     

  

Committee on Building an Agenda to Reduce the
Number of Children in Poverty by Half in 10 Years
Greg Duncan and Suzanne Le Menestrel, Editors
Board on Children, Youth, and Families
and
Committee on National Statistics
Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education

A Consensus Study Report of

THE NATIONAL ACADEMIES PRESS

500 Fifth Street, NW

Washington, DC 20001

This activity was supported by contracts and grants between the National Academy of Sciences and the Doris Duke Charitable Foundation, Inc. (2017032); the
Foundation for Child Development (NAS-03-2017); the Joyce Foundation (1737856); the Russell Sage Foundation (83-18-04); Office of the Assistant Secretary
for Planning and Evaluation, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
(HHSP233201400020B, Order No. HHSP2337058); the William T. Grant Foundation (187516); and the W.K. Kellogg Foundation (P0130499). Any opinions,
findings, conclusions, or recommendations expressed in this publication do not
necessarily reflect the views of any organization or agency that provided support
for the project.
International Standard Book Number-13: 978-0-309-48398-8
International Standard Book Number-10: 0-309-48398-0
Library of Congress Control Number: 2019945735
Digital Object Identifier: https://doi.org/10.17226/25246
Additional copies of this Summary are available in limited quantities from the
Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education, 500 Fifth Street, NW,
Washington, DC 20001.
Copies of A Roadmap to Reducing Child Poverty, from which this Summary was
extracted, are available for sale from the National Academies Press, 500 Fifth Street,
NW, Keck 360, Washington, DC 20001; (800) 624-6242 or (202) 334-3313; http://
www.nap.edu/25246.
Copyright 2019 by the National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.
Printed in the United States of America
Suggested citation: National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine.
(2019). A Roadmap to Reducing Child Poverty. Washington, DC: The National
Academies Press. doi: https://doi.org/10.17226/25246.

The National Academy of Sciences was established in 1863 by an Act of Congress, signed by President Lincoln, as a private, nongovernmental institution
to advise the nation on issues related to science and technology. Members are
elected by their peers for outstanding contributions to research. Dr. Marcia
McNutt is president.
The National Academy of Engineering was established in 1964 under the charter of the National Academy of Sciences to bring the practices of engineering
to advising the nation. Members are elected by their peers for extraordinary
contributions to engineering. Dr. C. D. Mote, Jr., is president.
The National Academy of Medicine (formerly the Institute of Medicine) was
established in 1970 under the charter of the National Academy of Sciences to
advise the nation on medical and health issues. Members are elected by their
peers for distinguished contributions to medicine and health. Dr. Victor J. Dzau
is president.
The three Academies work together as the National Academies of Sciences,
Engineering, and Medicine to provide independent, objective analysis and
advice to the nation and conduct other activities to solve complex problems and
inform public policy decisions. The National Academies also encourage education
and research, recognize outstanding contributions to knowledge, and increase
public understanding in matters of science, engineering, and medicine.
Learn more about the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine at www.nationalacademies.org.

Consensus Study Reports published by the National Academies of Sciences,
Engineering, and Medicine document the evidence-based consensus on the
study’s statement of task by an authoring committee of experts. Reports typically include findings, conclusions, and recommendations based on information
gathered by the committee and the committee’s deliberations. Each report
has been subjected to a rigorous and independent peer-review process and it
represents the position of the National Academies on the statement of task.
Proceedings published by the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and
Medicine chronicle the presentations and discussions at a workshop, symposium,
or other event convened by the National Academies. The statements and opinions
contained in proceedings are those of the participants and are not endorsed by
other participants, the planning committee, or the National Academies.
For information about other products and activities of the National Academies,
please visit www.nationalacademies.org/about/whatwedo.

COMMITTEE ON BUILDING AN AGENDA TO REDUCE THE
NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN POVERTY BY HALF IN 10 YEARS
GREG J. DUNCAN (Chair), University of California, Irvine
J. LAWRENCE ABER, New York University
DOLORES ACEVEDO-GARCIA, Brandeis University
JANET CURRIE, Princeton University
BENARD P. DREYER, New York University School of Medicine
IRWIN GARFINKEL, Columbia University
RON HASKINS, Brookings Institution
HILARY HOYNES, University of California, Berkeley
CHRISTINE JAMES-BROWN, Child Welfare League of America
VONNIE C. McLOYD, University of Michigan
ROBERT MOFFITT, Johns Hopkins University
CYNTHIA OSBORNE, University of Texas at Austin
ELDAR SHAFIR, Princeton University
TIMOTHY SMEEDING, University of Wisconsin–Madison
DON WINSTEAD, JR., Don Winstead Consulting, LLC
Study Staff
SUZANNE LE MENESTREL, Study Director
PAMELLA ATAYI, Program Coordinator
SARAH BLANKENSHIP, Christine Mirzayan Science and Technology
Policy Graduate Fellow (January to April 2017)
CONSTANCE F. CITRO, Senior Scholar
REBEKAH HUTTON, Associate Program Officer (until March 2018)
CHRIS MACKIE, Senior Program Officer (until April 2018)
DARA SHEFSKA, Research Associate (from March 2018)
ELIZABETH TOWNSEND, Associate Program Officer (from March
2018)

v

BOARD ON CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND FAMILIES
ANGELA DIAZ (Chair), Icahn School of Medicine at Mount Sinai
HAROLYN BELCHER, Kennedy Krieger Institute and Johns Hopkins
University School of Medicine
W. THOMAS BOYCE, University of California, San Francisco
DAVID V. B. BRITT, Sesame Workshop (retired CEO)
RICHARD F. CATALANO, University of Washington School of Social
Work
DIMITRI CHRISTAKIS, Seattle Children’s Research Institute, University
of Washington
JEFFREY W. HUTCHINSON, Uniformed Services University of the
Health Sciences
JACQUELINE JONES, Foundation for Child Development
JAMES M. PERRIN, Harvard Medical School and MassGeneral Hospital
for Children
MARTIN J. SEPÚLVEDA, IBM Corporation (retired)
MARTIN H. TEICHER, Harvard Medical School and McLean Hospital
JONATHAN TODRES, Georgia State University College of Law
NATACHA BLAIN, Director

vi

COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL STATISTICS
ROBERT M. GROVES (Chair), Georgetown University
FRANCINE BLAU, Cornell University
MARY ELLEN BOCK, Purdue University
ANNE C. CASE, Princeton University
MICHAEL E. CHERNEW, Harvard University
JANET CURRIE, Princeton University
DONALD A. DILLMAN, Washington State University
CONSTANTINE GATSONIS, Brown University
JAMES S. HOUSE, University of Michigan
THOMAS L. MESENBOURG, U.S. Census Bureau (retired)
SARAH M. NUSSER, Iowa State University
COLM A. O’MUIRCHEARTAIGH, The University of Chicago
JEROME P. REITER, Duke University
ROBERTO RIGOBON, Massachusetts Institute of Technology
JUDITH A. SELTZER, University of California, Los Angeles
EDWARD H. SHORTLIFFE, Columbia University and Arizona
State University
BRIAN HARRIS-KOJETIN, Director
CONSTANCE F. CITRO, Senior Scholar

