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Poverty Words
· Bankruptcy
· Bankrupt
· (Economic) Assistance
· (Economic) Dependence
· (Economic) Dependency
· (Economically) Dependent
· Disadvantaged
· Debt 
· Foreclosure(s)
· Find a job
· Find jobs
· Find jobs
· Can’t read
· Disadvantaged
· Food Stamp(s)
· Hunger
· Hungry
· Illiteracy
· Illiterate


· Impoverished
· In need 
· Income gap
· Income inequality
· Jobless
· Less fortunate 
· Low-Income
· Malnutrition
· Needy
· No job(s)
· Paycheck(s)
· Poor(est)
· Poverty
· Unemployed
· Unemployment
· Vulnerable 
· Welfare
· Without a job
· Without jobs

Race (African Americans & Civil Rights) 
· Achievement gap
· Affirmative Action
· African American(s)
· Black(s)
· Civil right(s)
· Colored(s)
· Criminal Justice
· Desegregate
· Desegregated
· Desegregation
· Discriminate
· Discriminated
· Discrimination
· Discriminatory
· Disenfranchise(d)
· Disenfranchisement
· Education(al) gap
· Enslaved
· Equal right(s) 
· Minorities
· Minority
· Negro(es)

· Prejudice
· Profiling
· Race(s)
· Racial
· Racial barrier
· Racial equality
· Racial inequality
· Racism
· Racist
· Segregate
· Segregated
· Segregation
· Slave(s)
· Slavery
· Subjugate
· Subjugated
· Subjugation
Middle Class Words
· 
· Average American(s)
· Average families
· Average family
· Homeowner(s)
· Middle class
· Ordinary American(s)
· Ordinary people
· Small-business(es)
· Worker(s)
· Working American(s)
· Working families
· Working family
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The State of the Union addresses are located at the American Presidency Project (http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu). In 1970 and 1977, Johnson and Ford (respectively) gave a State of the Union speech after a new president-elect had been selected. These speeches are omitted. Nixon did not give a State of the Union speech in 1973.
Total Words: Delete any text that is not part of the president’s speech. Count the total number of words in the speech.
Poverty Words: Identify each use of the poverty keywords listed in appendix A. Examine the use of each word in the context of the sentence that contains it. Only count the keyword if it used in reference to American citizens or issues in the United States. For instance, the word “debt” is often used when speaking about national rather than personal debt. In these situations, it should not be counted. Similarly, the terms “economic assistance” and “malnutrition” are sometimes used to refer to foreign nations and should not be counted when used in this context.

Negative Poverty Words: Identify each use of the poverty keywords listed in Appendix A. Examine the use of each word in the context of the sentence that contains it. Determine whether or not the word is being used in a negative context. If there are multiple poverty words in a sentence and the context is determined to be negative, then all the poverty words in that sentence should be counted as negative. At least one of the following criteria must be met for a poverty word to be counted as negative:
a. The sentence in which the poverty word is embedded suggests that anti-poverty programs are ineffective or deleterious (e.g. “Welfare robs people of independence”).
b. The sentence in which the poverty word is embedded suggests that anti-poverty benefits should be reduced (e.g. “We need to spend on job creation and not welfare.”)
c. The sentence in which the poverty word is embedded suggests that poor people have undesirable qualities (e.g. “Some people don’t want to work.”)
African American and Civil Rights Words: Identify each use of African American and civil rights keywords listed in Appendix A. Examine the use of each word in the context of the sentence that contains it. Only count the keyword if it is used in reference to American citizens or issues in the United States. For instance, if the word “racism” is used to refer to apartheid in South Africa, it should not be counted. Similarly, if “discrimination” is used to refer to sexism rather than racism, it should not be counted.
Negative African American and Civil Rights Words: Identify each use of the African American and civil rights keywords listed in Appendix A. Examine the use of each word in the context of the sentence that contains it. Determine whether or not the word is being used in a negative context. If there are multiple African American and civil rights words in a sentence and the context is determined to be negative, all of the African American and civil rights words in that sentence should be counted as negative. At least one of the following criteria must be met for an African American or civil rights word to be counted as negative:
a. The sentence in which the keyword is embedded suggests that civil rights and racial equality programs (school integration, affirmative action) are ineffective or deleterious (e.g. “Affirmative action prevents employers from hiring the best.”)
b. The sentence in which the poverty word is embedded suggests that civil rights or racial equality programs (affirmative action) should be cut or eliminated (e.g. “Affirmative action should be eliminated”)
c. The sentence in which the poverty word is embedded suggests that African Americans have undesirable qualities (e.g. “African Americans could get ahead if only they were willing to work harder.”)
Middle Class Words: Identify each use of the middle-class words listed in Appendix A. Examine each use of the word in the context of the sentence that contains it. Only count the keyword if it is used in reference to American citizens or issues in the United States. For instance, if the word “workers” is used to refer to labor in another country, it should be removed from the total keyword count.
Instructions for Content Analysis: Calculate the frequency of total poverty words, negative poverty words, total African American and civil rights words, negative African American and civil rights words, and middle class words. For each speech, subtract the total number of negative poverty words from the total number of poverty words to get total positive/neutral poverty words. Repeat this for African American and civil rights words. For each speech, divide the total number of words in each category (total poverty, positive/neutral poverty, negative poverty, etc.) by the total number of words to get a percentage. Then multiply each percentage by 10,000 to get keywords per 10,000 words.
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Roughly 10% of the speech data (six speeches, the second odd year from each decade of data) were selected for a second coder to analyze as outlined in appendices A and B. The first and second coders’ agreement is assessed using percentage match and Krippendorff Alpha, for each category. The results in table below show that inter-coder reliability meets an acceptable standard for every category of word. 
	Category of Words
	Percentage Match
	Krippendorff Alpha

	Poverty Words
	83%
	.94

	Negative Poverty Words
	83%
	.92

	Race Words
	83%
	.87

	Negative Race
	100%
	1

	Middle Class Words
	83%
	.97
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We use budget proposals from 1970 to 2017. Earlier presidential budgets were not examined because the structure of contemporary anti-poverty programs was not finalized until approximately 1970. The budget is formulated and proposed nearly year in advance of its implementation, meaning the president’s first budget is not enacted until the end of their first year. Similarly, their final budget remains in place for almost a year after they have left office.
There are three categories of budget proposals: (1) spending on existing discretionary programs, which the president may freely cut or expand; (2) spending on existing mandatory programs and tax expenditures, which are automatically set by current law; and (3) the president’s proposed changes to discretionary and mandatory programs that produce an addition or deduction in spending. For example, the president may propose $10 million for the existing Pell Grant Program (category 1). He may also propose increasing the size of grants, adding a cost of $1 million (category 3). This brings total proposed spending for the Pell Grant Program is $11 million.
We exclude proposed spending on existing mandatory programs and tax expenditures (category 2) because they are set by law and do not reflect presidential preferences. As such, our data does not include total spending on the largest anti-poverty programs: Medicaid, Medicare, and Social Security. It also does not include Obama’s 2009 American Recovery Act or 2010 Affordable Care Act, because these programs originated in Congress (rather than as budget proposals) and were classified as mandatory spending in subsequent budgets. Finally, we do not include loan-based programs because they are a complicated mixture of mandatory and discretionary spending. Our data reflects proposed discretionary totals plus the cost of proposed changes.
Obama proposed larger amounts for both discretionary programs and program changes compared to other presidents. We include both proposed discretionary spending and program changes in our analyses, but the results are similar when each category is examined separately (available from authors). Moreover, Obama’s spending proposals were not driven by any one program. In 2017, the largest programs were: Pell Grants, which took up less than one-fifth of proposed anti-poverty spending; and the Equal Opportunity Commission, which took up less than one-fourth of proposed civil rights spending.
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A review of all 1,180 roll call votes conducted in either the House or Senate in 2011 shows that fewer than eight were primarily or secondarily related to poverty or civil rights.[footnoteRef:1] In any given year, Obama had relatively few opportunities to offer public positions on legislation related to poverty or civil rights, or to issue vetoes in these areas. Obama only issued twelve vetoes during his time in office. Of those vetoes, only one might be considered tenuously related to poverty relief (“HR 3762—the Restoring Americans' Healthcare Freedom Reconciliation Act of 2015,” which undermined key components of the Affordable Care Act). None were clearly related to civil rights. Most were related to the environment and defense.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  Roll-call data is available at https://voteview.com/data (accessed October 29, 2018).]  [2:  See https://ballotpedia.org/Barack_Obama:_Vetoed_legislation (accessed October 29, 2018).] 

As to executive orders, Obama issued only four at all related poverty relief or civil rights, and most are minor. For instance, in 2012 Obama issued Executive Order 13620, establishing the White House Initiative on Educational Excellence for African Americans. This initiative helped connect individuals and organizations to local educational programs for African Americans, but provided no direct benefit itself. With few exceptions, efforts by presidents to address poverty or civil rights are similarly infrequent and constrained. For instance, Carter issued only five executive orders related to these issue areas. Two of these orders merely transferred enforcement of existing non-discrimination policies to different agencies.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  See http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/executive_orders.php (accessed October 29, 2018).  
] 

In sum, public positions and executive actions related to the relevant policy areas are too scarce and inconsistent for a reliable, systematic comparison across presidents.
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Appendix Figure F presents 1st dimension common space presidential DW-Nominate scores on poverty and civil rights issues for each president. Negative scores indicate greater liberalism and positive scores indicate greater conservatism. DW-Nominate scores are derived from presidential positions on congressional bills on which there was a roll-call vote. We use the subset of bills related to our policy areas of interest.[footnoteRef:4] [footnoteRef:5] Nominate codes every roll-call vote taken through the 113th Congress by its primary and secondary issue areas.[footnoteRef:6] We identified roll-call votes related to poverty with the following issue codes: (1) Welfare and Medicaid; (2) Food Stamps/Food Programs; (3) Unemployment/Jobs; (4) Minimum Wage; or (5) and Housing/Housing Programs/Rent Control. We identified roll-call votes related to civil rights with the following issue codes: (1) Slavery; (2) Voting Rights; or (3) Civil Rights/Desegregation/Busing/Affirmative Action.[footnoteRef:7] We pooled poverty and civil rights roll-call votes to maximize the number of observations for each president.[footnoteRef:8]  [4:  The parameters of the scaling model for minority issues were identical to those used to generate standard, overall DW-Nominate scores. Although only presidents Johnson through Obama are presented here, the analysis included every legislator from the 1st through the 113th Congress. ]  [5:  Roll-call data can be downloaded from https://voteview.com/data (accessed October 29, 2018). ]  [6:  Issue codes can be found at  https://legacy.voteview.com/readmeb.htm (accessed October 29, 2018). Issue codes have not yet been produced for Obama’s last two years in office.]  [7:  Although roll-call votes related to slavery are not relevant to the time-period we are interested in, they allow for ideological scaling on racial issues across all 113 Congresses, with those legislators who voted on both slavery and civil rights legislation acting as the connective glue between earlier and later years in the dataset.]  [8:  Given the relatively small number of observations for some presidents, we generated a single ideological point estimate for each president rather than each presidential term.] 

Appendix Figure F suggests that on poverty and civil rights, Obama was substantially more liberal than any president in the past half century. He was almost twice as liberal as any Democrat. He was also much more liberal than the most conservative president (Reagan) was conservative. No matter the comparison point, Obama took unusually liberal actions in issues of particular concern for African Americans.  
These results highlight the utility of disentangling presidents’ overall ideology from their efforts on behalf of a specific social group. DW-Nominate scores generated from votes across all issue areas show Obama to be among the least liberal Democrats of the post-1960s era.[footnoteRef:9] However, these scores mask variation in presidents’ positions on race-related and poverty issues.  [9:  See https://voteviewblog.com/category/presidential-square-wave/ (accessed October 29, 2018).] 

We caution that the race and poverty scores are based on a small number of observations for most presidents, and especially for Obama (who took only 35 positions on these issue areas, and not many more on others). Nevertheless, Appendix Tables F1 and F2 below suggest that the scores for poverty and civil rights are generally as accurate as the official overall scores.[footnoteRef:10] This suggests the policy-specific DW-Nominate scores serve a useful robustness check against our primary policy effort measure of budget proposals. [10:  See https://legacy.voteview.com/dwnomin_joint_house_and_senate.htm (accessed October 29, 2018) for the measurement properties of the overall DW-Nominate scores released by Nominate.] 

