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Tagging exercise

PLEASE TAG EACH OF THE FOLLOWING CARDS
AT Poverty

1. 

Eberstadt, 08 – senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute (Nicholas, The Poverty of “The Poverty Rate” http://www.aei.org/docLib/20081117_PovertyofthePovertyRate.pdf   OPR = Official Poverty Rate
Taken at face value, these stark numbers would seem to be a cause for dismay, if not outright alarm. To go by the OPR, modern America has failed stunningly to lift the more vulnerable elements of society out of deprivation— out from below the income line where, according to the author of the federal poverty measure, “everyday living implied choosing between an adequate diet of the most economical sort and some other necessity because there was not money enough to have both.”3

This statistical portrait of an apparent long-term rise in absolute poverty in the contemporary United States evokes the specter of profound economic, social, and political dysfunction in a highly affluent capitalist democracy. All the more troubling is the near-total failure of social policy implied by such numbers. Despite the War on Poverty and all subsequent governmental antipoverty initiatives, official poverty rates for the nation have mainly moved in the wrong direction over the past three decades. If these numbers cast a disturbing and unfamiliar picture of their country for American citizens and policymakers, it is worth remembering that they would be regarded as utterly unsurprising by many of the most convinced critics of the American system, who would regard such results as exactly what they would expect. The apparent paradox of steady economic growth and persistent or increasing poverty, for example, conforms rather well with some of the Marxian and neo-Marxist critiques of industrial and global capitalism, which accused such systems of inherently generating “immiserating growth.”4 Among non-Marxists, these contours of the U.S. tableau are viewed today as affirming the critique of what is known internationally as “neoliberal reform,” and providing powerful particulars for vigorously rejecting the “American model.”5

But, as we shall demonstrate in the following chapters, the social and economic portrait afforded by America’s official poverty statistics is woefully distorted—almost bizarrely miscast. In reality, the prevalence of absolute deprivation in the United States has declined dramatically over the decades since the debut of the official poverty rate. In reality, the purchasing power of lower-income households is far higher today than it was in the 1960s or ’70s. In reality, the standard of living of the poverty population itself has improved manifestly, decade by decade, since the federal poverty measure was first introduced. The problem is, the statistical measure our democracy has devised for charting our national performance against poverty does not register these basic realities—and worse, cannot even recognize them.

2. 

Rector, 08 – Senior Research Fellow in Domestic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation (Robert, CQ Congressional Testimony, “REDUCING THE NUMBER OF FAMILIES LIVING IN POVERTY” 9/25, lexis

Point #2 Most "poor" Americans are not "poor" in any normally understood sense of the word. For most Americans, the word "poverty" suggests destitution: an inability to provide a family with nutritious food, clothing, and reasonable shelter. But only a small number of the 37 million persons classified as "poor" by the Census Bureau fit that description. While real material hardship certainly does occur, it is limited in scope and severity. Most of America's "poor" live in material conditions that would be judged as comfortable or well-off just a few generations ago. Today, the expenditures per person of the lowest-income one-fifth (or quintile) of households equal those of the median American household in the early 1970s, after adjusting for inflation.

at: poverty advantage

3. 

Eberstadt, 08 – senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute (Nicholas, The Poverty of “The Poverty Rate”

http://www.aei.org/docLib/20081117_PovertyofthePovertyRate.pdf   OPR = Official Poverty Rate

One additional and signal failure of the official poverty rate must be flagged in any empirical discussion of poverty and material well-being in America today. This is its manifest inability to provide an accurate reading of absolute poverty in the United States—the charge that the indicator was expressly assigned from the 1960s on.

The OPR is, by explicit official designation, meant to monitor absolute poverty—that is to say, to measure poverty in relation to a set income threshold, rather than in relation to the current incomes reported by families or some other relative, and thus perennially changing, standard. Ever since the OPR’s original poverty thresholds were established back in 1965, they have been annually revised solely to take account of changes in the Consumer Price Index. In principle, this should mean that a fixed and unchanging income criterion is being used for determining the poverty status of families. Further, since the inflation-adjusted income threshold of those counted officially poor is supposed to remain constant over time, the material condition of those below the poverty line should similarly be more or less consistent from one decade to the next.

