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Ending/Reducing Poverty: A Forum

In April, the Center for American Progress— “a nonpartisan research and educational institute dedicated to promoting
a strong, just and free America that ensures opportunity for all”—released the final report of its Task Force on Poverty:
From Poverty to Prosperity: A National Strategy to Cut Poverty in Half. The Task Force was co-chaired by Angela
Glover Blackwell of PolicyLink and Peter B. Edelman, Prof. of Law at Georgetown Univ. Other Task Force members were:
Rebecca Blank, Linda Chavez-Thompson, Rev. Dr. Floyd H. Flake, Wizipan Garriott, Maude Hurd, Charles E.M. Kolb,
Meizhu Lui, Alice M. Rivlin, Barbara J. Robles, Robert Solow, Dorothy Stoneman and Wellington E. Webb. Mark
Greenberg was Task Force Executive Director.

Below is the report’s Executive Summary (the full report is available at the CAP website: www.americanprogress.org).
We asked a range of policy experts and activists for their comments on the report and its recommendations, along with the
Center’s responses to those comments, by Task Force Co-Chairs Blackwell and Edelman, CAP Sr. VP for Domestic Policy
Cassandra Butts and Task Force ED Greenberg. We welcome readers’ responses as well, with the possibility we may print

a letters forum in our September/October issue.

From Poverty to Prosperity: Executive Summary

Thirty—seven million Americans
live below the official poverty line.
Millions more struggle each month to
pay for basic necessities, or run out of
savings when they lose their jobs or
face health emergencies. Poverty im-
poses enormous costs on society. The
lost potential of children raised in poor
households, the lower productivity and
earnings of poor adults, the poor
health, increased crime, and broken
neighborhoods all hurt our nation.
Persistent childhood poverty is esti-
mated to cost our nation $500 billion
each year, or about 4 percent of the
nation’s Gross Domestic Product. In
a world of increasing global competi-
tion, we cannot afford to squander
these human resources.

The Center for American Progress
last year convened a diverse group of
national experts and leaders to exam-
ine the causes and consequences of pov-
erty in America and make recommen-
dations for national action. In this re-

port, our Task Force on Poverty calls
for a national goal of cutting poverty
in half in the next 10 years and pro-
poses a strategy to reach the goal.

Our nation has seen periods of dra-
matic poverty reduction at times when
near-full employment was combined
with sound federal and state policies,
motivated individual initiative, sup-
portive civic involvement, and sus-
tained national commitment. In the last
six years, however, our nation has
moved in the opposite direction. The
number of poor Americans has grown
by five million, while inequality has
reached historic high levels.

Consider the following facts:

One in eight Americans now lives
in poverty. A family of four is con-
sidered poor if the family’s income is
below $19,971—a bar far below what
most people believe a family needs to
get by.

Still, using this measure, 12.6 per-
cent of all Americans were poor in

2005, and more than 90 million people
(31 percent of all Americans) had in-
comes below 200 percent of federal
poverty thresholds.

(Please turn to page 2)
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(SUMMARY: Continued from page 1)

Millions of Americans will spend
at least one year in poverty at some
point in their lives. One third of all
Americans will experience poverty
within a 13-year period. In that pe-
riod, one in 10 Americans are poor
for most of the time, and one in 20
are poor for 10 or more years.

Poverty in the United States is far
higher than in many other devel-
oped nations. At the turn of the 21%
century, the United States ranked 24"
among 25 countries when measuring
the share of the population below 50
percent of median income.

Inequality has reached record
highs. The richest one percent of
Americans in 2005 had the largest
share of the nation’s income (19 per-
cent) since 1929. At the same time,
the poorest 20 percent of Americans
had only 3.4 percent of the nation’s
income.

It does not have to be this way. Our
nation need not tolerate persistent pov-
erty alongside great wealth.

The United States should set a na-
tional goal of cutting poverty in half
over the next 10 years. A strategy
to cut poverty in half should be
guided by four principles:

Promote Decent Work. People
should work and work should pay
enough to ensure that workers and their
families can avoid poverty, meet ba-
sic needs, and save for the future.
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Provide Opportunity for All.
Children should grow up in conditions
that maximize their opportunities for
success; adults should have opportu-
nities throughout their lives to connect
to work, get more education, live in a
good neighborhood, and move up in
the workforce.

Ensure Economic Security.
Americans should not fall into pov-
erty when they cannot work or work
is unavailable, unstable, or pays so
little that they cannot make ends meet.

Help People Build Wealth. All
Americans should have the opportu-
nity to build assets that allow them to
weather periods of flux and volatility,
and to have the resources that may be
essential to advancement and upward
mobility.

We recommend 12 key steps to
cut poverty in half:

1. Raise and index the minimum
wage to half the average hourly
wage. At $5.15, the federal minimum
wage is at its lowest level in real terms
since 1956. The federal minimum
wage was once 50 percent of the aver-
age wage but is now 30 percent of that
wage. Congress should restore the
minimum wage to 50 percent of the
average wage, about $8.40 an hour in
2006. Doing so would help over 4.5
million poor workers and nearly nine
million other low-income workers.

2. Expand the Earned Income
Tax Credit and Child Tax Credit.
As an earnings supplement for low-
income working families, the EITC
raises incomes and helps families build
assets. EITC expansions during the
1990s helped increase employment
and reduced poverty. But the current
EITC does little to help workers with-
out children. We recommend tripling
the EITC for childless workers, and
expanding help to larger working
families. Doing so would cut the num-
ber of people in poverty by over two
million. The Child Tax Credit pro-
vides a tax credit of up to $1,000 per
child, but provides no help to the poor-
est families. We recommend making
it available to all low- and moderate-
income families. Doing so would
move two million children and one
million parents out of poverty.

3. Promote unionization by en-
acting the Employee Free Choice
Act. The Employee Free Choice Act
would require employers to recognize
a union after a majority of workers
signs cards authorizing union represen-
tation and establish stronger penalties
for violation of employee rights. The
increased union representation made
possible by the Act would lead to bet-
ter jobs and less poverty for American
workers.

4. Guarantee child care assistance
to low-income families and promote
early education for all. We propose
that the federal and state governments
guarantee child care help to families
with incomes below about $40,000 a
year, and also expand the child care
tax credit. At the same time, states
should be encouraged to improve the
quality of early education and broaden
access for all children. Our child care
expansion would raise employment
among low-income parents and help
nearly three million parents and chil-
dren escape poverty.