vii

Acknowledgments

T

he U.S. Congress asked the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine to provide a nonpartisan, evidence-based
report that would provide its assessment of the most effective means
for reducing child poverty by half in the next 10 years. The National Academies appointed the Committee on Building an Agenda to Reduce the Number of Children in Poverty by Half in 10 Years to address its charge. The
committee thanks the following sponsors of this study for their support:
the Doris Duke Charitable Foundation; the Foundation for Child Development; the Joyce Foundation; the Russell Sage Foundation; the Office of
the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services; the William T. Grant Foundation; and the
W.K. Kellogg Foundation.
This report would not have been possible without the contributions
of many people. Special thanks go to the members of the committee who
dedicated extensive time, expertise, and energy to the drafting of the
report. The committee also thanks the members of the staff of the National
Academies for their significant contributions to the report: Suzanne Le
Menestrel, Connie Citro, Rebekah Hutton, Chris Mackie, Dara Shefska,
and Elizabeth Townsend. We also thank Jennifer Duer, University of
California, Irvine, for her invaluable assistance in developing graphics
and tables for the report. Pamella Atayi provided key administrative and
logistical support and made sure that committee meetings ran smoothly. We
also thank Michelle Burbage for her research assistance.

ix

x

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The committee is also grateful to Azzure Beale, Anthony Bryant, and
Lisa Alston for their administrative and financial assistance on this project.
From the Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education Office
of Reports and Communication, Kirsten Sampson Snyder, Viola Horek,
Patricia L. Morison, Douglas Sprunger, and Yvonne Wise shepherded the
report through the review and production process and assisted with its
communication and dissemination. The committee also thanks the National
Academies Press staff, Clair Woolley and Holly Sten, for their assistance
with the production of the final report; Daniel Bearss and Rebecca Morgan
in the National Academies research library for their assistance with fact
checking and literature searches; the report’s editor, Marc DeFrancis, for
his skillful and thoughtful editing; and Jay Christian for his elegant graphic
design work. Finally, throughout the project, Natacha Blain, director of
the Board on Children, Youth, and Families, Mary Ellen O’Connell, and
Monica Feit provided helpful oversight. We also thank Melissa Welch-Ross
for her helpful comments.
Many individuals volunteered significant time and effort to address and
educate the committee during our public information sessions. Their willingness to share their perspectives, research, and personal experiences was
essential to the committee’s work. We thank: MaryLee Allen, Children’s
Defense Fund; Douglas Besharov, University of Maryland; Gary Bonner,
Center for Urban Families; Roy Brooks, Tarrant County, Texas; Miles
Corak, Graduate Center of the City University of New York; Marla Dean,
Bright Beginnings; Jesús Gerena, Family Independence Initiative; Olivia
Golden, Center for Law and Social Policy; Richard Hendra, MDRC; Tara
Lobin, Fairfax County Public Schools; Nora Morales, Maryland Public
Schools; Edgar Olsen, University of Virginia; Anita Sampson, Maryland
Public Schools; Isabel Sawhill, Brookings Institution; Kelsey Schaberg,
MDRC; Arloc Sherman, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities; Satira
Streeter, Ascensions Psychological and Community Services, Inc; Bruce
Western, Harvard University; and W. Bradford Wilcox, University of
Virginia.
We also thank the researchers who conducted original analyses and
prepared commissioned papers for the committee: Randall Akee, University
of California, Los Angeles and the Brookings Institution; Rosemary
Hyson, Dahlia Remler, and Sanders D. Korenman, City University
of New York; Thierry Kruten and Teresa Munzi, Cross-National Data
Center in Luxembourg; Emilia Simeonova, Johns Hopkins University; and
Christopher Wimer, Columbia University. The committee would also like to
extend a special acknowledgement to the Transfer Income Model Version
3 project team at The Urban Institute for their expert analyses, patience,
thoroughness, and attention to detail: Linda Giannarelli, Joyce Morton,
Kevin Werner, and Laura Wheaton.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

xi

The committee also thanks the following individuals for their contributions to this study and the final report: Brian Baird, David Britt, Dorothy
Duncan, Camille Gamboa, David H. Greenberg, Jeff Hutchinson, Arthur
Lupia, Nancy McArdle, Clemens Noelke, Sheri Roder, Adam Thomas, and
James Ziliak. Many individuals also submitted memos for the committee’s
consideration; a listing of these individuals can be found in Appendix C in
this report.
This Consensus Study Report was reviewed in draft form by individuals
chosen for their diverse perspectives and technical expertise. The purpose of
this independent review is to provide candid and critical comments that will
assist the National Academies in making each published report as sound as
possible and to ensure that it meets the institutional standards for quality,
objectivity, evidence, and responsiveness to the study charge. The review
comments and draft manuscript remain confidential to protect the integrity
of the deliberative process.
We thank the following individuals for their review of this report:
Eloise Anderson (retired), Department of Children and Families, State of
Wisconsin; Lenette Azzi-Lessing, School of Social Work, Boston University;
Robert Doar, Morgridge Fellow in Poverty Studies, American Enterprise
Institute; Kenneth A. Dodge, Sanford School of Public Policy, Duke University; Kathryn J. Edin, Department of Sociology, Princeton University;
Gary W. Evans, College of Human Ecology, Cornell University; Wade F.
Horn, Health and Human Services Marketplace Leader, Deloitte Consulting, LLC; Sara Rosenbaum, Department of Health Policy and Management,
Milken Institute School of Public Health, The George Washington University; H. Luke Schaefer, Poverty Solutions and Gerald R. Ford School of Public Policy, University of Michigan; Diane Whitmore Schanzenbach, Institute
for Policy Research, Northwestern University; Michael R. Strain, John G.
Searle Scholar, American Enterprise Institute; Scott Winship, Manhattan
Institute for Policy Research and The University of Chicago; and Barbara L.
Wolfe, Institute for Research on Poverty, University of Wisconsin–Madison.
Although the reviewers listed above provided many constructive comments and suggestions, they were not asked to endorse the conclusions or
recommendations of this report nor did they see the final draft before its
release. The review of this report was overseen by V. Joseph Hotz, Department of Economics, Duke University, and Joseph P. Newhouse, Harvard
University. They were responsible for making certain that an independent
examination of this report was carried out in accordance with the standards of the National Academies and that all review comments were carefully considered. Responsibility for the final content rests entirely with the
authoring committee and the National Academies.
One of the pleasures of serving on a National Academies committee
such as ours is that it provides opportunities to strike up friendships with

xii

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

individuals with very different interests and viewpoints. It also allows
us to share in the joys and sorrows of fellow committee members. We
dedicate this report to the memory of Joseph Smeeding, a bright young
doctoral student at the University of Arizona and son of committee member
Timothy Smeeding. He died on January 12, 2018, after a 2-year battle with
glioblastoma multiforme.
Greg Duncan, Chair
Committee on Building an Agenda to Reduce
the Number of Children in Poverty by Half in 10 Years