Yet, as we saw, this supposition is completely refuted by biometric and other physical data on the living conditions of the U.S. poverty population. With regard to food and nutrition, anthropometric data demonstrate that our poor are incontestably better off today than in 1965; ironically, in fact, overweight and obesity are the prime problems that have emerged over this interim as major nutritional concerns with regard to this population. With respect to housing, the poor today live in decidedly less crowded, more spacious, and better-furnished dwellings than they did four decades ago—and those housing standards appear to have improved steadily, decade by decade. By a number of benchmarks, indeed, the officially poor today enjoy better housing conditions than the nonpoor in 1970, or the American population as a whole as recently as 1980. With respect to transportation, a steadily increasing proportion (by now, the vast majority) of officially poor households own cars, trucks, or other sorts of motor vehicles, and a significant and rising minority of officially poor families have two or more motor vehicles. Finally, utilization of medical and health-care services by the officially poor has progressively expanded over the decades—so much so that children in families below the poverty line in 2004 were more likely to have at least one annual doctor’s visit than were children in families with incomes well above the official poverty line only two decades earlier.

Picking extension cards. 
Now that you have tagged the first three cards, match the extension cards to each one in a frontline. Be careful, there is one that doesn’t match at all!

A. The official poverty rate is useless, it ignores substantial improvements in the living conditions of the poor

Eberstadt, 08 – senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute (Nicholas, The Poverty of “The Poverty Rate”

http://www.aei.org/docLib/20081117_PovertyofthePovertyRate.pdf   OPR = Official Poverty Rate
Unfortunately, this “indispensable” indicator of progress in our national struggle against poverty appears to be incapable of accurately tracking trends in material well-being for lower-income groups within the population. Over time, the flaws and biases in the OPR’s calculated results have become increasingly evident. Today, the contradiction between the numbers generated by the OPR, on the one hand, and an enormous mass of data from other U.S. statistical sources bearing upon domestic poverty and material wellbeing, on the other, is glaring—and all but impossible to ignore.

According to the official poverty rate, the early 1970s were the “golden age” of America’s struggle against poverty. The OPR reached its historical low point in 1973. The incidence of officially measured poverty is higher today than it was nearly three and a half decades earlier, back in the Watergate era of the Nixon administration.

On its own, this would surely be taken as an ominous—even alarming— sounding. But many other social and economic trends bearing directly on domestic poverty have actually registered significant progress over those very same years. Real per-capita income in America, for example, is up sharply since 1973; the educational attainment of the working-age population (by the metric of high school degrees) has steadily improved; antipoverty spending has soared. And although unemployment has fluctuated dramatically between 1973 and the present, the country’s civilian unemployment rate was actually lower in 2006 (4.6 percent) than it was back in 1973 (4.9 percent).1 Despite all these signs of improvement, the OPR stubbornly—and improbably—reports that the incidence of poverty was higher in 2006 (12.3 percent) than in 1973 (11.1 percent).

As we have demonstrated, this anomalous and counterintuitive contraposition of the OPR and other major indicators bearing upon domestic material deprivation is not an aberration, nor an atypical statistical artifact for a single “odd year.” To the contrary: Simple statistical analysis underscores the telling fact that changes in the OPR no longer correspond to changes in per-capita income, median family income, unemployment, educational attainment, or antipoverty spending through the sort of commonsense relationships one would ordinarily expect. Instead, in the years since 1973, the OPR has increasingly come to behave as a perverse and contrary arbiter of well-being, stubbornly in opposition to other—more transparent and perhaps self-evident—measures of material progress and material need.

B. The official poverty rate ignores overall improvements in employment, income, education and antipoverty spending

Eberstadt, 08 – senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute (Nicholas, The Poverty of “The Poverty Rate”

http://www.aei.org/docLib/20081117_PovertyofthePovertyRate.pdf   OPR = Official Poverty Rate

Per-capita income, unemployment, educational attainment, and antipoverty spending are all factors we would expect to exert an independent and important influence on the prevalence of poverty in a modern industrialized society—in any modern industrialized society. When trends for all four of these measures move conjointly in the direction favoring poverty reduction, we would, as a matter of course, strongly expect that the prevalence of measured poverty should decline as well (that is, so long as poverty were being measured against an absolute rather than a relative benchmark). Yet, curiously and most improbably, the official poverty rate for the U.S. population was actually reported to be higher for 2001 (11.7 percent) than for 1973 (11.1 percent).