5. Create two million new “op-
portunity” housing vouchers, and
promote equitable development in
and around central cities. Nearly 8
million Americans live in neighbor-
hoods of concentrated poverty where
at least 40 percent of residents are
poor. Our nation should seek to end
concentrated poverty and economic
segregation, and promote regional eq-
uity and inner-city revitalization. We
propose that over the next 10 years the
federal government fund two million
new “opportunity vouchers” designed
to help people live in opportunity-rich
areas. New affordable housing should
be in communities with employment
opportunities and high-quality public
services, or in gentrifying communi-
ties. These housing policies should be
part of a broader effort to pursue eq-
uitable development strategies in re-
gional and local planning efforts, in-
cluding efforts to improve schools,
create affordable housing, assure
physical security, and enhance neigh-
borhood amenities.

6. Connect disadvantaged and
disconnected youth with school and

(Please turn to page 5)
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(SUMMARY: Continued from page 2)

work. About 1.7 million poor youth
ages 16 to 24 were out of school and
out of work in 2005. We recommend
that the federal government restore
Youth Opportunity Grants to help the
most disadvantaged communities and
expand funding for effective and prom-
ising youth programs—with the goal
of reaching 600,000 poor disadvan-
taged youth through these efforts. We
propose a new Upward Pathway pro-
gram to offer low-income youth op-
portunities to participate in service and
training in fields that are in high de-
mand and provide needed public ser-
vices.

7. Simplify and expand Pell
Grants and make higher education
accessible to residents of each state.
Low-income youth are much less
likely to attend college than their
higher-income peers, even among
those of comparable abilities. Pell
Grants play a crucial role for lower-
income students.

We propose to simplify the Pell
grant application process, gradually
raise Pell Grants to reach 70 percent
of the average costs of attending a four-
year public institution, and encourage
institutions to do more to raise student
completion rates. As the federal gov-
ernment does its part, states should
develop strategies to make post-sec-
ondary education affordable for all
residents, following promising mod-
els already underway in a number of
states.

8. Help former prisoners find
stable employment and reintegrate
into their communities. The United
States has the highest incarceration rate
in the world. We urge all states to de-
velop comprehensive reentry services
aimed at reintegrating former prison-
ers into their communities with full-
time, consistent employment.

9. Ensure equity for low-wage
workers in the Unemployment In-
surance system. Only about 35 per-
cent of the unemployed, and a smaller
share of unemployed low-wage work-
ers, receive unemployment insurance
benefits. We recommend that states
(with federal help) reform “monetary

Witt Internship

We are accepting applications for PRRAC’s 2007 Edith Witt Intern-
ship grant, “to help develop a new generation of community activists.” The
fund, established by her family, friends and co-workers, honors the memory
of a wonderful human rights activist in San Francisco. To apply: send or
email (to Chester Hartman at PRRAC, chartman@prrac.org) a letter from
the sponsoring organization, describing the organization’s mission and out-
lining the work to be done by the Edith Witt Intern; and a personal state-
ment (250-500 words) from the proposed intern and her/his resume. Pass
the word to relevant grassroots groups.

eligibility” rules that screen out low-
wage workers, broaden eligibility for
part-time workers and workers who
have lost employment as a result of
compelling family circumstances, and
allow unemployed workers to use pe-
riods of unemployment as a time to
upgrade their skills and qualifications.

10. Modernize means-tested ben-
efits programs to develop a coordi-
nated system that helps workers and
families. A well-functioning safety net
should help people get into or return
to work and ensure a decent level of
living for those who cannot work or
are temporarily between jobs. Our cur-
rent system fails to do so. We recom-
mend that governments at all levels
simplify and improve benefits access
for working families and improve ser-
vices to individuals with disabilities.
The Food Stamp Program should be
strengthened to improve benefits, eli-
gibility, and access. And the Tempo-
rary Assistance for Needy Families
Program should be reformed to shift
its focus from cutting caseloads to
helping needy families find sustainable
employment.

11. Reduce the high costs of be-
ing poor and increase access to fi-
nancial services. Despite having less
income, lower-income families often
pay more than middle and high-income
families for the same consumer prod-
ucts. We recommend that the federal
and state governments should address
the foreclosure crisis through expanded
mortgage assistance programs and by
new federal legislation to curb unscru-
pulous practices. And we propose that
the federal government establish a $50
million Financial Fairness Innovation

Fund to support state efforts to
broaden access to mainstream goods
and financial services in predominantly
low-income communities.

12. Expand and simplify the
Saver’s Credit to encourage saving
for education, homeownership and
retirement. For many families, sav-
ing for purposes such as education, a
home, or a small business is key to
making economic progress. We pro-
pose that the federal “Saver’s Credit”
be reformed to make it fully refund-
able. This Credit should also be broad-
ened to apply to other appropriate sav-
ings vehicles intended to foster asset
accumulation, with consideration given
to including individual development
accounts, children’s saving accounts,
and college savings plans.

We believe our recommendations
will cut poverty in half. The Urban
Institute, which modeled the imple-
mentation of one set of our recommen-
dations, estimates that four of our steps
would reduce poverty by 26 percent,
bringing us more than halfway toward
our goal. Among their findings:

Taken together, our minimum
wage, EITC, child credit, and child
care recommendations would re-
duce poverty by 26 percent. This
would mean over nine million fewer
people in poverty and a national pov-
erty rate of 9.1 percent—the lowest in
recorded U.S. history.

The racial poverty gap would be
narrowed. White poverty would fall
from 8.7 percent to 7 percent. Pov-
erty among African Americans would
fall from 21.4 percent to 15.6 percent.
Hispanic poverty would fall from 21.4

(Please turn to page 6)
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(SUMMARY: Continued from page 5)

percent to 12.9 percent and poverty
for all others would fall from 12.7 per-
cent to 10.3 percent.

Child poverty and extreme pov-
erty would both fall. Child poverty
would drop by 41 percent. The num-
ber of people in extreme poverty would
fall by over two million.

Millions of low- and moderate-
income families would benefit. Al-
most half of the benefits would help
low- and moderate-income families.

That these recommendations would
reduce poverty by more than one quar-
ter is powerful evidence that a 50 per-
cent reduction can be reached within a
decade.

The combined cost of our princi-
pal recommendations is in the range
of $90 billion a year—a significant

cost but one that is necessary and
could be readily funded through a
fairer tax system. An additional $90
billion in annual spending would rep-
resent about 0.8 percent of the nation’s
Gross Domestic Product, which is a
fraction of the money spent on tax
changes that benefited primarily the
wealthy in recent years. Consider that:
The current annual costs of the tax cuts
enacted by Congress in 2001 and 2003
are in the range of $400 billion a year.

In 2008 alone the value of the tax
cuts to households with incomes ex-
ceeding $200,000 a year is projected
to be $100 billion.

Our recommendations could be fully
paid for simply by bringing better bal-
ance to the federal tax system and re-
couping part of what has been lost by
the excessive tax cuts of recent years.
We recognize that serious action has

serious costs, but the challenge before
the nation is not whether we can af-
ford to act, but rather that we must
decide to act.

