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Brookings institute poverty report

Last September, the Bill &amp; Melinda Gates Foundation released its annual Goalkeeper's report, highlighting the extraordinary progress made in reducing extreme poverty around the world while also warning that maintaining this progress will not be easy. We now have the first real data
points that ring the alarm bells about a new, unfolding story about global poverty reduction that is far less favorable than pieces like Nick Kristof's New York Times column Why 2017 was the best year in human history. This new data is available courtesy of the World Poverty Clock, a web
tool run by World Data Lab with which the three of us are associated. (A paper underlying the methodology undermining the World Poverty Clock was published by Nature's Palgrave Communications journal.) Every April and October, the World Poverty Clock data is updated to take into
account new household surveys (an additional 97 surveys were made available this April) and new projections on country economic growth from the International Monetary Funds' World Economic Outlook. It forms the basic building stubs for poverty trajectories calculated for 188 countries
and territories, developed and developed, around the world. The data highlight two new storylines on what happens to global extreme poverty. First: Extreme poverty in today's world is largely about Africa According to our projections, Nigeria has already overtaken India as the country with
the largest number of extreme poor in early 2018, and the Democratic Republic of Congo could soon take over the number 2 spot (Figure 1 below). At the end of May 2018, our trajectories suggest Nigeria had about 87 million people in extreme poverty, compared with India's 73 million.
What's more, extreme poverty in Nigeria is growing by six people every minute, while poverty in India continues to fall. In fact, by the end of 2018 in Africa as a whole, there are likely to be about 3.2 million more people living in extreme poverty than there are today. Africans are already
about two-thirds of the world's extreme poor out. If current trends continue, they will account for nine tenths by 2030. Fourteen from 18 countries in the world – where the number of extreme poor is rising – is in Africa. Figure 1: India moves down into global poverty rankings Source: Writers'
Estimates Based on PovCal (World Bank), World Economic Outlook (IMF); World Population Prospects (UN); Shared Socioeconomic Pathways (IIASA), World Income Inequality Database (UNU-WIDER); Algorithm developed by World Data Lab Second: It is becoming increasingly difficult
to achieve SDG 1 (ENDing poverty) between January 1, 2016 — when the implementation of internationally agreed Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) start-and July 2018, the world has seen about 83 million people escape extreme poverty. But if extreme poverty were to zero by
2030 we should have already reduced the number by about 120 million, only to accept a linear trajectory. Accept. get rid of this backlog of some 35 million people, we now need to quickly step up the pace. Notwithstanding this, the fundamental dynamics of global extreme poverty reduction
are evident. Given a starting point of about 725 million people in extreme poverty at the beginning of 2016, our poverty had to reduce by 1.5 people every second to achieve the goal and yet we moved at a rate of only 1.1 people per second. Given that we've fallen behind so much, the new
target rate has just increased to 1.6 people per second by 2030. At the same time, because so many countries are getting behind, the real rate of poverty reduction is slowing. Our projections show that by 2020, the pace could fall to 0.9 people per second, and to 0.5 people per second by
2022. As we fall further behind the target rate, the task of ending extreme poverty by 2030 becomes inexorably harder because we are running out of time. We need to celebrate our achievements, but increasingly sound the alarm that not enough is being done, especially in Africa. Related
Note: For questions about the underlying data model and access to the data, please contact Kris Hamel (kristofer.hamel@worlddata.io). My name is Ron Haskins and I am pleased and privileged to have the opportunity to testify before the Finance Committee on poverty. Few topics have
enjoyed as much attention from federal policymakers over the past half-century as poverty and what can be done to reduce it. After a brief review of our success, as it is, in reducing poverty, I examined the major causes of poverty, trends in spending to help poor and low-income Americans,
and strategies Congress has adopted to fight poverty. Poverty has shown wonderfully if we unfortunately remain power, but we've learned useful lessons about how to fight it. Poverty Trends Figure 1 shows poverty trends since the 1960s for the elderly, children, and all people. After some
initial progress in the 1960s, and continued progress for the elderly, the nation has made surprisingly little progress against poverty. The country's inability to reduce children's poverty is particularly burdensome. An overview of the main causes of poverty shows why trends in the economy,
demographics and education are making progress against poverty so hard to achieve. Causes of poverty related work rates in the United States, with the crucial exception of those on Social Security, the only way for most adults and families to avoid poverty is to work. Between 1980 and
2009, work rates for men dropped from 74.2 percent to 67.6 percent, a drop of about 9 percent. The trend for young black men (ages 20-24) is even worse. From the very low base of 60.9 percent, their ratio dropped to the surprising level of 46.9 percent, a decrease of nearly 23 percent.
