in 1996 was 14 
percent. For children in both kinds of families, the poverty rate has bee^i 
increasing steadily over the past rwo'decades. (See Figure 9 ) 

Figure 9: Poverty rates of children under age six with single mother employed full time and 
in two-parent families with father employed full time and mother unemployed, 1975-1996 
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Judging the Impact of Programs and Policies: 
The Power of Alternative Poverty Measures 

In choosini; a panicular poverly measure lo gauge ihe economic well-being 
of young chiklren in ihe liniiecl Siaies.it is necessary lo ask what kinds of 
income should be counted in determining who should be considered poor. 
The ollicial poverly measure adopted by the federal government and used in 
the first pari of this IJ/x/eite lakes account of a variety of income sources such 
as wages and salary, earnings from sell-employmeni, Af DC General Assis­
tance,Social Security, iniercst,dividends,and disability, jusl lo mention a few. 

The official measure, however, is deficient in that, in many instances, i l does 
not reflect sources of income influenced by changes in policy and programs, 
for example, food stamps and the famed Income Tax Credit (fITC) 

NCCP has conducted analyses using an alternative measure of poverty to 
obtain a more complete picture of the economic impact of programs and 
policies on low-income families. This measure incorporates the same income 
sources as the Census Bureau does, but in addiiion includes cash equivalents 
of the following "near-cash" benefits:' 

• food stamps 
• Housing subsidies 
• School lunch benefits 

further, NCCP: 

• includes income derived from the Earned Income Tax Credit 

• subtracts federal, state, and payroll taxes from income 

What do we learn about trends and distributions of young child poverty 
from the alternative poverty measure? 

Using the alternative measure in 
1996 cuts the extreme poverty 
rate by over one-half, reduces 
the poverty rate by one-fifth, 
and significantly increases the 
near poverty rate. 

As Figure 10 illustrates, the official and alternative poverty measures paint 
somewhat different pictures.The underlying reason for these differences is 
that at very low income levels—namely, below 50 percent of tbe poverty 
threshold—near-cash benefits contribute significantly to overall income. 
Also, taxes play a minimal role.Thus.the alternative measure of poverty yields 
significantly fewer extremely poor individuals than does the official mea­
sure—a 59 percent decrease in the rate, from 11 percent to 4 percent. In 
contrast, for incomes in the near poverty range—that is, between 100 and 
185 percent of the poverty threshold—benefits are relatively few and taxes 
predominate.The net result is a substantially greater number among the near 
poor population.The alternative near poverty rate,49 percent,is six percent­
age points higher than the corresponding official rate. When estimating pov­
erty rates, including benefits and taxes generally diminishes somewhat the 
estimated number of poor individuals. For 1996, the alternative poverty rate 
was 19 percent, compared with the official rate of 23 percent. However, it is 
only in recent years that the two series of poverty rates have begun to signifi­
cantly diverge. (See Figure 10.) 

• Ilus . i l i inutivc HKMMiri' (J IKS nol imlutlc the COMS asMKi.iu-d with cmplnvnicnt.'.iich .is iliild o r e . tr.in.s|Vin;uioii. clmlunK. elf., which, 
unltirtim.uely.arv not jvaiLihlc in the a*S.Taking these costs inlo account would serve to r.use poverly estimates Hlis alternative measure 
also docs not account tor the si^nilicaiu regional variation in cost of liv ing.The most complete mcasuie of poverty that would address 
these issues was [vconmiciidcd hy Ihe Panel on Poverty and l amily Assistance of tile National Research Council in their volume. Mlv/i-l"1 

iHK I'liU'rly. A Ht'lc A/t/nvxith, cdilcd hy C. I-Citro and K T Michael. Washington. IX:: National Academv Press 
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Figure 10: Extreme poverty, poverty, and near poverty rates for children under age six 
by official and alternative measures, 1979-1996 

Rale (% 
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Extreme poveity. alternative 

Poveily. ollicial 

Poverly alternative 

Near poveily. ollicial 

Neat poverty, alternative 

The Earned Income Tax Credit 
has become an increasingly 
effective tool against poverty. 