Contents

Summary		
Why Is Poverty Such a Serious Problem?, 2
Do Poverty-Reducing Programs in the United States Promote
		 Children’s Healthy Development?, 3
How Much Do Current Programs in the United States Reduce
		 Child Poverty?, 7
Is a Goal of 50 Percent Reduction in Child Poverty Realistic?, 9
Reducing Child Poverty in the United States by Half in
		 10 Years, 10
Packages of Policies and Programs to Reduce Child Poverty and
		 Deep Poverty, 13
What Other Policy and Program Approaches Should Be
		 Considered?, 15
Which Contextual Factors Promote or Impede Antipoverty
		 Policies and Programs?, 16
Summary and Next Steps, 17

1

The contents of the entire Consensus Study Report,
from which this Summary is extracted, are listed below.
1

Introduction
The Committee’s Charge, 21
Temporal and Other Considerations Associated with the
		 Statement of Task, 23
How the Committee Selected Programs to Review, 24
xiii

19

xiv

CONTENTS

Considerations in Estimating Policy and Program Impacts, 26
Organization of the Report, 28
References, 30
2

A Demographic Portrait of Child Poverty in the United States
Measuring U.S. Child Poverty, 33
A Demographic Portrait of U.S. Child Poverty in 2015, 41
Historical Trends in Child Poverty, 1967–2016, 55
Child Poverty in the United States and Other English-Speaking
		 Developed Countries, 57
References, 62

33

3

67

Consequences of Child Poverty
Why Childhood Poverty Can Matter for Child Outcomes, 68
Correlational Studies, 71
The Impact of Child Poverty, 73
Macroeconomic Costs of Child Poverty to Society, 89
References, 91

4

How the Labor Market, Family Structure,
and Government Programs Affect Child Poverty
Forces that Shape Child Poverty, 97
The Changing Role of Government Taxes and Transfers, 106
Child-Related Income Transfers and Tax Benefits, 112
Effects of Income Transfers and Tax Benefits on Child Poverty
		 in 2015, 116
Effects of Government Benefits on Child Poverty in the
		 United States and Other English-Speaking Countries, 120
References, 128
5

97

Ten Policy and Program Approaches to Reducing Child Poverty, 133
Program and Policy Options in 10 Areas, 134
Modifications Examined for 10 Policy and Program Areas, 137
Impacts on Poverty, Cost, and Employment, 152
References, 168

6

Packages of Policies and Programs That Reduce Poverty
and Deep Poverty Among Children
A Work-Based Poverty-Reduction Package, 174
A Work-Based and Universal Supports Poverty-Reduction
		 Package, 176

173

CONTENTS

xv

A Means-Tested Supports and Work Poverty-Reduction
		 Package, 182
A Universal Supports and Work Poverty-Reduction
		 Package, 183
Simulating the Impacts of the Four Program Packages, 185
References, 194
7

Other Policy and Program Approaches to
Child Poverty Reduction
Family Planning, 196
Family Composition, 200
Paid Family and Medical Leave, 204
Mandatory Employment Programs, 207
Block Grants, 210
The TANF Program, 213
Health, Health Insurance, and Measuring Poverty, 214
Policies Toward American Indian and Alaska Native
		 Children, 217
References, 220
8

9

Contextual Factors That Influence the Effects of Anti-Poverty
Policies and Programs
Why Context Matters, 227
Six Major Contextual Factors, 228
Income Stability and Predictability, 229
Equitable and Ready Access to Programs, 233
Racial/Ethnic Discrimination, 237
Criminal Justice System Involvement, 239
Neighborhood Conditions, 242
Health and Disability, 245
References, 248

Recommendations for Research and Data Collection
Priority Areas for Research, 259
Improvements in Data Collection and Measurement, 265
Continued Monitoring and Program Evaluation, 270
Coordinating Research and Data Priorities Across
		 Departments, 271
References, 273

195

227

257

xvi

CONTENTS

APPENDIXES
Note: Papers commissioned by the committee are available on the
National Academies Press website at http://www.nap.edu/25246.
A
B
C

Biosketches of Committee Members and Staff
Public Session Agendas
Authors of Memos Submitted to the Committee

275
285
289

ON-LINE APPENDIXES (Available: http://www.nap.edu/25246
under the Resources tab)
D

Technical Appendixes to Select Chapters
2-1. A Brief History of Poverty Measurements
		
in the United States
2-2. Types of Income-Based Poverty Measures and the
		
Advantages of Using the Adjusted SPM for
		
Policy Analysis
2-3. Consumption-Based Poverty Measures
2-4. How Equivalence Scales Are Used to Adjust
		
Poverty Thresholds
2-5. Cost-of-Living Adjustments in Poverty Thresholds
		
and Benefits
2-6. Differences Between the Resource Measures Used
		
by the OPM and SPM Poverty Measures
2-7. Poverty Among American Indian and Alaska
		
Native Children
2-8. The Changing Demography of Children,
		
Including Children in Poverty
2-9. Distribution of Child Population Across Persistently
		
High-Poverty Counties
2-10. Anchored and Unanchored Methods of Calculating
		
SPM Poverty Over Time
2-11. Poverty Measurement Across Countries: Cross-Country
		
Poverty Lines and Child Poverty Rates
3-1. Associations Between Poverty and Child Outcomes
4-1. Definitions Pertaining to Chapter 4 from the
		
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
		
Development (OECD)
4-2. Government Policies Affecting Child Poverty in
		
Australia and Ireland
5-1. Adjusting Estimates of Poverty Reduction for
		
Behavioral Effects
5-2. Modifications to the Earned Income Tax Credit

291
291
293
310
318
320
325
325
328
332
345
350
362
392
393
411
412

xvii

CONTENTS

5-3.
5-4.
5-5.
5-6.
		
5-7.
5-8.
		
5-9.
5-10.
5-11.
5-12.
		
5-13.

