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TO: David Ellwood, Bruce Reed, Mary Jo Bane 

Co-Chairs, Welfare Reform. Work in; Group 

FRO!!: Fernando Torres-Gil 2~!I 
Assistant Secretary fer Aqinq t'j\ 

RE: Welfare Reform workinq Group COlloerlls/RecolMlendatioll" 

In keepin; with the mission and goals of this new offioe, I 
vould like to make some ~ecommendation" and identify ""veral 
concerns that will have a di~ect impact on aome of the 
populations I sarve (the elderly, persons with disabilities and 
minorities.) I know you will agree that welfare affects every
member of the family and that all issues that may pertain to our 
foous should be raised in the larqer disoussion. I also realize 
that ulti.lllately our lIelfare Raforlll PI:'0I'0sal will involve trade­
offs, but, until such time., I would like to raise a variety of 
issues fClr our :,.workinq group:, 
QM.NPPAREErS AS ClARII'l'Ari!!RS 

, 
Tne issus'of grandparents raising grandchildren is one that 

is rapidly gaining attention. More and lIIore grandparents are 
raising their grandehildren as parents are increasingly unable to 
oare for their ohildren due to financial hardships,
incarceration, .drug addictions, or chronic illnesses. 

o Grandparents caring for grandchildren are entitled to AFDC 
benefits if tney meet the finanoial criteria. A 1~~2 Brookdale 
Foundaticm statement reports Uthere. is no way to estimate the 
number of children beinq raise~ ~y their grandparents who qave 
not been identified by social service 'aqencies,n We shOUld 
consider increasinq education and outreach efforts to 
grandparents regarding entitlement to. AFDC and other benefits.

,,' 
o Grandparents raisinq grandchildren are meetin9 many
challenges including how to address contemporary problems such as 
druqs, crime, and AIDS. In low-income, poorly educat.. d families, 
there may be other compounding issues such as illiteracy and 
homelessness. ,Progratls de.$19'n~.d to' addrass thes!! sooial issues 
must be c;reated with tne perspective of this population as 
potential caretakers., 
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o Both populations (the el~erly an~ children) have 
.historically receive~ little attention in terms ot designing
publio policy. I have conoerns about both populations losing 
much-nee~e~ assistance (AFDC, 5SI, SSA and FOod Stamps) when 
consolidating different programs and benefits under one 
household. Please oonsider Insurinq that the benefits of the 
elderly remain intact when ad~inq AFDC and other benefits to the 
household. For example, if an elderly person applies for AFOC, 
his/her own benefits should not be tabulated in determining
eligibility. 

o Support for foster care tends to be much hlqher than AFDC 
benefits. We should consider whether grandparents or relatives 
raisinq qrandehildren should be entitled to the same benefits as 
state-appointed foster parents. 

" . We should also consi~er whather ;r"nclparents raising 
9ran~ehildren should be tar;eted as a ;roup particUlarly needy
for public housinq assistance, especially if a qrandparent is 
already livin9 on a fixed inoome, is a Hs1nqleU parson (widowed),
is disabled, or is unable to participate in the workforce. 

" Any efforts ·to secure child support from missing parents
should also be continue~ if the child is living with a 
qrandparent. Parental responsibility should still apply. 

" While there will oertainly be a significant amount of 
discussion and attention paid to the needs of "welfare moms,lt I 
woul~ like to encourage the group to think of the broader needs 
of Uweltare carete.kers~ II About one quarter of a million 
households receivinq AFDC are headed by someone over 65. 

o While all of the recommendations regarding qrandparents
rasing qrandcnildren may apply to minority and/or ethnically
diverse populations, bilingual services and programs should be 
creataQ to aotively reach these groups for education, prevention~ 
and all services :rQlatad to movinq people through the welfare 
system. ; 

o Immigrant populations are currently a strong locus of the 
media and a target ot stronq public opinions. While sentiment 
toward these qroups qets emotionally eharqed on both sides, we 
shoul~ attempt to design public policies that provide the fairest 
welfare assistance to these groupSI particularly American-born 
children, allowed by law. 
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DXSA8XkITY eONCDRNS 

My staff is-participatinq on the Oisability Subgroup of the 
Transitional Assistance Group. This qroup is in the process of 
deterlllinin'1 the various needs of persons with disabilities -in a 
time-lilllited system. I WoUld-like to raise several issues 
related to persons with disabilities: 

o We should consider a broad dafinition of "disability" in any
welfare reform discussions. 

o •• % Of women on AFOC report themselves as disabled. 

o Reqarding the two-year time limit proposal:
Those individual with disabilities need extra 

Gupports/extensi9ns to allow them to enter the workforce. Also, 
for parents who are carinq for children with disabilities or 
aqinq relatives with late-onset disabilities, the issue becomes 
even more eomple~. parents may need to stay home and care for 
either or both of these family members indefinitely. 

o Care assessment should certainly play a biq role in 
determining the types of services/supports these individuals 
need. ­

o For the temporarily incapacitated, the two-year time limit 
will have to be modified. 

, 
KUN~.gENEB~bQNAH APFRQACHES 

o By protQctin9 and preserving Social Security and Medicare, 
we oan help assure that assistance will span the qenerations and 
provide security.in later year. to ohildren today. 

o Children and elderly people share use of the dependent tax 
oredit, Medicaid, Title XX social Services Block Grant, and SSl. 
We should consider the negative impact on any mult1genarational 
household that would receive a reduction in any of thOSQ 
benefits. 

o The "sandwich generation" (those who are carinq ,for children 
and aqinq parents) ar4 a group of AFoe moms to whom we must give
close attention. The dual demands looming ahead for many "baby­
b001MarU females must be addressed • 

. 
o We nead to get a better understandins of th4 mutual supports 
and intarqenerat~onal c1e.pendencie's that, shape familiQs~ 

,­

http:security.in
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RE: Welfare Reform Workinq Group Concerns/Recommendations 


I would 11ke to ccmmend the Co-Chairs and other members of 
~he welfare reform workinq 9"oup tor their commitment to maltinq
the reform effort a well orqanized and prOductive process. My 
interes~ in welfare reform, SA you know, is not only a 
professional one as the "'ssi,,~ant secretary tor Aging, a 
qerontoloqlst and a social worker, but a personal one as well.
MY mother 	raised nine children on public assistanoe and in publio
housing. She later returned to the welfare syetam as an employee
and managed the General Relief and Work pro9"am for Monterey
County, Calitornia. She elected to stay bome, raise her children 
and assist others in her eommunity. She was a strong advocate 
fored~cation, pride and dignity wbich resulted in eight of her 
children graduating from college. 

