
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND .BUDGET 


WASHINGTON, D,C. 20503 


June 28, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR CAROL RASCO 

BRUCE REED 

FROM: 	 Isabel Sawhil~ 

SUBJECT: .uGood conduct- waivers 

At our meeting with the President on June 18, he seemed quite interested in having a 
list of -good conduct- proposals and a strategy for dealing with them. The attached 
list was put together by Richard Bavier, our most knowledgeable career person on this 
set of issues.· Waivers intended to promote training or employment are not included, 
but note that ·good conduct" policies generally are just one element in larger 
demonstrations wherein policies to promote employment dominate. 

Also attached, for your information, is an article I wrote last year on this topic. It 
suggests some criteria against which we might judge such proposals, such as 
effectiveness and fairness. It also argues that (within limits) the tax-paying public has 
a right'to insist on -good conducta as a condition of providing assistance, even when· 
there is no guarantee that this will change people's behavior. I think that the 
President is right that we need a lot more attention to this set of issues, and would be 
happy to work with you to structure some additional staff work, and discussions 
among ourselves and with him, if that would be appropriate. 

Attachment 

cc: 	 Alice Rivlin 
Elaine Kamarck 
Mary Jo Bane 
David Ellwood 
Richard Bavier 



June 28, 1993 

Good-conduct Policies in Welfare Demonstrations 

To be included on this list of State-designed good-conduct welfare policies, a policy must aim to promote desirable 
behavior among welfare recipients beyond the usual areas of employment and child support. All of the policies included 
are part of Sta.te demonstrations with waivers under section 1115 of the Social Security Act. Typically, the State 
demonstrations include other elements besides these good-conduct policies, but those other elements are not described 
here. 

State Policy Consequence 

Arkansas Family cap - limit AFDC benefit to the Bearing additional children while on AFDC 
(recevjed by HHS number of children in the family at the time reduces per-capita income of family. 
1/14/93) of initial certification. (Some exceptions 

permitted.) 

Califomia Family cap - limit AFDC benefit to the Bearing additional children while on AFDC 
(waivers approved but number of children in the family at the time reduces per-capita income of family. 
good-conduct elements of initial certification. 
of demo defeated as 
ballot initiative) 

Require minor:-mothers to live with their Family is otherwise ineligible for AFDC. 
parents.1 

1 This policy is an option under the Family Support Act of 1988, and does not require a waiver. However, several States, including 
California, Vermont, and Wisconsin, will implement the policy as part of a broader welfare reform demonstration. Delaware, Maine, Michigan, 
Nevada, the Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico will implement the policy statewide without waivers. 



State 

Georgia 

(approved 11/17/92) 


Illinois 
(pending in HHS, State 
is rethinking proposal) 

Iowa 
(received by HHS 
4/29193) 

Maryland 
(approved 6/30/92) 

Policy 

Require AFDC parents to immunize their 
pre-school children. 

Family cap - No AF"DC increase when a 
child is born to a family on the rolls for 24 
months or longer." 

Incentive payment to honor" roll students in 
AFDC families. 

Do not count as income deposits to savings 
accounts when purpose is for education, 
homeownership, and business start-up. 

Preschool children of AFDC recipients must 
receive EPSDT health screening and 
services. 

School-age children must receive annual 
preventive health check-up. 

Learnfare - School-age children must meet 
school attendance requirements. 

Pregnant women must receive regular 
prenatal care. 

Consequence 

Failure to comply leads to a sanction 
process that may result in removal of the 
parent's needs from the AFDC grant (e.g., a 
three-person family would receive a two­
person family grant). 

Bearing additional children while on AFDC 
reduces per-capita income of family. 

Increased family income. 

Increased family resources and financial 
progress towards one of permitted 
objectives. 

Sanction of $25/month for each child not 
receiving screening. 

Sanction of $20lyear for each parent or 
child not meeting attendance standard. 

Sanction of $25/month for each child not 
meeting attendance standard. 

Sanction of $14/month. 



State 

Missouri 

(approved 10/26/92) 


Ohio 

(approved 1988) 


Oklahoma 

(received by HHS 

12128192) 

Oregon 

(approved 7/15/92) 


Vermont 

(approved 4/12193) 


Policy 

Learnfare· School-aged AFDG parents and 
dependent children must meet high-school 
attendance requirements. 