Needless to say, such a discordant and counterintuitive result demands explanation. Further examination, unfortunately, reveals that the paradoxical relationship between the poverty rate and these other indicators of material deprivation highlighted in table 3-1, while perverse, is not at all anomalous. To the contrary: For the period since 1973, the U.S. poverty rate has ceased to correspond with these other broad measures of poverty and progress in any regular and commonsense fashion. Instead, the poverty rate seems to have become possessed of a strange but deeply structural capriciousness, for while it continues (in a technical, statistical sense) to maintain a predictable relationship with the other indicators, the relationship is by and large precisely the opposite of what one would normally expect. Table 3-2 illustrates the curious behavior of the OPR in relation to these four other important measures as revealed by simple econometrics, using “regression equations” in which these other measures are utilized in an attempt to “predict” the poverty rate for a period of thirty-one years (1973–2004).

Under any ordinary circumstances, we would expect unemployment and poverty to be positively associated (the higher the unemployment level, the higher the poverty level), while per-capita income, educational attainment, and antipoverty spending should all correlate negatively with any absolute measure of poverty. Such expectations, however, are sharply confuted by our calculated results.

Consider, to begin with, the table’s “equation 1,” which attempts to track the official poverty rate against per-capita income and per-capita antipoverty spending. All other things being equal, we would expect a strong association here, with increased incomes and higher antipoverty spending both pressing the true prevalence of poverty downward. Yet equation 1 discerns no systematic relationship whatever between the OPR and these two quantities. Even taken together, per-capita income and per-capita antipoverty spending offer no help at all for predicting changes in the official poverty rate for the post-1973 period; this is the meaning of the “zero” value for the calculated “r-squared” here.11 In other words, as far as statistical analysis is concerned, there is no association whatever between the OPR and these other two trends; their “relationship,” such as it is, seems to be governed entirely by chance. (To the extent that there is any discernible tendency here at all, incidentally, higher antipoverty spending seems to track with increasing official poverty rates!)

Now consider equation 2, which attempts to relate changes in the official poverty rate to changes in per-capita income and the unemployment rate. Taken together, per-capita income and unemployment seem to provide us with a fair amount of information about the official poverty rate. In tandem, their movements correspond with about half of the change in the OPR over the post-1973 period, and each of these variables meets the test of “statistical significance,” which is to say that the associations detected look to be meaningful rather than random in nature. But now, absurdly, the poverty rate and per-capita income appear to be positively associated—with an 18 percent increase in per-capita income presaging a 1 point rise in the poverty rate as of 2004!
Equation 3 adds antipoverty spending into the mix from equation 2. This extra variable provides no additional explanatory power for understanding movements in the official poverty rate. Per-capita income and unemployment retain their statistically significant association with the poverty rate, but per-capita income and the OPR retain as well the perverse and counterintuitive positive relationship already witnessed in equation 2. According to this correspondence, in fact, a $3,200 decrease in per-capita income in 2004 would have lowered the OPR by 1 percentage point!
Equation 4 attempts to explain changing trends in the official poverty rate through another combination of major macroeconomic and socioeconomic indices, this time the unemployment rate, adult educational attainment, and antipoverty spending. In one sense, this effort is fairly successful, since all of the associations are statistically significant, and the three variables together can predict almost three-fourths of the overall variation in reported poverty levels. But, here again, our variables behave perversely. By this regression, a 1.3 point rise in the unemployment rate is associated with a 1 point drop in the official poverty rate in 2006—and a 6 point increase in the proportion of adults with high school degrees would mean a rise in the OPR of roughly 1 point.

Finally, in equation 5, we consider these four potential explanators of the poverty rate simultaneously. Taken together, these four variables can track over 90 percent of the variation in the official poverty rate for the period since 1973. At last the commonsense (that is, negative) relationship between per-capita income and poverty emerges, and it is statistically strong. But, once again, some of the important calculated relationships come through as perverse. Unemployment again correlates negatively (albeit very weakly) with the poverty rate—meaning that declining unemployment correlates with a very slight rise in the official poverty rate—while higher levels of adult education track with sharply increased OPR levels. That calculated association between increasing education and increasing poverty, incidentally, is extremely strong from the standpoint of statistical significance: It implies that a 1 point improvement in high school graduation rates for American adults would make for a 0.5 point increase in the official poverty rate.