For this reason amonq others, I support the Prosident's 
campaign message and this Administration'. co~itmQnt to welfare 
reform, which spoke to me and the valuable lessons I learned from 
my mother. We must respond to the public expectation for 
upholding critical values ot responsibility, discipline and 
security. I believe, however, that the document should have a 
two-step approach. The specific part ot the welfare reform 
proposal should focus on public assistance, particularly AFDC. 
To integrate other pUblic proqrams (e.g. housing, tood stamps) 
may deviate from what is praotioal. However, I also believe that 
the overall theme of the proposal should inte9rate the broader 
Edministration efforts to provide opportunity and seourity to the 
~erioan public (e.q. health oare, EITe). This proposal, thus,
beoomes one more element tovard meeting our first-term 
obje.et1vos. 

In a4dition, I believe that the thematia part of the draft 
must be promoted in suoh a way that we re-deflne the issue of 
welfare for the Am8I:'iean people. We must foeus on poverty as an 
overlying ooncern and promote welfare a8 a safety net for the 
middle and vorking clas8. We must also stress that the proposal
only addresses one aspect of poverty: dependance on pUblic
assistance. 

November 23, 1993 

TO: 	 David EllwoOd, Bruce Reed, Mary Jo Banr;' 
CQ.Chairs, Weltare Re!Qm WQrl<in~/Gr~~,/ 

FROM: 	 Fernando M. Torres-Gil \. { " 
"'"aistant secretary for "'qinq >'/

r" 

w__.Ii.c. 2O:Wl 
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We must also ensure a balance of what miqht be considered 
conservative and progressive approaches. I support the need to 
emphasize a strict set ot valuas within our proposal. They must 
be hiqhliqhted as the main drivinq torce behind our plan. Doinq
this will allow us to includs ideas which may be considered more 
progressive. We must obtain the support ot certain constituency 
groups who want a new soeial contract with the government that 
stresses the values of work, family and responsibility.
Hispanics, for example, believe stronqly in the discipline and 
responsibility of work. universally, weltare recipients have 
expressed the need tor chanqe 1n a system which does not give 
much or any incentive for work. With the proper balance, we can 
sell this document not only to the public that wants reform, but 
avan to those who do not. 

Secondly, we must make sure that we do not unwittingly
polarize the American public. We must be cautious not to 
inadvertently condone competition between tha vorkinq poor and 
welfare recipients. The tone of the document and its public
presentation will set the tone for how the public views our 
intent. Just as we have prasanted health care reform as a 
security issue and violence as a public health issue, so, too, 
can we packaqG welfare reform as a safety net""for all Americans. 

Lastly, whatever we do an4 whatever leqislative process 
develops, we must ensure that we will do no harm to people who 
seek public assistance. We cannot allow persons who receive 
public assistance to be exploited for political aqendas or to end 
up worse oft than they are now. our message is not only one of 
responsibility and discipline, but one of opportunity and 

dignity. 


, By and large, I support the tone of the document. We have a 
qood framework from which to beqin our work; however, there a 
several additional issues I would still like to raise. I will 
have more detailed comments in the near future. 

DAY CARE 

o Day care 1s a critical piece of the proposal and a major
sellinq point. We must have something SUbstantive that indicates 
real expansion to make day care available to all those who most 
need it. I favor those options which result in a siqnificant and 
substantive expansion of day care. 

o This document speaks toward training low-income parents to 
enter the child care workforce. We must distinguish between 
opportunities ror single mothers to work in a Oay-care facility
outside their neighborhood and being able to stay in their 
neighborh()od with their own child.ren. 
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o In a society where a growinq number of families require two 
incomes to survive, many of our children are beinq raised as 
latch-key children with no parental supervision or quidance for 
several hours a day. In instances where a mother (or father) 
stay at home to care for their children, we must be supportive by
allowing parents to have that time with their children. In 
return we can ask them to make contributions throuqh community
work such as, co-op day care centers in neiqhborhoods, deliverinq
home-dalhered meal .. to homebound elderly or disabled 
indivlduale, or working in family planning or senior centers. 

o We might consider starting a set of demonstration projects,
perhaps in public housin9 fagl1itles, to train motherS to start 
day-care centers in their own housing facilities. 

!!!OII-millO!);;" .J'MI!!!'J:II 

o We m\lst require responsibility from absent fathere to ensur.e 
support for their children. I strongly support the child care 
enforcement provisions in the draft proposal; however, we cannot 
"criminallzeff disadVantaged men Who may not have the skills or 
educational opportunities to obtain jobs. 

o Other options of re-payment must bs available. I feel that 
an array of services must be made available to the parent 1n 
order to support and ~ncourage child support payments (e.g.
education, job training, English as a Second Lanquaga). A cas" 
management approach whereby unique circumstances of non-CUstodial 
fathers are used to develop options for re-payment can help to 
avoid even more victimization. 

IKKIiBA~IQU/IKKIgiANTS 

o Imrniqrant populations are currently a target of strong
public opinion. The debate over immigration will become mOre 
powerful in the upcoming election years, both Congrassional and 
Presidential. We must have our own clear understanding of the 
issue. If we do not address this, others will inject imrn19ration 
into the debate. I believe we should discuss this issue soon and 
have a proactive set o~ statements and positions. 

"'DIll LIIIX'; 

o I would consider a time limit for those who are able to 
work--Who have had every opportunity--but refuse to participate.
This will be a selling point to Hispanics and even to a majority 
ot welfare recipients who do all they can to become self 
sufficient. our responsibility is to qive these individuals 
ever~ opportunity without being harsh or punitive. aut When 
~hos. opportunities are not seized, there must be consequences. 

o I believe this time-limit must be multi-tiered, and that 
there must be certain exemptions, exclusions and flexibility.
Theee would refer to certain populations such as grandparents 
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raisin; ;randchi1dren, the disabled or parents of disabled 
children. 

BIlRC!AUOl! 

o I stronqly believe We must provide credit and e~ten8ion8 for 
tbose individuals qoinq to co11eqe. Beinq able to point to 
successful models of welfare reoipients Who reoeive some 
assiatance in day eara and other publie assistanee in order to 
receive two or four-year degrees will be the qreatest siqn of 
proqress. 

o At the vary laast, wa should allow the option of rece!v!nq a 
GEO or attendin; literacy classes. Certainly We should tie that 
effort to overall work experience. Tbe opportunities available 

for education or training must lead to jobs. 


STlfI rLIXIBILITX 

o I believe that it is important that States be held 

accountable in establianinq programs baaed upon strong national 

principles. This would allow state flexibility but also ensure 

that a national standard for the President's objectives for . 

welfare reform is upheld. 


1/!t!!Y!I!m01!! 

o Tha public tocue--as well as the loqislative tocus~-will be 
on the reality of teen-aqe preqnancy, therefore, it is critical 

that we have aomathlnq to say about prevention, edUcation and 

family planninq. 


o We must encourage support for the two-parent family.
HOWever, we must recognize AmeriCa's diverse family structure. 
Sinqle mothers I sin;le fathers, relatives and qrandparents
raisinq their grandchildren are meeting many contemporary
chellenqes and responsibilities. As part ot our public education 
and outreach efforts, we must point out that the family is not 

just about traditional structure, but about takinq care of ona 

another in whatever way we can in order to keep ~amilies 
to!lether. 