Working among young black men is a national crisis. [2] The work rate of women stands in sharp contrast to that of men. In before the Great Recession set in, 58.1 percent of women are A 25 percent increase since 1980. These figures reflect the post-World War II trend of the relentlessly
increasing participation by women - including mothers of young children - in the country's economy. Equally impressive is the 20 per cent rise in work by lone mothers over the same period, a trend that bears directly on child poverty rates because children in female-headed families are four
or five times (depending on the year) more likely to be in poverty than children in married-few families. [3] Even more important to the country's poverty rate, work by ni never-married mothers rose more sharply than that of any other group during the 1990s. These mothers and their children
have always been the group that is likely to be in poverty, including long-term poverty, largely because their job rates were so low. [4] In 1983, only about 35 percent of married mothers worked. After the welfare reform legislation of 1996, their work rate exploded, increasing from 46.5
percent in 1995 to 66.0 percent in 1999, an increase of more than 40 percent in just four years. Equally surprisingly, after a provocation of employment stagnation and decline associated with the mild recession of 2001 and the deep recession of 2007-2009, in 2010 their work rate was still
more than 25 percent higher than it was before welfare reform in the mid-1990s. Related Books The fact that in 2007 - before the Great Recession - the working rates of men and women were 72 per cent and 58 per cent respectively, combined with the fact that the poverty rate for
individuals in families in which no one works is nearly eight times as high as the poverty rate for individuals in families with at least one full-time , year-round worker , shows that there is plenty of room for improvement. [5] This uneven record of maintaining high levels of work is a leading
cause of poverty in America. Without high job levels, it will be difficult to mount an effective fight against poverty. Wages Wage rates are a second work-related factor that has a major impact on poverty. Based on data from the U.S. Census Bureau, trends in wages could be summed up
diligently since 1979. Wages at the 10th percentile fell and then recovered and the nearly three-decade period almost exactly where they were in 1979 ended. The general trend of wages at the 50th percentile was a slow increase amounting to about a 10 percent rise over the entire period.
At the top, by contrast, wages have done very well, increasing 32 percent over the period at the 90th percentile. If we were to plot wages higher in the spread, they would rise even higher. [6] In 2007, wages at the 10th percentile were about $8 an hour, more or less where they were in 1979
if inflation is taken into account. Working at this wage for 35 hours a week through, a person would earn $14,560, $2,145 below the poverty level for a family of three. It's an incredibly mathematical fact that 10 per cent of all always always the 10th percentile of earnings or below. So, if
wages don't improve at the bottom, all single parents with two or more children on or below the 10th percentile — and even many above the 10th percentile — will always be in poverty if earnings are their only income. Family Compilation In 2009, the poverty rate for children in married
couple families was 11.0 percent. By contrast, the poverty rate for children in female families was 44.3 percent. [7] The difference between these two poverty rates is a spectrum that haunts American social policy because the percentage of American children living in female families has
been relentlessly increasing for more than five decades. In 1950, 6.3 percent of families with children were headed by a single mother. By 2010, 23.9 percent of families with children had single-me heads. [8] That a higher and higher fraction of children live in the family type in which they are
about four times as likely to be weak, exercising strong upward pressure on the poverty rate. One way to think of moving to female-headed families is that even if government policies were successful in moving people out of poverty, the big changes in family composition serve to offset at
least part of the progress that would otherwise have been made. In fact, a Brookings analysis shows that if we had the marriage rate we had in 1970, the poverty rate would fall by more than 25 percent. [9] Education There now seems to be universal agreement that the combination of
technological advances and globalization has led to education being a key factor in determining the employment and earnings of many American workers. [10] Census Bureau data on the relationship between education and family income since the 1960s shows that families led by adults
with more education earn more money. Some of the differences are huge. In 2009, the difference in median family income between families led by an individual dropping out of high school and families led by an individual with a bachelor's degree or higher was about $68,600 ($31,100
compared to $99,700). [11] Even more pertinent to investigate the causes of poverty, family income for those with less than a college degree has been stagnant or declining for three decades. Without a college degree, 45 percent of the children of families in the bottom fifth of income will
find themselves trapped in the bottom fifth as adults. By contrast, with a college degree, adult children cut their odds of staying in the bottom fifth all the way down to 16 percent from 45 percent. The chance of making it to the top quintiles suggests similar sudden changes as young people
from poor families manage to achieve a college degree. [12] Despite the huge benefits of a college degree, James Heckman showed that the high school graduation rate in the late 1960s was its highest level at 80 percent reached and have since decreased by 4 to 5 percentage points. A
high school degree is usually required college admission. In addition, a significant gap between the graduation of white students (above 80 percent) and black and Hispanic students (both about 65 percent). [13] Ethnic gaps such as these are an ongoing plague on the country's social policy.