The Next Steps

In 2009, we will have a new presi-
dent and a new Congress. Across the
nation, there is a yearning for a shared
national commitment to build a bet-
ter, fairer, more prosperous country,
with opportunity for all. In commu-
nities across the nation, policymakers,
business people, people of faith, and
concerned citizens are coming to-
gether. Our commitment to the com-
mon good compels us to move for-
ward. 1

Comments on CAP Report:

F rom Poverty to Prosperity per-
forms a valuable service by describ-
ing the poverty problem clearly and
collecting many good ideas to remedy
the problem. Now comes the hard part
—figuring out how to translate these
ideas into practice. Frankly, we have
known for a while that more childcare
assistance, a larger Earned Income Tax
Credit (EITC) and many other recom-
mendations in this report would reduce
poverty. The main difficulty, now and
throughout US history, is convincing
people in power to embrace these
changes and fight for them. We need
to think about politics as much as
policy.

The authors of the report believe
that the United States has an opportu-

Christopher Howard (cdhowa@wm.
edu) is Professor of Government at the
College of William and Mary and au-
thor of The Welfare State Nobody
Knows: Debunking Myths about U.S.
Social Policy (Princeton Univ. Press,
2007).

Chris Howard

nity to do something significant about
poverty. This opportunity is suppos-
edly rooted in a national yearning for
change (which is asserted but never
proven) and upcoming elections.
While I can see some positive signs, I
also see trouble. As the authors note,
poverty remains stubbornly high in the
United States while inequality is grow-
ing. The report’s recommendations,
if enacted, would reduce both poverty
and inequality. Nevertheless, the re-
lationship between poverty and in-
equality has become more complicated
in recent years, and it is possible to
reduce inequality without doing much
at all to relieve poverty. Politically,
the temptation to do so is strong, which
is why a report drawing attention to
poverty is particularly important right
now.

The missing piece here is the middle
class. While inequality has worsened
in recent decades, literally all the
growth has occurred in the upper half
of the income distribution. The gap
between the rich and poor in this coun-

try has grown because the gap between
the rich and the middle class has grown;
the income gap between the poor and
the middle class is virtually identical
today to what it was 30 years ago.
Thus, when you tax the affluent to pay
for benefits targeted at the middle and
upper-middle classes, you reduce in-
equality without reducing poverty.
The US government currently spends
hundreds of billions of dollars each
year doing just that. Major tax expen-
ditures for homeowners and for work-
ers with health and pension benefits
are the best examples, but the Child
Tax Credit qualifies as well. Some of
our social regulations, such as the Fam-
ily and Medical Leave Act, also help
the haves more than the have-nots.
This trend could easily continue. Many
middle-class families are experiencing
greater economic insecurity and hav-
ing trouble affording health insurance,
saving for their own retirement or sav-
ing for their child’s education. Be-
cause political participation varies di-
rectly with income and education, and
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because fiscal constraints seem daunt-
ing, many elected officials will be in-
clined to focus on the middle class
before they worry about the poor and
the near-poor. Advocates who worry
about poverty need to make sure that
discussions about inequality do not
leave out the most disadvantaged mem-
bers of society. They should insist that
any changes in policy address poverty
and inequality.

As far as politics, the report is
largely silent. The basic strategy con-
sists of setting an ambitious goal, list-
ing dozens of policy changes that would
help achieve that goal, and arguing
that the benefits of change would out-
weigh the costs. From Poverty to Pros-
perity is long on charts, tables, statis-
tics and references to previous stud-
ies—the kind of evidence that policy

experts and academics find persuasive.
I’m just not sure that anyone else does.
For instance, as Kent Weaver demon-
strates in Ending Welfare as We Know
It (Brookings, 2000), social scientific
research did not have much impact on
the 1996 welfare reform law. Instead,
elected officials used such studies as
ammunition to justify policy changes
they already planned to support for
personal, partisan or ideological rea-
sons.

If part of the strategy is to attract
more attention to poverty, my read-
ing of recent history says to be care-
ful. When issues surrounding poverty
have been in the spotlight, the trend
has been to retrench means-tested so-
cial programs; dramatic cuts in 1981
and 1996 are the best examples. On
the other hand, when policymakers

have worked a bit more behind the
scenes, growth has been possible.
During the 1980s and 1990s, eligibil-
ity for Medicaid and the EITC was
expanded on several occasions, and
EITC benefits increased substantially.
In each case, there were few Congres-
sional hearings and little media cover-
age. Advocates shrewdly attached their
changes to much larger bills and
watched while legislators debated
other, more controversial provisions.
Admittedly, “Be Quiet and Be Clever”
may not be the most inspiring or most
democratic strategy in the world. To
win a truly public debate, however,
the authors of this report may need to
recast some of their recommendations
in order to distribute benefits across a
larger constituency, ranging from the
poor to the middle class. [

In these dark days when almost no
one in Washington talks about poverty,
“A National Strategy to Cut Poverty
in Half” is a welcome and comprehen-
sive anti-poverty program. It also con-
tains an implicit four-part strategy
which is worth analyzing briefly be-
cause it is both a typical and an apo-
litical strategy.

It treats non-poor Americans with
data-generating shock, in order to
impress them with the amount of pov-
erty and inequality in the country and
with guilt- tripping, in order to shame
them for permitting these evils to ex-
ist. Then it advocates economic ratio-
nality, by proposing to spend $90 bil-
lion to save the country the $500 bil-
lion childhood poverty alone is said to
cost, and it ends with consensual
rhetoric, claiming a national “yearn-

Herbert J. Gans (hjgl @columbia.edu)
is Robert S. Lynd Professor of Sociol-
ogy Emeritus at Columbia University
and a past president of the American
Sociological Association. He is the
author of over a dozen books, includ-
ing War Against the Poor (Basic Books,
1995).

Herbert J. Gans

ing for a shared national commitment
to build a...fairer...country...with op-
portunity for all.”

Many of us active in anti-poverty
policy in the 1960s but outside poli-
tics used a similar strategy. Although
it may have helped to prepare the sub-
stantive ground for the original War
on Poverty, I do not think it accom-
plished its political goal, and I doubt
it will work now.

Many non-poor people are unmoved
by inequality—in fact, many like to
be slightly ahead of the Joneses. They
are ambivalent about poverty, sympa-
thizing with but also stigmatizing the
poor, especially non-working ones.
While they want poverty ended, they
oppose many specific anti-poverty
policies, starting with welfare.

Consequently, policy must be
complemented by an explicit political
strategy, and let me suggest six parts
of one that may be useful to activists
and campaigning politicians.

1. Broaden the policy to cover the
below-median-income population, the
country’s “working people,” or tar-
get it mainly to the working poor but
without excluding the politically less
popular non-working ones.