I 

In closinq, we have a unique opportuhity to re-create the 
welfare system to work more effectively for the American people. 
~ll oonstituente ere ready for this change. Even welfare 
reCipients, frustrated by the current system, are ready to accept 
eome responsibility as lonq as it is balanoed with real 
opportunity. We ~st respect the tact that anyone of us is at 
risk of needing public assistance at some time in our lives. 
Whether or not we succeed in the near future may not be as 
critical as whether or not we can re-det1ne the debate about the 
needs of vulnerable popUlations and the role of qovernment in 

responding to those needs. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR BRUCE REED 

DAVID ELLWOOD 

MARY JO BA!'E 

Co-Chairs, Working Group on Welfare Reform, 


Family Support, and Independence 

FROM: , Alicia H, Munnell ~ 

Assistant Secretary for Economic,Policy 


, 
SUBJECT: Some Suggestions for Clarifying Analysis for Welfare Reform 

Summary 

The public generally perceives the objective of welfare reform, underlined by all the 
attemion given to the idea of a two-year limit, to be reduction of caseload and savings in 
benefit payments, Whether we like it or not, this may well be the pivotal issue in the 
upcoming debate on the President's proposals. Though the media have so far largely been 
merely trying to find out what they can about our deliberations and to understand the gen­
eral outlines of the proposals, a recent article by Jason DeParle suggests that he is close to 
realizing the importance of the "savings" iSsue. In anticipation. my staff have been looking 
into the question. Unfo:rtunately. they have riot been able, with the information so far made 
available to the Working Group, to arrive at a Set of projections of the savings expected to 
result frolT! welfare reform. This memorandum recom'mends a specific set of analyses that 
would generate the ~stimates needed to prepare for the debate. 

Discussion 

, . Jason DeParle's recent,piece in The New York Times (April 5, 1994), "White Hnuse 
Memo Raises Price Tag nf Welfare Plan," calls altemian to an aspect of welfare reform tbat 
has not received much discussion so far in t~e deliberations of the Working Group. After 

, trumpeting the SS8-billion price tag on the "Cadillac versioo" of reform, DeParie observes in' 
passing that, " 

, While-the plan to impose a two-year limit on welfare benefits sounds like it 
would save money, it would actually be much more expensive, at least in the ­
short run, thaitsimply mailing a welfare check [emphasis added], 

. -, _This' issue appears to have been lost sight of in our concentration on Uadditional" 
costs and revenue-raising, Reducing outlays (or at least the rate of growth in outlays) for 
welfare is-in addition. to rooting out malingerers-the principal. commpnly understood . 
rationa1e for \velfare reform: for the two~year limit in particular. This being the case. 
D~Parie shows that he is coining close to asking the key question: where are the savings? 
Unfortunately, the materials that have 'been made available during the process have 
concentrated on a scorable bottom line rather than on full elucidation of the costs and 
benefits of welfare reform.- As a result, explicit esti!llutes are provided in some cases; in 

t. 
'~ 
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other cases, important information is commingled with offsetting savings. It is would be very 
useful if these obscurities could be clarified, and if direct estimates of caseload and benefit 
savings reasonably attributable to the reform strategy were developed for consideration as 
we prepare to make the ease for the President's proposals. 

In particular. the format for the cost estimates in the tables in the Welfare Refonn 
Briefing Book is of uneven usefulness for program design and analysis. For example. the 
estimates designated "savings ~ case)oad reduction" in tables 1-3 clearly are the savings in 
AFDC benefit payments resulting from the implementation of transitional assistance fol­
lowed by WORK. It is also clear that "savings from child care and other expansion" are 
offsets to the additional costs of providing child care for participants in JOBS and WORK 
rather than benefits of welfare reform. For 4 of the 5 program elements of the parental· 
responsibility initiative, however, the eost estimates are negative because, presumably, the 
projected cash-assistance savings exceed the additional program spending. Such estimates 
preclude calculation of the total costs and benefits of the proposal. It would be very useful 
if the cost tables were expanded to display all costs and benefits separately. 

More important1 however, is the lack of clear estimates of the overall benefits of 
welfare reform. To address this problem, I would like to suggest that a set of tables be 
prepared with ample historical data to provide context and baseline (current-law, if you will) 
projections of cascloao and program costs. The baseline projections would assume that 
welfare reform is not enacted. A useful companion to the tables would be a set of three 
graphs for the years, say, 1970 - 2004, showing actuals for the historical period and the 
baseline projections for the subsequent years. The firs! graph might show the average· 
AFDC participant population, the second the average AFDC benefit (or program cost per 
recipient), and the third the total cost of the program. 

Given the baseline projections, estimates of the effects of welfare reform on the par· 
tieip.nt population, average benefits, and program costs wit" welfare reform should be iden­
tified. It would be useful to have the overall estimates broken down to show the specific 
impacts of the various elements of welfare reform (for example, enhanced JOBS, WORK, 
child care for the working poor). Some of the savings would presumably be realized in the 
near term: for example, enactment of a two-year limit should have virtually immediate, and 
enduring, announcement effects. The analysis already largely completed of the "additional" 
costs of reform elements should need little adaptation to this framework. My staff and I 
would welcome an opportunity to contribute in any way we can, 

The reductions in program costs from the baseline pointed up by this analysis could 
be legitimately poimed to as the expected savings from the two-year limit (among other 
things). The estimates would enabJe us to avoid finding ourselves in the embarrassing 
position of being unable to show whether welfare reform would accomplish what the public 
generally perceives to be its primary objective. 

Attachment 

CC! 	 Secretary Bentsen 
Deputy Secretary Altman 
Isabel Sawhill 

AM~WRC2W!i1 	 April 14, 1S94 
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$58 BILLION EXTRA SEEN 

Drafters of. the Proposal Find 
2·Year Urnit on Aid COuld 

Increase HOl!1i!lessness 

8yJASONINPARLE " 
~ ...T!w '""' YNII "­

WASHINGTON, April. - Pnm­
dent Clinton's plan to ovettutul the 
wclfa~ system oouJd COIIt much 
more In tI':te kmg run than ~Ily 
disclosed, pos.slbty ndding $58 Wilkin 
(0 the natten's welfaR costs ~r It. 
years, according to a confidential 
mem()NIndum pmenteod 10 Mr. Clin­
,on. 