Learnfare· Families of school-aged AFDC 
children receive bonus for good attendance, 
reduced payment for failing to meet 
standard. 

Learnfare • AFDC children aged 13·18 
required to remain in school until graduation 
or aGED. 

Require participation in mental health or 
substance abuse treatment programs if 

. needed to progress toward self-sufficiency. 

Require minor parents to live with their 
parents or with other approved adult 
supervision. 

Consequence. 

Failure to comply leads to a sanction 
process tha:t may result in removal. of the 
~tudent's needs from the AFDC grant (e.g., 
a three-person family would receive a two­
person family grant). 

Higher or lower grant based on attendance. 

Failure to comply leads to a sanction 
process that may result in removal of the 
student's needs from the AFDC grant (e.g., 
a three-person family would receive a .two­
person fam ily grant). 

Failure to comply leads to a sanction 
.process that may result in removal of the 
parent's needs from the AFDC grant (e.g., a 
three-person family would receive a two­
person family grant). 

Family is otherwise ineligible for AFDC. 

:. 



State 

Wisconsin 
(several approved in 
1987 and 1992) 

Policy 

Require minor parents to live with their 
parents. 

Family cap - reduce increase for additional 
children born while parents are on AFDC. 

Do not count up to $10,000 savings as 
available resources if it is to be used for 
approved purposes. 

Learnfare - Children in AFDC families must 
meet attendance requirements. 

Consequence 


Family is otherwise ineligible for AFDC. 


Bearing additional children while on AFDC 
reduces per-capita income of family. 

Increased family resources and financial 
progress towards one of permitted 
objectives 

Failure to comply leads to a sanction 
process that may result in removal of the 
student's needs from the AFDC grant (e.g., 
a three-person family would receive a two­
person family grant). 
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COMMUNITARIAN WELFARE 

The New Paternalism: E01'ned Welfare 

ISABEL V. SAWHILh 

In the early 1991ls, a new debat!! has broken out about what 
wellare recipients should and should not be expected to do. In part, 
it is prompted by a fisnl crunch At the sfate It!'Yel that has given new 
im~ to a· whole new set of proposalB to link welfare beMfits to 
'good' behavior-the so-ailled new paternaJjsm.. In Wisconsin and 
Ohio, for ~ample,. welfare benefits may be withheld if recipients or 
their d\i1ch:m fail to attend echool on • regularbasis. The RepublkBn 
governor of Wisconsin has proposed both to cap benefits after the 
first cltild and to providea marriage bonus. In California, another Re­
publican governor, Pete Wilaon. has announced a ballot initiative 
that would not only cut welfare benefits by up to 25 perc:ent. but 
wOuld among other thing9, deny extra benefits to those who have 
additional clUJdMt while on welfaft> and requin! teenagers on wei· 
fart' to live with a parmt or guardian. New Jersey recmtly passed a 
statute, endomed by both Democrats and ~bJicans, that disallows 

- extra benefits for motlwrs who have children whlle on welf.are but 
coup,," this witn job training and more geRel'OWl benefits (or ~ 
who many or go to work. And the DemOCTatic governor0(Maryland 
has joined. Ute movement by prO~ing a cut in welfare benefits for 
those who fail to get preventive health care, pay their rent rt'gularly, 
or keep their cltildnm in school. 

The reaction to these proposals it at least as interesting a. the 
measures thiE'mselvee. Critics, including many experts, have noted 
the fIOInetimeB punitive nature 01 these "reforms;" have worried 
about their possibly racist overtont'8, and have scoffed at the soda) 

enginl!'ft'ing involved. Oefendf.'J"S, including most ordiNlry middle-­
class citiz.eoN, 5ft such proposals as eminently fair and .s It coristnlc­

'Hi THFA~c:.f,"'rn'(II.~''''·I''I''V.~r",.....~",,", 

five response to the I!Ielf.destnldive behaviors that give rite to much 
poverty and we1fa~ d~pendency in the first place. Who is right, and 
bow should we evaluate these proposals? 