The divergence in recent years between official and alternative poverty rates 
coincides with the expansion of the EITC in 1993.The result of this expan­
sion is easily seen in Figure 11, which graphs the alternative measure, both 
including and excluding the effects of the EITC* In 1996, the YCPR using the 
alternative young child poverty measure would have been 23 percent higher 
in the absence of the EITC; in 1993 the increase would have been only 8 
percent. NCCP's analysis shows that the EITC has especially benefited groups 
that have historically had higher poverty rates, such as single-parent families, 
blacks, and Hispanics. (See Figures 12 and 13.) 

Figure 11: A comparison of poverty rates for children under age six using alternative measures 
of poverty with and without the EITC, 1979-1996 
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The alternative poverty 
measure may lead to different 
conclusions regarding the 
relative poyerty of different 
groups. 

According to the official poverty measure, a greater percentage of young chil­
dren are poor in mother-only families in which the mother is employed hill 
time than is the case in two-parent families in which the father is employed 
full time and the mother is not employed. In contrast, however, the alternative 
measure indicates that since 1993 the reverse is true.Tliis is likely due to the 
recent expansion of the EITC. (See figure 12.) 

Figure 12: Official and alternative poverty rates for children under age six 
by family structure and parental employment status, 1979-1996 

Married two-parent lamilies, lather employed 
lull lime, mother not employed, ollicial 

Married two-parent lamilies, lather employed 
lull lime, mother not employed, alternative 

Mother-only families, mother employed 
full time, ollicial 

Mother-only families, moiher employed 
full time, alternative 

On the other hand, evidence 
from alternative poverty 
measures can buttress findings 
implied by the official measure. 

Using the official poverty measure reveals that over the years non-Hispanic 
black young children have had the highest poverty rates, followed by His­
panic young children, and then by non-Hispanic white young children.The 
alternative estimates of young child poverty show the same pattern, although 
at moderately different levels. (See Figure 13 ) 

Figure 13: Official and alternative poverty rates for children under age six by race, 1979-1996 
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Understanding the Poverty Rate Decline 
Between 1993 and 1996 

f 

The official poverty rale for families with young chiklren decreased by al­
most three percentage points—from 23.5 to 20.9 percent from 1993 to 1996.* 
Why did this decline occur? NCCP's analysis rules out some potential expla­
nations. Changes in family structure cannot explain the decline because there 
was actually a continued trend towards more single-parent families which, 
due to their tendency lo have lower incomes, worked against improvements 
in the YCPR.The educational attainment levels of parents of young children 
improved marginally between 1993 and 1996, but the impact of this progress 
on the YCPR was insubstantial. 

Parental Employment Patterns 
and Young Child Poverty 

Two possible explanations exist for the decline in the official poverty rate 
between 1993 and 1996.(1) a greater proportion of the population was em­
ployed, or (2) there were lower poverty rates among those who were em­
ployed. NCCP explored these two alternatives and found that the first expla­
nation was more powerful. From 1993 to 1996, the proportion of families 
with young chiklren that had no parent employed full time decreased by 14 
percent, from 33 percent to 28 percent. 

At the same time, the poverty rate decreased modestly for such families, from 
59 percent to 57 percent and the poverty rate increased insignificantly for 
families in which parents were employed full time. (See Table 4.) NCCP's 
decomposition analysis indicates that 85 percent of the overall decline in 
the official poverty rate can be attributed to improved employment rates 
rather than lower poverty rates among those employed. 