Modifications to Child Care Subsidies
Modifications to the Minimum Wage
Scaling Up WorkAdvance
Modifications to the Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (SNAP)
Modifications to Housing Programs
Modifications to the Supplemental Security
Income (SSI) Program
Introducing a Child Allowance
A Child Support Assurance Program
Changes in Immigrant Policies
Reducing Child Poverty through a Universal
Basic Income
Construction of Summary Tables 5-1 and 5-2

415
417
419
421
424
426
430
432
434
440
443

E

TRIM3 Summary Tables

455

F

Urban Institute TRIM3 Technical Specifications:
Using Microsimulation to Assess the Policy Proposals of the
National Academies Committee on Reducing Child Poverty
Introduction
The TRIM3 Model and the 2015 Baseline
Policy Changes to Reduce Child Poverty
Overview of Simulation Assumptions
EITC		
Child Care Expenses
Minimum Wage
Employment Policy
SNAP
Hous ing
SSI		
Child Allowances
Child Support Assurance
Immigrant Eligibility Policies
Basic Income Guarantee
Policy Packages
Simulations Using 2018 Tax Law
Summary and Caveats
References
About the Urban Institute

457
457
458
482
483
487
497
506
518
523
534
538
541
550
557
565
572
581
584
592
594

Summary

T

he strengths and abilities children develop from infancy through
adolescence are crucial for their physical, emotional, and cognitive
growth. And that growth in turn enables them to achieve success in
school and to become responsible, economically self-sufficient, and healthy
adults. Capable, responsible, and healthy adults are the foundation of any
well-functioning and prosperous society, yet in this regard the future of
the United States is not as secure as it could be. This is because millions
of American children live in families with incomes below the poverty line.
A wealth of evidence suggests that a lack of adequate family economic
resources compromises children’s ability to grow and achieve success in
adulthood, hurting them and the broader society as well.
Recognizing this challenge to America’s future, Congress included in an
omnibus appropriations bill that was signed into law in December 2015 a
provision directing the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and
Medicine to conduct a comprehensive study of child poverty in the United
States. The heart of this congressional charge is to identify evidence-based
programs and policies for reducing the number of children living in poverty in the United States by half within 10 years. This 10-year window
meant that the National Academies’ study would need to focus on policies
that could affect poor parents’ resources in the near term, rather than on
investments such as improved education for poor children that might well
reduce poverty for future generations. Specifically, Congress requested that
the committee provide the following:

1
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1. a review of research on linkages between child poverty and child
well-being;
2. objective analyses of the poverty-reducing effects of major assistance programs directed at children and families; and
3. policy and program recommendations for reducing the number of
children living in poverty—including those living in deep poverty
(with family incomes below one-half the poverty line)—in the
United States by half within 10 years.
After nearly 2 years of work, the Committee on Building an Agenda to
Reduce the Number of Children in Poverty by Half in 10 Years (hereafter,
the committee) has completed a review of the research literature and its own
commissioned analyses to answer some of the most important questions
surrounding child poverty and its eradication in the United States. Moreover,
the committee was able to formulate two program and policy packages,
described below, that meet the 50 percent poverty-reduction goals while at
the same time increasing employment among low-income families.
WHY IS CHILD POVERTY SUCH A SERIOUS PROBLEM?
Although some children are resilient to the adverse impacts of economic
poverty, many studies show significant associations between poverty and
poor child outcomes, such as harmful childhood experiences, including
maltreatment, material hardship, impaired physical health, low birthweight,
structural changes in brain development, and mental health problems. Studies also show significant associations between child poverty and lower educational attainment, difficulty obtaining steady, well-paying employment in
adulthood, and a greater likelihood of risky behaviors, delinquency, and
criminal behavior in adolescence and adulthood.
Because these correlations do not in themselves prove that low income
is the active ingredient producing worse outcomes for children, the committee focused its attention on the literature addressing the causal impacts of
childhood poverty on children. The committee concludes from this review
that the weight of the causal evidence does indeed indicate that income poverty itself causes negative child outcomes, especially when poverty occurs in
early childhood or persists throughout a large portion of childhood.1 (The
full text of this and other conclusions and recommendations included in the
Summary are presented in Box S-1.)
The committee also reviewed the much less extensive evidence on the
macroeconomic costs of child poverty to measure how much child poverty
costs the nation overall. Studies in this area attempt to attach a monetary
1

Conclusion 3-8, Chapter 3.
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value to the reduction in adult productivity, increased costs of crime, and
increased health expenditures associated with children growing up in poor
families. Estimates of these costs range from 4.0 to 5.4 percent of the
Gross Domestic Product—roughly between $800 billion and $1.1 trillion
annually if measured in terms of the size of the U.S. economy in 2018.2 As
we demonstrate below, outlays for new programs that would reduce child
poverty by 50 percent would cost the United States much less than these
estimated costs of child poverty.
DO POVERTY-REDUCING PROGRAMS IN THE UNITED STATES
PROMOTE CHILDREN’S HEALTHY DEVELOPMENT?
Given the evidence that poverty harms children’s well-being, policies
designed to reduce poverty by rewarding work or providing safety-net
benefits might be expected to have the opposite effect. The committee
examined research findings to assess whether that is the case. A number
of researchers have studied the effects on children of changes in policies,
such as the emerging availability of food stamps across the country in the
1960s and 1970s and expansions of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC)
Program in the 1990s. Further expansions of some of these policies are
obvious candidates for meeting the 50 percent poverty-reduction goal in
the committee’s statement of task, so it is particularly important to assess
the evidence of their past impacts on children. The committee finds that
many programs that alleviate poverty—either directly, by providing income
transfers, or indirectly, by providing food, housing, or medical care—have
been shown to improve child well-being.3
Specifically, we find that
•
•
•

2 This

periodic increases in the generosity of the Earned Income Tax Credit
Program have improved child educational and health outcomes,4
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) has
improved birth outcomes as well as many important child and
adult health outcomes,5
expansions of public health insurance for pregnant women, infants,
and children have led to substantial improvements in child and adult
health, educational attainment, employment, and earnings,6 and