The four-year college enrollment and graduation rates of students from families with varying levels of income make the education picture discouraging. Young people from higher-income families are more likely to enroll and graduate from college than young people from poorer families. For
example, 79 percent of children whose parents were in the top income fifth enrolled in college and 53 percent earned a four-year degree. But only 34 percent of children whose parents were in the lower income quintile enrolled in college and only 11 percent received a four-year degree. If
education is one of the routes out of poverty, the U.S. educational system seems to continue poverty and income distinctions as much as it facilitates movement on the income scale. The effectiveness of the nation's K-12 education system is cast into serious doubt by comparing the
performance of American students with students from other OECD nations. In the most recent version of the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA), the U.S. was linked to two other countries for 27th in math, was 17th in science, and tied for 12th in reading. [14] A recent
volume by Claudia Golden and Lawrence Katz of Harvard presents a strong case that U.S. achievements in international competitiveness were largely due to the superiority of the country's system of universal education and excellent colleges and universities. [15] The USA now appears to
be stuck in a situation in which the country's young people are at a level of educational achievement inferior to that of young people from many other nations. So, not only will the modest educational performance of many Americans continue to make progress against poverty difficult, but
U.S. competitiveness in the global economy seems threatened. Immigration until the recent recession, America has experienced one of the biggest waves of immigration in its history. For the past two decades, an average of about one million immigrants have obtained legal permanent
resident status in the U.S. each year. [16] In addition, according to the Pew Hispanic Center, in the seven years before the Great Recession, the population of undocumented immigrants grew by an average of a little over 500,000 a year. [17] In a nation that prides itself on being built by
immigrants, these large numbers alone are not particularly frightening. However, as George Borjas of Harvard shows, about 20 percent of immigrants have less than a 9th-degree education compared to a little less than 3 percent of nalgams. [18] In line with the relatively large number of
immigrants who are not even minimal have education, Borjas also finds a long-term trend towards lower lower among immigrants. In 1940, the age-adjusted average wage of first-generation male immigrants was 5.8 percent above the average wage of naming immigrant men. This figure fell
to 1.4 percent above the average wage of neither immigrant men in 1970, then dropped dramatically to 20 percent below the nun immigrant male wage in 2000. [19] It then comes as little surprise that the poverty rate among immigrants is higher than the poverty rate among native
Americans. In 2009, the immigrant poverty rate was 19.0 percent compared to 13.7 percent for native-born Americans. Given that the overall poverty rate for the nation was 14.3 percent, the poverty rate would be lower by about 0.6 percentage points (or about 1.9 million people) if the
immigrant poverty rate was the same as the poverty rate for indigenous citizens. [20] Summary Reflection on these five major causes of poverty leads one to understand why it is so difficult for the U.S. to make a lot of progress against poverty despite the spread of social programs and the
substantial increases in spending (see below) since President Johnson first declared war on poverty in the mid-1960s. Declining job rates, stagnant wages, the rise of female families, inferior education, and the arrival of millions of immigrants with poor education and low skills are few
engines pushing up the poverty rate. Conditions in the U.S. ensure virtually high poverty rates because the underlying factors causing poverty remained very strong. Yet the nation has done a lot to reduce poverty and has even won a few victories as we will see now. Trends in spending on
means-tested programs Many analysts think that the nation could significantly reduce poverty by spending more money on programs for the poor. Figure 2, based on a Brookings analysis of federal budget data published by the Office of Management and Budget, shows that federal
spending has increased dramatically since 1962 in the ten largest mid-tested federal programs. Since 1980, by which time all but two of the ten programs that spent the most money in 2011 were in place, spending has increased by about $500 billion, from $126 billion to $626 billion after
adjusting for inflation. Similarly, spending per person in poverty between 1980 and 2011 increased from about $4,300 to $13,000 or more than $3 spent per person in poverty in 2011 for every dollar spent in 1980. [21] More recently, means-tested spending increased from about $477 billion