Clearly, something is badly amiss here. From the five regressions in table 3-2, we have econometric evidence that every one of the four major indices under consideration—all of them “poverty proxies” that one would routinely expect to help explain true poverty trends for modern America— can be shown to “point the wrong way” in association with the OPR for the period since 1973. How, then, to explain the lack of normal and regular association—actually, the positive disassociation—of the official poverty rate with per-capita income, the unemployment rate, educational attainment, and public antipoverty spending over the past three-plus decades? We could, of course, begin an analysis of the calculated results in table 3-2 by suspending disbelief and pretending that they might really speak to new underlying relationships—that is, that the prevalence of poverty might truly be declining when the civilian unemployment rate rises, and so on. But we should recognize these findings for what they are: nonsensical results from officially calculated U.S. government statistics. To what can we attribute results that lack credibility on their very face? The first obvious working hypothesis would be that something is seriously wrong with some of the data series under consideration here—and the burden of proof would, perforce, fall on the OPR. After all, official U.S. estimates for percapita income, unemployment, educational attainment, and public antipoverty spending are used in myriad separate settings on a daily basis— typically without setting off the statistical equivalent of alarm bells. Moreover, the interrelationships of all these other major macroeconomic and demographic indicators for the decades since 1973 continue, by and large, to look robust and plausible—which is to say, their correlations with one another remain strong, and the signs for these correlations “point in the right direction.” Unless and until someone can propose a plausible storyline to explain why we might expect U.S. data series on per-capita incomes, unemployment rates, adult educational attainment, and antipoverty spending to be collectively flawed and deeply biased for the post-1973 period, the simplest explanation for the jarring results in tables 3-1 and 3-2 would be that the officially measured poverty rate offers a highly misleading, even dysfunctional, measure of material deprivation for American society—and has, moreover, been doing so for some considerable period of time. The regressions in table 3-2 will raise a number of technical points for the statistician or the econometrician that will not be of interest to the more general reader. A more detailed discussion of method and results in the preceding pages is, therefore, attached as an appendix at the end of this study.

C. Federal poverty spending empirically fails

Malanga, 08 – senior editor of City Journal and a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute (Steven, City Journal, "We Don’t Need Another War on Poverty", Fall, lexis

The original War on Poverty, launched by the Johnson administration in the mid-sixties, was based on the assumption that Washington had to rescue American cities from precipitous--indeed, catastrophic--decline. It's important to remember that the cities themselves helped propel that decline. Political machines had long run the cities, and they imposed increasingly high taxes and throttling regulations on employers and often entrusted key government agencies, including police departments, to patronage appointees. The cities' industrial might protected them from serious downturns for a time. But as transportation advances beginning in the 1950s enabled businesses to relocate to less expensive suburbs or newer Sunbelt cities, and did so just as a generation of poor, uneducated blacks from the rural South began migrating to the urban North, the corrupt and inefficient machines proved unable to cope with the resulting economic and demographic shock. Urban poverty worsened (even as poverty was shrinking dramatically elsewhere); crime exploded; public schools, dominated by reform-resistant, inflexible teachers' unions, became incubators of failure, with staggering dropout rates for minority students; and middle-class city dwellers soon followed businesses out of town. Some industrial cities, scarred further by horrific race riots during the sixties, crumbled into near-ruins.

Yet the War on Poverty's legislative architects ignored the cities' own failings and instead embraced the theories of left-wing intellectuals, who argued that the external forces arrayed against the poor, such as racism or globalization, were simply too overwhelming to address on the local level. "Officials and residents in urban communities are losing control of their cities to outside forces," warned urban planners Edward Kaitz and Herbert Harvey Hyman in their book Urban Planning for Social Welfare. "Cities are relatively powerless." The answer was federal intervention. Columbia University's Frances Fox Piven and Richard Cloward gained an influential following among policymakers by arguing that an unjust and racist nation owed massive government aid to the poor and mostly minority residents of struggling cities. Further, to compel those residents to work in exchange for help, or even to make them attend programs that might boost self-reliance, was to violate their civil liberties.

The War on Poverty, motivated by such toxic ideas, transformed welfare from temporary assistance into a lifelong stipend with few strings attached. As everyone knows, welfare rolls then skyrocketed, increasing 125 percent from 1965 to 1970 alone, and an entrenched generational underclass of poor families emerged. Typically, they lived in dysfunctional public housing projects--many of them built as another battle in the War--that radiated blight to surrounding neighborhoods. The federal government created a series of huge initiatives, from Medicaid and Head Start to food stamps and school lunch programs, that spent billions of dollars trying to fight urban poverty. And then, to attack the "root causes" of poverty (whatever they were), the feds spent billions more on local social-services agencies, which ran ill-defined programs with vague goals like "community empowerment" that did nothing to alleviate poverty.

Despite years of effort and gargantuan transfusions of money, the federal government lost its War on Poverty. "In 1968 . . . 13 percent of Americans were poor," wrote Charles Murray in his unstinting examination of antipoverty programs, Losing Ground. "Over the next 12 years, our expenditures on social welfare quadrupled. And in 1980, the percentage of poor Americans was--13 percent."