The documt'f'lt also says Mr, CJjn­
um should Imderatand that "m rare 
CITeUmstances" his plan to -enflH'Ce a 
two-year limit on welfare benefits 
could leave famiIJes "homeless or 
unable to cal'!! for their dUldRn," 

'The memorandum, drafted by the 
32 membel"$ of the AdministNitlOO's 
working group 00 welfare, provtdet 
the mosl detailed information yet 
abO\lt tN! tough decisions Mr, Clinton 
faces in trylnlJ to tulfm one of his 
mO$t popular camPAign pled&ea. The 
document 'Nil! d~ a, the only 
Cabinet meetmg: on welfan! that the 
Prestdent has aU\tIJded., on MArdi 22. 

'The memorandum outlines what 
aides a~C8l1mg a "Cadtllae ~on" 
of 0 welfare proposal. but It a:dtnowl­
edges that III C03t may ton:e Mr. 
Clinton to adopt a ~ modest pian, 
Mr, Clinton defern!d thilt deelsioo at 
the Cabinet meeting two wedi:ll ago, 
An Administration offiCial, tpeaking 
on condUeon oI1utOnymlty. predicted 
today (hat Pmkient would, adopt a 
version !.hal WOUld add $35 billion In 
~fare CO$U over Hi years, 

Mr. Clinton has promised todeliller 
a bill WS spring that would expand 
trwninB programs for people on wet. 
fare and rtKIuire mcne sUIi Unetn­
pJoyed afler two years to JOlI\ a work 
program. 

WHITE HOUSE MEMO 

RAISES PRICE TAG 

OF WELFARE PLAN 


Fmand1lg the new pr'OBram bll.$ 
beeome the mollt problemauc allpect 
01 the proposal in recent months:. Cab­
inet orflcill.l.llltave repeat~ty reject~ 
cd the prosram cuts or tax In(:reases 
~ed by mid-I~I officials. 

Alii to Families Wiib Dependent 
Children, the main Federal welfare 
program. now cosu: about S22 bl1lkm 
a year. By 1H8. the lull CllntQtI plan 
woold Incrtaae !.hat figure by about 
$7 billlml a year. acctmllna to the-",.... . 

The memt»'andum ~ that 
long-U!!rm 'I»$ts woold be even great- , 

er thlUl prevlousJy known. Earlier 
estimatu had !Juggested that the pro­
posed cban~S would cost about $15 
billion for the tim f1vt1 yean. The 
memorandum says thalln the .second 
five years of the proaram, COSU 
would more than~. rudtina $58 
billkln O'I1Ir 10 yeart.. The casu liM 
because \he Pl"03ram ., betng lliowly 
phased in. 

While theplan to impose Btwo-yur 
limit 00 welfatt: beMfl~ soundi Uke 
'It wooid save m01l:tty, it WOI.IId actual­
ly be rnueh: IllQre expenllive. at least 
in the Short run, than simply mailing 
a welfare eheck. nat It because !.be 
Admlnistranon will Cl"e1lte lrainin& 
education and child<are programs. 
and subsidize the wages of the reciPi­
ents It puts 1.0 work. , 

The docUmont oulll.nes poastbl~ 
cuts or UlXft tttftl would raise tens Of 
billions of aollars over the nexf dec­
ad~ but It calls all I'If the cptioM 
uru:Iesirable. UEaeh faees serious p0­
litICAl problemll and ranes some- sub­
stantive corteemll," the memoran­
dUM, Aid. TIle documeJU was pro­
yj<it:<! to 'T'be New York TII'Mll by 0 
penon whO argues the money tor the 
_!fan: dlangetl ~ld be: better spent 
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A plan promoted as 
saving money could 
cost $58 billion in 
10years. 

on other programs tor toW-incOme 
Amerleans. 

11te document suggests several 
Sttatetpes for reduCing 1M sse billion 
CQ$~. One would be to reduce Qr ellmi­
nMe Il pr'Op(lsed Ila bUllotl expansion 
ot child care tw the working poor, 
which is Intended 10 ~p parents 
keep their jobs and lIUty nff welfare: 
Another would.be to cut back an $A 
billion eJCpansion Of aid to two-parettt 
ramlllell. which is HffilfU to preYtmt 
fatturl"S from luvtna; Ille home. 

BUt Ole plan argoo: thaI Mr. Clin­
ton eould. not tulfm his poUtica.1 
pledges'wlthOUt prcsemng ~ work 
and tl1UtUng programs that cost sa 
trittlon in tbe first five years, and $2. 
bilUon over the first ~de, 

TI'tt: 9&,pagedocummt devoles only 
a few p$ragraphs to the ptan's poten­
tial to force some dlUdnm into hOme­
lellsnMll or foster care. TMt mk is. 

Innerant In the idea of 11 time limit on 
cash aSSUII.IlnCe. since Without bene­
flu some families coold not pay their 
"",c. 

SupPOnet'!l of lifmt UrniU in both 
politi.cal panies IlSU8lty try to avutd 
dtscusstng me po$$lblltty of home­
leuneu and fcster care, or argue 
IJIlH the limll$ wUl help many other 
poor people by glvmg LlUe'm !1eW in­
cenuVH to find good Jobs. 

In aeltMW1edging the rWtll of.evtc· 
lion or famity break-up. the Cli.ntCn 
docUl'Mflt seta tbef"e wa, "flO ilPP4r~ 
eni a.llemalive" it tI'!e Government IS 
to enforce time limit$. 

"U the ~J1are system is wurtdng 
pf'tl'l)erly, these: failures will be ex­
tremely ntn!.,.· jt said, . 

An aitematlve pian by HOII$(! Re­
publicans has even strieter time lim. 
II$. and therefo~. presumably car­
nes greater risks mat l5U1'ffe famUiu 
will he fQf'ced lnlG \he street. 

http:would.be


The Clinton plan SAys the Instances 
of hOmeleMness or Increased foster 
care could anse when It. parent re­
fuses 'to jom fl won PtviNUJI. U1' 
pertomu lhi!! work LmNIUsftu:Un11y,
In web jnstarlCd,. the plan calls fvr 
tmdlng all cash aid to t.he family, Food 
stamps and ntedi<:nl UK!. would cantm­.., 

The Uve-year casu at $18 bl1liOl'l 
ren«:t abOUt $3 binlon in additiOnal 
expenses thai were not .Ued out In 
prelrious drafts. Tht.Se mc:lude $1.1 
billion to allOW welftlt'e recipients to. 
k.eep n higher percmtage of their 
eamlngs, 1.0 ertcou~ them to work. 

The pt'*lude to ibe fL'tbncing secuon 
Incll.lC:ie It. disclaimer: "Them are no 
easy finam::lna options." It suggests 
pouible CI.ItS \0 fOUT p.,.rams. 

C8ppina the en'Iergtlncy asslStancc 
pro¥lIIions of Aki (00 Families With 
~4ent Childl'H, whtch ma~ 
payments to familw in crisis, COUld 
save as much as S5.tl blUlon over 10 
yean.. Llmlttng the Child Care Food 
Proarllm. wbk:h pnwlde$ lood $ldm­
dies to children In day care, ooukf 
&IV(! '1.1 blll!on In a dl~. 