Table 4: Official and alternative poverty rates by employment status among families with 
children under age six, 1993 and 1996 

Parental 
employment status 

1993 

Official Alternative 
poverty poverty 

rate rate 
(%) (%) 

Percentage 
of families 
in category 

1996 
Official Alternative Percentage 
poverty poverty of families 

rate rate in category 
(%) (%) 

At least one parent 
employed full time 

No parent employed 
full time 

Total 

6.3 

59.0 

23.5 

6.5 

51.7 

21.2 

67.5 

32.5 

100.0 

6.7 

57.1 

20.9 

4.6 

46.9 

16.5 

71.9 

28.1 

100.0 

Note: The poverty rates shown in this table differ somewhat from those appearing elsewhere in this Update because the unit of 
analysis is (amilies rather than children. 

• l lKNC|K)vcny ni lcsdi t f lTMHiic-wlui I mm ll i irYCI'U usc'il earlier in this ///„/,//<.. "nie laner is liascd tm the cl i i ld aMhc unit <,( analysis, whi le 
the tnriner uses the lamily as the unit ul analysis. As wi l l IK- clear tm in the lo l lowing discussiull, NCCI' look the tamily as MR- uni l o(analysis 
lx-causc al one point NCCI ' compares lamilies w i lhou l younji chik l ren w i th those wi th yoimji children 

" I lus is a tmanan. analysis, wh ich docs nol con lm l lor other laclors lhat nti^lit he associated w i th the ri.se in lul l hmt cmplovment 
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Welfare Reform and 
Young Child Poverty 

Uctwccn January 1993 and August 1996, 43 states received federal waivers 
allowing them to implemenl significant changes in state welfare laws. NCCP 
found no substantial evidence that these state-initiated welfare reforms con-
tribuled lo the decline in the young child poverty rate lhat occuried'tluring 
the 1993- 1996 economic recovery.Cains in employment and lower poverty 
rates were similar for both families without young children (only 3 percent 
of whom received public assistance in 1996) anti families with young chil­
dren (who were about lour times as likely to receive such assistance).Conse-
qucnlly, there is little evidence that welfare reform contributed significantly 
to lower young child poverty rates. : 

The same pattern holds true for 1983 to 1986—a similar period of substan­
tial economic recovery, yet one unaffected by substantial changes in state 
welfare policies. The contribution of a boost in employment rates to the 
three-point decrease in the official poverty rate is virtually identical to the 
contribution inferred for the more recent three-year period. At this date, it 
is still too early to conduct a thorough analysts of the 1996 federal welfare 
reform law's impact on the incidence of young child poverty. 

Alternative Measures and 
the 1993-1996 Decline in the 
Young Child Poverty Rate 

Viewed through the lens of the alternative poverty measure, NCCP found a 
more substantial drop in poverty among families with young children, from 
21.2 to 16.5 percent, than that obtained using the official measure.The use 
of the alternative measure reveals significant reductions in poverty among 
both families with full-time employed parents—a 30 percent drop from 6.5 
percent to 4.6 percent—and among families without a full-time employed 
parent—a 10 percent decline from 51.7 to 46.9 percent. (SeeTable 4.) 

NCCP's decomposition analysis finds that 40 percent of the overall decline 
in the alternative poverty rate between 1993 and 1996 can be attributed to 
improvements in the full-time employment rate.This is in clear-contrast to 
the 85 percent figure derived in the analysis of data based on the official 
poverty rate. NCCP's analyses of alternative measures including or excluding 
the EITC indicate that the EITC is responsible for much of the decrease in 
poverty among both families with full-time and part-time employed parents. 

These analyses of the reductions between 1993 and 1996 in the official and 
alternative poverty rates offer two different windows into the realities of 
young child poverty.The use of the official rate suggests that the decline was 
due primarily to changes in the employment structure; the use of the 
alternative measure implies that government policies—particularly the EITC— 
also played an important role. The alternative poverty measure adopted in 
this Update is a first step towards the development and use of a poverty 
measure that would be capable of better reflecting the changes in policies 
and programs that affect the economic well-being of our nation's families 
and young children. 
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