[image: ]
Appendix Table F1. Accuracy of Scaling Models
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[bookmark: _Toc489270347][bookmark: _Toc528595739]Appendix G: Anti-Poverty Programs in the Analyses

· Criterion I: At least 30% of the benefits or beneficiaries are in the bottom income quintile.
· Criterion II: At least 50% of the benefits or beneficiaries are in the bottom two income quintiles.
· Criterion III: Scholarly research shows that it reduces the poverty rate by upwards of five percent. 
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The Project Based Housing Assistance Program contracts with private landlords to subsidize rent for a set number of low-income housing units. In the 1970’s, spending proposals for 40-year contracts were the norm. Between 1980 and 1995, the lengths of housing contracts were successively shortened. From 1996 onward, all housing contracts were renewed for only one-year terms. The varying length of housing contracts between 1970 and 2017 severely biased our anti-poverty data. Later presidents looked as though they proposed significantly less for housing than earlier presidents, even though the number of housing contracts remained stable or increased for most years in our dataset. To address this, we standardized spending proposals for housing contracts as follows:
1) We isolated proposed spending for the renewal of housing contracts with private landlords from other types of housing programs.
2) We identified standard contract length for each year by referring to appropriation reports and hearings. From 1970-1979: 40 years; from 1980-1989: 20 years; from 1990-1995: 15 years; from 1996 onward: 1 year.
3) We divided proposed spending by standard contract length to find per annum spending on contracts. We included the standardized proposals in our dataset. We also tried removing housing proposals from the dataset entirely, but this had no meaningful effect on our conclusions (available from authors upon request).
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· Criterion I: It offered cash or non-cash benefits to racial minority groups
· Criterion II: It offered cash or non-cash benefits to racial minority-serving institutions or organizations
· Criterion III: It promoted racial diversification, including the integration of African Americans, in workplaces and communities[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Funding for school integration programs was eliminated under Reagan and never restored. Since school integration funding is not comparable across presidents and represents a large program with the potential to bias the results, it is not included.
] 

· Criterion IV: Its primary purpose was to promote and enforce civil rights while guarding against their infringement
· [image: /var/folders/p_/01n99qpn2szgvzbt3h4nzkmc0000gn/T/com.apple.Preview/com.apple.Preview.PasteboardItems/Civil Programs (dragged).pdf]Criterion V (necessary for all): It did not meet the criteria necessary to be classified anti-poverty spending.
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To calculate spending per poor, unemployed, and African American person, we use demographic data from the year the budget was proposed. For example, demographic data from 2016 is used to calculate per person spending for the 2017 budget (since the 2016 poverty rate had not yet been released at the time this paper was written, we used data from 2015 for 2017 budget). Using data from the budget year in the analyses yields similar results (available from authors). Proposed spending per person should not be understood as the actual dollar value received. Being below the poverty line or unemployed does not clearly translate into eligibility for anti-poverty benefits. Additionally, while African Americans have historically been the largest minority and among the most likely to access programs that exist for the protection of civil rights, these programs can also be used by other racial, ethnic, and gender minorities.
To calculate spending as a percentage of the discretionary domestic budget, we include only spending on discretionary programs. Program changes are excluded from the measure. The proposed discretionary domestic budget includes all non-mandatory spending except defense.
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We compare Obama’s rhetoric to individual Democratic predecessors using two-tailed, two-sample t-tests (d.f. = NPredecessor + Obama – 2). We also compare his rhetoric to all Democratic or Republican predecessors using two-tailed, one-sample t-tests (d.f. = Predecessors – 1). In the latter tests, rhetoric is likely to be correlated within presidential terms, biasing the standard errors. To correct for this, we calculated the average for each president and compared Obama’s mean to the mean of his predecessors’ averages. 
Obamas’ overall average for poverty mentions was 10.64 words per 10,000. This was significantly less than Johnson’s (17.52, p < .05, d.f. = 10,); substantially, though not significantly, less than Carter’s (24.41, p = .41, d.f. = 9); and significantly less than Clinton’s (25.99, p < .01, d.f. = 14). Obama’s average was also significantly less than the average for his Democratic predecessors (22.64, p < .05, d.f. = 2) and his Republican predecessors (19.92, p < .05, d.f. = 4). 
Obama’s overall average for civil rights mentions was 3.60 words per 10,000. This was similar to Johnson (5.37, p = .46, d.f. = 10); Carter, (8.46, p = .29, d.f. = 9); and Clinton (5.64, p = .16, d.f. = 14). It was also similar to the average Democratic predecessors (6.49, p < .10, d.f. = 2) and Republican predecessor (3.72, p = .78, d.f. = 4).
Obama spoke about the middle class at an average frequency of 29.23 mentions per 10,000 words. This was significantly more than Johnson (5.08, p < .001, d.f. = 10) and Carter (9.45, p < .05, d.f. = 9), and marginally more than Clinton (19.44, p < .10, d.f. = 14). Obama’s average was marginally more than his Democratic predecessors (11.32, p < .10, d.f. = 2) and significantly more than his Republican predecessors (9.56, p < .05, d.f. = 4).
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The alterative spending measures analyzed in Appendix Tables N1 and N2 are not the most direct tests of presidential efforts. Spending per person is influenced by demographic and economic changes that are beyond presidential control. Similarly, the percent of the domestic budget devoted to each type of spending is influenced not only by the priority a president places on helping the poor and minorities, but also his efforts on other programs independent of these categories. The substantive implications of the Obama dummy should be interpreted cautiously.
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Appendix Table P. Regressions for Spending Controlling for Partisanship
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We compare Obama’s spending proposals under a Democratic versus Republican Controlled Congress using two-tailed, two sample t-tests. Obamas’ average spending proposal for poverty relief when the Democrats controlled both the House and Senate during his first two years in office was $185,782 million. His average spending proposal for poverty relief when the Republicans controlled one or both chambers during his remaining years in office was $168,633 million. These means are not significantly different (p = .65). Obama’s average spending proposal for civil rights under Democratic control of Congress was $1,689 million. His average spending proposal for civil rights when the Republicans controlled one or both chambers was $1,737 million. These means are also not statistically different (p = .30). 



[bookmark: _Toc520399166][bookmark: _Toc521318273][bookmark: _Toc528595750][image: ]Appendix R. Placebo Tests for Spending by G.W. BushAppendix Table R1. Spending Proposals for G.W. Bush Versus Obama

[bookmark: _Toc520399167]In Table R1, with a control for GDP (almost perfectly correlated with time), Obama proposed two or four times more than Bush for civil rights and poverty, respectively. Only the Obama effect is statistically significant, while the Bush effects do not reach their standard errors. Table R2 more fully tests the Bush placebo hypothesis, with parallel models to those used for Obama in Table 2 (but omitting Obama’s data): the Bush dummy on its own (1A, 2A); the Bush dummy plus significant controls (1B, 2B); the Bush dummy plus the controls that generated the highest adjusted R2 (1B again, 2C); and the Bush dummy plus a full set of controls (1C, 2C again). The Bush dummy fails to reach statistical significance in half the models, which are also the three best specified models (those with the best fit or only significant controls: 1B, 2B, and 2C). By contrast, Obama’s dummy was significant in all equivalent models and his effects roughly double Bush’s. 
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Appendix Table S. Predictors of Spending Proposals for Obama's Predecessors


[bookmark: _Toc528595752]Appendix T: Out-of-Sample Predictions for G.W. Bush
[image: ]

Accuracy of Anti-Poverty Spending Predictions for G.W. Bush
	In-Sample Mean Absolute Percentage Error for Predecessors
	16.83%

	Out-of-Sample Mean Absolute Percentage Error for W. Bush
	17.26%

	G.W. Bush’s Actual Total Poverty Spending
	$972 billion

	Predicted Total Poverty Spending
	$801 billion

	Predicted Total vs. Actual Total
	∆= -$171 billion, p > .05





Accuracy of Civil Rights Spending Predictions for G.W. Bush
	In-Sample Mean Absolute Percentage Error for Predecessors
	18.90%

	Out-of-Sample Mean Absolute Percentage Error for W. Bush
	7.41%

	G.W. Bush’s Actual Total Poverty Spending
	$11,503 million

	Predicted Total Poverty Spending
	$10,861million

	Predicted Total vs. Actual Total
	∆= -$642 million, p > .05
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Child Nutrition 1970-2017| Agriculture Proposed  [subsidized meals to low-income 1&11 | Programs (2016),' Spar | $146 Appendix:
Programs . 5 159-160
Change school children. and Falk (2015)
Commodity Discretionary: zcl)lrlr?rg(r)(;%triaersntgr:cvlig:sfzgg daycares U-S. Department of Appendix:
Assistance 1970-2017| Agriculture |Proposed Total| . y I Agriculture (2016), $313 PP ’
with a large percentage of low- 161-162
Program & Change . Spar and Falk (2015)
income students.
Compensatl(?n for . Discretionary: Th1s program compensates low- Federal Registrar
Construction 1983-1998| Agriculture |Proposed Total|income property owners to address II (2016)* NA NA
Defects & Change [building defects.
Farm Labor Discretionary: | This grants fund the construction Foote (2010),” Rural Appendix:
. 1970-2017| Agriculture |[Proposed Total |housing for low-income and migrant I Housing Coalition $12 PP '
Housing Grants o 126
& Change |farm laborers. (2014)
. . This program incentivizes the
. Discretionary: . . U.S. Department of
Foolglr(l))orrirtllon 1976-2003| Agriculture |Proposed Total gzns;r(:sl ?j ig:\itgi:d:;t g?t?oi}:lltl:l II Agriculture 1996 Fact NA NA
£ & Change  |S© e CISProp Y Book (1996)
low-income clients.
Over the years, various programs
Multi-Famil Discretionary: |and collections of programs have U.S. Department of Abpendix:
Housine Pro ra}:ms 1970-2017| Agriculture |Proposed Total [provided rental assistance to low- &1 Agriculture (2016, $1,442 lp ; 0-12 2'
g 'rog & Change |income families in rural areas. This Spar and Falk (2015)
category includes all hese programs.
Mutual and Self Discretionary: | This program helps low-income U.S. Department of Avpendix:
Help Housing |1970-2017| Agriculture |Proposed Total |participants achieve homeownership 1I Agriculture (2016), $18 ppl 3 '
Grants & Change |[through "sweat equity." Spar and Falk (2015)










Program Name       

(Most Recent)

Years in 

Dataset

Department      

(most recent)

Type of 

Spending

Description

Criteria 

Met

References

2017 

Proposal  

(millions)

2017 Page 

Number

Child Nutrition 

Programs

1970-2017 Agriculture

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

This program provides free and 

subsidized meals to low-income 

school children.

I & II

Child Nutrition 

Programs (2016),

1

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

2

$146

Appendix: 

159-160

Commodity 

Assistance 

Program

1970-2017 Agriculture

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provides food 

commodities to schools and daycares 

with a large percentage of low-

income students.

II

U.S. Department of 

Agriculture (2016),

3 

Spar and Falk (2015)

$313

Appendix: 

161-162

Compensation for 

Construction 

Defects

1983-1998 Agriculture

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program compensates low-

income property owners to address 

building defects.

II

Federal Registrar 

(2016)

4

NA NA

Farm Labor 

Housing Grants

1970-2017 Agriculture

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This grants fund the construction 

housing for low-income and migrant 

farm laborers.

I

Foote (2010),

5

 Rural 

Housing Coalition 

(2014)

6

$12

Appendix: 

126

Food Donation 

Program

1976-2003 Agriculture

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program incentivizes the 

donation of food to adult and child 

daycares to serve disproportionately 

low-income clients.

II

U.S. Department of 

Agriculture 1996 Fact 

Book (1996)

7

NA NA

Multi-Family 

Housing Programs

1970-2017 Agriculture

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

Over the years, various programs 

and collections of programs have 

provided rental assistance to low-

income families in rural areas. This 

category includes all hese programs.

I & II

U.S. Department of 

Agriculture (2016)

8

, 

Spar and Falk (2015)

$1,442

Appendix: 

120-122

Mutual and Self 

Help Housing 

Grants

1970-2017 Agriculture

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program helps low-income 

participants achieve homeownership 

through "sweat equity."

II

U.S. Department of 

Agriculture (2016),

9 

Spar and Falk (2015)

$18

Appendix: 

123
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Program Name | Yearsin | Department Type of . Criteria 2017 Page
. Description References Proposal
(Most Recent) Dataset | (most recent) Spending Met o Number
(millions)
Rural Community Discretionary: | This program funds the development
Facilities Program . o progra e P U.S. Department of Appendix:
1972-2017| Agriculture |Proposed Total [of community facilities in low- II . 10 $36
Account . Agriculture (2016) 123-124
. & Change |income rural areas.
(excluding loans)
Discretionary: This program provides the states
Rural Housi . " [with f for th i A iX:
ural HOusIng 49702017 Agriculture [Proposed Total wit und.s or the repait and . [&1I Foote (2010) $27 ppendix
Assistance Grants preservation of low-income housing 120
& Change |-
in rural areas.
Rural Hou.smg . Discretionary: | This program provides gre.lnts to U.S. Department of
Preservation 1986-2017| Agriculture |Proposed Total |organizations for the repair of low- II . 1 NA NA
. . Agriculture (2016)
Grants & Change |and very-low income rural housing.
This program provides rental
Discretionary: assistance to low-income families in
i ‘ i U.S. Department of
Rural Housing 1988-2006| Agriculture |Proposed Total rural areas with vouchers. It was I ?pa mellzl 0 NA NA
Voucher Program moved to the Department of Agircuture
& Change . .
Housing and Urban Development in
2007.
This program provided free and
Special Milk Mandatory: [subsidized milk to low-income U.S. Department of
P Proeram 1970-1992| Agriculture Proposed  |school children. It was rolled into [1& 11 | Education,” Spar and NA NA
8 Change the Child Nutrition Programs in Falk (2015)
1993.
S SI; ec1alt 1 U.S. Department of
Nutlrlil‘z ilz)relr;f(f)l iam Discretionary: | WIC provides food vouchers for low Agriculture (2016)," Appendix:
& 1974-2017| Agriculture |Proposed Total |income women who are pregnant or I Spar and Falk (2015), | $6,350 bp '
for Women, . 160-161
& Change |have young children. Ben-Shalom et al.
Infants, and 2015)"
Children (WIC) (2015)
Supplemental SNAP provides means tested
Assistance Mandatoy: | e i debi card tha US. Department of Appendi:
1970-2107| Agriculture Proposed prep [&1T Agriculture (2016)," $19 PP '
Program can be used only to purchase food. It ’ 157-158
Change Spar and Falk (2015)

(previously called
Food Stamps)

was originally called the Food

Stamp Program.
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2017 

Proposal  

(millions)

2017 Page 

Number

Rural Community 

Facilities Program 

Account 

(excluding loans)

1972-2017 Agriculture

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program funds the development 

of community facilities in low-

income rural areas.

II

U.S. Department of 

Agriculture (2016)

10

$36

Appendix: 

123-124

Rural Housing 

Assistance Grants

1970-2017 Agriculture

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provides the states 

with funds for the repair and 

preservation of low-income housing 

in rural areas.

I & II Foote (2010) $27

Appendix: 

120

Rural Housing 

Preservation 

Grants

1986-2017 Agriculture

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provides grants to 

organizations for the repair of low-

and very-low income rural housing. 

II

U.S. Department of 

Agriculture (2016)

11

NA NA

Rural Housing 

Voucher Program

1988-2006 Agriculture

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provides rental 

assistance to low-income families in 

rural areas with vouchers. It was 

moved to the Department of 

Housing and Urban Development in 

2007.

II

U.S. Department of 

Agircuture

12

NA NA

Special Milk 

Program

1970-1992 Agriculture

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

This program provided free and 

subsidized milk to low-income 

school children. It was rolled into 

the Child Nutrition Programs in 

1993.

I & II

U.S. Department of 

Education,

13

 Spar and 

Falk (2015)

NA NA

Special 

Supplemental 

Nutrition Program 

for Women, 

Infants, and 

Children (WIC)

1974-2017 Agriculture

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

WIC provides food vouchers for low-

income women who are pregnant or 

have young children.