SOME HmORV 

The debate- is not a new ORe. Whm the architects of the SocIal 
Security system'in the 19~ decided that most of its benefits would 
be baged on a history of individual work·related contributions, they 
made an exception for payments to widows and their chiJdren, What . 
beganas a timan program0(aid to dependent childreh-One that was 
mpposedtO fade away whm their widowed motbenl again became 
801M brNdwinners' dependent&-l:nushroomed into a majoT part of 
the social safety net as divorce and out-of-wedlock childbearing 
sweUed the ranks of eligible single parents. While ~ questioned the 
appropriateness of such aSsistance during the 1960sand 19705,by the . 
19809 tbese changes in family cOmposition, and a concomitant in-­
crease in the welfare roUs,had etched themselves on the national 
coTl8Ciousnesa, Betting the stage for a conservative beddash. And a 
backlash there was. The Reagan administration;. with the help of its 
ooNervalive aBies in the intellectual community, began to articulate 
a new view of the welfare system, arguing that it was the cause of 
poverty and not the solution. .Mainstream scholars countered that 
there was little or no empirical evidenceJo support this charge. ­

'By the end of the decade,. the debate seemed to have reached a 
new equilibrium with tM passage of the Family Support Ad of 1988. 
This legislation emphasized the reSponsibility of fathers 10 pay chUd 
support and of mothers to participate in education and training thai 
would move them toward self-sufficiency. At the same time, the 
governmenf committed itself to funding the training and other 
services that would make self-tlUfficiency possible. Welfare in return
for work, or the willingness to prepare for work, was the new rule. 
With SO many aUddle-clus mothers in the work force, taxpayers 
were less willing to pay low-income mothers to stay home with their 
dtitdren. A welfare system out of step with middle·dass norms and 
behavior'S could not survive. The new paternalism of the 1990.s is arso 

an attempt to bridge thill gap. 
I 
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MOSf IIlHAVIQR IS DIFFICUlT 10 MODIfY 

One reason supporters of the Family Support Act had pweYailed 
was beca~ there was evidence that training prognuns for welfare 
tnotJuon worked. This is much less clear in the c:ase of the new 
propouls. Several studles'suggest that decisions to marry and to 
have children are, at best. only modestly affected by the kinds of 
incentives one c.an build into the ~ltare system. Dec:isions to work 
or to stay in school may be somewhat more open to suc::h inftut!nCe. 

1M- effeds on behavior also depend on'the magnitude of the 
incentive proVided and thl'wayinwhich it isdelivered. A bigenough 
Incentive delivered in a user-friendly and supportive fashion can 
have an impact. There al"!!' n1l1DftOU8 examplesof'programs that have 
changed peopie's lives, amoRg them the "J Have a Dream" program 
that promised conege tuition to those Who finished high sdloot, the 
workfare experiments of the early 1980s, and even (!lOme daim) a 
Planned Parenthood program in Colorado that paid teenagers not to 
become pregnant. Each oE" tJuose programs UgeS carrol8 rather than. 
sticb and combines,rewards with heavy doses of counseling and ' 
other &ervice5.' , 

On t,he other hand, a legislatively mandated evaluation of the 
'WiacoNin Leamfare program,. desigMd to improve school atten­
danCl! of family memben on AFDC. "'did not find improvements in 

, attendance'" in high lICbool or midclJe. school students studied: In a 
congressional hearing presided over by Senator Danll'1 Patrick 
MOynihan, .. diverse panel 01 welfare experts all agreed that govern­
ment aHempts to change pt'1"8OnaI behavior, such as childbearing or , 
marriage, with • system of rewards and punishments probably 
would notdo much. As 00l'panelist arguecL '1Tlhe mOlt likely elfed 
is no effectat aU. We haveevay INIIOll to believe that recipients wiU 
resist changes in their penonal behavior..... 