to $626 billion in the first three years of the Obama administration, an increase of about 31 percent. The Congressional Research Service conducted a study that divides means-tested spending into eight categories (health, cash, nutrition, employment and training, etc.). Health is by far the
largest category of means-tested spending at $319 billion in about 2.5 times as much as cash programs, the second-largest category. Employment and training at $9 billion is the smallest of the eight eight This spending data is for only the ten largest means-tested apps. The Congressional
Research Service estimates that in 2009, spending on these ten programs represented about 75 percent of total federal means-tested spending. [22] If that percentage remained roughly the same for 2011, total federal means-tested spending in that year was closer to $835 billion than the
$626 billion spent on the ten largest programs. Even $835 billion is an underestimation of total means-tested spending because state and local governments are also spending money on many of these programs. The Congressional Research Service estimated that state and local
governments supplemented federal spending on means-tested programs by about 27 percent in 2004. [23] Assuming the 27 percent remained roughly constant, we could estimate that total federal, state and local government spending on means-tested programs was likely more than $1
trillion in 2011. On a per-person in poverty basis, that figure represents about $23,700 in spending by federal, state, and local governments. But this estimate should be considered in light of several caveats. The first is that not all the spending on tested apps goes directly to individuals and
families. Some of the money is spent on programs, such as the $14.5 billion spent on Title I of the No Child Left Behind Act and the $9 billion in spending on employment and training programs, which provide services rather than direct cash or in-kind benefits to individuals and families.
Second, some of the money in programs that provide cash or in-kind benefits directly to households goes to individuals and families who are not below the poverty level. For example, children in families of up to 200 percent of the poverty level are eligible for Medicaid or the Children's Health
Insurance Program (CHIP) in almost every state. [24] Likewise, people in households with incomes are eligible for 130 percent of poverty for SNAP benefits (Supplemental nutritional assistance program, formerly food stamps). In the case of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), in 2010, a
single mother with two children could receive benefits if the mother's income was below $40,964, about 225 percent of the poverty level for this family. Thus, means-tested spending has increased tremendously, no matter how it's measured. Although there have been some periods of
relatively rapid growth, such as during the recession from 2007 to 2009, Figure 2 shows that spending has grown almost every year over the past five decades. The increase in spending was fastest in health programs, but cash, nutrition and several other types of spending also increased
rapidly. Spending per person in poverty has also increased significantly, although not quite as fast as total spending. Unfortunately, as we've seen, the high level and remarkable increases in spending has not led to consistent declines in poverty, although we have learned a lot about work
and what not, a topic we are now focusing our attention on. Strategies to reduce poverty Although the dramatic increase in federal spending did not lead to an overall reduction in the nation's poverty rate, at least two strategies have been successful in reducing poverty within specific
demographic groups. Both should be considered great successes of the country's social policy and both can be extended. The first is to give money to people who are not expected to work and the second is to use welfare policy to strongly encourage jobs and then subsidise earnings
because so many of the poor have low skills and often cannot earn enough to escape poverty. Before reviewing these and other strategies for reducing poverty, I want to emphasize the importance of individual initiative to reduce poverty and promote economic success. My Brookings
colleague Isabel Sawhill and I have spent years emphasising the importance of individual responsibility for reducing poverty and increasing opportunity. One of our arguments, based in part on a Brookings analysis of Census Bureau data, is that young people can virtually ensure they and
their families will avoid poverty if they follow three elementary rules for success — complete at least a high school education, work full-time, and wait until age 21 and get married before having a baby. Based on an analysis of Census data, people who followed all three of these rules had
just a 2 percent chance of getting into poverty and a 72 percent chance of joining the middle class (defined as above $55,000 in 2010). These numbers were almost exactly reversed for people who violated all three rules, elevated their odds of being poor to 77 percent and reducing their
odds of making the middle class to 4 percent. [25] Individual efforts and good decisions about the major events in life are more important than government programs. Calling it blames the victim if you want, but decisions made by individuals are crucial in the fight to reduce poverty and