II

U.S. Department of 

Agriculture (2016),

14 

Spar and Falk (2015),  

Ben-Shalom et al. 

(2015)

15

$6,350

Appendix: 

160-161

Supplemental 

Nutrition 

Assistance 

Program 

(previously called 

Food Stamps)

1970-2107 Agriculture

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

SNAP provides means tested 

benefits to low income families in 

the form of pre-paid debit cards that 

can be used only to purchase food. It 

was originally called the Food 

Stamp Program.

I & II

U.S. Department of 

Agriculture (2016),

16 

Spar and Falk (2015)

$19

Appendix: 

157-158
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Program Name | Yearsin | Department Type of . Criteria 2017 Page
. Description References Proposal
(Most Recent) Dataset | (most recent) Spending Met o Number
(millions)
Economic . . This program awards formula grants U.S. Economic
Development Discretionary: |to state and local governments that Development Appendix:
. 1970-2017| Commerce [Proposed Total|will boost the economic 11 . 7| $265 ’
Assistance s Administration (2016), 188-189
& Change |development of areas with high rates
Programs Spar and Falk (2015)
of unemployment and poverty.
21st Century Disereionary: | sehool disics US. Department of Appendix
Community 1998-2017| Education [Proposed Total with a I%i h proportion of low I &I |Education (2016)," Spar| $1,000 pp3 57 '
Learning Centers & Change |. g1 prop and Falk (2015)
income students.
Access and Discretionarys |0t afaltrmtive US. Department of
Retention 1999 Education |Proposed Total . . I o 19 NA NA
. student aid packages on low-income Education (1999)
Innovations & Change N
access and retention in college.
Advanced . . .
Placement . Discretionary: | This program pays the exam fe-:es for U.S. Department of Appendix:
i 1998-2017| Education [Proposed Total|low-income students enrolled in I&1I . 20 $0
Incentive Grant Education (2016) 360
& Change |Advanced Placement classes
Program
. Discretionary: | This proposed program would have U.S. Department of o
Amer;)izliizllege 2016-2017| Education Proposed  |provided two free years community I Education (2016),%' The | $1,257 App;6nld .
Change college education to all Americans. White House (2015)*
This is a collection of programs that
Career, Technical, Discretionary: fg&viﬂzobniilc zj?}f ZEZI;ﬁuIﬁ:g;zms U.S. Department of Appendix:
and Adult  |1970-2017| Education |Proposed Total| ™% tesﬁny e bttt I |Education (2016).2 Spar| $1,398 557 s
Education & Change |. . £ 15 appiied, bUtP y and Falk (2015)
is given to those below the poverty
line.
: . . _ | This program provides for the
Child Care ACC?SS . Discretionary: creation of subsidized child-care U.S. Department of Appendix:
Means Parents in [1999-2017( Education [Proposed Total s . II . 24 $15
facilities for low-income college Education (2016) 360
School & Change

students.
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References

2017 

Proposal  

(millions)

2017 Page 

Number

Economic 

Development 

Assistance 

Programs

1970-2017 Commerce

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program awards formula grants 

to state and local governments that 

will boost the economic 

development of areas with high rates 

of unemployment and poverty.

II

U.S. Economic 

Development 

Administration (2016),

17 

Spar and Falk (2015)

$265

Appendix: 

188-189

21st Century 

Community 

Learning Centers

1998-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program funds after-school 

learning centers in school districts 

with a high proportion of low-

income students.

I & II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016),

18

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$1,000

Appendix: 

357

Access and 

Retention 

Innovations

1999 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program funded a research to 

assess the effects of alternative 

student aid packages on low-income 

access and retention in college.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (1999)

19

NA NA

Advanced 

Placement 

Incentive Grant 

Program

1998-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program pays the exam fees for 

low-income students enrolled in 

Advanced Placement classes

I & II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016)

20

$0

Appendix: 

360

America's College 

Promise

2016-2017 Education

Discretionary:  

Proposed 

Change

This proposed program would have 

provided two free years community 

college education to all Americans.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016),

21

 The 

White House (2015)

22

$1,257

Appendix: 

361

Career, Technical, 

and Adult 

Education

1970-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This is a collection of programs that 

provide basic educational programs 

low-income youth and adults. No 

means testing is applied, but priority 

is given to those below the poverty 

line.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016),

23

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$1,398

Appendix: 

367-368

Child Care Access 

Means Parents in 

School

1999-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provides for the 

creation of subsidized child-care 

facilities for low-income college 

students.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016)

24

$15

Appendix: 

360
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Program Name | Yearsin | Department Type of . Criteria 2017 Page
. Description References Proposal
(Most Recent) Dataset | (most recent) Spending Met o Number
(millions)
This program funds projects to foster
College Access . Discretionary: |partnerships almed at increasing the U.S. Department of
2007-2016| Education [Proposed Total|number of low-income students who IT . 25 NA NA
Challenge Grants . Education (2016)
& Change |are prepared to enter and succeed in
post-secondary education.
This program would have supported
Discretionary: |increased secondary school
llege-School . : U.S. Department of
College-Sc 100 1999 Education Proposed |achievement and college enrollment 11 .p 2% NA NA
Partnership . . ) Education (2016)
Change among children in low-income
communities.
Education for Discretionary: | This program provides funding for U.S. Department of Aopendix:
Homeless Children [1987-2017 Education [Proposed Total [educational services for homeless I Education (2016),” Spar| ~ $85 pp3 57 ’
and Youth & Change |children and youth. and Falk (2015)
Education for the Disadvantaged is
Education for the Discretionary: [collection of programs intended to U.S. Department of Avpendix:
Disadvantaced 1970-2017| Education |Proposed Total|improve the educational outcomes of| I &II |Education (2016),” Spar| $16,044 pp3 55 '
£ & Change [low-income elementary and and Falk (2015)
secondary students.
. . This program would have provided
Educational Discretionary: competitive grants to school districts U.S. Department of
} 1999 Education Proposed . . . [&11 . 29 NA NA
Opportunity Zone Chanee serving a high proportion of low- Education (1999)
& income students.
Discretionary: This program would have provided
Excellent Educator . Y"1 funds to high-need school districts to U.S. Department of
2016 Education Proposed .. I . 30 NA NA
Grants strengthen systems for recruiting and Education (2016)
Change o .
retaining effective teachers.
TRIO consists of eight programs
ederal TRIO Discretionary: fif:Slgne(.i t:;- s§gvela:1d assist low- U.S. Department of N o
epzarams 1970-2017| Education |Proposed Total iﬁfgfilglelia‘;aem?cpr?gerﬁise fom | T& 10 |Education (2016)." Spar| ~ $900 p‘;eélo IX‘
& & Change & pip and Falk (2015)

middle school to post-secondary
school.
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References

2017 

Proposal  

(millions)

2017 Page 

Number

College Access 

Challenge Grants

2007-2016 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program funds projects to foster 

partnerships aimed at increasing the 

number of low-income students who 

are prepared to enter and succeed in 

post-secondary education.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016)

25

NA NA

College-School 

Partnership

1999 Education

Discretionary:  

Proposed 

Change

This program would have supported 

increased secondary school 

achievement and college enrollment 

among children in low-income 

communities.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016)

26

NA NA

Education for 

Homeless Children 

and Youth

1987-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provides funding for 

educational services for homeless 

children and youth.

I

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016),

27

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$85

Appendix: 

357

Education for the 

Disadvantaged

1970-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

Education for the Disadvantaged is  

collection of programs intended to 

improve the educational outcomes of 

low-income elementary and 

secondary students.

I &II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016),

28

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$16,044

Appendix: 

355

Educational 

Opportunity Zone

1999 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed 

Change

This program would have provided 

competitive grants to school districts 

serving a high proportion of low-

income students.

I & II

U.S. Department of 

Education (1999)

29

NA NA

Excellent Educator 

Grants

2016 Education

Discretionary:  

Proposed 

Change

This program would have provided 

funds to high-need school districts to 

strengthen systems for recruiting and 

retaining effective teachers.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016)

30

NA NA

Federal TRIO 

Programs

1970-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

TRIO consists of eight programs 

designed to serve and assist low-

income individual to progress 

through the academic pipeline from 

middle school to post-secondary 

school.

I & II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016),

31

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$900

Appendix: 

360
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moderate income families.

Program Name | Yearsin | Department Type of . Criteria 2017 Page
. Description References Proposal
(Most Recent) Dataset | (most recent) Spending Met o Number
(millions)
First in the .
World/Funds for Discretionary: zt}‘l ;ifé:itrif: ﬁrlcl)l drsagi: :1: :’rfll Oforzll:m U.S. Department of Appendix:
the Improvement |2014-2017| Education |Proposed Total prog 0 fmp 11 o 2 $100 PP ’
college completion, particularly for Education (2016) 360
of Postsecondary & Change .
. high-need students.
Education
Follow Through [1970-1995 Education [Proposed Totalf. . . . II Watkins (1997 NA NA
income children received in Head
& Change
Start.
picrtonarys O s e 1 s et [ [
GEAR UP 1998-2017| Education [Proposed Total : . I &I1 |Education (2016),”* Spar| $323 pp '
who had obtained a high school 368
& Change . . and Falk (2015)
diploma or the equivalent.
The purpose of this program is to
. . . improve teacher and principal
Improving Teacher Discretionary: o
- ) U.S. Department of
Quality State  |2002-2016| Education |Proposed Total |4421Y In high-need schools. It 1& 11 P - NA NA
provides formula grants to schools Education (2016)
Grants & Change . .
with a high percentage of students
below the poverty line.
This was a collection of programs
meant to help low-income students
Other Support . Discretionary: |apply for, attend, and graduate from U.S. Department of
Services 1970-1994| Education |Proposed Total|college. The largest of these I Education (2016)* NA NA
& Change [programs (TRIO and Gear Up)
began receiving separate funding in
1995.
Pell Grants provide tuition assistance
Discretionary: |to low-income and lower-income U.S. Department of Avpendix:
Pell Grants 1970-2017| Education |Proposed Total [students. It is progressive, meaning II Education (2016),”” Spar| $28,947 pp3 7 '
& Change |that the lowest income students and Falk (2015)
receive a larger grant.
Doy Mot vk o | s et | [
Preschool for All {2015-2017| Education Proposed fchool o rg ms for low and P I Health and Human $1,300 |°P I; e ’
Change Prog Services (2016)*®










Program Name       

(Most Recent)

Years in 

Dataset
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Type of 

Spending
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References

2017 

Proposal  

(millions)

2017 Page 

Number

First in the 

World/Funds for 

the Improvement 

of Postsecondary 

Education

2014-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program funds the development 

of innovative programs to improve 

college completion, particularly for 

high-need students.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016)

32

$100

Appendix: 

360

Follow Through 1970-1995 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provided a 

continuation of the services that low-

income children received in Head 

Start.

II Watkins (1997)

33

NA NA

GEAR UP 1998-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

Gear Up provides a guarantee of 

financial aid to low-income students 

who had obtained a high school 

diploma or the equivalent.

I &II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016),

34

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$323

Appendix: 

368

Improving Teacher 

Quality State 

Grants

2002-2016 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

The purpose of this program is to 

improve teacher and principal 

quality in high-need schools. It 

provides formula grants to schools 

with a high percentage of students 

below the poverty line.

I & II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016)

35

NA NA

Other Support 

Services

1970-1994 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This was a collection of programs 

meant to help low-income students 

apply for, attend, and graduate from 

college. The largest of these 

programs (TRIO and Gear Up) 

began receiving separate funding in 

1995.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016)

36

NA NA

Pell Grants 1970-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

Pell Grants provide tuition assistance 

to low-income and lower-income 

students. It is progressive, meaning 

that the lowest income students 

receive a larger grant.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016),

37

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$28,947

Appendix: 

373

Preschool for All 2015-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed 

Change

This program would have provided 

grants to help states create more pre-

school programs for low and 

moderate income families.

II

U.S. Department of 

Health and Human 

Services (2016)

38

$1,300

Appendix: 

362
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Program Name Years in | Department Type of . Criteria 2017 Page
. Description References Proposal
(Most Recent) Dataset | (most recent) Spending Met o Number
(millions)
This program provides competitive
. Discretionary: |grants for projects designed to U.S. Department of .
Promise . ; . . 39 Appendix:
Neiehborhoods 2010-2017| Education |Proposed Total [improve the educational and I Education (2016),” Spar| $128 158
£ & Change |developmental outcomes of children and Falk (2015)
in distressed communities.
This program funds projects that aim
Race tq the Top: . Discretionary: [to reduce educat}onal gaps and U.S. Department of
Equity and 2015 Education |Proposed Total |ensure that low-income students can I . 40 NA NA
. Education (2016)
Opportunity & Change [successfully move to college or a
career after high school.
) Discretionary: | This program would have provided -
Resp'ect. The Best 2014-2017| Education Proposed |grants to high-need schools to recruit I US. De.partment af $1,000 Appendix:
Job in the World 5 . Education (2016) 362
Change and retain highly qualified teachers.
Rural Education Discretionary: | This program provides funding to U.S. Department of Appendix:
Achievement 2005-2017| Education |Proposed Total |rural schools with a large percentage | [ & II |Education (2016),42 Spar $176 p133 57 ’
Program & Change |of low-income students. and Falk (2015)
This program provides grants to
School Leader Discretionary: |facilitate the recruitment .
. . . ’ U.S. Department of A :
Recruitment and |2015-2017| Education [Proposed Total|preparation, and placement of I .p 4 $30 ppendix
. L. Education (2016) 360
Support & Change |effective educators in high-need
schools.
Services to the . Discretionary: | This was a proposed program to help U.S. Department of
) 1989 Education [Proposed Total |low-income students access books IT . 44 NA NA
Disadvantaged . Education (2016)
& Change |and become literate.
These funds go to colleges and
Strenethenin Discretionary: |universities with a high proportion U.S. Department of Avpendix:
Instiutionsg 1970-2017| Education |Proposed Total|of low-income students. The funds I Education (2016),” Spar| ~ $87 pp3 68 '
& Change |are used to expand their capacity for and Falk (2015)
serving low-income students.
These grants provide tuition
Supplemental Discretionary: |assistance to very low-income U.S. Department of Appendix:
Educational 1970-2017| Education |Proposed Total |students. The eligibility [ & II |Education (2016),* Spar| $733 pp3 60 ’
Opportunity Grants & Change [requirements are stricter than those and Falk (2015)

for Pell Grants.
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2017 

Proposal  

(millions)

2017 Page 

Number

Promise 

Neighborhoods

2010-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provides competitive 

grants for projects designed to 

improve the educational and 

developmental outcomes of children 

in distressed communities.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016),

39

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$128

Appendix: 

358

Race to the Top: 

Equity and 

Opportunity

2015 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program funds projects that aim 

to reduce educational gaps and 

ensure that low-income students can 

successfully move to college or a 

career after high school.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016)

40

NA NA

Respect: The Best 

Job in the World

2014-2017 Education

Discretionary:  

Proposed 

Change

This program would have provided 

grants to high-need schools to recruit 

and retain highly qualified teachers.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016)

41

$1,000

Appendix: 

362

Rural Education 

Achievement 

Program

2005-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provides funding to 

rural schools with a large percentage 

of low-income students.