An said .nd done, while we don't know everything we should ' -=:t' 
LO about the potential of these and oilleT' intl'rVentions to move people 
-=:t' 

toward self-sufficiency, it is dear that many of ~ simpleminded 
Cl economic incentives that the public beUeves will dtange people's 
~ behavior may not. 
("") 
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PUIUC ATmUDES MATtER 

If the public were convinCed of thi9, how much difference- would 
it make? Would mOn! exposure to Wormation about the relationship 
between welfare benefits and mam.age cause the citizens of Califor­
nia to reject their govl'mor'a baOot initiative? I doubt it: "'Effective­
ness'" is not the only issue here. Morality, or ronfonnlty with social 
nonns, al90 matten. The public wants to distinguish between thl' 
deserving and the undeserving poor, and to set conditions on the use 
of its "ha.rd-earned" money. (paul Taylor of theWa"'illgfoll Post 
~ports that when Pn!sident Bush c:ondemned welfare dependencyfn 
his 1992 Sta~e of the Union Add.resa, ht'received his secQn.d-highl'st . 
marks of the evening from'. focus group armed. with devices that ' 
provide instant feedback.) WMther one likes it or not, this is a (act of 
political life. Community expectations and values Are registered 
through the political proa!IS and cannot be ignored. AdvoCates for 
the poor have long had to live with the rality that Bingle mothers are 
considered more deserving than equally poor men. and that ass.. 
lance for the elderly poor is mol"!!' popular than for their younger 
counterparts. 

, Such distindions apply not just to who deserves assistance but 
also to the form in which such aasi&taMe is provided. 1"he public is 
willing to provide noncash benefits to the' poor. such as food stamps, 
ev~ though there uno evidente that such eannarkedbenefits 
'incn!Pe spending on food. Indeed, providing cash instead of food 
8tamps would be administratively cheaper, provide more freedom of 
choice,and be less demeaning to the poor. But libftals havelong since 
leam.ed that 10 cash out the food stamp program woUld almost 

;io~ certainly diminish the total amount of usistanoe available. In the 
aarne way, they .may come to 8Cce-pt that conditioning auistan<!e Oft 

behavior may be the political price they have to pay for continued. 
support of the welfare system, even whl'n they disa~ with the 
moral premises of thl' policy Itself. 

What I am asserting here is .. cOmmunity's right (subjed to 
COII8titutionallimitations) to ~pteIS its values through the political 
system.lf-itssentiments and beliefsare wrongheadl'd, thl'ft it is up to 
those who disagree to change rather than to override,public opinioIi. 

I 
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In ft!a!!I'It d«ades, thoR J.iberaJ. who haft aggrNdvety a88l'l'teCl 
individualrightsov6C1011Ununityconcemshawendedupalien.ating 
much of the public. In IUs book,. Libmrl PurpostS, William GaIston has 
.rticu1a~ the probJftI\ WlPU: 

In the past genetation...important ~within both Ameri­
can academia and public life have embrat"ed understandings 
of liberalism perot!'ived, With somE' justification, as h06tile 10 
traditional moral understandings. The regult has been a . 
di.'Jasteor for progreesive politic:s. Ifwlf-styled libere1ll cannot 
accommodate, and ~ theirdepmdenceon, themoral 
restraints espouaed by ordinary citizeN;, liberalism cannot 
regain in practice the general acceptance needed to guide 
public Jjfe in a constitutional den\OC1'acy. 

Uberals are awale of the erosion of pubIk support for P'''I9'''''' 
five polides. but their most common reaction has been an attempt to 
rebuild support by emphasizing more uniYerlilaI policiea, rather than 
by accommodating the moral 8el\Sibilit:ies of the middle cla.. Social 
Security is the historical paradigm of a universal program that has 
donemoretohe-Ipthe poor thanaU of the m~tested programs put 
together, bat which hal bedrock public: support bec:au.se of its inclu· 
siveneM. Proposals for universally 8Ubsidized day (aft, national 
health insura~, and tax credits IOtt familim with children ale the 
modernanalogues.Theproblernisthat IUChprogramsareenormously 
expt!:I\5ive. Moreover, the popularity 01 Sodal Security may have as 
much todo with its contributory dutractft'as withitsbroad <lOverage. 
Even if we amid afford. a guaranteed in<lOllle for every American 

JUong the lines propoeed by George Mc:Covern, it wOuld almost 
<:WtIinly not pas. muster. Public support cannot bto bought by 
delivering assistance to everyone. It can be bought by malting such 
assistance conditional 01\ work orother widely approved behaviora. 