2. Wherever possible, add to the
budgets and broaden the eligibility for
already existing and thus politically ac-
cepted policies—e.g., EITC, the
Child Tax Credit, etc. as well as other
income and job programs known to get
resources to the poor. Suggest realis-
tic and politically feasible ways of
funding them.

3. Demonstrate the policy’s politi-
cal virtues—e.g., how it might per-
suade its supporters and beneficiaries
to vote and vote Democratic.

4. Participate in programs to in-
crease voting among the poor, although
they may wait until they have more
reason to vote—i.e., the existence of
an anti-poverty policy like this one.

5. Lobby for the policy with the
Democratic frontrunners—unless the
already-persuaded John Edwards is
one. If funds and workers are limited,
work instead in the Congressional elec-
tions. A new anti-poverty policy re-
quires a majority of liberal and center-
left Democrats in both Houses.

6. Publicize the novel and long-
range programs in order to place them
on the political agenda and to famil-
iarize people who will someday vote
on and implement them.

July/August 2007 ® Poverty & Race ® Vol. 16, No. 4 ® 7



This thoughtful report vividly il-
lustrates the American contradiction:
a society with the skills, but not the
will, to alleviate poverty. Most of the
problems addressed in this blueprint
are susceptible to the enhancement of
existing government programs and the
addition of a few new, creative ideas.
But the hardships afflicting poor fami-
lies run across a broad spectrum. At
one end are those easiest to overcome
with more money, in the areas of hous-
ing, schooling, health, wages, child
care, asset building and the like. This
is the part of the spectrum where the
country has failed, as liberals rightly
observe, in its public education, gov-
ernment services and private economy.

At the other end, more distant from
ready solutions, stand the issues cen-
tral to conservatives’ arguments: the

David Shipler (dshipler@comcast.
net), a former NY Times reporter, is
the author of The Working Poor: In-
visible in America (Knopf, 2004) and
A Country of Strangers: Blacks and
Whites in America (Knopf, 1997).

David K. Shipler

personal and family failures that be-
come critical to a person’s capacity in
the competitive labor market. How to
combat the bad parenting, teenage
pregnancy, low graduation rates, in-
adequate skills, drug use, alienation,
poor work ethics and other internal
obstacles to success? Just as liberals are
right to point to societal institutions,
SO conservatives are correct to aim at
individual and family dysfunction.
Both are part of the ecology of pov-
erty.

It is easy for many conservatives to
use individual disabilities to blame the
victims and wash their hands of the
issue. And many liberals find it con-
venient to blame societal institutions
for creating the individual handicaps.
At the extremes, these two ideologies
freeze discussion. What we need is a
multi-ideological approach that recog-
nizes both ends of the spectrum and
acknowledges the full sweep of the dif-
ficulties that burden families in desti-
tution.

The recommendations here are dra-
matic, sensible and expensive invest-
ments with the likelihood of a hand-

some return. But they are only a step.
They do not recognize fully that when
a poor person in America presents her
problem to an agency, she comes in-
side an invisible web of other prob-
lems that cannot be addressed unless
we create gateways through which
people can pass into multiple services.
Imagine if a teacher with a hungry stu-
dent could do more than toss the kid a
Granola bar (as some have told me they
do), but also had resources in school
to check the family’s eligibility for
food stamps and refer them to a food
bank or even to a malnutrition clinic
if the child is underweight or devel-
opmentally delayed. Imagine if pro-
bation officers, pediatricians, job
trainers, housing specialists and case-
workers of various kinds had the tools
to address the issues backstage that
jeopardize the performances of their
clients. Solving poverty is a matter of
connecting the dots, recognizing in-
teractions among those in both the lib-
erals’ and the conservatives’ favorite
arenas, and then changing the ecologi-
cal system. (1

The report’s Executive Summary
prescribes solutions that might have
some impact on the protracted prob-
lem of poverty in the U.S. However,
it raises more questions than it pro-
vides answers. The report sounds quite
similar to other neo-liberal ideas that
have been proposed over the years on
how to address the problems of pov-
erty within the existing rules and struc-
tures. The report implies that poverty
can be reduced while maintaining the
existing race-class-gender relationships
within the political economy. After
years of observing the failed policy
prescriptions that vacillate between

Mtangulizi Sanyika (WAZURI@
aol.com) is Project Manager, African
American Leadership Project of New
Orleans.

Mtangulizi Sanyika

government and market approaches, it
is my conclusion that the types of
“practical” recommendations in the
report are limited as permanent solu-
tions to the protracted problem of de-
cades-old poverty. The issue of pov-
erty elimination is linked to a variety
of other social issues requiring a para-
digm shift that transforms the social,
political and economic relationships in
American society. Problems such as
globalization, wealth concentration,
militarism, the environment, gentri-
fication, health care, etc. are intrinsi-
cally linked to the problem of poverty.
Poverty is not simply a problem of
insufficient income; instead, it is also
a problem of “opportunity depriva-
tion” which is structural in nature as
evidenced by the decades of systemic
racism, sexism and wealth-income in-

equalities.

For instance, policy proposals to re-
build New Orleans—a low-income,
predominantly Black city — must tran-
scend the rhetoric of equitable intent,
and instead develop models of a trans-
formed nonracial, urban economic
democracy. That is to say, a “new”
New Orleans must eliminate all of the
prior systemic inequalities based on
race, class and gender, or we are sim-
ply recreating the “separate and un-
equal” status quo of the past. It is not
enough to argue that 10 or 20 years
from now poverty will be reduced by
50%. African Americans and poor
people in New Orleans should not have
to wait that long, especially the 40%
who have lived in disgraceful poverty
since the 1960s. As we watched bil-
lions of no-bid dollars and incentives
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flow through the hands of the estab-
lished white elites, or observed the
squandering of millions of taxpayer
dollars on a sweetheart deal to mis-
manage the Road Home program, it is
obvious that the rich keep getting
richer at the peoples’ expense. Radi-
cal solutions are required if poverty is
to be eliminated in New Orleans.
While I do not object to the proposed
recommendations of the report, at best
they are only transitional. Thus, I
would argue that more systemic inter-
ventions are also required to eradicate
both income inequality and opportu-
nity deprivation.

The following five strategic ap-
proaches might move us closer to de-
mocracy by eradicating the race-class-
gender inequalities and problems that
existed in New Orleans and elsewhere
for decades. Katrina simply exposed
the magnitude of the problem that ex-
ists in all urban communities in the
U.S. New Orleans will be a testing
ground to develop an urban economic
democracy that eliminates poverty.