is based on a Gross Domestic Product of $20.41 trillion in the second quarter of 2018.
See Table 3, https://www.bea.gov/system/files/2018-09/gdp2q18_3rd_3.pdf.
3 Conclusion 3-8, Chapter 3.
4 Conclusion 3-3, Chapter 3.
5 Conclusion 3-5, Chapter 3.
6 Conclusion 3-7, Chapter 3.
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BOX S-1
Conclusions and Recommendations
Referenced in the Summary
CONCLUSION 3-3: Periodic increases in the generosity of the Earned Income Tax Credit Program have improved children’s educational and health
outcomes.
CONCLUSION 3-5: The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program has
been shown to improve birth outcomes as well as many important child and
adult health outcomes.
CONCLUSION 3-6: Evidence on the effects of housing assistance is mixed.
Children who were young when their families received housing benefits
enabling them to move to low-poverty neighborhoods had improved educational attainment and better adult outcomes.
CONCLUSION 3-7: Expansions of public health insurance for pregnant
women, infants, and children have generated large improvements in child
and adult health and in educational attainment, employment, and earnings.
CONCLUSION 3-8: The weight of the causal evidence indicates that income
poverty itself causes negative child outcomes, especially when it begins in
early childhood and/or persists throughout a large share of a child’s life.
Many programs that alleviate poverty either directly, by providing income
transfers, or indirectly, by providing food, housing, or medical care have
been shown to improve child well-being.
CONCLUSION 4-4: Government tax and transfer programs reduced the child
poverty rate, defined by the Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM), m
 odestly
between 1967 and 1993, but became increasingly important after 1993 because of increases in government benefits targeted at the poor and near
poor. Between 1993 and 2016, SPM poverty fell by 12.3 percentage points,
from 27.9 to 15.6 percent, more than twice as much as market-income-based
poverty.
CONCLUSION 5-1: Using a threshold defined by 100 percent of the Supplemental Poverty Measure, no single program or policy option developed by
the committee was estimated to meet the goal of 50 percent poverty reduction. The $3,000 per child per year child allowance policy comes closest, and
it also meets the 50 percent reduction goal for deep poverty.
CONCLUSION 5-2: A number of other program and policy options lead to
substantial reductions in poverty and deep poverty. Two involve existing
programs—the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program and housing
vouchers. The option of a 40 percent increase in Earned Income Tax Credit
benefits would also reduce child poverty substantially.
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CONCLUSION 5-3: Programs producing the largest reductions in child poverty are estimated to cost the most. Almost all of the committee-developed
program options that lead to substantial poverty-reduction cost at least $20
billion annually.
CONCLUSION 5-4: Projected changes in earnings and employment in response to simulations of our program and policy options vary widely, but
taken as a whole they reveal a tradeoff between the magnitude of poverty
reduction and effects on earnings and employment. Work-based program
expansions involving the Earned Income Tax Credit and the Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit were estimated to increase earnings by as much as
$9 billion and employment by as many as half a million jobs. Programs such
as the child allowances and expansions of the housing voucher program
were estimated to reduce earnings by up to $6 billion and jobs by nearly
100,000. The bulk of the remaining program and policy proposals are estimated to evoke more modest behavioral responses.
CONCLUSION 5-5: The 20 program and policy options generate disparate
impacts across population subgroups in our simulations. Although virtually
all of them would reduce poverty across all of the subgroups we considered,
disproportionately large decreases in child poverty occur only for Black
children and children of mothers with low levels of education. Hispanic
children and immigrant children would benefit relatively less.
CONCLUSION 6-1: Two program and policy packages developed by the committee met its mandated 50 percent reduction in both child poverty (defined
by 100% of Supplemental Poverty Measure [SPM]) and deep poverty (defined by 50% of SPM). The first of these packages combines work-oriented
policy expansions with increases in benefit levels in the housing voucher
and Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Programs. The second package
combines work-oriented expansions with a child allowance, a child support
assurance program, and elimination of immigrant restrictions on benefits
built into the 1996 welfare reforms. Both packages increase work and earnings, and both are estimated to cost between $90 and $111 billion per year.
CONCLUSION 6-2: The committee was unable to formulate an evidence-based
employment-oriented package that would come close to meeting its mandate of reducing child poverty by 50 percent. The best employment-oriented
package it could design combines expansions of the Earned Income Tax
Credit, the Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit, a minimum wage increase,
and a promising career development program. Although this package is
estimated to add more than a million workers to the labor force, generate
$18 billion in additional earnings, and cost the government only $8.6 to $9.3
billion annually, its estimated reductions in child poverty are less than half
of what is needed to meet the goal.
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BOX S-1 Continued
CONCLUSION 7-1: Increasing both awareness of and access to effective,
safe, and affordable long-acting reversible contraception (LARC) devices
reduces the incidence of unplanned births, which could in turn reduce child
poverty. In contrast, policies that reduce access to LARC by cutting Medicaid, Title X funding of family planning services, or mandated contraceptive
coverage appear to increase the number of unintended births and thus also
child poverty.
CONCLUSION 7-2: Although increasing the proportion of children living with
married or cohabiting parents, as opposed to single parents, would almost
certainly reduce child poverty, the impacts of existing social programs
designed to promote such a change are uncertain. Evidence from these
programs is inconclusive and points to neither strong positive nor negative
effects. In the early 2000s, an ambitious attempt to develop programs that
would improve couple-relationship skills, promote marriage, and improve
child well-being failed to boost marriage rates and achieve most of their
other longer-run goals.
CONCLUSION 7-4: There is insufficient evidence to identify mandatory work
policies that would reliably reduce child poverty, and it appears that work
requirements are at least as likely to increase as to decrease poverty. The
dearth of evidence also reflects underinvestment over the past two decades
in methodologically strong evaluations of the impacts of alternative work
programs.
RECOMMENDATION 9-10: The U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
should convene working groups of appropriate federal program, research,
and statistical agencies to assess this report’s conclusions about program
packages that are capable of reducing child poverty by half within 10 years
of adoption. OMB should also convene working groups charged with assessing the report’s recommendations for research and data collection to fill
important gaps in knowledge about effective anti-child-poverty programs.
These working groups should be tasked to recommend action steps, and
OMB should work with relevant agencies to draw up implementation plans
and secure appropriate resources. The working groups should consult with
relevant state agencies and outside experts, as appropriate, to inform their
deliberations.
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evidence on the effects of housing assistance is mixed, although
children who were young when their families received housing
benefits that allowed them to move to low-poverty neighborhoods
had improved educational and adult outcomes.7
HOW MUCH DO CURRENT PROGRAMS IN
THE UNITED STATES REDUCE CHILD POVERTY?

Mindful of the evidence that links childhood poverty with problems in
adulthood, as well as studies showing the benefits for children from some
of the nation’s anti-poverty programs, the committee sought to understand
how child poverty has been affected by current programs and policies. In
2015, the latest year for which the committee was able to generate estimates
that took full account of benefits from federal tax credits and other safety
net programs, more than 9.6 million U.S. children (13.0%) lived in families with annual incomes below a poverty line defined by the Supplemental
Poverty Measure (SPM).8
That same year, some 2.1 million children (2.9%) lived in “deep poverty,” defined as having family resources below one-half of the poverty-based
line. Child poverty rates were much higher for Black children (18%) and
Hispanic children (22%) than for non-Hispanic White children (8%); for
children in single-parent families (22%) than for those in two-parent families (9%); for children in immigrant families (21%) than for those in non
immigrant families (10%); and for children in families with no workers
(62%) than for those in families with part-time workers (28%) or with
full-time workers (7%). Poverty rates also appear to be much higher among
American Indian children; however, precise rates are unavailable.
The committee examined the poverty-reducing impacts of the current set
of major federal assistance programs by estimating how child poverty rates
would have changed had each of these programs not been operating (see
Figure S-1).9 The two refundable tax credits—the EITC and the refundable
portion of the Child Tax Credit—are the most successful at alleviating
poverty, as shown in Figure S-1. We estimate that the elimination of these