I & II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016),

42

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$176

Appendix: 

357

School Leader 

Recruitment and 

Support

2015-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provides grants to 

facilitate the recruitment, 

preparation, and placement of 

effective educators in high-need 

schools.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016)

43

$30

Appendix: 

360

Services to the 

Disadvantaged

1989 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This was a proposed program to help 

low-income students access books 

and become literate.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016)

44

NA NA

Strengthening 

Institutions

1970-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

These funds go to colleges and 

universities with a high proportion 

of low-income students. The funds 

are used to expand their capacity for 

serving low-income students.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016),

45

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$87

Appendix: 

368

Supplemental 

Educational 

Opportunity Grants

1970-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

These grants provide tuition 

assistance to very low-income 

students. The eligibility 

requirements are stricter than those 

for Pell Grants.

I & II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016),

46

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$733

Appendix: 

360
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Program Name | Yearsin | Department Type of . Criteria 2017 Page
. Description References Proposal
(Most Recent) Dataset | (most recent) Spending Met o Number
(millions)
Supporting Discretionary: Trhalritls)rt(())gr?(r)r\lffdr; Y:\ifesinfggnnleﬂ:nd
Effective . ty: |grams top U.S. Department of Appendix:
: 2012-2017| Education |Proposed Total |minority students greater access to 11 . 47 $2,250
Instruction State . . Education (2016) 357
& Change |effective teachers, principals, and
Grants
other school leaders.
. . This program funds a non-profit
Discretionary: corps of top college graduates who Teach for America
Teach for America [2010-2012| Education |Proposed Total . . II 48 NA NA
commit to two years of teaching in (2016)
& Change .
low-income schools.
This program would have provided
grants for states and school districts
Teacher and. . Discretionary: [that willing to 1mplem§nt amblt.lous U.S. Department of
Leader Innovation |2011-2015| Education Proposed [reforms to better identify, recruit, IT . 49 NA NA
. Education (2016)
Fund Change prepare, develop, retain, reward, and
advance effective educators in high-
need schools.
This program provides funding for
Teacher and . Discretionary: |projects that develop and implement U.S. Department of Appendix:
School Leader [2006-2017 Education |Proposed Total [performance-based teacher and I . 50 $250
. . . . Education (2016) 360
Incentive Fund & Change |principal compensation systems in
high-need schools.
Teacher Corps [1970-1981( Education |Proposed Total p . '8 I Eckert (2011)°! NA NA
how to effectively teach low-income
& Change
students.
Discreti Thi facilitat i U.S. Department of
.. iscretionary: | This program facilitates mid-career . 52 .
Trans1t19n o 2001-2017 Education [Proposed Total [professionals moving into teaching I Education (2016),” U.S. $0 Appendix:
Teaching o . Department of 360
& Change |positions at low-income schools. ) 53
Education (2007)
. . The Weatherization program Office of Energy
Discretionary: weatherizes the homes of low- Efficiency & Renewable Appendix:
Weatherization [1976-2017|  Energy  |Proposed Total| b ) 1& 11 Y $326 |/ PPERARX:
& Change income families to lower their Energy (2016),™ Spar & 410

heating and cooling costs.

Falk (2015)
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Dataset

Department      
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References

2017 

Proposal  

(millions)

2017 Page 

Number

Supporting 

Effective 

Instruction State 

Grants

2012-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provides formula 

grants to provide low-income and 

minority students greater access to 

effective teachers, principals, and 

other school leaders.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016)

47

$2,250

Appendix: 

357

Teach for America 2010-2012 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program funds a non-profit 

corps of top college graduates who 

commit to two years of teaching in 

low-income schools.

II

Teach for America 

(2016)

48

NA NA

Teacher and 

Leader Innovation 

Fund

2011-2015 Education

Discretionary:  

Proposed 

Change

This program would have provided 

grants for states and school districts 

that willing to implement ambitious 

reforms to better identify, recruit, 

prepare, develop, retain, reward, and 

advance effective educators in high-

need schools.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016)

49

NA NA

Teacher and 

School Leader 

Incentive Fund

2006-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provides funding for 

projects that develop and implement 

performance-based teacher and 

principal compensation systems in 

high-need schools.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016)

50

$250

Appendix: 

360

Teacher Corps 1970-1981 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

Teacher Corps was a program that 

provided teachers with training on 

how to effectively teach low-income 

students.

II Eckert (2011)

51

NA NA

Transition to 

Teaching

2001-2017 Education

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program facilitates mid-career 

professionals moving into teaching 

positions at low-income schools.

II

U.S. Department of 

Education (2016),

52

 U.S. 

Department of 

Education (2007)

53

$0

Appendix: 

360

Weatherization 1976-2017 Energy

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

The Weatherization program 

weatherizes the homes of low-

income families to lower their 

heating and cooling costs.

I & II

Office of Energy 

Efficiency & Renewable 

Energy (2016),

54

 Spar & 

Falk (2015)

$326

Appendix: 

410
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Program Name | Yearsin | Department Type of . Criteria 2017 Page
. Description References Proposal
(Most Recent) Dataset | (most recent) Spending Met o Number
(millions)
These programs provide nutrition
. Ag}ng and. Health & | Discretionary: a§§1stange to low-income senior U.S. Department of .
Disability Services citizens in the form of home- Appendix:
1970-2017| Human  |Proposed Total| | - I Health and Human $827
Programs: . delivered meals and subsidized . 55 499-500
. Services & Change . Services (2016)
Nutrition Programs meals at adult daycares and senior
centers.
Child Care and Health & | Discretionary: | This program grants funds to the Office of Child Care Appendix:
Development  |1993-2017| Human Proposed Total | states for the creation of child care I (2016),>° Spar and Falk | $2,962 PI; 03 '
Block Grant Services & Change |services for low-income families. (2015)
Child Care Health & Mandatory: |This program funds the development Appendix:
Entitlement to  [1997-2017 Human Proposed  |and subsidization child care services | [ & II Spar & Falk (2015) $3,665 f9p 549 3'
States Services Change for low-income families.
Children and Health & | Discretionary: This collection of progrgms includes A(.imlmstratlon .f(.)r .
.. . Head Start and other child Children & Families Appendix:
Families Services |1975-2017| Human  |Proposed Total . I 57 $11,725
) development services for low- (2016),>" Spar and Falk 494-496
Programs Services & Change |. o ’
income families. (2015)
. Health & Mandatory: Gran.ts are mad§ to the states to The Children's Health .
Children's Health provide health insurance to low- Insurance Program Appendix:
1997-2017| Human Proposed |. : . II s $180
Insurance Fund . income children who are not eligible (2016),>° Spar and Falk 472-473
Services Change .. ’
for Medicaid. (2015)
Family Planning 1970-2017|  Human  [Proposed Total [P V.07 BF 57 W08 | &1L | Affairs (2014),” Spar | 8300 | “PPZR™
Services & Change . yP g and Falk (2015)
to low-income patients.
Federal Hospital Health & Mandatory: |[This fl.ll’ld pgys for the medical costs Ben-Shalom, Moffit, Appendix:
Insurance Trust [1970-2017 Human Proposed |of senior citizens. It is one of two I and Scholz (2011) -$2,961 430-481
Fund (Medicare) Services Change trust funds for Medicare.
Federal
Supplementary Health & Mandatory: |This fl.md pays for thF medical costs Ben-Shalom, Moffit, Appendix:
Medical Insurance [1970-2017 Human Proposed  |of senior citizens. It is one of two m and Scholz (2011) -$241 433.484
Trust Fund Services Change trust funds for Medicare.

(Medicare)
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2017 

Proposal  

(millions)

2017 Page 

Number

Aging and 

Disability Services 

Programs: 

Nutrition Programs

1970-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

These programs provide nutrition 

assistance to low-income senior 

citizens in the form of home-

delivered meals and subsidized 

meals at adult daycares and senior 

centers.

II

U.S. Department of 

Health and Human 

Services (2016)

55

$827

Appendix: 

499-500

Child Care and 

Development 

Block Grant

1993-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program grants funds to the 

states for the creation of child care 

services for low-income families.

II

Office of Child Care 

(2016),

56

 Spar and Falk 

(2015)

$2,962

Appendix: 

493

Child Care 

Entitlement to 

States

1997-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

This program funds the development 

and subsidization child care services 

for low-income families.

I & II Spar & Falk (2015) $3,665

Appendix: 

492-493

Children and 

Families Services 

Programs

1975-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This collection of programs includes 

Head Start and other child 

development services for low-

income families.

II

Administration for 

Children & Families 

(2016),

57

 Spar and Falk 

(2015)

$11,725

Appendix: 

494-496

Children's Health 

Insurance Fund

1997-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

Grants are made to the states to 

provide health insurance to low-

income children who are not eligible 

for Medicaid.

II

The Children's Health 

Insurance Program 

(2016),

58

 Spar and Falk 

(2015)

$180

Appendix: 

472-473

Family Planning 1970-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program supports health care 

providers that offer free or 

subsidized family planning services 

to low-income patients.

I & II

Office of Population 

Affairs (2014),

59

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$300

Appendix: 

447

Federal Hospital 

Insurance Trust 

Fund (Medicare)

1970-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

This fund pays for the medical costs 

of senior citizens. It is one of two 

trust funds for Medicare.

III

Ben-Shalom, Moffit, 

and Scholz (2011)

-$2,961

Appendix: 

480-481

Federal 

Supplementary 

Medical Insurance 

Trust Fund 

(Medicare)

1970-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

This fund pays for the medical costs 

of senior citizens. It is one of two 

trust funds for Medicare.

III

Ben-Shalom, Moffit, 

and Scholz (2011)

-$241

Appendix: 

483-484 
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Program Name | Yearsin | Department Type of . Criteria 2017 Page
. Description References Proposal
(Most Recent) Dataset | (most recent) Spending Met o Number
(millions)
Grants to States for Health & Mandatory: |Grants are made to the states to Ben-Shalom, Moffit, Appendix:
Medicaid 1970-2017 Human Proposed  |provide health insurance to low- IT & 1T [and Scholz (2011), Spar| $8,996 f& 4 67.
Services Change income individuals and Falk (2015)
. . This program provided health care to .
Health Care for the Health & ] Discretionary: the homeless. It was consolidated National Health Care
1987-1996 Human Proposed Total | . ) . I for the Homeless NA NA
Homeless . with the Health Center program in . 60
Services & Change 1996 Council (2011)
. . . Health Resources and
Health & | Discretionary: [ This program supports health centers . . . .
o Services Administration Appendix:
Health Centers [1970-2017 Human Proposed Total |that offer free or subsidized health II 6l $1,242
. . . (2016),” Spar and Falk 447
Services & Change |care for low-income patients. ) 0
(2015), Heisler (2016)
Health & | Discretionary: T:z;zzggz ii?g:g:ehzihh care Health Resources & Appendix:
Healthy Start  [1991-2017 Human Proposed Total provict 11 Services Administration| $104 PP '
. subsidized pre and post-natal care to 6 447
Services & Change ) . (2016)
low-income mothers and infants.
Low Income Home Health & | Discretionary: - . Office of Community :
Energy Assistance [1981-2017 Human Proposed Total I;;i%?;jgﬁi(ﬂiissgﬁzlzshty costs I&II | Services (2016),%* Spar | $3,769 éfg;ezgg(
(LTHEAP) Services & Change ' and Falk (2015)
. . This block grant funds state Health Resources &
) Health & | Discretionary: . . .. . .
Maternal and Child programs that provide pre and post- Services Administration Appendix:
1970-2017 Human Proposed Total . II 65 $638
Health Block Grant . natal health care to low-income (2016),” Spar and Falk 447
Services & Change . ’
mothers and children. (2015)
Maternal. Infant The Federal Home Visiting Program
and E’arl ’ Health & Mandatory: |gives at-risk pregnant women and Health Resources & Avpendix:
. Y 2014-2017|  Human Proposed  |families the resources and skills to II Services Administration|  $0 PP '
Childhood Home . : . 66 450
. Services Change raise children who are successul (2016)
Visiting
learners.
Payments for Health & Mandatory: grl: lcjlrracl) grifdfazﬁzf:;th e1acement [I;Sz'ﬂ]t?le:r?crit r}IIlerrlrtla?nf Appendix:
Foster Care and |[1982-2017| Human Proposed potaty ane b P’ II . 1167 $505 PP ’
. of foster children from low-income Services (2015),”” Spar 498
Permanency Services Change

birth families.

and Falk (2015)
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Type of 

Spending
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References

2017 

Proposal  

(millions)

2017 Page 

Number

Grants to States for 

Medicaid

1970-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

Grants are made to the states to 

provide health insurance to low-

income individuals

II & III

Ben-Shalom, Moffit, 

and Scholz (2011), Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$8,996

Appendix: 

466-467

Health Care for the 

Homeless

1987-1996

Health & 

Human 

Services

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provided health care to 

the homeless. It was consolidated 

with the Health Center program in 

1996.

I

National Health Care 

for the Homeless 

Council (2011)

60

NA NA

Health Centers 1970-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program supports health centers 

that offer free or subsidized health 

care for low-income patients.

II

Health Resources and 

Services Administration 

(2016),

61

 Spar and Falk 

(2015), Heisler (2016)

62

$1,242

Appendix: 

447

Healthy Start 1991-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program supports health care 

providers that offer free or 

subsidized pre and post-natal care to 

low-income mothers and infants.