increase opportunity in America. The country's struggle to expand opportunity will continue to be an uphill battle if young people don't learn to make better decisions about their future. Strategy 1: Give them money The simplest way to help people escape poverty, mainly when they belong to
a group, such as the elderly or disabled, who are not expected to work, is to give them cash and in-friendly benefits that will bring their incomes above the poverty threshold. The Social Security program, for example, is specifically designed to help the elderly avoid destitution. Though it
provided benefits in its early decades that were very modest by today's standards, Congress enacted laws in the early 1970s that increased the Social Security cash benefit. These reforms had an immediate impact on the poverty rate elderly people. Indeed, research shows that virtually the
whole decline in poverty among the elderly is accounted for by the rise rise Social Security benefits. [27] In addition, almost all of the elderly are covered by the Medicare health program and the poor and low-income elderly are qualified for many other programs, including housing and
nutrition. If the value of taxes, in-kind benefits (other than health insurance), and the imputed return on home equity are taken into account, poverty among the elderly drops even further, from the official rate of 8.9 percent to as low as 5.3 percent. [28] The strategy of reducing poverty by
providing government benefits touches on one of the most important fault lines in American politics. As polls consistently show, Americans think capable, non-elderly people should earn their own way. Americans simply don't like welfare, even if someone calls it with a different name (e.g.,
food stamps or more recently SNAP). [29] In 1995 and 1996 during the welfare reform debate, when Republicans suggested reducing or ending the cash welfare benefit of lone mothers who did not meet job requirements and that the benefit was time-limited, polls showed that the American
public supported this difficult policy. [30] Giving money and other goods to the poor can work with the elderly or disabled, because Americans do not expect any group to work. But it seems likely that just giving welfare to the capable poor, even if they are single mothers, will never be an
effective strategy for reducing poverty in the U.S., because it would be difficult to authorize legislation that authorizes the necessary spending. [31] Strategy 2: Increase work rates and job support on the other side of the continuum of policies that give money and other benefits to the poor,
policies that encourage jobs. More than 75 percent of families with children who don't have a full-time, year-round worker are in poverty. [32] An individual or family in the US whose only source of income is welfare benefits cannot escape poverty. [33] It follows that an effective anti-poverty
strategy would be to increase work rates. This was precisely the purpose of the welfare reform legislation enacted in 1996, replacing the Help for families with dependent children's programme with the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) programme. Passed on a strong
bipartisan basis, and signed by Democratic President Bill Clinton, the new law requires individuals to meet job requirements in order to qualify for welfare benefits. Mothers on welfare had to participate in state-design welfare-to-work programs that provided training, job search assistance or
real work experience. If the mothers did not participate, states were required by federal law to impose financial sanctions on them in the form of reduced or even terminated cash welfare (although they remained eligible for non-cash benefits). In addition to work requirements and sanctions,
the reform law has a benefit receipt imposed for most mothers who have accepted welfare. After the passage of the 1996 reforms, poor mothers entered workforce in unprecedented numbers. Between 1995 and 1999, for example, there was an increase of more than 40 percent in the
number of niopy-married mothers, the poorest of the poor, who got a job. [34] Largely because of this increased employment of never-ending mothers, poverty among all single mothers and their children fell by 30 percent, from a 1991 peak of 47.1 percent to 33,0 percent in 2000, its lowest
level ever. Similarly, poverty among black children, living disproportionately in female families, reached its lowest level ever in 2001. This example demonstrates what is possible if government policy encourages adults and even presses to go to work and then subsidizes the incomes of
those who earn low wages. The combination of job requirements and earned public benefits has the appearance of an approach to reducing poverty that has strong bipartisan overtones. It is notable that even during and after the recessions from 2001 and 2007 to 2009, work rates among
never-married mothers did not return to their pre-welfare reform level. Although their work rates fell from the 1999 peak (and highest ever) from 66.0 percent to 58.7 percent in 2010, the 2010 level is still about 25 percent higher than the pre-welfare reform level of 46.5 percent in 1995. [35]