7

Conclusion 3-6, Chapter 3.
The committee’s child poverty estimates are lower than those in official statistics. Its estimates were produced by a widely used microsimulation model, TRIM3, which corrects for the
underreporting of a number of important sources of income in household surveys. The 2015
SPM poverty lines for two-parent, two-child families were about $22,000 for those owning a
home free and clear and about $26,000 for renters and homeowners with a mortgage.
9 It is important to note that these estimates of the poverty-reducing impact of current programs do not account for the extent to which eliminating a given program might also affect
work and other decisions that would in turn affect a family’s market income.
8
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FIGURE S-1 Changes in child poverty rates if each current income support program

FIGURE
S-1eliminated.
Changes in child poverty rates if each current income support program were
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NOTE: CTC = Child Tax Credit, EITC = Earned Income Tax Credit, SNAP = Supple
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Poverty Measure with the Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplem
SOURCE: Estimates from TRIM3 commissioned by the committee, using the Supwith income
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plemental Poverty Measure with the Current Population Survey Annual Social and
NOTE: Economic
UC = Unemployment
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Workers’ Compensation
Supplement, with
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tax credits would raise SPM child poverty to 18.9 percent, an increase of
5.9 percentage points or 4.4 million children.
The poverty-reducing benefits from the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) are the next largest: In the absence of SNAP benefits,
the child poverty rate would have increased to 18.2 percent. In the absence
of Social Security benefits, which go to many multigeneration households
containing children, the child poverty rate would have been 15.3 percent.
Without the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) Program, the child poverty
rate would have increased to 14.8 percent.
In contrast to rates of child poverty defined by SPM thresholds, rates
of deep poverty (50% of SPM thresholds) are affected very little by refundable tax credits. This is because most families in deep poverty have very
low levels of earned income, and all three of the tax benefits are based on
earnings. SNAP is by far the single most important federal program for
reducing deep poverty; it is estimated that eliminating SNAP would nearly
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double (from 2.9 to 5.7%) the fraction of children in families with incomes
below the deep poverty threshold.
The demographic groups with the highest child poverty rates—Blacks
and Hispanics, single-parent families, and families with poorly educated
parents—benefit disproportionately from both SNAP and the tax benefit
programs. The two exceptions are children in noncitizen families, who
benefit less from both programs, and children in families with no workers,
who do not benefit from tax-related benefit programs.
IS A GOAL OF 50 PERCENT REDUCTION
IN CHILD POVERTY REALISTIC?
Both the U.S. historical record and the experience of peer countries
show that reducing child poverty in the United States is an achievable policy goal. Child poverty fell by nearly one-half between 1967 and 2016 (see
Figure S-2).10 Rates of deep child poverty declined as well over that period,
both overall and across subgroups of children defined by race and ethnicity.
Historically, macroeconomic growth has fueled growth in wages and
employment, which in turn has led to corresponding reductions in poverty. However, during the past several decades economic growth has not
been shared equally across the income distribution. Wages have stagnated
or declined for lower-skilled male workers since the early 1970s, while
the wages of lower-skilled women have stagnated since 2000. During the
1967–2016 period, child poverty rates varied with both business cycles and
changes in social benefit programs. Government tax and transfer programs
reduced child poverty modestly between 1967 and 1993, but they became
increasingly important after 1993 because of increases in government benefits (mainly the Earned Income Tax Credit) targeted at the poor and near
poor. Between 1993 and 2016, SPM poverty fell by 12.3 percentage points,
dropping from 27.9 to 15.6 percent.11
The United States spends less to support low-income families with
children than peer English-speaking countries do, and by most measures
it has much higher rates of child poverty. Two decades ago, child poverty
rates were similar in the United States and the United Kingdom. That began
to change in March 1999, when Prime Minister Tony Blair pledged to end
child poverty in a generation and to halve child poverty within 10 years.
Emphasizing increased financial support for families, direct investments
in children, and measures to promote work and increase take-home pay,
10

As defined by the U.S. Census Bureau, an SPM-based poverty measure that counts cash
income, tax credits, and near-cash benefits (e.g., SNAP benefits) in its measure of household
resources.
11 Conclusion 4-4, Chapter 4.
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FIGURE S-2 Child poverty rates as measured by the Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM), 1967–2016, using the Current Population Survey Annual Social and
Economic
Supplement
ASEC).
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13.0% vs. 15.6% poverty rate differences shown in Figures S-1 and S-2.

the United Kingdom enacted a range of measures that made it possible
to meet the 50 percent poverty-reduction goal by 2008—a year earlier
than anticipated. More recently, the Canadian government introduced the
Canada Child Benefit in its 2016 budget. According to that government’s
projections, the benefit will reduce the number of Canadian children living
in poverty by nearly one-half.
REDUCING CHILD POVERTY IN THE UNITED
STATES BY HALF IN 10 YEARS
The heart of the committee’s charge is to identify policies and programs
that have the potential to reduce child poverty and deep poverty in the
United States by half within 10 years. With hundreds of local, state, federal,
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and international anti-poverty program and policy models to choose from,
the committee developed a set of criteria to guide its selection process.
These included (1) the strength of the research and evaluation evidence;
(2) likely reductions in the number of poor children; (3) the extent of child
poverty reduction achievable within the subgroups with the highest child
poverty rates; (4) cost; and (5) positive impacts on work, marriage, opportunity, and social inclusion.
The committee examined 10 program and policy options. Four of them
are tied to work, three of them modify existing safety net programs, two
come from other countries, and the final one modifies existing provisions
relating to immigrants. It then formulated two variations for each of the 10
options, yielding 20 scenarios in all. The 10 options are as follows:
Program and policy options tied to work:
1. expanding the EITC;
2. expanding child care subsidies;
3. raising the federal minimum wage; and
4. implementing a promising training and employment program called
WorkAdvance nationwide.
Modifications to existing safety net programs:
5. expanding SNAP;
6. expanding the Housing Choice Voucher Program; and
7. expanding the SSI program.
Options used in other countries:
8. introducing a universal child allowance (which, in the U.S. context,
can also be thought of as an extension of the federal child tax credit
delivered monthly instead of once a year); and
9. introducing a child support assurance program that sets guaranteed
minimum child support amounts per child per month.
Modifications to existing provisions relating to immigrants:
10. increasing immigrants’ access to safety net programs.
The committee’s simulations showed that no single program or policy
option that we considered could meet the goal of reducing child poverty by
one-half. A $3,000 per child per year child allowance policy would produce
the largest poverty reduction, and it would meet the goal of reducing deep
poverty (50% of SPM poverty) by one-half.12 A number of other program
and policy options were also estimated to reduce child poverty substantially
12