II

Health Resources & 

Services Administration 

(2016)

63

$104

Appendix: 

447

Low Income Home 

Energy Assistance 

(LIHEAP)

1981-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

LIHEAP subsidizes the utility costs 

of low-income households.

I & II

Office of Community 

Services (2016),

64

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$3,769

Appendix 

489-490

Maternal and Child 

Health Block Grant

1970-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This block grant funds state 

programs that provide pre and post-

natal health care to low-income 

mothers and children.

II

Health Resources & 

Services Administration  

(2016),

65

 Spar and Falk 

(2015)

$638

Appendix: 

447

Maternal, Infant, 

and Early 

Childhood Home 

Visiting

2014-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

The Federal Home Visiting Program 

gives at-risk pregnant women and 

families the resources and skills to 

raise children who are successul 

learners.

II

Health Resources & 

Services Administration 

(2016)

66

$0

Appendix: 

450

Payments for 

Foster Care and 

Permanency

1982-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

This program facilitates the 

temporary and permanent placement 

of foster children from low-income 

birth families.

II

U.S. Department of 

Health and Human 

Services (2015),

67

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$505

Appendix: 

498


image13.emf
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Program Name | Yearsin | Department Type of . Criteria 2017 Page
. Description References Proposal
(Most Recent) Dataset | (most recent) Spending Met o Number
(millions)
Payments to the
i U.S. Department of
States for Child Health & Mandatory: |This program assists states in cpartment o )
Support : . . Health and Human Appendix:
1965-207 Human Proposed [enforcing child support going to [&1I . 68 $31
Enforcement and Services Change children from low-income families Services (2013), Spar 488-489
Family Support & ' and Falk (2015)
Program
This program supports health care
Ryan White Health & | Discretionary: |providers that offer free or Health Resources and Avpendix:
HIV/AIDS 1990-2017| Human Proposed Total | subsidized treatment to low-income II Services Administration| $2,298 pr; 47 ’
Program Services & Change |AIDS and HIV patients who are (2016)%
uninsured or underinsured.
Thi ides flexibl S.D f
. . Health & Mandatory: is program provides flexible U.S. Department o .
Social Services grants that states may use to address Health and Human Appendix:
1981-2017 Human Proposed . . II i 70 $300
Block Grant . a variety of social problems Services (2016),” Spar 494-496
Services Change . ’
stemming from poverty. and Falk (2015)
Temporary
Assistance for
. TANF i h U.S. Department of
Needy Families Health & Mandatory: N provides m.eans tested C ?S P .
. . assistance to low-income families. It Health and Human Appendix:
(Previously Aid to |1970-2016/ Human Proposed . . . [& 10 . 71 $760
Families with Services Chanee replaced Aid to Families with Services (2016)," Spar 486-487
£ Dependent Children in 1997. and Falk (2015)
Dependent
Children)
Temporary
Assistance for Health & Mandatory: |This fund would have reserved Appendix:
Needy Families 2017 Human Proposed |money for TANF benefits during [&10 Schott (2016)" $2,000 pr; 28 '
Economic Services Change economic downturns.
Response Fund
This program funded state efforts to
Payments to the Health and | Discretionary: |provide childcare for low-income
States for Child [1970-1989 Human Proposed Total | families. It was replaced by the II Robins (1988)" NA NA
Care Assistance Services & Change |Child Care and Development Block

Grant Program in 1990.
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2017 

Proposal  

(millions)

2017 Page 

Number

Payments to the 

States for Child 

Support 

Enforcement and 

Family Support 

Program

1965-207

Health & 

Human 

Services

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

This program assists states in 

enforcing child support going to 

children from low-income families.

I & II

U.S. Department of 

Health and Human 

Services (2015),

68

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$31

Appendix: 

488-489

Ryan White 

HIV/AIDS 

Program

1990-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program supports health care 

providers that offer free or 

subsidized treatment to low-income 

AIDS and HIV patients who are 

uninsured or underinsured.

II

Health Resources and 

Services Administration 

(2016)

69

$2,298

Appendix: 

447

Social Services 

Block Grant

1981-2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

This program provides flexible 

grants that states may use to address 

a variety of social problems 

stemming from poverty.

II

U.S. Department of 

Health and Human 

Services (2016),

70

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$300

Appendix: 

494-496

Temporary 

Assistance for 

Needy Families 

(Previously Aid to 

Families with 

Dependent 

Children)

1970-2016

Health & 

Human 

Services

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

TANF provides means tested cash 

assistance to low-income families. It 

replaced Aid to Families with 

Dependent Children in 1997.

I & II

U.S. Department of 

Health and Human 

Services (2016),

71

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$760

Appendix: 

486-487

Temporary 

Assistance for 

Needy Families 

Economic 

Response Fund

2017

Health & 

Human 

Services

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

This fund would have reserved 

money for TANF benefits during 

economic downturns.

I & II Schott (2016)

72

$2,000

Appendix: 

488

Payments to the 

States for Child 

Care Assistance

1970-1989

Health and 

Human 

Services

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program funded state efforts to 

provide childcare for low-income 

families. It was replaced by the 

Child Care and Development Block 

Grant Program in 1990.

II Robins (1988)

73

NA NA


image14.emf
2017

Program Name Years in | Department Type of . Criteria 2017 Page
. Description References Proposal
(Most Recent) Dataset | (most recent) Spending Met o Number
(millions)
This was a collection of programs
. . that provided child development U.S. Department of
Health, Discretionary: services, including Head Start, to Health, Education
Child Development|1970-1974| Education, |Proposed Total . 12 ’ 11 ’ 74 NA NA
and Welfare & Chanee low-income families. It was Welfare (1970),” Spar
& consolidated into the Children and and Falk (2015)
Families Services Programs in 1975.
This was a collection of programs
Economic Health, Discretionary: th;t IIZlg)eqo;(s)nﬁzci;ilgw_gﬁzostl}fer Bailey and Duquette
Opportunity 1970-1974| Education, |Proposed Total people to Jobs, 1S, I Y 75 NA NA
Procram and Welfare & Chanee economic opportunities. It was (2014)
g g consolidated into the Children and
Families Services Programs in 1975.
This program funds programs to
D:llilr\llezclalrfc Health, Discretionary: E(e)(clﬁ(s:fnju:)]reln;iadse\l:lrilt(llluam}ll(i:yil U.S. Department of
dueney - 11970-1972 Education, |Proposed Total £ . £ I T 76 NA NA
Prevention and and Welfare & Chanee proportion of low-income students. Justice (2016)
Control £ It was consolidated into the Child
Development Programs in 1973.
This was a collection of programs
Social And Health, Discretionary: Eﬂzgggvf:dliovglia;?ﬁg tl(;(;ot\(})v_
Rehabilitation  |1970-1974| Education, |Proposed Total|' o< PEOP g8 11 Spindler (1969)” NA NA
Services and Welfare & Change maintain employment. It was
consolidated into the Children and
Families Services Programs in 1975.
i |y [P s e e TS e
Neighborhoods |2010-2017 Urban Proposed Total| . & TUBSHNE I g 5 | $199 PP ’
. neighborhoods with distressed Development (2016) 588
Initiative Development [ & Change . . . ’
public or HUD-assisted housing. Spar and Falk (2015)
This is a collection of programs that
iviti U.S. Department of
Community Housing & [ Discretionary: :lellr; It) S:tgei\;;izsgluiﬁjecne\:éf(imic Housingpan d Urban Appendix:
Development 1970-2017 Urban Proposed Total . " . 11 o | $2,864 | 594-595,
Proerams Development | & Chanee development projects, installation of Development (2016), 508. 600
£ P £ public services, and rental Spar and Falk (2015) ’

assistance.










Program Name       

(Most Recent)

Years in 

Dataset
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Type of 

Spending
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Met

References

2017 

Proposal  

(millions)

2017 Page 

Number

Child Development1970-1974

Health, 

Education, 

and Welfare

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This was a collection of programs 

that provided child development 

services, including Head Start, to 

low-income families. It was 

consolidated into the Children and 

Families Services Programs in 1975.

II

U.S. Department of 

Health, Education, 

Welfare (1970),

74

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

NA NA

Economic 

Opportunity 

Program

1970-1974

Health, 

Education, 

and Welfare

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This was a collection of programs 

that helped connect low-income 

people to jobs, training, and other 

economic opportunities. It was 

consolidated into the Children and 

Families Services Programs in 1975.

II

Bailey and Duquette 

(2014)

75

NA NA

Juvenile 

Delinquency 

Prevention and 

Control

1970-1972

Health, 

Education, 

and Welfare

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program funds programs to 

reduce juvenile delinquency, 

focusing on areas with a high 

proportion of low-income students. 

It was consolidated into the Child 

Development Programs in 1973.

II

U.S. Department of 

Justice (2016)

76

NA NA

Social And 

Rehabilitation 

Services

1970-1974

Health, 

Education, 

and Welfare

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This was a collection of programs 

that provided job training to low-

income people who struggled to 

maintain employment. It was 

consolidated into the Children and 

Families Services Programs in 1975.

II Spindler (1969)

77

NA NA

Choice 

Neighborhoods 

Initiative

2010-2017

Housing & 

Urban 

Development

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program supports locally driven 

strategies to aid struggling 

neighborhoods with distressed 

public or HUD-assisted housing.

II

U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban 

Development (2016),

78 

Spar and Falk (2015)

$199

Appendix: 

588

Community 

Development 

Programs

1970-2017

Housing & 

Urban 

Development

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This is a collection of programs that 

support development activities 

related to infrastructure, economic 

development projects, installation of 

public services, and rental 

assistance. 

II

U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban 

Development (2016),

79 

Spar and Falk (2015)

$2,864

Appendix: 

594-595,  

598, 600
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Program Name | Yearsin | Department Type of . Criteria 2017 Page
. Description References Proposal
(Most Recent) Dataset | (most recent) Spending Met o Number
(millions)
Cr(e};?irz;[lsl f)(;rlt,}(iiv Housing & | Discretionary: | This is a collection of programs that E;)Su's];ep::?gi;j
i 1995-2004 Urban Proposed Total [provides funding for the creation of 11 & %0 NA NA
Income Housing . . Development (2016),
. Development [ & Change [low-income housing.
Units Spar and Falk (2015)
Discretionary:

Homellessness Housing & [Proposed Total | This .1s a collc.ectlon Qf programs that Perl et al. (2015)"' Spar Appendix:
Assistance 1987-2017 Urban & Change, |provide housing assistance to I and Falk (2015) $2,743 | 598-599,
Programs Development [ Mandatory: [homeless individuals and families. 599-600

Proposed
Homeqwnersh1p Housing & | Discretionary: | This is a collection of programs that Us. Depaﬂment of Appendix:
Assistance . Housing and Urban 597-597,
: 1996-2017 Urban Proposed Total [provide funds or grants for low- 11 © $945
(excluding loan : Development (2016), 597, 606,
Development [ & Change [income homeowners.
programs) Spar and Falk (2015) 608
Housing & 1]3 lscretlcclmTargzl This is a collection of that U.S. Department of
Housing Policy and ousing roposed Tota is is a collection of programs tha Housing and Urban Appendix:
. 1975-2017 Urban & Change, |fund state policy and planning II 83 $300
Planning Programs ) . Development (2016), 597
Development | Mandatory: |efforts for low-income housing.
Spar and Falk (2015)
Proposed
. . ) This is a collection of programs that McCarty, I;frl’ and Appendix:
Project-Based Housing & | Discretionary: provides low-income families with Jones (2014),™ Spar and 586-587
. 1970-2017 Urban Proposed Total . IT & III Falk (2015), Ben- $17,081 ’
Rental Assistance rental assistance through the ’ 587, 603,
Development [ & Change ... . . Shalom, Moffit, and
subsidized public housing. 607
Scholz (2011)
Rehabilitation of Housing & [ Discretionary: | This is a collection of programs that g5 Appendix:
. s D 2001),
Low-Income 1983-2017 Urban Proposed Total [provides for the rehabilitation of II uda (Fe?li ()2 0 lssp;ar and $0 589, 595,
Housing Development [ & Change [distressed public housing. 606, 608
. . . . This program provided grants to The Environmental
Rural Housing and Housing & [ Discretionary: . . .
. organizations that developed Protection Agency and Appendix:
Economic 1999-2017 Urban Proposed Total|. . . . II $0
innovative housing and economic U.S. Department of 600
Development Development | & Change . , 36
activities in rural areas. Agriculture (2011)
Social Services i This i lecti ¢ that U.S. Department of
Oil(g)lw fg;ﬁz " Housing & ] Discretionary: rolvsizise zsgiafcs;ro\?icoesp;l?g rarI(I)1 Srarj[lls Housing and Urban Appendix:
. 1983-2017 Urban Proposed Total P e e Prog II Development (2016),*’ $122 587-588,
Housing for families living in low-income 48 89
g Development | & Change . .. Spar and Falk 605-606
Communities housing communities.

(2015)
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(Most Recent)

Years in 

Dataset
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Type of 

Spending

Description
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Met

References

2017 

Proposal  

(millions)

2017 Page 

Number

Grants for the 

Creation of Low-

Income Housing 

Units

1995-2004

Housing & 

Urban 

Development

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This is a collection of programs that 

provides funding for the creation of 

low-income housing.

II

U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban 

Development (2016),

80 

Spar and Falk (2015)

NA NA

Homelessness 

Assistance 

Programs

1987-2017

Housing & 

Urban 

Development

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change, 

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

This is a collection of programs that 

provide housing assistance to 

homeless individuals and families. 

I

Perl et al. (2015),

81

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$2,743

Appendix: 

598-599, 

599-600

Homeownership 

Assistance 

(excluding loan 

programs)

1996-2017

Housing & 

Urban 

Development

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This is a collection of programs that 

provide funds or grants for low-

income homeowners.

II

U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban 

Development (2016),

82 

Spar and Falk (2015)

$945

Appendix: 

597-597, 

597, 606, 

608

Housing Policy and 

Planning Programs

1975-2017

Housing & 

Urban 

Development

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change, 

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

This is a collection of programs that 

fund state policy and planning 

efforts for low-income housing.