These programs did, however, produce a seismic shift in the way mayors viewed their cities--no longer as sources of dynamism and growth, as they had been for much of the nation's history, but instead as permanent, sickly wards of the federal government. In fact, as the problems of cities like Cleveland and New York festered and metastasized, mayors blamed the sickness on the federal government's failure to do even more. Norquist recalled a U.S. Conference of Mayors session held in the aftermath of the 1992 Los Angeles riots. "There was almost a feeling of glee among some mayors who attended: finally the federal government would realize it had to do something for cities."

D. US poverty rates are lower than Europe

Rector, 08 – Senior Research Fellow in Domestic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation (Robert, CQ Congressional Testimony, “REDUCING THE NUMBER OF FAMILIES LIVING IN POVERTY” 9/25, lexis

Studies which claim that the U.S. has a higher poverty rate than European nations use a distorted technique that creates higher income standard for assessing poverty in the United States than in other nations. Because of these biased methods, many Americans are deemed "poor" when, in fact, they have higher real incomes than persons identified as "non-poor" in Europe. By contrast, if a fair, uniform standard of comparison is used, the lowest income tenth of the U.S. population is found to have a real income that is roughly equal to, or higher than, most European nations. The median income in the U.S. is also higher than nearly all European nations.
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Block Title: 

TAG:  

Malanga, 08 – senior editor of City Journal and a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute (Steven, City Journal, "We Don’t Need Another War on Poverty", Fall, lexis. 1
Obama may claim to be advancing a twenty-first-century agenda, but his ideas about combating poverty and aiding cities ignore the lessons of the nineties' reformers and remain firmly mired in the War on Poverty's vision of cities as victims. Nothing betrays his urban agenda's retrograde nature more than its Number One spending item: a big hike in funding for the Community Development Block Grant program. The candidate calls this relic of the War on Poverty "an important program that provides housing and creating [sic] jobs for low- and moderate-income people and places." In fact, the block grants are perhaps the most visible example of the failure of federal urban aid, plagued, as so much other War on Poverty spending was plagued, by vague goals, a failure to demand concrete results from the groups it funds, and a reputation for political patronage. CDBG money, amounting to some $110 billion over its history, has financed many projects that have zilch to do with fighting poverty--an opera house, a zoo, tennis courts, and historical restorations, for instance. A stark example of the program's failure to achieve its ostensible mission: Buffalo, the city that has received the most community redevelopment funding per capita, is economically worse off today than it was 40 years ago.

Block Title: 

TAG:   

Rector, 08 – Senior Research Fellow in Domestic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation (Robert, CQ Congressional Testimony, “REDUCING THE NUMBER OF FAMILIES LIVING IN POVERTY” 9/25, lexis

America is currently experiencing near record levels of immigration. Each year roughly 1.5 million legal and illegal immigrants enter and take up residence in the U.S. Currently one in eight Americans is foreign born. One in ten Mexicans lives in the U.S. Today's immigrants are disproportionately poorly educated. This occurs because illegal immigration primarily attracts low skill workers and the legal immigration system favors kinship ties over skill levels. As result, one third of all adult immigrants lack a high school degree, compared to only nine percent of non-immigrants.

There is a common misconception that the low education levels of recent immigrants are part of a permanent historical pattern, and that the U.S. has always admitted immigrants who were poorly educated relative to the native born population. Historically, this was not the case. Throughout most of U.S. history, the education level of immigrants was equal to, or greater than, that of non-immigrants. The steady influx of low skill (without a high school degree) and semi-skilled (with only a high school degree) immigrants inevitably leads to increases in the number of poor persons in the U.S. Low and semi-skilled immigrants and their families now comprise almost one fifth of all poor persons in the U.S.

While there is a common myth that immigrants use little welfare, in reality, immigrants are heavy users of welfare services. In FY 2008, low and semi-skilled immigrants received some $90 billion in means-tested welfare aid. This high level of welfare receipt is especially striking since many in this group are illegal immigrants currently barred from welfare use. Welfare expenditures would rise even more strongly if illegal immigrants are granted amnesty and eventual access to the welfare system.

Current immigration inflows operate against normal social goals and policies. While society seeks to reduce poverty and dependence, current immigration increases both. Immigration practices, both legal and illegal, operate like a system of trans- national welfare outreach bringing millions of poor and fiscally dependent individuals into the U.S. Immigration policy and practice must be redirected with a new focus on reducing poverty and welfare. Any new policy should seek to benefit, not burden, the taxpayer.