Conclusion 5-1, Chapter 5.
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FIGURE S-3 Reductions in child poverty and cost of several policy and program
optionsS-3
developed
by the
committee.
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(see Figure S-3). Three of them involve modifications to existing programs:
the EITC, SNAP, and subsidized housing.13
Policy makers may wish to balance poverty reduction against other
policy goals, including boosting employment among low-income families
as well as containing costs, keeping in mind the consequences of raising
revenues to pay for the policies and programs that reduce the number of
children raised in a poor family. As might be expected, there is a strong
positive relationship between cost and the number of children moved out
of poverty. Almost all of the committee-developed program options that
would lead to substantial poverty reductions were estimated to cost at least
$20 billion annually.14
The committee devoted significant effort to estimating how families
might change their work effort in response to each of the policy and program options under consideration. It found considerable variation in the
changes in employment and earnings resulting from the simulated implementation of the 20 program and policy options. Work-based program
13
14

Conclusion 5-2, Chapter 5.
Conclusion 5-3, Chapter 5.
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expansions involving the Earned Income Tax Credit and the Child and
Dependent Care Tax Credit were estimated to increase earnings by as much
as $9 billion and employment by as many as half a million jobs. Programs
such as child allowances and expansions of the housing voucher program
were estimated to reduce earnings by up to $6 billion and jobs by nearly
100,000.15
The 20 program and policy options the committee examined generated
different impacts in different subgroups of the population. Although virtually
all of these options reduced poverty across all of the subgroups considered,
there were disproportionately large decreases in child poverty for Black children and children of mothers with low levels of education. Hispanic children
and children in immigrant families benefited relatively less.16
PACKAGES OF POLICIES AND PROGRAMS TO REDUCE
CHILD POVERTY AND DEEP POVERTY
Since none of the committee’s individual policy and program options
met both of the 50 percent reduction goals—for both poverty and deep
poverty—the committee developed the four program and policy “packages”
shown in Table S-1 and assessed their expected impacts.
The work-oriented package attempted to capitalize on the fact that
gains in steady employment and earnings are among the strongest correlates
of escaping poverty. Accordingly, this package was focused exclusively
on policies tied to paid employment by combining expansions of two tax
credits (the EITC and Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit [CDCTC])
with an increase in the minimum wage and implementing the WorkAdvance
Program nationwide. Although combining these four programs was estimated to add a million workers to the labor force, generate $18 billion
in additional earnings, and cost only $8.7 billion, the reduction in child
poverty it was estimated to bring about was less than one-half of what is
needed to meet the 50 percent poverty-reduction goal.17
It was disappointing to conclude that this work-oriented package
would be unable to achieve adequate reductions in child poverty, in light
of the often-stated policy goal of moving low-income families from reliance
on government assistance and toward greater participation in the labor
force. Although states have been testing a number of new work-oriented
programs, especially those including work requirements, most states have
evaluated the new programs using weak methods that fall far short of the
evidentiary standard set by the National Academies for its reports. Some of
15

Conclusion 5-4, Chapter 5.
Conclusion 5-5, Chapter 5.
17 Conclusion 6-2, Chapter 6.
16
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Income Support-oriented
Programs and Policies

Work-oriented
Programs and
Policies

TABLE S-1 Components of the Four Packages and Their Estimated Costs
and Impact on Poverty Reduction and Employment Change

1. Workoriented
Package

2. Workbased and
Universal
Supports
Package

3. Meanstested
Supports and
Work Package

4. Universal
Supports
and Work
Package

Expand EITC

X

X

X

X

Expand CDCTC

X

X

X

X

Increase the Minimum
Wage

X

X

Roll Out WorkAdvance X
Expand Housing
Voucher Program

X

Expand SNAP Benefits

X

Begin a Child
Allowance

X

X

Begin Child Support
Assurance

X

Eliminate 1996
Immigration Eligibility
Restrictions

X

Percentage Reduction
in the Number of Poor
Children

−18.8%

−35.6%

−50.7%

−52.3%

Percentage Reduction
in the Number of
Children in Deep
Poverty

−19.3%

−41.3%

−51.7%

−55.1%

Change in Number of
Low-income Workers

+1,003,000 +568,000

+404,000

+611,000

$90.7

$108.8

Annual Cost, in Billions $8.7

$44.5

NOTE: CDCTC = Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit, EITC = Earned Income Tax Credit,
SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program.

the committee’s research recommendations address the need for building a
more solid and reliable body of evidence on current programs.
Our second package, the work-based and universal supports package,
builds on the work-based package by combining expansions of two tax
credits (the EITC and CDCTC) with a $2,000 child allowance designed to
replace the Child Tax Credit. This package generates an estimated 36 percent reduction in poverty and 41 percent reduction in deep poverty, which
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also falls short of meeting the full 50 percent reduction goals. However,
at a cost of $44.5 billion per year, and with increases of employment and
earnings amounting to 568,000 jobs and $10 billion, respectively, it offers
a potentially appealing approach to meeting policy goals that are often in
competition with one another.
The means-tested supports and work package combined expansions
of the two tax credits in the work-oriented package with expansions of
two existing income support programs: SNAP (formerly known as food
stamps) and housing voucher programs. The committee estimates that this
package of programs would in fact meet the goal of reducing both poverty and deep poverty by one-half, at a cost of $90.7 billion per year. On
balance, the work incentives associated with the two tax credits outweigh
the disincentives arising from the income support programs: The package
is estimated to add about 400,000 workers and generate $2.2 billion in
additional earnings.
The universal supports and work package was designed to meet the
50 percent poverty-reduction goals by enhancing income security and stability while at the same time rewarding work and promoting social inclusion.
The cornerstone of this package is a child allowance, but the package also
includes a new child support assurance program, an expansion of the EITC
and CDCTC, an increase in the minimum wage, and elimination of the
immigrant eligibility restrictions imposed by the 1996 welfare reform. This
package of programs, which also meets the 50 percent poverty-reduction
goals, is estimated to cost $108.8 billion. The net effect of this full package
of universal supports and work promotion policies is to increase employment by more than 600,000 jobs and earnings by $13.4 billion.
What Other Policy and Program Approaches Should Be Considered?
The committee considered a number of other program and policy ideas.
One involved family planning. Research evidence suggests that increasing
both awareness of and access to effective, safe, and affordable long-acting
reversible contraception devices reduces the incidence of unplanned births,
which could in turn reduce child poverty.18 At the same time, the evidence
was not strong enough to support a calculation of the likely magnitude of
this poverty-reduction effect for the nation as a whole.
We also examined marriage promotion policies. Although increasing
the proportion of children living with married or cohabiting parents, rather
than single parents, would almost certainly reduce child poverty, whether
and how policy can achieve this goal remains uncertain. Evidence from
existing social programs is inconclusive and points to neither strong positive
18