II

U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban 

Development (2016),

83 

Spar and Falk (2015)

$300

Appendix: 

597

Project-Based 

Rental Assistance

1970-2017

Housing & 

Urban 

Development

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This is a collection of programs that 

provides low-income families with 

rental assistance through the 

subsidized public housing.

II & III

McCarty, Perl, and 

Jones (2014),

84

 Spar and 

Falk (2015), Ben-

Shalom, Moffit, and 

Scholz (2011)

$17,081

Appendix: 

586-587, 

587, 603, 

607

Rehabilitation of 

Low-Income 

Housing

1983-2017

Housing & 

Urban 

Development

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This is a collection of programs that 

provides for the rehabilitation of 

distressed public housing.

II

Duda (2001),

85

 Spar and 

Falk (2015)

$0

Appendix: 

589, 595, 

606, 608

Rural Housing and 

Economic 

Development

1999-2017

Housing & 

Urban 

Development

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provided grants to 

organizations that developed 

innovative housing and economic 

activities in rural areas.

II

The Environmental 

Protection Agency and 

U.S. Department of 

Agriculture (2011)

86

$0

Appendix: 

600

Social Services in 

Low-Income 

Housing 

Communities

1983-2017

Housing & 

Urban 

Development

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This is a collection of programs that 

provide social services and programs 

for families living in low-income 

housing communities.

II

U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban 

Development (2016),

87 

88 89

 Spar and Falk 

(2015)

$122

Appendix: 

587-588, 

605-606
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Program Name | Yearsin | Department Type of . Criteria 2017 Page
. Description References Proposal
(Most Recent) Dataset | (most recent) Spending Met o Number
(millions)
. . . This .1s a colle.:ctlon 9f programs that U.S. Department of Appendix:
. Housing & | Discretionary: |provide housing assistance to .
Supportive . Housing and Urban 593-594,
. 1970-2017 Urban Proposed Total [ vulnerable populations, such as the 11 o0 | $988
Housing Programs . . Development (2016), 600, 604,
Development | & Change |elderly, disabled, and persons with o1
Spar and Falk (2015) 605
AIDS.
. . S.D f
This is a collection of programs that us . epartment o .
. . . . . - . Housing and Urban Appendix:
Tenant-Based Housing & | Discretionary: |provides low-income families with Development (2016).” 523 583-
. 1984-2017 Urban Proposed Total [rental assistance through vouchers I & 111 P ’ $21,005 ’
Rental Assistance o . . Spar and Falk (2015) 585, 607-
Development | & Change [that subsidize rent in the private ’
housi Ben-Shalom, Moffit, 608, 608
ousing market.
and Scholz (2011)
. This is a collection of programs, Corporation for
Corporation for . . . . . .
National and Independent Discretionary: |including AmeriCorps and Foster National and Appendix:
. 1970-2017 Proposed Total | Grandparents, that funds and I Community Service $795 i
Community Agency . . . 0 1251-1252
Service & Change [facilitates community service (2015),” Spar and Falk
projects in low-income areas. (2015)
. Di i : [ The Legal i ion ai . .
Legal Services Independent iscretionary © . c8a Se.I‘VI.CG.S Corp.oratlon.alds Legal Services Appendix:
Corporation 1970-2017 Agenc Proposed Total [low-income individuals in securing II Corporation (2016)"* $475 1302
P seney & Change |affordable legal representation. P
This program offers competitive
Mandatory: | S0 to telecommunication Office of Energy
Universal Service 1970-2017 Independent Pro oselzdy. companies that undertake special 1 Efficiency & Renewable $0 Appendix:
Fund Agency ChI; noe efforts to expand and provide Energy (2016),” Spar & 1279-1280
£ affordable services in low-income Falk (2015)
areas of the country.
Community . - Th1s. program funds pald commuplty
Service Discretionary: |service work by low-income senior U.S. Department of Appendix:
Emplovment for 1978-2017 Labor Proposed Total | citizens. It is also known as the [&10 Labor (2016),” Spar $434 790 '
proy & Change |Senior Community Service and Falk (2015)

Older Americans

Employment Program.
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Dataset
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Spending
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References

2017 

Proposal  

(millions)

2017 Page 

Number

Supportive 

Housing Programs

1970-2017

Housing & 

Urban 

Development

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This is a collection of programs that 

provide housing assistance to 

vulnerable populations, such as the 

elderly, disabled, and persons with 

AIDS.

II

U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban 

Development (2016),

90 

91

 Spar and Falk (2015)

$988

Appendix: 

593-594, 

600, 604, 

605

Tenant-Based 

Rental Assistance

1984-2017

Housing & 

Urban 

Development

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This is a collection of programs that 

provides low-income families with 

rental assistance through vouchers 

that subsidize rent in the private 

housing market.

II & III

U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban 

Development (2016),

92 

Spar and Falk (2015), 

Ben-Shalom, Moffit, 

and Scholz (2011)

$21,005

Appendix: 

583, 583-

585, 607-

608, 608

Corporation for 

National and 

Community 

Service

1970-2017

Independent 

Agency

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This is a collection of programs, 

including AmeriCorps and Foster 

Grandparents, that funds and 

facilitates community service 

projects in low-income areas.

II

Corporation for 

National and 

Community Service 

(2015),

93

 Spar and Falk 

(2015)

$795

Appendix: 

1251-1252

Legal Services 

Corporation

1970-2017

Independent 

Agency

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

The Legal Services Corporation aids 

low-income individuals in securing 

affordable legal representation.

II

Legal Services 

Corporation (2016)

94

$475

Appendix: 

1302

Universal Service 

Fund

1970-2017

Independent 

Agency

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

This program offers competitive 

grants to telecommunication 

companies that undertake special 

efforts to expand and provide 

affordable services in low-income 

areas of the country.

II

Office of Energy 

Efficiency & Renewable 

Energy (2016),

95

 Spar & 

Falk (2015)

$0

Appendix: 

1279-1280

Community 

Service 

Employment for 

Older Americans

1978-2017 Labor

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program funds paid community 

service work by low-income senior 

citizens. It is also known as the 

Senior Community Service 

Employment Program.

I & II

U.S. Department of 

Labor (2016),

96

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$434

Appendix: 

790
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Program Name | Yearsin | Department Type of . Criteria 2017 Page
. Description References Proposal
(Most Recent) Dataset | (most recent) Spending Met o Number
(millions)
Job Corps is a free education and
. . training program that helps people
Discretionary: . o U.S. Department of )
ffice of lete high school A :
Office of Job 1,356 2017|  Labor | Proposed Total |SOmPIcte high school and gain job 11 Labor (2016)"" Spar | $1,755 |/APPendix
Corps skills. It was a part of Training and 788-789
& Change . . and Falk (2015)
Employment Services until began
receiving its own funding in 2006.
Training and Discretionary: | This is a collection of programs that U.S. Department of Appendix:
Employment  |1970-2017|  Labor Proposed Total |provide employment training and II Labor (2016),” Spar | $1,755 %)7 788.
Services & Change |assistance to youth and adults. and Falk (2015)
Mandatory: |The Unemployment Trust Funds .
1 t . Ben-Shalom, Moffit, A :
Unemploymen 1970-2017 Labor Proposed  |provides benefits to individuals who 1 en-Shalom, Moftl $3,156 ppendix
Trust Fund . and Scholz (2011) 797-798
Change have been laid up.
. The Universal Displaced Workers
Universal Discretionary: |Programs provides funds to assist
Displaced Workers 1 & P ’ U.S. Department of
2014-2015 Labor Proposed Total |retrain, and relocate workers who II 99 NA NA
Program/New .. Labor (2014)
& Change |have lost their job due to layoffs or
Career Pathways
closures.
Welfare-to-Work Discretionary: \Tvlcl)lrj(pers g;?i?nrc)zoivnl c(];z(rlnliilr;?[me
1998-2008|  Labor  |Proposed Total|" o\ CPeien oty 11 Hamilton (2002)'* NA NA
Grants service activities to low-income
& Change
persons.
Youthbuild ~ [1992-2017|  Labor  |Proposed Total| proy _ 1l usihe il NA NA
& Change disadvantaged youth to help build Development (2016),
£ low-income housing. Spar and Falk (2015)
Federal Old-Age
and Survivors . Mandatory: . . . .
Social Social Security provides monthly Ben-Shalom, Moffit, Appendix:
Insurance Trust |1970-2017 ) Proposed o 111 -$9
. Security cash benefits to senior citizens. and Scholz (2011) 1229-1230
Fund (Social Change
Security)
stfgier?jsgie 1970-2017 Social h;[)?zdzt;rg: SSI provides cash benefits to I Ben-Shalom, Moffit, $59 Appendix:
(Sy sI) Security Chz nge permanently disabled individuals. and Scholz (2011) 1266-1267
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Dataset
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References

2017 

Proposal  

(millions)

2017 Page 

Number

Office of Job 

Corps

2006-2017 Labor

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

Job Corps is a free education and 

training program that helps people 

complete high school and gain job 

skills. It was a part of Training and 

Employment Services until began 

receiving its own funding in 2006.

II

U.S. Department of 

Labor (2016),

97

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$1,755

Appendix: 

788-789

Training and 

Employment 

Services

1970-2017 Labor

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This is a collection of programs that 

provide employment training and 

assistance to youth and adults.

II

U.S. Department of 

Labor (2016),

98

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$1,755

Appendix: 

787-788

Unemployment 

Trust Fund

1970-2017 Labor

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

The Unemployment Trust Funds 

provides benefits to individuals who 

have been laid up.

III

Ben-Shalom, Moffit, 

and Scholz (2011)

$3,156

Appendix: 

797-798

Universal 

Displaced Workers 

Program/New 

Career Pathways

2014-2015 Labor

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

The Universal Displaced Workers 

Programs provides funds to assist, 

retrain, and relocate workers who 

have lost their job due to layoffs or 

closures.

II

U.S. Department of 

Labor (2014)

99

NA NA

Welfare-to-Work 

Grants

1998-2008 Labor

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provided part-time 

work experience in community 

service activities to low-income 

persons.

II Hamilton (2002)

100

NA NA

Youthbuild 1992-2017 Labor

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provides state grants 

for the employment of 

disadvantaged youth to help build 

low-income housing.

II

U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban 

Development (2016),

101 

Spar and Falk (2015)

NA NA

Federal Old-Age 

and Survivors 

Insurance Trust 

Fund (Social 

Security)

1970-2017

Social 

Security

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

Social Security provides monthly 

cash benefits to senior citizens.

III

Ben-Shalom, Moffit, 

and Scholz (2011)

-$9

Appendix: 

1229-1230

Supplemental 

Security Income 

(SSI)

1970-2017

Social 

Security

Mandatory: 

Proposed 

Change

SSI provides cash benefits to 

permanently disabled individuals.

III

Ben-Shalom, Moffit, 

and Scholz (2011)

$59

Appendix: 

1266-1267
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. Description References Proposal
(Most Recent) Dataset | (most recent) Spending Met o Number
(millions)
Discretionary: This program provides produce to Office of Community
Finlir?:ilflhylii(;ioac‘:ive 2010-2017| Treasury |Proposed Total fl(i)ol’(i d:jsf,?tsi;:?fcll; :;:Ilii;gn}qlzve a I Services (2016),'" Spar $22 Ap}l)(e)rzlcglx:
& & Change | & PP and Falk (2015)
residents.
This tax refund is granted to low-
Payments Where Tax income families with children. In
Child Tax Credit Expenditure: |order to receive the refund, their Marr et al. (2015),'” Appendix:
Exceed Liability 1975-2017) Treasury Proposed  |income must be low enough such I Spar and Falk (2015) $0 1056
for Tax Change that the benefit size exceeds their tax
liability.
This refundable tax credit reduces
Payments Where Tax the tax liability of lower income
Earned I Expendit k ially those with Hoynes and Patel Appendi
arned Income xpenditure: |workers, especially those wi 104 ppendix:
Credit Exceeds 1975-2017)  Treasury Proposed |children. If the tax credit exceeds I (2015), (2soriasr)and Falk| 3294 1055-1056
Liability for Tax Change their tax liability, they receive a

refund.

" http://www.fns.usda.gov/school-meals/child-nutrition-programs
* Spar, Karen, and Gene Falk. 2015. Federal Benefits and Services for People with Low Income: Programs and Spending, FY2008-FY2013 . Washington, D.C.:

Congressional Research Service.

3 http://www.fns.usda.gov/sites/default/files/csfp/Income-Guidelines.pdf
* https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2016-05-06/pdf/2016-10640.pdf
> Foote, Bruce E. 2010. USDA Rural Housing Programs: An Overview. Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research Service.

% http://www.ruralhome.org/storage/documents/farmworkers.pdf

" https://www.usda.gov/documents/usda-factbook-1996.pdf

¥ https://www.rd.usda.gov/about-rd/agencies/rural-housing-service

? https://www.rd.usda.gov/programs-services/mutual-self-help-housing-technical-assistance-grants

' https://www.rd.usda.gov/programs-services/all-programs/community-facilities-programs

' https://www.rd.usda.gov/programs-services/housing-preservation-revitalization-demonstration-loans-grants
2 https://www.rd.usda.gov/files/MO-Voucher%20Program%20Guidebook.pdf
" https://www.fns.usda.gov/smp/special-milk-program

' http://www.fns.usda.gov/wic/wic-eligibility-requirements

'S Ben-Shalom, Yonatan, Robert A. Moffitt, and John Karl Scholz. 2012. “An Assessment of the Effectiveness of Anti-Poverty Programs in the United States.”
In The Oxford Handbook of the Economics of Poverty, ed. Philip N Jefferson. New York: Oxford University Press, 709-749.
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2017 Page 

Number

Healthy Food 

Financing Initiative

2010-2017 Treasury

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This program provides produce to 

food desserts, which tend to have a 

high proportion of low-income 

residents.

I

Office of Community 

Services (2016),

102

 Spar 

and Falk (2015)

$22

Appendix: 

1026

Payments Where 

Child Tax Credit 

Exceed Liability 

for Tax

1975-2017 Treasury

Tax 

Expenditure: 

Proposed 

Change

This tax refund is granted to low-

income families with children. In 

order to receive the refund, their 

income must be low enough such 

that the benefit size exceeds their tax 

liability.