A Ihlrd suggestion would save U9 to 
Sl5 billion ov~r 10 yt!af'$ by changing 
the w~"are eligibility rules for chU­
dren. who live with arnndpart:nl$ Of 
other relatives. The system now Ai· 
lows higher income: ~lin8! in suCh 
l'!oI.lseboldJl. But the docUment nottt 
that lowenns the Cf!l1mg .. might dis­
COtInlg¢ extendtd famlilet from IIV'· 
ing together" and fo~ $Om~ ct1U­
dren mtO fOJ1~t care.. 

The fourth possible tllt itlvol~ 
paymenUi through the SUppJemerU.Q.I, 
se,:urity InGOtne prognm to· imml· 
grants who are indigent and t'Werly. 
The ~mnum! COUld A:~ W bil­
lion by refUSing ali p8ymenl$ wrtjl the 
jmm:arantJ beCOme cltlums. 

The document suggests dutt some 
Immigrents are abusing U1e pr0­
gram, by mvntng their p./Innts to the 
United Stotesand then enrolling them 
II'! the proaram. But it notes that 
HispaniC and rell8fOU1 iroo:ps are' 
"dt<epiy tl"OUbled" by tile sugetled 
CUtS, 

'!lIE IlEl'AILS 

Reordering the Welfare System 
Administration doCuments show thaI President Clirrton's weffare 
proposal WOUld cost much mofe th8J1 previOUSiy stated, Figures are 
in mlnions, Numl'.lers in bold indicate projected savings, -- ,-­
TOTAL $18.400 

S.lIe ............ 

Plen to allOW states to limit additional 
benefits to recipients having 
$ck:lltmnal children 

,­ - .... ....,.. 
-..... ....... 

E.ulancJed training programs 
IVId associated ChilCk:are costs 4400 12,000 

New work programs 
and assodated chlld-care costs 1.200-­ 14,700 

_1.100 

Child cars 10r WOfi<ing POOt 5,000 16,300 

~andedaid 
11K t'M>Patenllamilies 2,200 .,300 

1,800 4,700 

Plan 10 allow welfare recipients 
tD have htghef assets and earnings 2,900 a.300 

., .-----.J 
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M!;MORANDUM • 
; COL~CIl Of ECONOMIC ADVISERS 

J 

November 24, 1993 

TO: Welfare Reform Working Group 

.FROM: Joseph stiglitz ~~~~~ 
SUBJECT: comments· on draft propos~l 

I am generally impressed with the work which has been done 
in drawing up the proposal and particularly with the way the 
meeting on the 20th was run. The eEA has considered the proposal
and would like the next revision to increase emphasis on the 
broad theme of program integration. In addition t there are four 
proposals, which we believe are consistent with the thrust of the 
redesign proposal which we would like to see added or expanded: 

1) more emphasis on private job creation, with competition 
between providers to create jobs as a part of the plan, and 
opportunities for mobility out of areas where private sector 
jobs are difficult to find, 

2) mcpansion of the family unemployment insurance 

altE~rnative to welfare, 


3) more emphasis on changing the administration of child 
support enforcement to get more compliance and to make the 
system more flexible and responsive to the needs of both 
parents i and 

4) removing barriers to asset development and increasing 
incentives for saving. 

program Simplifioation 

Of the two options proposed for simplification across 
assistaoee programs we prefer the more daring option 2. However, 
we don't believe it goes far enough. If we are to make work pay 
and realize the tremendous potential savings from program 
integration we can not stop when we' integrate food stamps and 
AFDC_ Instead we should bring all Federal programs for support 
of the needy together under one program. Of cou~se we recognize
the political difficulty of doing this l but if we could quantify 
the benefits of such an approach it might be possible to make 
this a major Presidential (or Vice 'Presidential) initiative~ 



If we fall short of this goal. it is not necessary to 
integrate fully all the program rules to achieve much of the 
desired effect on incentives and many of the administrative 
savings. Even if we can only reshape one program, we can 
effectively reshape all programs. A detailed description of how 
this might be accomplished is provided in my memo of November 
18th. Simply, we could decide what level of benefits we wanted 
people in different circumstances to receive, and then use our 
one program to add to what they receive from other programs to 
bring them up to the level we set~ 

This sort of deliberate program interaction is a reasonable 
alternative to the current system where the work disincentives in 
different programs interact to exacerbate each other. For 
example, when states attempt to sanction AFDC recipients by 
cutting their benefits the sanctions are now undermined by 
increases in Food stamps and housing assistance. By using one 
program in a flexible manner to determine the overall size of the 
benefit package we can insure that all proqrams combined provide 
the incentives we want. 

It may also be possible to reap many of the potential gains
from integration of program administration through the use of 
computerized case intake and processing_ Using advanced 
interactive software it is possible for intake interviews to be 
directed by the computer to elicit only the information that is 
needed from each household. The computer can do the job of 
determining eligibility for multiple programs and satisfying the 
different verification and record keeping requirements. Such a 
system also reduces error rates, improves enforcement, and 
reduces the time necessary to comply with changes in regulations. 
Bill Dickens' october 28th memo describes how Merced county in 
California has saved a great deal of money by implementing such a 
system. 

Private sector Employment 

It is extremely important that we put as much emphasis as 
possible on private sector job creation before we begin to 
consider public sector jobs. Private sector jobs give 
participants real work experience and the knowledge that they can 
get regular. employment. This should encourage many to attempt to 
move on to better private sector jobs. A major problem faced by 
those in many communities with high unemployment rates is the 
lack of an effectively functioning job "grapevine." Many studies 
have shown that most people find work through oontacts. When 
many people are unemployed the quantity of contacts available to 
help people find work is lower. Putting people into isolated 
public jobs doesn1t solve this problem. Putting them into 
private sector jobs that are part of an ongoing enterprise would. 
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Traditional approaches to creating private sector jobs have 
been unsuccessful. Tax credits and direct subsidies have been 
tried and produce unsatisfactory results. A different approach 
is needed. We propose that private sector employers be invited 
to compete to provide jobs for welfare recipients. The 
competition would be on the basis of the size of required 
subsidy, wages paid, training provided, and opportunities for 
advancement. We would specify the weight to put on each factor 
to minimize discretion so as to avoid charges of favoritism. 
Given the success of the sYPQQrted work model of America Works we 
should yrge that ANY job urogram undertaken as part of welfare 
reform would copy the America Works program and provide intensive 
preparation and support for new workers~ 

As part of the process of private sector job creation, labor 
force mobility should be enhanced. We recognize that the lack of 
capital often prevents welfare recipients from pursuing job 
opportunities in other locations. Accordingly, we would like to 
see the Welfare Reform Proposal encourage the formation of 
cooperative arrangements between States where AFDC recipients 
would be presented with a low-cost (or no-cost) opportunity to 
move to areas where job opportunities are more plentiful. Care 
must be taken in devising such arrangements so that benefit 
recipients are not coerced into moving to another jurisdiction 
and so that certain states do not become overwhelmed by 
beneficiaries from other States. (This concept was outlined in 
my November 18th memo~) 

Family Unemployment Insurance 

A fundamental problem We must address if we time limit 
welfare benefits is how to provide income support to families who 
are unable to find work. Job stability is a problem for many of 
the working poor and a particular problem for Single mothers for 
whom working and meeting their family needs poses a serious 
problem. We would like to see the demonstration of a Family 
Unemployment Insurance system as a major part of welfare reform. 