First, reparations are due to Afri-
can Americans and others who were
exploited for centuries by the forces
of government and capital in the build-
ing of this country. This is especially
true for the resource-limited African
Americans whose ancestors provided
the free labor that built the agrarian
South and laid the groundwork for in-
dustrialization of the North. The prin-
ciple of Reparations is a well-estab-
lished international legal right that is

Fellowship Opening at PRRAC

Skadden and Equal Justice Works Fellowships for graduating law stu-
dents

PRRAC is also seeking applicants to sponsor for the Skadden and Equal
Justice Works law fellowships to begin in the Fall of 2008. Applicants may
be 3™ year law students or students currently in a judicial clerkship that is
scheduled to end in the Summer of 2008. The potential Fellow(s) selected
by PRRAC will work with PRRAC staff to develop a proposal related to
one of PRRAC’s current priority areas. For more information, please visit
www.prrac.org (job bank). For additional information about the fellow-
ship programs, visit www.equaljusticeworks.org or www.skadden.com.

due to Black Americans and others as
well. Reparations could take many
forms, including wealth and land
transfers, cash payments, Community
Development projects that address
health care, housing, education, busi-
ness development and other services
that may equalize opportunity.

Secondly, there should be a Vic-
tims’ Compensation Fund estab-
lished for the victims of Katrina, just
as there was for the victims of 9/11,
to compensate all victims of this di-
saster that resulted from human error.
A legitimate claim can be made that
levee failure and government neglect
imposed unnecessary harm, loss of life
and material belongings, and undue
suffering on thousands of people, for
which they should be compensated. A
starting place might be $250,000 per
household.

Thirdly, as the city is rebuilt, there
should be specific provisions to en-

Race, Place, Opportunity Conference

On Oct. 12, the UNC Law School (whose Dean is PRRAC Bd. Chair
John Charles Boger) is hosting “One People, One Nation? Housing and
Social Justice: The Intersection of Race, Place and Opportunity.”

Confirmed speakers include (PRRAC Bd. Members/Exec. Dir.) john

powell, Florence Roisman, Elizabeth Julian, Philip Tegeler; Nancy Denton,
Roger Clay, Derrick Bell, Michael Calhoun, Shanna Smith, Sheryll Cashin
and others. PRRAC is co-sponsor, along with the Natl. Housing Law
Proj., Natl. Econ. Dev. & Law Ctr., No. Carolina Housing Coal. & No.
Carolina Justice Ctr. The conf. will be preceded by an evening reception,
Oct. 11, honoring John Calmore, whose work will be the subject of a
special Spring 2008 issue of the North Carolina Law Review, with contri-
butions by Kimberle Crenshaw, Derrick Bell, Mari Matsuda, john powell,
Gerald Torres, Charles Lawrence, Florence Roisman and others. Inf. from
919/962-0226, civilrights@unc.edu

hance wealth-building opportunities
for Black and poor people, such as ac-
cess to homeownership for public
housing residents, rental dwellers and
Section 8 voucher holders. As the
economy expands and diversifies,
there should also be opportunities for
asset-limited populations to develop
partnerships with developers and as-
set-rich firms, in order to expand op-
portunity and wealth.

Fourthly, the 75,000 former
Orleanian workers in the hospitality
industry should be paid a “livable
wage” with good benefits and work-
ing conditions. This alone would re-
move significant numbers of
Orleanians from the income poverty
rolls. A minimum wage will not elimi-
nate poverty for the working poor.
Locally-based good jobs and employ-
ment training are also required.

Finally, there should be integrated
federal, state and municipal policies
that require schools to work, health
care to be available, housing to remain
affordable, public transit to work ev-
erywhere, public safety to be account-
able, and deep taxation on intergen-
erational wealth transfers. Youth must
be integrated into all aspects of pov-
erty elimination, and illegal drugs and
weapons must be eradicated from all
communities.

Such a comprehensive approach is
the only solution to the decades of sys-
temic inequality and neglect. Transi-
tional policies and programs are use-
ful, but much more radically practical
interventions are required to eliminate
poverty, rather than to simply allevi-
ate it. 4
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The Center for American Progress
put together a stellar team of experts
on poverty. Their report is very com-
prehensive. A key component is to re-
mind people that work must pay, and
be able to lift people out of poverty.
This truth ought to be self-evident;
unfortunately, since the 1980s the dis-
cussion of fighting poverty has taken
on the burden of fighting individual
behavior.

The CAP recommendations on the
minimum wage may appear to be silly
to some, because of the degeneration
in the debate. The report recommends
raising the minimum wage and then
indexing it to prevent the labor mar-
ket from producing the oxymoron of
working poor people.

People are poor because they do not
make enough money. This limit could
be because they cannot work. Laws
prevent children from working, and
not surprisingly, among Hispanics and
African Americans huge shares of
poor people are children. The elderly
and the disabled, for the most part,
also are unlikely to work, but are
helped by Social Security. Children
whose parents have died or are disabled
are helped by Social Security, as well,
and now outnumber those children
who are helped by Temporary Assis-
tance to Needy Families (TANF), the
reform of the previous entitlement,
Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren (AFDC).

Among working-age adults, how-
ever, the problem of poverty is pri-
marily the problem of needing higher
wages and more opportunities to work.
Of course, working-age women house-
hold heads in poverty are heavily af-
fected by the need to earn enough for
them and to support their non-work-
ing dependent children (as opposed to
their non-working dependent parents
who are helped by Social Security).

William E. Spriggs (wspriggs@
howard.edu) is Professor and Chair of
the Dept. of Economics at Howard
University.

William E. Spriggs

In the 1990s, women were helped by
previous increases in their human capi-
tal—thanks to lowering discriminatory
barriers to women in education and in
the labor market—and a record- break-
ing increase in employment that helped
pressure the easing of gender (and ra-
cial) discrimination in the labor mar-
ket. The result was that the median
earnings for women, for the first time,
rose above the poverty threshold for a
family of three. Childhood poverty
dipped, accordingly. Similarly, in the
1960s, a then record labor market, and
measures to decrease racial discrimi-
nation, pushed the median earnings of
Black men above the poverty thresh-
old for, first, a family of three, and
then for a family of four. And, Black
child poverty declined almost in half.
Those are the only two periods of
meaningful declines in American child
poverty. And, both the 1960 and 1990
spurts were helped by increases in the
federal minimum wage.

The hard reality of our economy is
that it does generate bad jobs—those

that pay low wages and lack benefits.
And, in a competitive labor market,
that means those who face the most
hurdles—those created by society by
discrimination and inequality, and
those created by poor individual
choice—end up losing the sprint for
decent jobs. Clearly, poor individual
choices alone cannot explain who ends
up being poor—Scooter Libby, and his
criminal record, Paris Hilton and
Britney Spears, now a single Mom,
are evidence enough that poor choices
are not the real issue. So, while it is
true that poor choices can lead to pov-
erty, not all mistakes land all people
in poverty; and the deeper truth is that
society’s acceptance of low wages for
the jobs we want done, and should
value—child daycare worker, nursing
home attendant—trap people below the
poverty line, and because we need
those jobs done, people who are vir-
tuous, and people who have made mis-
takes, will end up in those jobs. The
CAP report is important for putting
that all in perspective.