Conclusion 7-1, Chapter 7.
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nor negative effects. In the early 2000s, an ambitious attempt to develop
programs that would improve couple relationship skills, promote marriage,
and improve child well-being failed to boost marriage rates and achieve
most of their other longer-run goals.19
Similarly, evidence was insufficient to identify mandatory work policies
that would reliably reduce child poverty. It appears that work requirements
are at least as likely to increase as to decrease poverty. The dearth of evidence on mandatory work policies also reflects an underinvestment over the
past two decades in methodologically strong evaluations of the impacts of
alternative work programs.20
WHICH CONTEXTUAL FACTORS PROMOTE OR IMPEDE ANTIPOVERTY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS?
Any policies aimed at reducing child poverty will necessarily be implemented in complex societal and individual contexts, and these contexts can
influence the policies’ success. The committee identified six major contextual factors that policy makers and program administrators should consider
when designing and implementing anti-poverty programs:
1. Stability and predictability of income: Because unstable and
unpredictable income makes it difficult for families to juggle their
everyday challenges, programs that provide regular income support—whether through tax credits, cash, or vouchers—may be
more helpful to families if they provide adequate benefits at welltimed intervals.
2. Equitable and ready access to programs: Unnecessarily burdensome administrative procedures can discourage families—especially
the most needy families—from applying for the income assistance
benefits they are eligible to receive, and thus prevent them from
receiving them at all.
3. Equitable treatment across racial/ethnic groups: Discrimination in
hiring and employment may undermine policies that aim to increase
or subsidize wages as well as policies that require beneficiaries
to work. Similarly, housing discrimination reduces racial/ethnic
minority families’ access to and benefits from housing programs.
4. Equitable treatment by the criminal justice system: Involvement
of a parent or other relative in the criminal justice system harms

19
20

Conclusion 7-2, Chapter 7.
Conclusion 7-4, Chapter 7.
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significant numbers of low-income children, particularly minority
children, both economically and in other ways.
5. Positive neighborhood conditions: Living in areas of concentrated
poverty makes it difficult for parents to lift themselves and their
children out of poverty. Supportive, thriving social networks and
neighborhood conditions enrich family life, personal connections,
and access to opportunities, yet too frequently the poor live in
urban areas of concentrated poverty or are widely dispersed in
rural areas with limited transportation and little access to employment, poverty-reduction programs, or community resources.
6. Health and well-being: Because physical and mental ailments, substance abuse, and domestic violence can undermine parents’ ability
to make sound decisions, care for their children, gain education,
obtain and keep work, and support their households, anti-poverty
programs that require participants to be employed in order to
maintain eligibility or that have cumbersome eligibility requirements may be less effective for families with these issues.
SUMMARY AND NEXT STEPS
The committee’s work has identified two program and policy packages
that would enable the nation to meet the ambitious goal of reducing by
half the number of poor children and children living in deep poverty. Other
packages are also conceivable. Both of the committee’s packages involve
combinations of program enhancements, some of which encourage and
reward paid employment, while others provide basic income support to
help cover the expenses incurred when raising children. Both are also quite
costly in an absolute sense. They would require an investment of between
$90 and $110 billion per year, although this cost is much lower than the
estimated annual macroeconomic cost of child poverty, which is estimated
to range from $800 billion to $1.1 trillion.21 A third package fell short of
the full 50 percent poverty-reduction goal but, at $44.5 billion, cost considerably less and increased work and earnings.
The virtues of bundling work- and supports-oriented policy and program enhancements into packages are clear from the committee’s analyses.
No single modification we considered met the 50 percent poverty-reduction
goals, and those that came close led more people to leave than enter the
labor force. And while work-oriented enhancements, such as expanding the
EITC or making the CDCTC fully refundable, would reduce child poverty
at a relatively low cost, they would be much less effective at reducing the
number of children living in deep poverty. The committee found that it is
21

Conclusion 6-1, Chapter 6.
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possible to combine the two approaches in a way that would meet both the
poverty and deep poverty-reduction goals and, on balance, increase work
and earnings among low-income families with children.
Assuming that stakeholders—Congress, federal and state agencies, and
the public—agree that further reduction of child poverty is a priority goal
for U.S. policy, the committee recommends that a coordinating mechanism be put in place to ensure that its report is followed up and that
well-considered decisions are made on priorities for new and improved
anti-poverty programs and policies. This mechanism should also ensure
that the associated research and data needed for monitoring, evaluating,
and further improvement are supported as well.22
In the view of the committee, the U.S. Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) is the appropriate agency to coordinate the assessment
of these conclusions and recommendations and to put together an action
plan. It could do this by convening working groups of appropriate federal
program, research, and statistical agencies to assess this report’s conclusions
regarding the program packages capable of reducing child poverty by half
within 10 years of adoption. Further, the committee recommends that OMB
convene working groups charged with assessing the report’s recommendations for research and data collection to fill important gaps in knowledge
about programs that are effective at reducing child poverty. A number of
additional research recommendations embraced by the committee can be
found in Chapter 9 of the report.
Acting on this report’s conclusions and recommendations has the
potential not only to reduce child poverty, but also to build a healthier and
more prosperous nation.

22

Recommendation 9-10, Chapter 9.

BOARD ON CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND FAMILIES
The Board on Children, Youth, and Families (BCYF) is a non
governmental, scientific body within the National Academies of Sciences,
Engineering, and Medicine that advances the health, learning, development,
resilience, and well-being of all children, youth, and families. The board
convenes top experts from multiple disciplines to analyze the best available
evidence on critical issues facing children, youth, and families. Our ability
to evaluate research simultaneously from the perspectives of the biological,
behavioral, health, and social sciences allows us to shed light on innovative
and influential solutions to inform the nation. Our range of methods—from
rapidly convened workshops to consensus reports and forum activities—
allows us to respond with the timeliness and depth required to make the
largest possible impact on the health and well-being of children, youth, and
their families throughout the entire lifecycle. BCYF publications provide
independent analyses of the science and go through a rigorous external
peer-review process.

COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL STATISTICS
The Committee on National Statistics was established in 1972 at the
National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine to improve the
statistical methods and information on which public policy decisions are
based. The committee carries out studies, workshops, and other activities
to foster better measures and fuller understanding of the economy, the environment, public health, crime, education, immigration, poverty, welfare,
and other public policy issues. It also evaluates ongoing statistical programs
and tracks the statistical policy and coordinating activities of the federal
government, serving a unique role at the intersection of statistics and public
policy. The committee’s work is supported by a consortium of federal agencies through a National Science Foundation grant, a National Agricultural
Statistics Service cooperative agreement, and several individual contracts.