Our eKisting unemployment insurance system doesn't meet the 
needs of the working poor with children because the minimum, 
benefits are too low and it is too difficult for someone with an 
interrupted work history to qualify~ We have in mind a system 
for Which parents of children with any work history would 
qualify. Payments would be keyed to the cost of supporting a 
family in the state rather than to the wage the person earned on 
their previous job. The benefit would be needs tested in that 
the wage and non-labor income of all household members would be 
taken into account in determining whether an individual might 
receive assistance and the amount of assistance. Parents would 
accumUlate eligibility for benefits from this program according 
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to how many full-time-equivalent weeks they had worked. 

We see this as a realistic way of providing for the income 
support needs of low skilled individuals when they are not able 
to find work. For those who have passed their two year limit it 
is reasonable to expect that many will face a future of short­
term low-paying jobs. In addition, we may wish to offer the 
working poor an alternative to even starting AFDC which rewards 
them for work and allows them the greater dignity afforded those 
who worked for their unemployment benefits. 

Child Support 

We agree that child support enforcement is an extremely 
important part of welfare reform. We believe that every 
instrument available to the government should be used to insure 
that non-custodial parents do their share to support their 
children~ To this end we offer the suggestion that the 
government be able to attach not only wages and tax returns in 
its efforts to get payment, but also individuals' social security 
balances. 

In suggesting this we are acutely aware of another problem ­
- that the current system of setting child support payments is 
extraordinarily rigid and that most low income men do not have 
the legal resources necessary to obtain timely adjustments to 
their payments when circumstances make full payment impossible. 
In such a system, draconian enforcement of child support orders 
could drive many working poor men out of the system altogether. 
The more we tighten up on enforcement the further out on the 
social fringe we drive people, possibly to the point were we 
significantly exacerbate our homeless problem~ We believe that 
the process of obtaining changes in child support orders should 
be made administrative rather than judicial, or that the rules 
should be adopted that set payments as a fraction of income. 
This latter suggestion would mean that non-custodial parents who 
are unable to work on a regular basis would simply have a smaller 
liability. It would also mean that payments would automatically 
grow with inflation and any improvement in the circumstance of 
the non-custodial parent. 

Even if stronger enforcement does not drive people out of 
the system it is likely to lead to greater reliance on 
independent contractors (reinforcing the incentives created by 
our health care proposal)~ The proposal above for tapping social 
security balances would reduce this incentive since independent 
contractors' social security liabilities are the same as 
employees. 
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Assets 

Access to mainstream education, training, and self ­
employment opportunities must be improved for welfare recipients. 
An essential part of this would enable welfare recipients to 
accumulate an asset base that allows them to cope with 
uncertainty and pull themselves out of the poverty cycle. New 
instruments for building savings, such as an Individual 
Development Account, would encourage Americans to save for such 
purposes such as post-secondary education, small business 
startups, horne ownership, and retirement. Finally, the confusion 
of multiple asset tests among the various welfare programs must 
be eliminated, and asset tests themselves should be reviewed in 
terms of their impact on the ability of welfare recipients to 
save, work, and solve their own problems. 

In many effective strategies of upward mobility, loans often 
complement savings. New methods and institutions are being 
developed that provide the kinds of checks and incentives that 
allow more of the poor to gain access to finance, in part through 
incentives that encourage credit worthy behavior. Finally, many 
citizens now find it difficult to identify the most appropriate 
savings instruments, or to learn the principles of becoming and 
remaining a credit worthy borrower. Educational and counseling 
efforts would enable financial institutions to supply financial 
services cost-effectively to welfare recipients and other 
customers. 

other comments 

Page 4 -- last line -- Rather than state that work expectations 
will begin after two years, we should say that work expectations 
will be present throughout the entire two year period, but that 
after two years, those who can work must work. 

Page 7 -- The option which begins "Support state 
demonstrat:ions ... " seems to confound two options: demonstrations 
and comprehensive case management. We think these should be 
separate options, but the last option on page 8 could be combined 
with the state demonstrations for the sake of presentation. We 
would also like to see the demonstrations option given prominence 
and the discussion of it to note that we have a long way to go in 
understanding how to combat teenage pregnancy and that we could 
learn a great deal from community innovation. We might also want 
to consider how we might evaluate demonstration programs and how 
we could disseminate information on successful programs. 

Page 9 -- Under STRATEGY, we should note that to move family out 
of poverty requires EITe, wages, and food stamps (and perhaps 
other benefits). 
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Page 9 --- The last paragraph should mention income exclusion for 
employer-provided child care benefits (the value is not included 
in the taxable income of the employee). 

Page 10 -- Option 1 contains an item that would require states to 
share in cost of the expanded JOBS program. Given that states 
now do not make maximum use of this program, expanding the 
requirement might be seen by the states as another Federally­
imposed mandate. Also what is meant by "states could count as 
match funds ••• private .• funds. "? 

Page 11 -- Neither option 1 or 2 mentions the problems caused by 
the current regulation of day care. Many potentially beneficial 
arrangements (for example employing welfare mothers as child care 

/ 

workers) are evidently not possible given requirements that
1center workers be certified and requirements for provision of 

services to the disabled. Health and safety standards are a 

must, and we want to provide high quality care, but we must 
balance the quality with the cost. Many rules seem to impose 
unnecessary costs for little gain in quality. 

Page 11 -- We do not favor option 3. We note that it will"not 
provide adequate support for many low income families. Further, 
a refundable dependent care tax credit (OCTC) will provide an 
incentive for taxpayers to engage in "make work" transactions in 
order to claim a large tax benefit. For example, with a 40 
percent rate for the EITC and a 30 percent rate for the OCTC, a 
taxpayer can essentially "trade" child care responsibilities with 
another (or just claim that this is done) and reap a tax benefit 
of $700 for each $1,000 of claimed expenses. This might be an 
open invit:ation to fraudulent behavior (especially given that the 
IRS does not have the resources to adequately audit lower-income 
taxpayers) . 