Politkal support for the newpatemalisrn is not lhe only iasue. 
There canHsuch. thing as too much governmentby publicopinion. 
The popular will should be filtered through the legislative process. 
The fad tnat Governor Wilson's proposals are being put on the- batIot 
rather than debaled in the legislature is significant, because it elimi­
nates the kind of considered judgments and education of lhe ci.ti­
zeruy by its elected representatives that we should expect in a 
democracy. The voters .... C'W'J'et\tIy not as weD informl'd as the 

om -nu: ,,~~'" fY'IUMY "Tl"T'Y • fO:f'VJIIJr. 1QQ't 

... 


people they elect. Por4!'IWDPJe. the J*SibiUty that the publicexpem 
far II\OJe behavioral change from the new pateman.m than it am 
pcl'IIIIoibly dellvn- has already been notl'd. Moreover, the- tensions 
between individual rights and oomm~nity <:ona!I"n& are real and 
amnot be resolved except by considering each case on its merits and 
evolving reasonable compromises. 

INDMDUAL UIUfIES MUst If PIOI'ECftO 

A.rIother reaction from rights-oriented hDerals has been to oon­
jull! up worst-ca~ scenarios and anecdotes 18 argumenta against lhe 

MOW paternalism. It is not hard to paint a portrait of America ciral 
1994 that would give George Orwell a ran for his 11'ION!f: welfare 
mothers being lorced to have abortions or &terilizat:ioDs beCause 01. 
erwise they would be denil'd extra money for additional children; 
parentsbeingblaclcmailed by their pote'I'Itially truantchildren into In­
appropriately submissive behavior ('1 wiD buy you a gun ifyou go kI . 
edlool tomorrow"); teenage mothers being t'ora!d to lift with abo· 
sive parents al a condition ofreceiving assistance, and so forth. In the 
end. we mustdecide which is the greater threat lodemoaacy ind the 
individual freedoms that democracy pnmli8l!S: occasional specific 
abuses of the rorrcive power of t'he state by those who support 
reuonabIf' versions of the new paternalism or a broader badduh 
against the entire system fomented by the David Dukes of the world 
end fueled by ~tof tMUlestyle& of the poor. Specific abuaes" 
can be curtailed by administrative safeguards (such as exceptions, in 
cases ofconIlic:t or abuse, to the rule that teen mothers must live with 
a parent); Bul the only defeNIe against a populist backlash is to align 
policy with maiNtream vaJues. 

PAl'IINAUSM SHOUJ.D" 8E MNHANDED 

One issueIs labness. IfpateTnalism isgood for the poor, Itshould 
"be good Ear the ric:h and the middle da.. as well Indeed, if il • nol 
applied in en evenhanded way, then charges of racism, cla.Mitlm, and 
8eJdsm rany more weight. II tax poli.ci.ee are moving in thp direction 
ofmaking dlowal'lO\!s for family size amongthe working poorand the 
middle da., as they seem. to be these d.ys, then denying the welIare 

http:poli.ci.ee
http:bec:au.se


populatiOn equal treatment M'lI!'INI unfair. Or, to talce another ex­
CD ample, imagine denying roDege aid from public 1IOun:e5 to middle­C) 

0.: 	 daBS kids who cut their cla.ues or Medicare to elderIy c:ilizena who 
don't get annual checkups. The precise analogies to the new patemal­
ism may seem a bit farfetched, but the generaJ point is not. Proposals 
to tie public health insurance to personal lifestyle (e.g., smoking> or 
college loans from public soura.'lS to academic performance in high 
school have as much mmt as the new paternalism for welfare 
recipients, Imposing similar Conditions mr1yon the poor ,smacks of 
just the kind of tyranny of the majority that a rights-based liberalism 
com!ctly warns us against. 

lNaNnVES NEED 1'0 BE ACCOMPANIED IV SJl'ECIAC FOIMS Of 

HEl' 