II

Marr et al. (2015),

103 

Spar and Falk (2015)

$0

Appendix: 

1056

Payments Where 

Earned Income 

Credit Exceeds 

Liability for Tax

1975-2017 Treasury

Tax 

Expenditure: 

Proposed 

Change

This refundable tax credit reduces 

the tax liability of lower income 

workers, especially those with 

children. If the tax credit exceeds 

their tax liability, they receive a 

refund.

II

Hoynes and Patel 

(2015),

104

 Spar and Falk 

(2015)

$294

Appendix: 

1055-1056

6

 http://www.ruralhome.org/storage/documents/farmworkers.pdf

7

 https://www.usda.gov/documents/usda-factbook-1996.pdf

8

 https://www.rd.usda.gov/about-rd/agencies/rural-housing-service

9

 https://www.rd.usda.gov/programs-services/mutual-self-help-housing-technical-assistance-grants

10

 https://www.rd.usda.gov/programs-services/all-programs/community-facilities-programs

11

 https://www.rd.usda.gov/programs-services/housing-preservation-revitalization-demonstration-loans-grants

1

 http://www.fns.usda.gov/school-meals/child-nutrition-programs

2

 Spar, Karen, and Gene Falk. 2015. Federal Benefits and Services for People with Low Income: Programs and Spending, FY2008-FY2013. Washington, D.C.: 

Congressional Research Service. 

3

 http://www.fns.usda.gov/sites/default/files/csfp/Income-Guidelines.pdf

4

 https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2016-05-06/pdf/2016-10640.pdf

5

 Foote, Bruce E. 2010. USDA Rural Housing Programs: An Overview. Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research Service. 

12

 https://www.rd.usda.gov/files/MO-Voucher%20Program%20Guidebook.pdf

13

 https://www.fns.usda.gov/smp/special-milk-program

14

 http://www.fns.usda.gov/wic/wic-eligibility-requirements

15

 Ben-Shalom, Yonatan, Robert A. Moffitt, and John Karl Scholz. 2012. “An Assessment of the Effectiveness of Anti-Poverty Programs in the United States.” 

In The Oxford Handbook of the Economics of Poverty, ed. Philip N Jefferson. New York: Oxford University Press, 709-749. 
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' http://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program-snap

' https://www.eda.gov/programs/eda-programs/

'S https://www2.ed.gov/programs/2 I stccle/index. html

' https://www2.ed.gov/offices/OUS/Budget99/BudgetSum/pages/budget01.pdf

*% https://ed.gov/programs/apincent/index.html

! https://www2.ed.gov/documents/press-releases/college-promise-playbook.pdf

*? https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2015/01/09/fact-sheet-white-house-unveils-america-s-college-promise-proposal-tuitio
> https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ovae/index.html

** https://www2.ed.gov/programs/campisp/index.html

* https://www2.ed.gov/programs/campisp/index.html

*® https://www2.ed.gov/offices/OUS/Budget99/BudgetSum/pages/budget01.pdf

" https://www2.ed.gov/programs/homeless/index.html

* https://ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/index.html

* https://www2.ed.gov/offices/OUS/Budget99/BudgetSum/pages/budget01.pdf

% https://www.ed.gov/news/press-releases/new-initiative-provide-all-students-access-great-educators
3! http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ope/trio/index.html

32 https://www2.ed.gov/programs/fitw/index.htm]?exp=0

3 Watkins, Cathy L. 1997. Project Follow Through: A Case Study of Contingencies Influencing Instructional Practices of the Educational
Establishment. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge Center for Behavioral Studies.

3 https://www2.ed.gov/programs/gearup/index.html

3 https://www2.ed.gov/programs/teacherqual/legislation.html

3 https://www2.ed.gov/programs/triostudsupp/index.html

37 https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2015/2015601.pdf

3 https://www.acf.hhs.gov/ecd/preschool-for-all
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Office of Civil 

Rights

1989-2017Transportation

Discretionary: 

Proposed Total 

& Change

This office investigates and 

adjudicates complaints associated 

with civil rights violations on the 

transit system.

IV & V

U.S. Department of 

Transportation (2016),

22 

Laney (2014), Donohue 

(1991)
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Appendix Table K. Regressions for Yearly Poverty, Civil Rights, & Middle Class Rhetoric

Poverty Civil Rights Middle Class
(1A) (1B) (2A) (2B) (3A) (3B)
Obama -10.6* -14.2 -1.0 -0.5 17.1* 1.6
4.7 (8.5) (0.8) (2.6) (4.6) (13.5)
Real GDP -0.0004 0.0001 0.001
(0.0004) (0.0003) (0.001)
Real GDP 0.1 0.2 -0.3
Growth (0.3) (0.2) (1.0)
Real Deficit 0.01 0.004 -0.01
(0.008) (0.004) (0.02)
Percent Poor -0.1 0.01 0.07
(0.5) (0.9) (0.7)
Percent 5.39% 04 -1.1
Unemployed (1.6) (0.6) (1.5)
Re-Election -7.7% -0.7* 1.5
(8.3) (0.3) (3.7
Democratic 4.6* 0.01 -7.4
Congress (1.0) (1.9) 4.9)
Democratic 8.9% 2.2% 1.6
President (1.8) (1.0) (2.3)
D Cognress * -6.4' -0.3 5.5
D President (3.6) (1.9) (3.2)
N 49 49 49 49 49 49
Adjusted R? 24 1 -.06 -.54 45 78

* p <.05, p-values are derived from two-tailed tests

Robust clustered standard errors in parentheses

Note: Each type of rhetoric is measured as words per 10,000 in State of the Union addresses. The unit of analysis
is yearly rhetoric for each president from 1965 to 2016. Robust standard errors are clustered by president.
"Obama" is a binary variable indicating whether the president in each term was Obama. "Real GDP" is GDP in
billions of 2016 dollars in the year prior to the speech. "Real GDP Growth" is the percent change in GDP for the
year prior to the speech. "Real Deficit" is the federal deficit in billions of 2016 dollars in the year prior to the
speech. "Percent Poor" and "Percent Unemployed" are the poverty and unemployment rates in the year prior to the
speech. "Re-Election Year" indicates if a president was up for re-election in the year of the speech. "Democratic
Congress" indicates whether the Democrats controlled Congress in the year of the speech. "Democratic President"
indicates whether the president was a Democrat in the year of the speech.
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Appendix Table M1. Regressions for Alternative Anti-Poverty Spending Measures

Per Poor Person Per Unemployed Peson Percent of the Budget
(1A) (1B) (2A) (2B) (3A) (3B)
Obama 1,420* 871.64 4,416 6,042* 0.11 -0.01
(408.79) (534.90) (2,497) (2,259) (0.06) (0.08)
Real GDP 0.16* 0.58* 0.00002*
(0.02) (0.25) (0.000003)
Real GDP -29.66 -140.39 -0.002*
Growth (23.19) (88.19) (0.0009)
Real Deficit 0.07 3.30 0.000006
(0.28) (2.48) (0.00005)
Percent Poor -275.47* -481.10 0.005
(133.17) (684.84) (0.01)
Percent -66.57 -1,679% -0.01*
Unemployed (109.68) (668.02) (0.005)
Re-Election 386.35* 1,746* 0.01
(87.69) (679.14) (0.02)
Democratic -428.95 -1,156 -0.004
Congress (314.01) (1,381) (0.02)
Democratic -132.00 -2,065% 0.02
President (427.72) (572.03) (0.05)
D Congress* 1,217 5,001%* 0.01
D President (660.69) (1,776) (0.06)
N 48 48 48 48 48 48
Adjusted R? 12 .86 31 79 29 .85

* p <.05, p-values are derived from two-tailed tests; Robust clustered standard errors in parentheses

Note: Per person spending is proposed anti-poverty spending divided by the number of poor or unemployed in the
budget year. Anti-poverty spending as a percent of the budget is proposed anti-poverty spending divided by
proposed domestic spending. The unit of analysis is the budget year from 1970 through 2017. Outcome variables
are in 2016 dollars. Robust standard errors are clustered by president. "Obama" is a binary variable indicating
whether a budget was proposed by Obama. "Real GDP" is the GDP in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year.
"Real GDP Growth" is the percent change in real GDP for the proposal year. "Real Deficit" is the federal deficit in
billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. "Percent Poor" and "Percent Unemployed" are the poverty and
unemployment rates in the proposal year. "Re-Election Year" indicates whether a president was up for re-election
in the budget year. "Democratic Congress" indicates whether Congress was controlled by the Democrats in the
proposal year. "Democratic President" indicates whether the president was a Democrat in the proposal year.
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(1A) (1B) (2A) (2B) (3A) (3B)
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(314.01) (1,381) (0.02)

-132.00    -2,065*  0.02

(427.72) (572.03) (0.05)

1,217   5,001* 0.01

(660.69) (1,776) (0.06)

N 48 48 48 48 48 48

Adjusted R

2

.12 .86 .31 .79 .29 .85

* p < .05, p-values are derived from two-tailed tests; Robust clustered standard errors in parentheses

Democratic 

President

Note: Per person spending is proposed anti-poverty spending divided by the number of poor or unemployed in the 

budget year. Anti-poverty spending as a percent of the budget is proposed anti-poverty spending divided by 

proposed domestic spending. The unit of analysis is the budget year from 1970 through 2017. Outcome variables 

are in 2016 dollars. Robust standard errors are clustered by president. "Obama" is a binary variable indicating 

whether a budget was proposed by Obama. "Real GDP" is the GDP in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. 

"Real GDP Growth" is the percent change in real GDP for the proposal year. "Real Deficit" is the federal deficit in 

billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. "Percent Poor" and "Percent Unemployed" are the poverty and 

unemployment rates in the proposal year. "Re-Election Year" indicates whether a president was up for re-election 

in the budget year. "Democratic Congress" indicates whether Congress was controlled by the Democrats in the 

proposal year. "Democratic President" indicates whether the president was a Democrat in the proposal year. 
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Appendix Table M2. Regressions for Alternative Civil Rights Spending Measures

Per African American Percent of the Budget
(1A) (1B) (3A) (3B)
Obama 5.53* 0.47 0.001 -0.0004
(2.31) (3.41) (0.001) (0.0005)
Real GDP 0.001 0.0000002*
(0.001) (0.00000001)
Real GDP 0.04 -0.0000002
Growth (0.70) (0.00005)
Real Deficit 0.01 0.0000002
(0.004) (0.0000006)

Percent Poor -2.51* 0.0001

(1.05) (0.0002)
Percent 3.21 0.00002
Unemployed (2.87) (0.00009)
Re-Election 2.23 0.00004

(2.74) (0.0001)
Democratic -0.36 0.0001
President (2.64) (0.0003)
Democratic -1.05 0.0003
Congress (2.90) (0.0002)
D Congress* 6.00 -0.0002
D President (4.78) (0.0004)
N 48 48 48 48
Adjusted R? .08 37 20 .66

*p <.05, p-values are derived from two-tailed tests; Robust clustered standard errors in parentheses

Note: Per African American spending is proposed civil rights spending divided by the number of African
Americans in the year the budget was proposed. Civil rights spending as a percent of the budget is proposed civil
rights spending divided by proposed domestic spending. The unit of analysis is the budget year from 1970 through
2017. All outcome variables were calculated using constant 2016 dollars. Robust standard errors are clustered by
president. "Obama" is a binary variable indicating whether a budget was proposed by Obama. "Real GDP" is the
GDP in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. "Real GDP Growth" is the percent change in real GDP for the
proposal year. "Real Deficit" is the federal deficit in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. "Percent Poor"
and "Percent Unemployed" are the poverty and unemployment rates in the proposal year. "Re-Election Year"
indicates whether a president was up for re-election in the budget year. "Democratic Congress" indicates whether
the House and Senate were controlled by the Democrats in the proposal year. "Democratic President" indicates
whether the president was a Democrat in the proposal year.
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.08 .37 .20 .66

* p < .05, p-values are derived from two-tailed tests; Robust clustered standard errors in parentheses

Robust clustered standard errors in parentheses
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Note: Per African American spending is proposed civil rights spending divided by the number of African 

Americans in the year the budget was proposed. Civil rights spending as a percent of the budget is proposed civil 

rights spending divided by proposed domestic spending. The unit of analysis is the budget year from 1970 through 

2017. All outcome variables were calculated using constant 2016 dollars. Robust standard errors are clustered by 

president. "Obama" is a binary variable indicating whether a budget was proposed by Obama. "Real GDP" is the 

GDP in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. "Real GDP Growth" is the percent change in real GDP for the 

proposal year. "Real Deficit" is the federal deficit in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. "Percent Poor" 

and "Percent Unemployed" are the poverty and unemployment rates in the proposal year. "Re-Election Year" 

indicates whether a president was up for re-election in the budget year. "Democratic Congress" indicates whether 

the House and Senate were controlled by the Democrats in the proposal year. "Democratic President" indicates 

whether the president was a Democrat in the proposal year. 
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Appendix Table N1. Robustness Checks for Proposed Anti-Poverty Spending

(D 2 3) 4) ) (6) (M ®)

Obama 43,194%  40,853% 47,710% 41,716* 43,163* 43205% 34,725% 37,752%
(3,021)  (15,598) (6,811) (11,462) (3,555) (1,918) (15,689) (7,043)

Real GDP 8.38%* 8.39* 8.34%* 8.55% 8.56%* 8.66* 8.20* 8.59*

(0.79) (0.96) (0.65) (0.57) (0.76) (0.72) (2.09) (1.27)
Real GDP -753
Growth (609)
Real Deficit -4.01

(30.06)
Percent Poor -2,322
(3,764)
Percent 781.62
Unemployed (5,532)
Re-Election 9,406*
(2,661)

Democratic 3,644 -6,914
Congress (10,643) (22,660)
Democratic 14,626 -167
President (28,502) (45,025)
D Congress* 28,168
D President (18,757)
N 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48
Adjusted R? 85 85 85 85 86 87 85 .89