Margy Waller

A review of The Center for
American Progress’ Task Force on
Poverty report begins—and ends—with
the report’s title: From Poverty to
Prosperity: A National Strategy to Cut
Poverty in Half.

Others may have a detailed analy-
sis of the task force policy recommen-
dations. But because the report is pre-

Margy Waller (waller@inclusionist.
org) is a co-founder of Inclusion and
director of The Mobility Agenda. She
served as a domestic policy advisor in
the Clinton-Gore White House and a
visiting fellow at the Brookings Insti-
tution. More about Inclusion’s alter-
native to the poverty framework can
be found at hitp://www.inclusionist.
org/reframingpoverty.

mised on a goal to cut poverty, these
recommendations will have little im-
pact. If CAP had developed a differ-
ent title and goal, there would be more
payoff from the organizational en-
dorsement of this set of proposals.

As it is, utilizing a goal to end pov-
erty probably dooms the rest of the
report, because it won’t work.

A policy framework that slices and
dices beneficiaries creates an “other,”
violating the big idea that we are all in
this together. Rather than arguing to
fix the economy for a distinct class—
the poor—our narrative should de-
scribe an economy that works for all
of us.

There are three problems with the
poverty goal.

First, poverty is a flawed measure
for assessing progress toward desired
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outcomes, including many of the
report’s proposals. As aresult, a goal
to “halve poverty” is both limited and
limiting. CAP copied this initiative
from the UK, where Tony Blair es-
tablished a similar goal in 1999, but
the definition and public understand-
ing of poverty are vastly different in
the UK than in the US, making the
UK model difficult to transfer across
the Atlantic.

Poverty in the UK is measured us-
ing absolute and relative measures of
income and also by a material depri-
vation measure (added to ensure that
families do not fall too far behind the
rest in meeting material needs), all
supporting an official national plan for
social inclusion. In the US, the offi-
cial poverty formula uses only an ab-
solute measure of income deprivation
based on household budgets in the
1950s. Since poverty signifies some-
thing quite narrow in our country, we
need a new framework for the kind of
multi-dimensional policy proposals in
the CAP report.

Second, public understanding of the
causes and remedies for poverty hin-
ders adoption of the very policy solu-
tions outlined in the CAP report.
While advocates point to opinion sur-
veys showing public support for
“helping the needy,” such arguments
overlook the limitations of opinion
polling. If the public support were in-
deed this strong, Congress would have
acted accordingly long ago.

The limitations of the support iden-
tified by the polls are significant. Too
many people believe that people are
poor because of bad decisions or per-
sonal moral failing. While the percent-
age agreeing with such statements can
shift depending on how the question
is worded and where it falls in the sur-
vey, the agreement is so strong across
surveys over time that it’s folly to
wrap policy proposals in a goal to re-
duce poverty.

In a recent Pew survey, 7 of 10
people agreed that the poor are too
dependent on government assistance.
And a review of the opinion surveys
after the 1996 changes in federal wel-
fare law finds as much as half the pub-
lic is inclined to blame individual “lack
of effort” for poverty, as many or
more than before the law changed. It
turns out that welfare changes didn’t
undermine conservative arguments af-
ter all.

Third, by defining the problem as
“poverty,” the CAP report opens the
door to a losing scenario for policy-
making. The media simplifies these
debates and portrays them as two com-
peting proposals. My crystal ball pre-
dicts proposals like these in any Con-
gressional debate over the best way to
cut poverty in half:

1) The Law to Halve Poverty Over
Ten Years with good schools, univer-
sal pre-k, financial education, ex-
panded tax credits and Pell Grants,

health coverage for all, expanded food
stamps and childcare, indexed mini-
mum wage, unions; and

2) Making Poverty History Act,
stressing marriage and work.

Conservatives would demolish the
first, comprehensive proposal because
it goes far beyond the stated goal of
raising income above the poverty line
(about $20,000 for a family of 4), and
the public won’t support such spend-
ing proposals if they believe people are
poor due to personal failures.

The CAP report and goal sets up a
debate about “personal responsibility”
that will feel sadly familiar to anyone
who followed the evolution of welfare
legislation in the last decade. We
should develop policy goals by con-
sulting the research evidence and
anticipating the debate’s impact on
policy outcomes and public under-
standing.

Progressives have already lost on
the issues of poverty and “personal re-
sponsibility.” It’s time to recast the
goal as one of economic mobility and
social inclusion. CAP missed an op-
portunity by sticking to an old—and
failed—framework for this debate. The
progressive agenda and political cam-
paigns of the near and longer term will
benefit greatly if CAP would expend
its considerable expertise and resources
on developing an alternative lens de-
signed to build broad public support
for these policy solutions. 1

I applaud the Center for Ameri-
can Progress for trying to put the elimi-
nation of poverty back on the public
policy agenda. The report of its Task
Force on Poverty is an important step
in this direction.

Michael R. Wenger (mwenger@
jointcenter.org) is a program consult-
ant for the Joint Center for Political
and Economic Studies and former
Deputy Director for Outreach and Pro-
gram Development for President
Clinton’s Initiative on Race.

Michael R. Wenger

But the report’s failure to acknowl-
edge the critical intersection of race
and poverty is deeply disappointing:

1. Racism is never explicitly men-

tioned as a cause of poverty,
which risks leaving the impres-
sion that the racial disparities the
report enumerates have nothing
to do with the legacy of our op-
pressive history or with persis-
tent institutional racism today.

2. There is no mention of address-

ing racism as a way to reduce
poverty, which guarantees that

the report’s recommendations
will not level the playing field
for people of color.

Failure to recognize that racism and
poverty are inextricably intertwined
has significant policy implications. For
example, the report recommends ways
in which to assist with prisoner re-en-
try, but it never mentions the manda-
tory sentencing policies that dispropor-
tionately and unjustly send people of
color to prison in the first place. Simi-
lar examples of racist policies and

(Please turn to page 12)

July/August 2007 ® Poverty & Race ® Vol. 16, No. 4 ® ][]



(WENGER: Continued from page 11)

practices must be addressed in educa-
tion, employment, and access to
homeownership and quality health care
if we are to create equal opportunity
for people of color. The preponder-
ance of black faces in the gruesome
post-Katrina pictures was no accident.
Even President Bush acknowledged,
at least verbally, that the legacy of our
history of racism played a major role
in the disproportionate impact of the
disaster on African Americans.

We know the issue of race is fraught
with emotion and is, thus, a difficult
topic to discuss. And the report does
make the point that its recommenda-
tions will narrow the racial poverty
gap. Fair enough. However, unless we
recognize racism as a root cause of
poverty and propose specific steps to
uproot it, we will treat only symptoms.
The disease of racism will continue

unchecked, and ending poverty will
remain a distant dream.