One way to guard agaiDst dillcrimir\atory palicie9 is to apply the 
Rawlsian test-that n, 10 imagine oneself on welfare and to Mk what 
conditions one would ronsider fair. As far as it g~s, this is a 
re8aonable criterion. The problem Jsee is that moo of Us who ha'n' 
achieved a mlddle-d8ss lifestyle orbetter have a tendency to imagine 
that aU our normal cognitive and psycho)ogical resources would be 
preserved intact ifwe Weft poor, and that all we would Jack is money. 
But poverty often is rom:l8ive, not only because of material depriva­
tion, but more important, 'b«ause it affects a penon's aelf-imAge and 
sense of control. PoIkiD sItOul4 "ot assllme II arpaeity II' fldllpt imm.edi­
IIt~/y t" middle-class 'IOmf8,Oft 1M _sis of 'P'lrtly ~ici1la!Jft~. 
People need to be helptd to takerontrol of their lives, andnol simply . 
rewarded for doing 60. If work ~ the goal, then training and IUS;" 

lance with finding a job may be the means to make this possible. If 
reducing t~ childbearing, and the welfate dependency that 80 

often follows, is the goal. then making family-planning eervIces II'lOre 

ac:<ll!S6ible. and poor women·.lif~ prospects more promising. may be 

CD eseential. Moreover, people should be givea opportunities to prove 

U") 

their competentt' In IDUlU increments that, because they are ft' ­
....,. 
..- warded, are systematically reinforced. As Douglas Besharov of the 
o American: Entt!'I'pI"iR Ins.titute has ernpba&i%ed, the behavior that we 
~ are trying to achieveneeds to be within realistic reachof the recipient, 
("'I') 

m and the incen6ves that are offered should encourage new modes of 
CD 
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behavior that car. be internalized in the long nm. He also notes tb/t
~ ..~ 

importance ofbeing able to track the behavior inquestion. If lruaricj'!:\ 
for eomple. can't b~ accurately monitored by school authorities and <': 
reported 10 welfare offices, Ihm bonuses fOT school attendance " 
cannot be effectiveJyadministered. 

INNOCINf VlC'hMS NEED 10 8E PR01'(C'1m 

The current welfare system i.a not neutral; it rewards childbear­
ing. We would not give a welfare f1UlU1, a bigger granl jf they wenl 
out and bought a car, but we do when they decide to have a baby. 

Cars and babies, it wiD be argued, are diffenen., To begin with, 
babies aft' not alway... planned. However, this is true of much 
impulsive ronsumption as wen, Beyond this. chOdrm are the mno­
oent victims ofany curtailment of welfal't' benefits for largerfamilies. 
In theory, one can argue that the costs imposed 01'1 childrm.penalized 
under IUch a regime may be more than compensated for by the 
.reduction in the number of children growing up in poor families. 
After aD, we endanger the lives of hostages in order to deter further 
hostage liking. But if smaller. welfare benefits for larger families do 
littl~ to deter additional childbearing, this argument carries little 
weight. The costs imposed on children seem too high a price to pay 
(or encouraging more responsible lertiJity decisions among their 
puent&.. We are left, then. with a diJernma. Wedo not want to reward 
childbearing among those unable to .s~pport their children, but we 
must reward it in order to protect theiroffspring. One way out of, this . 
dilemma is to link welfare benefils not to the numberofchildren born 
but to a willingness to use effective family planning. 

Seen in this context, the propoaal of a Kanlllll legislator to give 

extra money to welfare mothers who agree to Ule Norplant is more 

I't'.MOnabl~ than it might seem al firsl blush, (Norplmt is a new long­

term. virtually fail-sate. contraceptive implant that i.a as safe as the 

Pill and rompletely reversible.) Opponents of the pltm argue that 

poor women would need the money 10 badly that they would, in 

effect, be coerced into forfeiting their right to haw children. But 

where is the right established 10 have children at SOtl\eone else'.s 

expe:rwe? Many middle- and working-class families are financially 
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constrained from havingaddltkmal childn!a.uuI theirpayc:hecb I.f'e 

.not adjusted upwards sbould an unexpected baby arrive on tM:> 

'- 1Cmt\'. ShouldJ~ Sixpack be exp«1ed to Pay for a welfan! motheT to 
have two dUJdren when, partly because of the taxes he pays, be- can 
only afford one" . 