On its face, the strategy of emphasising work is even by mothers whose education and experience usually limit them to low-wage jobs, which in addition leads to more mothers working and lowering poverty levels than the low employment levels that prevailed during the pre-welfare reform
years in which millions of mothers spent many years working on the welfare roles. [36] Furthermore, it is more politically popular and sustainable to give benefits to mothers working full-time to help them and their children escape poverty, more politically popular — and therefore sustainable
— than to give welfare to mothers who don't work. Dominating low-wage jobs for poorly educated workers is the reason encouraging jobs are just half the federal strategy for raising work rates to attack poverty. Millions of Americans have low-wage and part-time jobs that don't offer them
enough money to support a family at or above the poverty level. If a lone mom worked all year, full-time at the minimum wage ($7.25 an hour), with no vacations and no time off for illness or to care for sick children, she would earn $15,080, about $2,500 below the poverty level for a mother
and two children. Realizing the problem of low wages, and hoping to increase job incentives at the bottom of the wage scale, Congress and three presidents, began roughly in the mid-1980s, passed a series of laws that created, changed, or expanded programs that provided cash and in-
kind benefits to poor and low-income working families. [37] These programmes, often referred to as the country's work support system, are structured in such a way that they provides families who have low earnings. Some of the programs, such as the Child Tax Credit and the Earned
Income Tax Income Tax (EITC), offer their benefits only to families with earnings. All of the programs allow at least some of their benefits to flow to families who avoid or leave welfare for work. Federal policymakers developed the job support system over a period of about two decades. [38]
If the laws on child care, medical assistance, the child tax credit and the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) did not change after 1984, a study by the Congressional Budget Office shows that working families would have received a mere $5.6 billion in benefits in 1999. But because Congress
expanded, changed, or created all these job support programs after 1984, in 1999 working families qualified for $51.7 billion in benefits. A more recent estimate of benefits from these programs for working families by Sheila Zedlewski of the Urban Institute shows that between 1996 and
2002, job support benefits grew by 27 percent in real dollars. [39] Since 2002, the EITC has been expanded twice, Medicaid coverage has expanded, food stamp benefits have been reformed to make it easier for working families to get them, and daycare funding has been expanded.
Federal policy does a lot to increase incomes and reduce poverty among low-income working families. The increase in jobs by single mothers after the enactment of welfare reform in 1996 activated the job support system for millions of these families, both those leaving welfare and those
who never went on welfare. Work and work support briefly functioned together to reduce poverty and welfare dependency. Figure 3 provides a clear view of the impact of government programmes on children's poverty rates in families led by never-married mothers in 1989, before welfare
reform, and in 2006, after welfare reform. The raw poverty rate (before any government transfers or taxes) in 2006 was nearly 20 percent lower than in 1989 (39.6 percent versus 48.3 percent). Undoubtedly, this decline in raw poverty before any government aid was due to increased jobs
and earnings by these ni never-married mothers. As shown by the second bar chart in each set, social insurance and non-cash benefits reduced poverty by between 20 and 25 percent in both years. But in 2006, cash benefits provided by the EITC and Child Tax Credit (CTC) sent the
poverty rate another 13 percent while the mothers' work rate in 1989 was not high enough to attract substantial support from the EITC and CTC. In short, both more work by the mothers and more job support benefits from the government contributed to the final poverty rate being nearly 40
percent lower in 2006 (26.1 percent) than in 1989 (39.1 percent). Although controversial, a reasonable implication of these results is that federal policy should encourage jobs. One way to reach this end would be to work requirements in both the SNAP and strengthen the means-tested
housing programs. This recommendation is controversial because the 1996 reforms showed that some mothers either don't get a job or or hold a job for a long period of time. As often happens in these situations, an argument among researchers and pundits broke out about whether the
finding that many mothers don't retain employment is a major problem. There are two primary facts accepted by both sides. First, the percentage of single mothers disconnected from both cash welfare and employment has more than doubled since welfare reform was enacted in 1996.