Page 12 -- In discussion of EITC, we could mention that the 
participation rate for the EITC is around 85 percent, higher than 
the corresponding rate for most other income support programs so 
as not to undermine our reliance on this program as a work 
incentive. The wording of the second sentence should be changed 
to " ... to see the full rewards of their efforts." since people do 
get their wages and may receive advanced payment. 

page 12 -- The suggestion that the EITC be automatically 
calculated by the IRS would require that the definition of 
dependent (for purposes of claiming a personal exemption) be made 
to conform to the definition of "qualifying child" used for 
purposes of EITC eligibility. This will require a legislative 
change (and it is not clear this is altogether desirable). 

Page 13 -- We would hope that the services described in the first 
demonstration could be provided in dislocated worker one-stop 
shops eventually and that no new program be established to 
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accomplish this. 

Page 15 -- option 2 -- Why not pass along a fraction of the award 
rather than a fixed amount? This will give fathers some 
incentive to pay in addition to awarding mothers who establish 
paternity. 

Page 15 -- T~e CEA strongly favors option 3 (eliminating Federal 
AFDC match when states fail to establish paternity when the 
mother has provided necessary information). 

Page 15 -- The National Guidelines Commission might be perceived 
as setting a uniform national child support payment. Is this the 
intended result? 

Page 16 -- The CEA does not support the idea of providing child 
support assurance unless the payments are taken from the father's 
social security account as described above. We believe that if 
the state pays and the father doesn't that sends the wrong 
message about who is responsible for the child. For young
fathers with no accumulated balance child support would create a 
negative balance up to a. reasonable fraction of expected lifetime 
payments into the social security system. We do like the idea 
that if enforcement is to remain the prerogative of the states 
that they should face some sort of penalty if they are 
unsuccessful in enforcing. a child support order. 

Page 17 -- Before suggesting an expansion of the Targeted Jobs 
Tax Credit, we should be aware that the available evidence shows 
this is not an effective employment incentive. We should be 
taking advantage of welfare reform to take the money devoted to 
TJTC and apply it to our work creation programs. We have the 
opportunity to do so if we plan a large private sector component 
to our job creation strategy. Under no circumstance should we 
expand the TJTC. 

Page 17 -- Laws against inVOluntary servitude probably preclude 
mandatory work for non-custodial parents. 

Page 18 -~ Most of the elements of Option 1 will result in looser 
rules for the various types of public assistance. "This will cost 
revenue. Do we have any ideas about the magnitude of revenue 
needed or about how we intend to raise it? 

Page 19 -- The last line of Option 2 refers to the taxation of 
benefits. This is not mentioned anywhere else. !s this a 
serious idea? Which benefits? Why build in more of a work 
disincentive? What about political consequences? 

Page 22 -- We are concerned that case workers should not be given 
broad latitude in writing "contracts" with welfare recipients. 
We are worried that failure by the state to deliver on some 
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aspect of a contract might lead to litigation. 

Page 23 -- A broad definition of IIparticipation" may provide some 
undesirable incentives. Suppose that work is perceived as less 
desirable than attending classes. Then the more problems that a 
person is diagnosed as having (drug problems, poor patenting 
skills, etc.) the longer the person gets to attend classes in 
lieu of working at a job. 

Page 22 & 23 -- The evidence to date suggests that the Riverside 
GAIN model is much more effective than most other JOBS programs. 
Do we want to be more specific about the type of JOBS program we 
would like to see? Alternatively, if we reward successful 
programs might we state how we plan to do this and what we expect 
the successful programs might look like? 

Page 24 -- The section entitled NEED points out that a large 
fraction of the AFDC population may not ever be fit to work, but 
the section entitled STRATEGY does not seem to take this into 
account. Do we intend to carry these people on AFDC 
indefinitely, pay lots of money to develop appropriate work 
opportunities for them, or redesign 55I so that they no longer 
receive AFDC. All of these options are worth considering and 
they should be mentioned explicitly. If we don't discuss the 
problem we will be ignoring the one message we probably heard the 
most in the hearings -- the heterogeneity of the welfare 
population. 

Page 26 _•. top line -- How can the special equity fund "invest ll 

in non-profit organizations? 

Page 26 -- Note that in option 1, the supplemented earnings (to 
bring them to AFDC levels) is analogous to a 100 percent tax on 
earnings (unless the supplement is not reduced dollar for dollar 
with earnings). This is not consistent with IImaking work pay." 

Page 26 -- In the IICapacityl1 discussion, jobs are matched on a 
first-come, first-served basis. Why is there no attempt to match 
job skills to jobs? 

Page 26 -- In the discussion of "Other" issues, the earnings from 
work program positions would not count as earned income for EITC 
purposes. This might be a bad policy precedent, since the 
definition of "earned income" for EITC purposes is quite broad. 
Unless it is clear these payments are really just welfare 
payments received in return for some nominal work, this proposal 
might make an undesirable distinction between types of earnings 
based on the identity of the employer. 

Page 26&27 -- Rather than allowing good cause exceptions to 
benefit payments should we simply have sick days like most 
employers do? If someone becomes disabled and can't work they 
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should be provided for outside the work-welfare system (see 
comments on p24 above). 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OFFIcE: Of" THe SECRETARV 


WASMINGTON, O.C. 20250 


November 23, 1993 

To: Mary Jo Balle 
David Ellwood 

Fr: Mike Alexander 
executive Assistant to the Secretary 

SUbject: Comments on Welfare Reform Recommendations 

Thank you for the oppnrtunity to make the following comments on the welfare 
reform proposal. A!t a new member of the Task Force I feel as if many issues have already 
been discussed extensively before now. It wa.~ clear from Saturday~s discussion that the pros 
and COns of most of tbe issues and options have already heen established. It is difficult to 
contribute at the tan end. However, I do offer the following observations. 

1. Place more emphasis on asset development and accumulation: The recommendation 
on page 22 is that states be permiued initiatives to promote micro·enterprise development 
and allow demonstrations of program rules to encourage s3ving~ for certain purposes. My 
reaction to thi' option is that it indicates a basic lack of faith in asset development as a 
,trategy to help hreak the cycle of poverty. 

However. it should be noted that the PreSident supported Individual Development 
Accounts in the campaign and reiterated his support for this idea during discussions on 
empowerment zone,. Secretary E,py is .lso highly supportive of asset development 
strategies. He has said tbat persons; cannot cOQ,S,ume their way out of poverty ~ they must 
accumulate assets. 

Therefore, r would favor a broader, federally !;upported demonstration signalling a 
higher level of support by the Admin'stratton. Such an approach would make the most 
radical break ",ilb the present philosopby behind welfare (income transfet> to support 
current consumption) and demonstrate the Administration's willingness to try new 
approaches moving in a new direction, 

Here are the specific advantages I sec, especially if we support present proposals for 
individual development accounts or some variation thereof: 
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1) Giving welfare recipients federal incentives to save for the future would, for the 
first time, give many specific reasons to focus on the future as opposed to immediate 
gratification. This is one of the mo;:;t important middle class values that has received little 
or no ilttentlon. Yet, every one acknowledges that much of the !'elfwdestnlctive behavior 
common among SOme welfare recipients stems from the push for immediate gratification 
and consumption, rather than a focus on the future. 