* p <.05, p-values are derived from two-tailed tests

Robust clustered standard errors in parentheses

Note: Spending proposals are measured in millions of 2016 dollars. The unit of analysis is the budget year from
1970 through 2017. Robust standard errors are clustered by president. "Obama" is a binary variable indicating
whether a budget was proposed by Obama. "Real GDP" is the GDP in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal
year. "Real GDP Growth" is the percent change in real GDP for the proposal year. "Real Deficit" is the federal
deficit in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. "Percent Poor" and "Percent Unemployed" are the poverty
and unemployment rates in the proposal year. "Re-Election Year" indicates whether a president was up for re-
election in the budget year. "Democratic Congress" indicates whether the Congress controlled by the Democrats in
the proposal year. "Democratic President” indicates whether the president was a Democrat in the proposal year.
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year. "Real GDP Growth" is the percent change in real GDP for the proposal year. "Real Deficit" is the federal 

deficit in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. "Percent Poor" and "Percent Unemployed" are the poverty 

and unemployment rates in the proposal year. "Re-Election Year" indicates whether a president was up for re-

election in the budget year. "Democratic Congress" indicates whether the Congress controlled by the Democrats in 

the proposal year. "Democratic President" indicates whether the president was a Democrat in the proposal year.
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Appendix Table N2. Robustness Checks for Proposed Civil Rights Spending

(1 (2) (3) 4) (5) (6) (7 (8)

Obama 200.53* 117.29 204.20*  73.08 203.22* 210.38* 175.37 210.82*

(45.59) (82.01) (86.01) (71.80) (51.55) (54.34) (188.35) (90.94)
Real GDP 0.08* 0.08* 0.08* 0.09* 0.08* 0.08* 0.08* 0.08*

(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.001) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.001)
Real GDP -11.12
Growth (8.09)
Real Deficit -0.12

(0.08)
Percent Poor 3.75
(21.85)
Percent 50.01*
Unemployed (26.63)
Re-Election 96.55*
(25.78)

Democratic 0.12 -100.71
Congress (68.22) (55.90)
Democratic 56.09 -83.19
President (301.11)  (60.84)
D Congress* 263.19*
D President (123.70)
N 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 48
Adjusted R’ .82 .82 .81 .85 .82 .81 .82 .84

* p <.05, p-values are derived from two-tailed tests

Robust clustered standard errors in parentheses

Note: Civil rights spending proposals are measured in millions of 2016 dollars. The unit of analysis is the budget
year from 1970 through 2017. Robust standard errors are clustered by president. "Obama" is a binary variable
indicating whether a budget was proposed by Obama. "Real GDP" is the GDP in billions of 2016 dollars in the
proposal year. "Real GDP Growth" is the percent change in real GDP for the proposal year. "Real Deficit" is the
federal deficit in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. "Percent Poor" and "Percent Unemployed" are the
poverty and unemployment rates in the proposal year. "Re-Election Year" indicates whether a president was up for
re-election in the budget year. "Democratic Congress" indicates whether the House and Senate were controlled by
the Democrats in the proposal year. "Democratic President" indicates whether the president was a Democrat in the

proposal year.
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Appendix Table O. Regressions for Spending Controling for Partisanship

Poverty: Obama vs.  Poverty: Obama vs. Civil Rights: Obama Civil Rights: Obama

Democrats Republicans vs. Democrats vs. Republicans
(1A) (1B) (10) (1D) (2A) (2B) 20) (2D)
Obama 68,776* 26,874*  44,870* 42,215*%  522.38* 521.56* 173.07* 145.11*
(9,377)  (10,369)  (9,221) (20,286)  (9.05)  (58.05)  (20.58) (63.14)
Real GDP 2.28% 9.69%* 8.91* 8.81% 0.02%* 0.01 0.09%* 0.10*
(147)  (2.35) (1.59)  (1.42)  (0.001)  (0.01) (0.01)  (0.007)
Re-Election 11,394%* 9,190* 129.56
(1,240) (2,869) (141.68)
Real GDP -451.09 -16.52
Growth (249.02) (12.06)
Percent Poor -4,182 -3,919* -62.72
(1,368) (1,639) (67.28)
Percent 16,195%* -47.97 105.93
Unemployed (5,853) (48.22) (83.34)
Real Deficit 26.26 -13.99 -0.12 0.18
(14.21) (28.61) (0.11) (0.15)
N 20 20 36 36 20 20 36 36
Adjusted R? 87 89 88 89 89 91 88 93

* p <.05, p-values are derived from two-tailed tests

Robust clustered standard errors in parentheses

Note: Spending proposals are measured in millions of 2016 dollars. For each pair of analyses, two model
specifications are presented: (1) the Obama dummy plus GDP and (2) the Obama dummy plus controls that result

in the highest adjusted R’. The unit of analysis is the budget year from either Democratic or Republican
administrations plus the Obama admistration from 1970 through 2017. Robust standard errors are clustered by
president. "Obama" is a binary variable indicating whether a budget was proposed by Obama. "Real GDP" is GDP
in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. "Re-Election Year" indicates if a president was up for re-election in
the budget year. "Real GDP Growth" is the percent change in GDP for the proposal year. "Percent Poor" and
"Percent Unemployed" are the poverty and unemployment rates in the proposal year. "Democratic Congress"
indicates whether the Democrats controlled Congress in the proposal year. "Democratic President" indicates
whether the president was a Democrat in the proposal year. "Real Deficit" is the federal deficit in billions of 2016
dollars in the proposal year.
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. The unit of analysis is the budget year from either Democratic or Republican 

administrations plus the Obama admistration from 1970 through 2017. Robust standard errors are clustered by 

president. "Obama" is a binary variable indicating whether a budget was proposed by Obama. "Real GDP" is GDP 

in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. "Re-Election Year" indicates if a president was up for re-election in 

the budget year. "Real GDP Growth" is the percent change in GDP for the proposal year. "Percent Poor" and 

"Percent Unemployed" are the poverty and unemployment rates in the proposal year. "Democratic Congress" 

indicates whether the Democrats controlled Congress in the proposal year. "Democratic President" indicates 
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dollars in the proposal year.
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Appendix Table Q1. Spending Proposals for G.W. Bush Versus Obama

Poverty Civil Rights
(1A) (1B) (2A) (2B)
Obama 43,863* 210.40%*
(3,711) (55.85)
G.W. Bush 10,999 98.56
(12,820) (117.49)
Real GDP 8.37* 7.53% 0.08* 0.07
0.77) (1.44) (0.02) (0.04)
N 48 40 48 40
Adjusted R? 85 72 82 67

* p <.05, p-values are derived from two-tailed tests

Robust clustered standard errors in parentheses

Note: Spending proposals are measured in millions of 2016 dollars. The unit of analysis is the budget year

from 1970 through 2017 for the models with the Obama dummy. The unit of analysis is the budget year
from 1970 through 2010 for the models with the G.W. Bush dummy. Robust standard errors are clustered
by president. "Obama" is a binary variable indicating whether a budget was proposed by Obama. "G.W.

Bush "is a binary variable indicating whether a budget was proposed by G.W. Bush."Real GDP" is GDP in

billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year.
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* p < .05, p-values are derived from two-tailed tests

Robust clustered standard errors in parentheses
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Note: Spending proposals are measured in millions of 2016 dollars. The unit of analysis is the budget year 

from 1970 through 2017 for the models with the Obama dummy. The unit of analysis is the budget year 

from 1970 through 2010 for the models with the G.W. Bush dummy. Robust standard errors are clustered 

by president. "Obama" is a binary variable indicating whether a budget was proposed by Obama. "G.W. 

Bush "is a binary variable indicating whether a budget was proposed by G.W. Bush."Real GDP" is GDP in 

billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year.
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Appendix Table Q2. Regressions for G.W. Bush's Proposed Spending

Poverty Civil Rights
(1A) (1B) (10) (2A) (2B) 20)
G.W. Bush 54,793%* 23,651 22,046* 492.78%* 98.56 -19.88
(22,966)  (12,058)  (1,218) (113.51)  (117.49)  (384.23)
Real GDP 6.58* 5.80%* 0.07 0.10
(1.93) (0.98) (0.04) (0.09)
Re-Election 9,849* 10,458 67.25
(3,491) (5,945) (49.03)
Real GDP -819.26 -2.93
Growth (771.89) (15.75)
Percent Poor 947.97 -44.60
(201.32) (71.57)
Percent -3,777 76.76
Unemployed (3,313) (71.99)
Democratic -5,955 -10,025 -37.24
Congress (8,470) (7,193) (55.47)
Democratic 4,397 2,247 -73.18
President (5,547) (2,456) (218.12)
D Congress* 25,053* 29,289* 244.54
D President (6,932)  (4,020) (251.41)
Real Deficit 28.94* 18.68* 0.16
(5.76) (7.25) (0.36)
N 40 40 40 40 40 40
Adjusted R? 50 86 84 46 67 76

* p <.05, p-values are derived from two-tailed tests

Robust clustered standard errors in parentheses

Note: Spending proposals are measured in millions of 2016 dollars. The unit of analysis is the budget year from
1970 through 2010. Robust standard errors are clustered by president. "G.W. Bush" is a binary variable
indicating whether a budget was proposed by G.W. Bush. "Real GDP" is GDP in billions of 2016 dollars in the
proposal year. "Re-Election Year" indicates if a president was up for re-election in the budget year. "Real GDP
Growth" is the percent change in GDP for the proposal year. "Percent Poor" and "Percent Unemployed" are the
poverty and unemployment rates in the proposal year. "Democratic Congress" indicates whether the Democrats
controlled Congress in the proposal year. "Democratic President" indicates whether the president was a
Democrat in the proposal year. "Real Deficit" is the federal deficit in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal
year.
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(1A) (1B) (1C) (2A) (2B) (2C)

  54,793* 23,651   22,046*    492.78* 98.56 -19.88 

(22,966) (12,058) (1,218) (113.51) (117.49) (384.23)

  6.58*   5.80* 0.07 0.10

(1.93) (0.98) (0.04) (0.09)

  9,849* 10,458 67.25

(3,491) (5,945) (49.03)

-819.26  -2.93

(771.89) (15.75)

947.97 -44.60 

(201.32) (71.57)

-3,777  76.76

(3,313) (71.99)

-5,955  -10,025  -37.24 

(8,470) (7,193) (55.47)

4,397 2,247 -73.18 

(5,547) (2,456) (218.12)

  25,053*   29,289* 244.54

(6,932) (4,020) (251.41)

  28.94*   18.68* 0.16

(5.76) (7.25) (0.36)

N 40 40 40 40 40 40

Adjusted R

2

.50 .86 .84 .46 .67 .76

* p < .05, p-values are derived from two-tailed tests

Robust clustered standard errors in parentheses

Democratic 

President

D Congress* 

D President

Real Deficit

Note: Spending proposals are measured in millions of 2016 dollars. The unit of analysis is the budget year from 

1970 through 2010. Robust standard errors are clustered by president. "G.W. Bush" is a binary variable 

indicating whether a budget was proposed by G.W. Bush. "Real GDP" is GDP in billions of 2016 dollars in the 

proposal year. "Re-Election Year" indicates if a president was up for re-election in the budget year. "Real GDP 

Growth" is the percent change in GDP for the proposal year. "Percent Poor" and "Percent Unemployed" are the 

poverty and unemployment rates in the proposal year. "Democratic Congress" indicates whether the Democrats 

controlled Congress in the proposal year. "Democratic President" indicates whether the president was a 

Democrat in the proposal year. "Real Deficit" is the federal deficit in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal 

year.

Poverty Civil Rights

G.W. Bush

Real GDP

Re-Election

Real GDP 

Growth

Percent Poor

Percent 

Unemployed

Democratic 

Congress
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Appendix Table R. Predictors of Spending Proposals for Obama's Predcessors

Poverty Civil Rights
Real GDP 9.46* 0.08*
(0.82) (0.02)
Real Deficit 41.41%
(16.70)
Re-FElection 12,871%*
(3,545)
Democratic Congress -9,243
(7,944)
Democratic President -14,618%*
(5,957)
D Congress*D President 41,734*
(13,328)
N 40 40
Predicted R .82 0.64

*p <.05, p-values are derived from two-tailed tests

Robust clustered standard errors in parentheses

Note: Anti-poverty and civil rights spending proposals are measured in millions of 2016 dollars. The unit of
analysis is the budget year from 1970 through 2009. Robust standard errors are clustered by president. "Real
GDP" is the GDP in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. "Real Deficit" is the federal deficit in
billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. "Re-Election Year" indicates whether a president was up for re-
election in the budget year. "Democratic President" indicates whether the president was a Democrat in the
proposal year. "Democratic Congress" indicates whether the House and Senate were controlled by the
Democrats in the proposal year.
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Poverty Civil Rights
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(7,944)

  -14,618* 

(5,957)

  41,734*

(13,328)

N 40 40

Predicted R

2

.82 0.64

* p < .05, p-values are derived from two-tailed tests

Robust clustered standard errors in parentheses

Real GDP

Real Deficit

Re-Election

Note: Anti-poverty and civil rights spending proposals are measured in millions of 2016 dollars. The unit of 

analysis is the budget year from 1970 through 2009. Robust standard errors are clustered by president. "Real 

GDP" is the GDP in billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. "Real Deficit" is the federal deficit in 

billions of 2016 dollars in the proposal year. "Re-Election Year" indicates whether a president was up for re-

election in the budget year. "Democratic President" indicates whether the president was a Democrat in the 

proposal year. "Democratic Congress" indicates whether the House and Senate were controlled by the 

Democrats in the proposal year.

Democratic President

Democratic Congress

D Congress*D President
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Nominate Scaling Across All

Nominate Scaling for Minority

Issues Issues
Number of Legislators in Scaling 11,976 7,068
Number of Votes in Scaling 92,182 5,753
Correctly Predicted Votes 87.2% 88.3%
APRE 0.62 0.66
GMP 0.75 0.77

Note: APRE refers to average proportional reduction of error. GMP refers to geometric mean probability.
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Nominate Scaling Across All Issues

Nominate Scaling for Minority Issues

Total Votes Correcill}(l) tl;rsedicted Total Votes Correcil/}; tf;rsedicted
Obama 766 95% 35 100%
G.W. Bush 813 93% 27 78%
Clinton 1,084 89% 57 95%
H.W. Bush 642 87% 63 90%
Reagan 1,442 89% 82 89%
Carter 1,039 87% 71 87%
Ford 450 83% 26 69%
Nixon 921 89% 131 81%
Johnson 1,252 88% 311 96%
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