Second, the percentage of poor single mothers and children receiving cash welfare from the TANF program is the lowest ever; in 1979, about 82 families received cash from the old Aid to Families with Dependent Children program for every 100 families with children in poverty; by 2010, that
number had dropped to 27 families receiving TANF for every 100 families in poverty. [41] One side argues that this data shows that these mothers and their children are on the verge of needy and that policy needs to be changed so that they can qualify for cash welfare benefits. [42] The
other hand, argues that these mothers choose not to work, that they get other means-tested benefits (especially food stamps), and that they usually live with other adults who have income. [43] At the very least, the large number of mothers with very low incomes who do not receive cash
welfare calls for caution. Caution in this case means that strengthening work requirements in SNAP and housing programs should be done on a limited basis and carefully studied during implementation. Caution could also call for congressional hearings and studies by congressional
agencies of how states implement the work requirements established by the 1996 welfare reform law and the Deficit Reduction Act. Other strategies If they give money to the elderly and in traceful work combined with supplementing earnings with job support benefits have proven to be
effective in reducing poverty, at least four other strategies hold promise for reducing poverty. Immigration. History shows that immigrants are often a hard-working and creative group of people who move specifically from their homeland because they want to get ahead. In the U.S., however,
legislation enacted in 1965 gave preference to acknowledge immigrants to relatives of those already in the U.S., regardless of their education or skill levels. It seems from recent debates that there is now widespread recognition that it would be wise to shift immigration policy to reduce the
importance of family relations in favour of increasing the emphasis on skills and giving employers more flexibility so that valuable employees can stay in the U.S. However, the hope for legislation to reflect this recognition is held primarily by ongoing disagreements over what to do about
undocumented immigrants. If our immigration commode has shifted to a greater emphasis on education and we will see a shift in the percentage of immigrants earning higher and thereby avoid poverty. In addition, immigrants with higher education and skills will contribute more to the U.S.
economy that will in turn contribute to economic growth and increase both employment and tax revenue. There doesn't appear to be any downside to immigration reforms of this kind. Reducing non-writing births. One of the engines driving poverty in the U.S. is the fragmentation of families.
About a quarter of children live in female families at any given moment and about half experience at least some time during their childhood in a female family. When children live in female families, they are at least four times as likely to be poor as when living in a married couple family. [45]
But poverty is not the only risk these children face. Since Sara McLanahan and Gary Sandefur publishedGrowing with a single parent in 1994, [46] social science research has repeatedly shown that children rearing up in female-headed families are more likely to fail in school, more likely to
be arrested, more likely to become pregnant than teenagers, more likely to have mental health problems and commit suicide , more likely to get a divorce when they grow up, and more likely to experience other negative outcomes. [47] In addition, as Kathy Edin has shown, these parents
tend to divorce within a few years, after which both the mother and father usually form new relationships. Thus, their children experience a series of changes in domestic composition as their mothers form new cohabing relationships. [48] The mother may even have a baby with one or more
of these new men, creating a household with complex and often difficult relationships between the adults and usually making it difficult for the children to establish a close relationship with their fathers. The point is that living in female families imposes both a high probability of poverty and
domestic instability that can cause negative impacts on child development. [50] If the share of children born into married couple families can be increased, poverty and child-rearing, health and mental health problems may decline, increase the human capital of the country's children and
have a long-term impact on the country's poverty rate. [51] Several programmes have proved successful in reducing teenage pregnancy. [52] In part because of the prevalence of these programs, the American teenagebirth has decreased in all but three years since 1991. [53] However, it is
difficult to be too optimistic about declining teen birth because, as the teenager birth decreased, the non-rital country for young women in the twenties and early thirties increased more than enough to offset the decline in the teen rate. [54] Even so are investments in programmes aimed at
not only shown to reduce such births among women in their 20s and 30s, but to save government money. [55] The programmes are a mass media mass media which encourages men to use condoms, a program for teens that both encourages abstinence and instructions on the proper use
of contraceptives, and expansion of family planning services provided by Medicaid, mostly birth controlled for low-income women. Similarly, the Obama administration has initiated a number of new evidence-based initiatives that could reduce the number of non-charity allies even more.
Additional investments in these programs will reduce the number of non-being births, thereby reducing the country's poverty rate. but with 72 percent of black babies, 53 percent of Hispanic babies, and more than 40 percent of all babies born outside of marriage, there's a long way to go.
[56] The non-rital birth machine that expands poverty and disrupts children with less human capital than their counterparts are raised in married couple families and will continue to disrupt the country's drive to combat poverty. Raising Human Capital. The most basic reason wealthy nations
need welfare programs is because a significant fraction of their populations don't earn enough money to support themselves and their families. Since the 1960s, a major goal of anti-poverty policies has been helping the poor obtain the poor who are required to achieve earnings that will
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