Public officials shy away from the
issue because they believe it alienates
white voters. But a think tank like the
Center for American Progress, by
thoughtfully and forthrightly address-
ing the issue and providing data to
demonstrate the continuing salience of
race as a determinant of treatment in
society, could educate the public that
the civil rights legislation of the 1960s
did not create racial equity. This could
begin to change the racial climate,
build a critical mass of support for di-
rectly confronting racism, and offer
some political cover for public offi-
cials.

The Katrina disaster, by riveting the
nation’s attention, created a window
of opportunity—still slightly ajar,
though closing fast—to talk more
openly about the interconnection of
poverty and race. We should seize

Summer Interns

PRRAC welcomes its new 2007
summer interns: Tori Gordon,
our Law & Policy Intern, just fin-
ished her first year at Georgetown
University Law Center, and Carl
Owens, a junior at Princeton, joins
us through the Princeton Office of
Public Interest Internships.

what remains of this window to ad-
vance the racial dialogue in a way that
does not blame people for past wrongs
or ascribe racial animus to current
policies and practices, but reflects upon
our collective community responsibil-
ity to address past wrongs, as well as
current, often subconscious, racist
practices that persist in our institutions.
As Rabbi Abraham Heschel has told
us: “We may not all be guilty, but we
are all responsible.” [

“I n the fight to overcome extreme
poverty, the poorest families are the
first ones to take action. Make us your
partners as you move forward on the
agenda of peace, development and
human rights for all. Let’s pool our
knowledge, yours and ours. Let’s act
now, no longer separately, but to-
gether.”

Such was the call to partnership that
Tita Villarosa, a grandmother who has
lived in a cemetery in Manila for more
than 15 years, delivered in a face-to-
face meeting with then-UN Secretary
General Kofi Annan on October 17,
2005. She was part of a small delega-

Jill Cunningham (jillc@4thworld
movement.org) is the Director of the
Fourth World Movement, the US
branch of the human rights-based, anti-
poverty organization, International
Movement ATD Fourth World. She
acknowledges Janet Nelson, Interna-
tional Board member and former
UNICEF Regional Deputy Director in
Geneva, for help with this comment.

Jill Cunningham

tion from impoverished communities
in 8 countries (including the US) who
dialogued with Annan on that Inter-
national Day for the Eradication of
Poverty. (www.oct17.org)

It is Tita’s call for a partnership
involving the experience, know-how
and participation of people in poverty
themselves that, in our view, is lack-
ing in the CAP’s nonetheless compre-
hensive report. To have seen people
with a direct experience of persistent
poverty as experts on the CAP Task
Force on Poverty, and to more ex-
pressly acknowledge what struggling
families do already to fight poverty,
would, in our view, have strengthened
the report’s ambitious and far-reach-
ing policy proposals.

In November of 2005, independent
UN expert Arjun Sengupta followed
this vital strategy, consulting with
those hit hard by Hurricane Katrina
and its aftermath, as well as people
affected by long-term poverty in other
communities. In his report on extreme
poverty and human rights in the US,
he emphasized that “The full partici-

pation of people living in poverty
should be ensured in the design, imple-
mentation, monitoring and assess-
ment of programs for combating pov-
erty. Such programs should build on
poor people’s own efforts, . . . re-
sponding to their actual needs.” (http:/
/www.ohchr.org/english/bodies/chr/
docs/62chr/E.CN.4.2006.43.Add.
1.pdf, p.2, my emphasis). We com-
mend CAP’s idea of an annual report
on progress, but would like to see the
expressed framework for people in
poverty to be part of that evaluation.

Such a multi-voiced partnership is
not easy, nor automatic. Families and
communities in extreme poverty have
had sometimes generations of humili-
ations and failures. Very few initia-
tives in society have proven to them
that they have an expertise to share.
Thus, we need to create more oppor-
tunities that bring people from differ-
ent social backgrounds together to
work on common aspirations. Such
initiatives create greater understand-
ing of the obstacles faced by families
in poverty, and can help generate
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greater social cohesion and solidarity.

Cutting poverty in half—whether in
the US or internationally—is insuffi-
cient. Tita and others like her, here
and abroad, do not ask to halve pov-
erty; they want to eradicate it. Our
experience has shown that, unless anti-
poverty strategies make special efforts,
from the start, to reach those living in
extreme poverty, the gap between
them and the rest of the population

simply increases, economically and in
terms of social exclusion. Programs
that effectively include the “hardest to
reach,” however, have proven to ben-
efit all concerned. To this end, we ap-
preciate CAP’s “progressive univer-
salism” approach and applaud the real
goal: “to end American poverty in a
generation.” Or sooner. As Tita said,
“Let’s act now...together.” 1

20% Book Discount

Lexington Books is providing
P&R readers with a 20% discount
on our most recent “best of P&R”
collection, Poverty & Race in
America: The Emerging Agendas.
Use code 8S6POVRA when order-
ing (800/462-6420), and you will
receive this discount.

Center for American Progress Response
by Angela Glover Blackwell, Peter Edelman, Cassandra Butts and Mark Greenberg

We thank PRRAC for encourag-
ing discussion of and commentary on
our report. We wrote the report to
show that the nation has the capacity
to dramatically reduce poverty and to
help make the case for a national goal
of cutting poverty in half in the next
ten years. The report is one of a num-
ber of recent initiatives and efforts
across the country—from the faith-
based community, civil rights groups,
mayors and others—seeking to elevate
local, state and national attention to
poverty. We are encouraged both by
the growing momentum and by the
number of people and groups who
have found our report helpful. We
recognized that our recommendations,
while extensive, were not a compre-
hensive cataloging of a complete
agenda for progressive social change
in America. Addressing poverty is one
part of a broader agenda, but we wrote
the report to emphasize that it should
be an essential part of that agenda.

We agree with a number of obser-
vations made by commenters. For ex-
ample, we agree with Jill Cunningham

Angela Glover Blackwell (ablackwell
@policylink.org) & Peter Edelman
(Edelman@law.georgetown.edu) co-
chaired the CAP Task Force;
Cassandra Butts (cbutts@american
progress.org) is CAP’s Sr. VP for
Domestic Policy;, Mark Greenberg
(mgreenberg@americanprogress.org)
was Task Force Exec. Dir.

about the importance of active involve-
ment and participation of the poor, and
with Herbert Gans about the impor-
tance of promoting higher voting turn-
out among low-income people, elevat-
ing attention to poverty in the 2008
elections, and building on successful
and popular programs. We share David
Shipler’s view that a successful strat-
egy needs to meld calls for social and
personal responsibility. We agree with
Mtangulizi Sanyika that poverty is not
simply a problem of insufficient in-
come but is also a structural problem
of “opportunity deprivation.” That is
why we propose a strategy combining
the four themes of decent work, pro-
moting opportunity, ensuring security
and helping people build wealth. And
we agree with Bill Spriggs, both about
the critical role of adequate wages, and
about the importance of not treating
the failures of the labor market as fail-
ures of personal responsibility.