Ii ~ an! tIeriout about protecting bmocftlt victims, we should 
reward conh'aception, not penaliu children; at a minimum, people 
ahould have the- means to effectively and safely plan their families. 

PA1EINAUSM SHOULD .. usm SPARltCLy 

Finally, ~would be wille touse behaviond incentivessparingly. 
The- c.Titeria for their use have been thoughtfully laid out by Robert 
Goodin in his article, "'Permissible Paternalism: In Defense of the 
Nanny State" (Tht R.tspcmsivt CAmmllJlity, Vol. 1, No.3, Summer 
1991). Paternalistic policies an! justified, he argues, in caBell in w hlch 
the slakes are high and individual preferenoes are unstable at incon­
sistent. Take onct' more the cue of early childbearing. 1nestakes are 
certainly high both for eociety and for individual mothers and thl!ir 
children. The public costs of supporting a family begun by a teenager 
(in present value tenns) averaged $17,000 in 1989. Moreove-r, the life 
pJ08ped5 of botb the mothe-r and her children are Iikdy 10 be 
CONItrained. AI a JtSUlt, many women later regm baYing a baby as 
a teeNger and find it lna:msistent with their desire to obtain an . 
education, hold a Job, or marry JOmeOne-otherihan thechUd's fathe!-.. 
SimiJarJy~ surveys show thatlllOlt wt!lfare recipients want to work 
and that most dJUg addicts want to Irick their habib. Peoplf"5 
behaviors and their deep-seated pref'eroences are not always consis­
tent. Policies that alX'Ol'd with the litter aRonIy paternalistic in the 
best senae of the word (assuming that people's deep-seoated prefer­
ences can be reliably known). We undentand this indealing with our 
own children" espedaDy adolescftltt. who are the group most at risk 

r ­ of prematurely damaging their lives. Public policies should be based 
0::1" on similar principles. Using the welfaN system to get people to pay 

c their rent on time~ however. does not INM!'JlI to meet either the '"high 
stakes" or the "deep-sea!ed prefereonc:es" criteria. 

LC) 

~ 
("r') 
0) 

I 
c:.o 

~ ...., 
'14 n.n: .p:TJr\....Ic:ntt:,,-...nn ""'TTY. e;,.w"". •.., 

~ "'" ........... 


..­

IN CONCWStON 

In the end, my view is that the I'I£'W psternalism mustbeseriously 
considered because welfare programs that are not consistmt with 
mainstn.'lam values will never be politically viable and will ce:rtainl y 
not be adequatety funded. At the same tim(!, such approaches are 
only justified under certain conditions. Most important, there- must 
be some evidence that the policies will actually work 10 change 
behavior, or that there is a willingness tocombinrthem with services, 
cou.nseIing,orothermeasures thatal.n helpwrlfare-recipients achieve 
the goals of the program. Otherwise, they are nothing more- than a 
way of pandering to public opinion. Inaddition, paternalistic policies 
an! likely to be more acceptable and be more appropriate when: (a) 
they are introduced as a means to l'1!'W'ard rather than punish and are 
not used as a means to balance budgets on thebacb of the poor; (bo) 

they are applied. in an evenhanded way that does not ditcriminate 
against the poor; (c) theyare designed in ways that do not produce an 
infringement of individual b'berties or creete a new set of innocent 
victims; and (d) the stakes are high. 

In the past, many experts arid advOOItes, because they have 
largely ignored commuNty values, have failed to develop we-lfare 
policies that are effective, respectful of individual rights, and a~pt­
able to the public: at large. This is no mean taIlk. But if we fan now, a 
I'I£'W paternalilllD thai does not work.or is patently unfair, is nol only 
what we will get but also w~~ ~e_will deserve. 

NIIt-Nof\tIg.? 

The U.s. Post Office Ia pnMditg AmeI't.IrIIwith 5 rnimon po&tcan:Is to Ifetlr­
mine wIIid'I of two plcCuras of Elvis PmJev Is to be used In htwlOring him 01'1 

its 1tIimps.ln view of his ~s conaumption ofdrugs.... suggestyou 
.ole "nOne of the abOve: 
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