
Regional Aspects of WeIfare Spending 

Billions of 1982-84 dollars 

@ AFDC replaced with block grant 
Assistance to Needy Families. 

@ Federal funding conditioned on 
at least 75% of 1994 expenditu 

@ Maximum five-year assistance for a 

States can deny payments to un 
under the age of 18 and can re 
in cases of unknown paternity 
rape or incest is involved). 

@ Adult recipients are require 
years of receiving benefits. 
lowed for parents with child 

a. "Other" includes deposit insurance and offsetting receipts. 
NOTE: All budget data pertain to fiscal years. 
SOURCES: Congressional Budget Office; and Jeffrey L. Katz, "Provisions of Welfare Bill," Congressional Quarter&, vol. 53, no. 45 (November 18, 1995), 
pp. 3542-544. 

Any attempt to i>alance the federal 
buclget r n ~ ~ s t  confront the pro1,lem 
of burgeoning wellare payments. 
Meaw-testecl entitlements, which in- 
clude h/feclicaicl m c l  otller \iielfare- 
type programs, have gl-own at a 12% 
average annual clip since 1962, in- 
creasing from 496 to 12% of total out- 
hys. Non-me:uns-tested entitlements, 
which cover Soci:~l Security. PIecli- 
care, ancl uncruplo\.ment compensa- 
tion, have grolvn at a 10%) annual 
rate over the s:ume periocl. rising 
fro111 26% to 42'81 of governll~ent 
outlays. 1)iscretionar-y spencling. on 

the other hand, is up only 6.4%, 
shrinking from 70% to 37% of total 
fecleml outlays. The current congres- 
sional proposal for limiting welfare 
payments would give states more 
control over welfare progranIs, re- 
cluire recipients to work, ancl liinit 
the cluration of benefits. 

LYielfare attempts to furnish a min- 
imum standard of living for those 
 unable to provide for themselves. 
typically young single mothers with 
children. The concern of many poli- 
cymakers, however, is that an other- 
wise worthy cause creates disincen- 

tives for \vol.lc ancl promotes long- 
terin welfare dependency. The 
problem rimy arise not fr.0111 any sin- 
gle program. hut from a coml~ina- 
tion of in-lcincl ancl cash programs. 

K~elfare henefits xuty fro111 state to 
state and among recipients. One 
st~lcly estimates that the total value of 
21 stantlarcl package of benefits for a 
typical recipient in the Aid to I;:uni- 
lies n.ith 1)epenclent Chilclren 
(APIIC) prog1~1111 ranges from 
S27,736 in Ma\vaii to $13,033 in Mis- 
sissippi. Cl'he st:undarcl package in 

(co~l t i~zl red ou ize.~tpngel 
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Regional Aspects of Welfare Spending (cont.) 
Thousands 01 dollars Der recioienl 
-" 

PRE-TAX INCOME REQUIREMENT FOR EARNING THE I EQUIVALENTVALUE OF THE WELFARE PACKAGE. ,995' I 

F~rsl Second Third Fourth Fiflh 
Quinl~le 

a. Totals are calculated on the basis of state benefit levels weighted by the corresponding number of recipients in 1992. 
b. Aid to Families with Dependent Children plus supplemental food program for Women, Infants, and Children. 
c. Calculated using number of recipients in 1993. 
SOURCES: Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1994; and Michael Tanner, Stephen Moore, and Dav~d Hartman, "The Work vs. Welfare Trade-off: An 
Analysis of the Total Level of Welfare Benefits by State," Cato Institute, Policy Analysis, No. 240, September 19, 1995. 

the stucly incl~ldes AI:I>(: i~enefits, 
foocl st:inips and otllcr supple~nental 
nutrition assistance, hleclicaicl. ancl 
housing and utilit>- ;issist;~nc.e. All of 
the states mal<ing LIP the I:oi~~-tIi Fed- 
eral Reserve Districr-Ohio, 1)enn- 
sylvani:l, \Vest Virgini:~. zinc1 Iien- 
tucliy-fell belon. the n:ition:il 
average. The top lefr cliart inclic:itcs 
the avesage percent:ige c.ontrihi~tion 
of various components o f  this stan- 
clarcl package. 

T h e  typical \vciflarc rec'ipicnt re- 
ceives benefits for onl). ;I short time, 
:incl many recei1.e onl!. :I f~.:icrion of 

the entire set of cash ancl noncash 
pa)lments that are potentially a\.ail- 
able. 13ut as many as 65% remain on 
p i~ i~ l i c  assistance for eight years or 
longel-. Statistics such as this have lecl 
many economists ancl polic~~maliers 
to cl~lestion whether the system is 
constructed to facilitate the tr-ansition 
o f  persons receiving welfare I~enefits 
into fill1 labor-force participation. 

Most welfare recipients espress a 
clesire to work, and employment 
c:in ~~sual ly  enhance their long-term 
economic benefits relative to re- 
maining on  welfare. In 11ia1iy in- 

stances. however, fillfillillg this cle- 
sire nieans taking 211-1 ent1-j~-level job 
tllat pays less than staying on xvel- 
fare. Concern about the potelltially 
pen:erse incentives created by pub- 
lic assistance progralns ~llotivates at 
least some of the provisions in the 
welfare proposals clesigned by Con- 
gress. For instance. caps on the 
number of years that participants are 
eligible for benefits ancl \vork re- 
cluirements for aclult recipients are 
;is much reforrrl rileasiires as they 
arc buclget-cutting Ineasures. 
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