Block Title: 

TAG:  

Malanga, 08 – senior editor of City Journal and a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute (Steven, City Journal, "We Don’t Need Another War on Poverty", Fall, lexis  *CDBG = Community Development Block Grants. 2
Nevertheless, CDBG spending is often invoked as evidence that the federal government is "doing something" about urban problems. This was the case in 1993, when the Clinton administration authorized a massive $430 million block grant to establish a loan fund to help Los Angeles recover from the previous year's devastating riots, as well as millions more to ameliorate "the underlying causes of the unrest." Within two years, though, a third of the companies that the loan money had financed had gone belly-up or fallen behind in payments, while two-thirds hadn't fulfilled their obligations to create new jobs in the city. As for the money aimed at "underlying causes," local officials merely spent it on yet more ineffective community groups.
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TAG:  

Malanga, 08 – senior editor of City Journal and a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute (Steven, City Journal, "We Don’t Need Another War on Poverty", Fall, lexis

The original War on Poverty, launched by the Johnson administration in the mid-sixties, was based on the assumption that Washington had to rescue American cities from precipitous--indeed, catastrophic--decline. It's important to remember that the cities themselves helped propel that decline. Political machines had long run the cities, and they imposed increasingly high taxes and throttling regulations on employers and often entrusted key government agencies, including police departments, to patronage appointees. The cities' industrial might protected them from serious downturns for a time. But as transportation advances beginning in the 1950s enabled businesses to relocate to less expensive suburbs or newer Sunbelt cities, and did so just as a generation of poor, uneducated blacks from the rural South began migrating to the urban North, the corrupt and inefficient machines proved unable to cope with the resulting economic and demographic shock. Urban poverty worsened (even as poverty was shrinking dramatically elsewhere); crime exploded; public schools, dominated by reform-resistant, inflexible teachers' unions, became incubators of failure, with staggering dropout rates for minority students; and middle-class city dwellers soon followed businesses out of town. Some industrial cities, scarred further by horrific race riots during the sixties, crumbled into near-ruins.

Yet the War on Poverty's legislative architects ignored the cities' own failings and instead embraced the theories of left-wing intellectuals, who argued that the external forces arrayed against the poor, such as racism or globalization, were simply too overwhelming to address on the local level. "Officials and residents in urban communities are losing control of their cities to outside forces," warned urban planners Edward Kaitz and Herbert Harvey Hyman in their book Urban Planning for Social Welfare. "Cities are relatively powerless." The answer was federal intervention. Columbia University's Frances Fox Piven and Richard Cloward gained an influential following among policymakers by arguing that an unjust and racist nation owed massive government aid to the poor and mostly minority residents of struggling cities. Further, to compel those residents to work in exchange for help, or even to make them attend programs that might boost self-reliance, was to violate their civil liberties.

The War on Poverty, motivated by such toxic ideas, transformed welfare from temporary assistance into a lifelong stipend with few strings attached. As everyone knows, welfare rolls then skyrocketed, increasing 125 percent from 1965 to 1970 alone, and an entrenched generational underclass of poor families emerged. Typically, they lived in dysfunctional public housing projects--many of them built as another battle in the War--that radiated blight to surrounding neighborhoods. The federal government created a series of huge initiatives, from Medicaid and Head Start to food stamps and school lunch programs, that spent billions of dollars trying to fight urban poverty. And then, to attack the "root causes" of poverty (whatever they were), the feds spent billions more on local social-services agencies, which ran ill-defined programs with vague goals like "community empowerment" that did nothing to alleviate poverty.

Despite years of effort and gargantuan transfusions of money, the federal government lost its War on Poverty. "In 1968 . . . 13 percent of Americans were poor," wrote Charles Murray in his unstinting examination of antipoverty programs, Losing Ground. "Over the next 12 years, our expenditures on social welfare quadrupled. And in 1980, the percentage of poor Americans was--13 percent."

These programs did, however, produce a seismic shift in the way mayors viewed their cities--no longer as sources of dynamism and growth, as they had been for much of the nation's history, but instead as permanent, sickly wards of the federal government. In fact, as the problems of cities like Cleveland and New York festered and metastasized, mayors blamed the sickness on the federal government's failure to do even more. Norquist recalled a U.S. Conference of Mayors session held in the aftermath of the 1992 Los Angeles riots. "There was almost a feeling of glee among some mayors who attended: finally the federal government would realize it had to do something for cities."
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