Our report includes twelve recom-
mendations which we believe, taken
together, would cut poverty in half.
Several commenters point to areas that
we didn’t discuss or that they wished
we had discussed in greater detail. In
particular, Mike Wenger wishes we
had spent more time discussing the role
of and calling for efforts to bring an
end to racism. We are very mindful
of the central role that racism has
played in American social policy, and
anumber of Task Force members have
spent much of their lives addressing
it. We think that an important contri-

bution of this report is that, in addi-
tion to highlighting the role of racism,
we call for measuring the extent to
which policies reduce the racial pov-
erty gap. Moreover, our proposals, if
implemented, would result in the low-
est African-American and Hispanic
poverty rates in US history and a dra-
matic reduction in the racial poverty
gap. At the same time, a comprehen-
sive agenda should include but must
go beyond the report’s recommenda-
tions—as we emphasize in the report.

Almost all of the commenters speak
favorably of the need for a renewed
national effort to address poverty.
Several, however, raise questions about
how to make the most effective case
or about the political viability of fo-
cusing on poverty. Herbert Gans em-
phasizes the limits of “guilt-tripping”
and “consensual rhetoric.” Chris
Howard suggests the importance of
tying efforts to those that benefit the
middle class, and working “behind the
scenes” with a “be quiet and be clever
strategy.” Margy Waller asserts that
it is folly to wrap policy proposals in
a goal of reducing poverty.

We agree that guilt-tripping is not
an effective strategy, but we think a
broad consensus can be built, on moral
and economic grounds, that sustained
poverty is contrary to our national in-
terest. The moral case is not that we
should feel guilty about poverty but
rather that it is wrong to tolerate it.
The economic case cannot be limited

(Please turn to page 14)
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(RESPONSE: Continued from page 13)

to a call to narrow self-interest, be-
cause most Americans aren’t poor and
don’t risk persistent poverty. But
Americans respond to more than nar-
row self-interest—one compelling ex-
ample is the success of the minimum
wage movement; another is the in-
creasing recognition of the importance
of early education to the nation’s fu-
ture growth. Our nation needs a
healthy, well-educated, capable work-
force in order to be globally competi-
tive in the 21* Century. The research
of Harry Holzer of Georgetown Uni-
versity and his colleagues found that
poverty imposes a half trillion dollar
cost on the economy each year.

For many issues, an effective ap-
proach can draw upon the shared in-
terests of low- and moderate-income
Americans. We urge a framework of
progressive universalism—that when a
problem or need is shared by many,
the solution should provide help to all,
with the most help to those who need
it most. However, an effective long-
run strategy cannot just talk publicly
about the middle class while seeking
to quietly slip provisions to help the
poor into bills. If legislators don’t see
or hear a constituency urging them to
do more than address middle-class
needs, why would they do so? Fur-
ther, some issues that are fundamental
to addressing poverty—helping discon-
nected youth re-engage, prisoner re-
entry, housing and development strat-
egies to address concentrated poverty
—are not likely to be prominent in a
middle-class agenda. The agendas to
address middle-class insecurity and to
reduce poverty are overlapping and
complementary, but limiting our pub-
lic discussion to the middle class won’t
get us far enough.

Margy Waller essentially dismisses
the relevance to the US of the UK’s
commitment to end child poverty be-
cause the UK uses a broader set of
measures of poverty. But advancing
a commitment to a national goal could,
and likely would, generate renewed
discussions about how to better mea-
sure poverty. When Tony Blair in 1999

announced the goal of ending child
poverty, there was no established of-
ficial poverty measure in the UK for
purposes of reaching the goal. The
measures were announced in 2003, af-
ter a consultation process, and four
years after the national goal was de-
clared. Since 1998-99, absolute child
poverty has fallen in the UK by more
than half, relative poverty by 18%,
and the Tory Party leadership now
speaks favorably of the importance of
reducing child poverty. UK
policymakers urge the need for both
poverty reduction and social inclusion,
but it is highly unlikely that there
would be the same pressure for efforts
to reduce child poverty in the absence
of a quantifiable, measurable goal.
Waller also contends that talking
about poverty is doomed to fail be-
cause many people believe the poor are
at fault for their conditions, and
progressives have “lost” the personal
responsibility issue. Polling data show
that the public is pretty evenly divided
on whether the biggest explanation for
poverty is individual behavior or so-
cial conditions, but the data also show
that most people believe it’s a combi-
nation of the two. This isn’t reason to
avoid talking about poverty. Of course
it’s true that poverty is caused by both
individual and social causes. We won’t
generate public support for policies that
appear to reward bad behavior—

Thank$

We’re happy to acknowledge
recent financial contributions
from Howell Baum, Michael
Allen, Katherine & Eric
Kravetz, John W. Edwards,
Henry Korman, Fred Pincus,
Nora Lester Murad.

whether we talk about “poverty” or
another term or concept. Our report
makes clear that the persistence of pov-
erty cannot be reduced to individual
failings, but it also shows how the na-
tion can dramatically reduce poverty
in ways that are entirely consistent
with expecting and rewarding indi-
vidual initiative and responsibility.

We are very encouraged by the in-
creasing attention to poverty in Con-
gress, among the public, and among
Presidential candidates. Such attention
can and should grow in the coming
months—a John Zogby poll recently
found that most voters would be more
likely (58% more likely, 8% less
likely) to vote for a candidate com-
mitted to a goal of cutting poverty in
half in ten years. This is a key mo-
ment in which to advance a national
campaign to address poverty in
America, and we look forward to
working with a broad range of people
and groups in such an effort. 1

. Resources

Most Resources are available directly
from the issuing organization, either
on their website (if given) or via other
contact information listed. Materials
published by PRRAC are available
through our website: www.prrac.org.
Prices include the shipping/handling
(s/h) charge when this information is
provided to PRRAC. “No price listed”
items often are free.

When ordering items from PRRAC:
SASE = self-addressed stamped
envelope (41¢ unless otherwise
indicated). Orders may not be placed
by telephone or fax. Please indicate
from which issue of P&R you are
ordering.

Please drop us a line letting us
know how useful our Resources
Section is to you, as both a lister
and requester of items. We hear
good things, but only sporadi-
cally. Having a more complete
sense of the effectiveness of this
networking function will help us
greatly in foundation fund-
raising work (and is awfully
good for our morale). Drop us
a short note, letting us know if it
has been/is useful to you (how
many requests you get when you
list an item, how many items you
send away for, etc.) Thank you.

14 ® Poverty & Race ® Vol. 16, No. 4 ® July/August 2007