2} This approach would help restore dignity to welfare recipienrs by treating them 
the same as other Americans. We presently provide generous tax benefits :and matching 
funds for federal employees to promote saving for retirement as well as mortgage tax 
deductions. 
111at is because the federal government recognizes the importance of savings and a5set 
accumulation to indivh..luals and to our economy. 

Federal support for IDA's in which recipients receive a matching grant to encourage 
savings would tell welfare recipients that no matter what YOUT presem circumstances, to 
enter the economic mainstream and get ahead in the future you too must be encouraged to 
save. Thar is a basic principle of financial management which is ev~n more vita:! to those 
on the economic bottom. 

3) lOA's could be linked to the 'obs rivnte Ot ubl:c sector, of the welfare 
recipients. The Missouri proposal refers to "Familv Devere :nenl Account.' to encourage 
savings by families. As with present welfare, able bodied people should not be ahle to just 
sit at homo. save part of a welFare check, and receive a federal match from taxpayers. But 
those who work. Or attend school. or job training. shou1d receive the same encouragements 
to S:lVe as federal and other workers now enjoy. 

AlsO, if there are political problems with matching grants, we could use refundable 
tax credit$ to accomplish the same goal. -­

4) Allowing accumulated funds to be u,ed for specific purposes, such as education, 
housing, or to start a small business specifically enC<lurages the kind of behavioral changes 
we seek. It would say to a welfare mother, for example, that if you save for your child's 
education, we will help yoo, . 

Recipients: will see a way out of poverty in the future that the present system 
discourages with asset limitations and pennlties. Saving for a house will help recipients see 
an evemual way out of puhlic housing. Saving for a small business helps those who have 
skills know that we will help them acquire a beginning stake to get started. 

Savings, period, will also provide some cushion in those times when recipients for 
whatever reasons fall bacl-wards, 

7 
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These are ali positive incentives - and we could use more positive incentives in the 
legislation. 

2. ElTe Limitations 

Even though I have nO! heard the arguments for restricting the EITC for people on 
public as opposed to private sector jobs, I do not believe this is a wise policy, It sends a very 
had signalth"t we value some work more than other work, If this is designed to make work 
in the private sector more attractive, then I believe the emphasis is misplaced, 

Everyone acknowledges that there won't be enough jobs in the private sector for even 
those welfare recipients who play by aU of the mles. The President has said this is exactly 
the kind of person he wants to help, Not providing the EITC because of economic factors 
beyond the control of {he recipient lS a punitive measure that only hurts their ability to 
accumulate the a",<ets they need to eventually he self ''Upporting, 

3. Reallslle discuSSion of w<!lrare population and system 

I believe lhe paper would b. strengthened by mOre analysis of the targeted 
popUlation. The American public has many assumptions about weliar. recipients. We should 
not let those false assumptions drive the presentation or the substance of this legj$lation. If 
so, it may win politically. but lose where it counts. That will eventuaH)' hecome an even 
greater political liability, 

I would like to see some discussion in the document about the welfare recipients who 
are striving to make it, who are overcoming incredible obstacles. who are creative and hard 
working, We should acknowledge the few who are irresponsible and who have basically 
given up hope - and state we "ill give them the hell' they need in return for taking personal 
responsihtlity. 

Blit the vast majority want to work, they want to he self·sufficient. they do not want 
a hand out, 'hey would relish the chance to earn their OViD keep, We need to acknowledge 
them and their efforts. We should nOt have a document that feeds negative stereotypes for 
short tetln political gain, This will do nothing to help restore the dignity of welfare 
recipients. 

The document must give a realistic portrayal of the welfare popUlation, Most 
importantly, we should expect them to succeed provided the opportunities are there. Nothing 
debilitates people more than low expectations from others which feeds lower expectations 
of themselves. It should recognize that the population is diverse a.nd that the problems are 
complex. It should acknowledge the difficulty of fashioning legislative remedies that apply 
in :;ome situations but not in oLhers, 

That will put the discussion in the proper context. 
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4. Time limits/ work for benefits 

On pnge 4 \\'e state that this plan is designed to move people off welf~re quickly and 
with lasting results and that the plan will ensure that the vast majority of recipients will 
leave welfa.re in less than two years. 1 dOl1~t think these are plausible statements. Nobody 
believes this can happen q<uekly. I see no need to add to our two yeor quandary by making 
sucb claims. 

Secondly. on Saturday we discussed the issue of what happens when a person finishes 
their public job and cannot find work in the private sector. The point was made that 
guvernment has no obligation to provide a job forever to anyone. 

I believe that misses the point. The issue as I see it is does government have an 
obHga!ion to require work, and to make some form of work available, Including volunteer 
work, to persons who have demonstrated that they want to work in exchange for a certain 
level of financial suPPOrt, Again, these are people who cannot find work' in tbe private 
sector through no fault of their own. 

Providing states the option of reducing benefits for such persons does not solve any 
problem. That may sound like good politics, It is short sighted policy, It merely pushes 
someone who is trying back down the economic ladder and will increase the ranks of those 
who have given up, gone on to crime or some other form of ~ociany adverse behavior. The 
work for benefits option is by far the best, for society and for recipients, 

.As long as a person is contributing to s<Jciety we should be willing to contribute to 
them enough to Keep them from destitution and we should be willing to help them begin 
the process of accumulating the assets they need for the future, I believe ail Americans 
would agree with that. We just need to make opportunities available for them to contribute ~ 
und given the massive problerr.s throughout society there should be more than enough real 
option.s, 

On thtl issue of relocation· I believe that if jobs ate available and certain conditions 
apply, then this option should be encouraged for certain recipients ~ but not mandated. 
Government cannOt be expected to provide enough public sector jobs in Alabama if there 
is a labor shortage in Mississippi. However, there arc few loetltions in this' country where 
tber. are Jabor short.ges. 

http:welfa.re
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5. Parental Responsibility 

After reading the section un parental responsibility. on page 6, I think it could use 
some improvement Shifting the foeus of soclal policy to the message of parental 
responsibility, again, might be good politics with tbe right. bm it will do little to solve the 
problem.. 'nlis mes.sage is important and should be emphasized. But to make it the focus, 
and emphasize it ahead of such thillgS as family planning and positive incentives such as 
guaranteed scholarships for teens who do not get pregnant in high school, school to 'work 
initiatives, etc., is wishful thinking. 

Again, the fOCllS should be on providing teens with tangible re.sons to look forward 
to and plan for the future, A message a'buut abstinen.t.:e from sex disconnected from specific 
initiatives to give teens a reason to believe in a better future win fall on deaf ears. That is 
the lesson of the much ridiculed !!just say no~ campaign, We know what th:.lt has contributed 
to solving the drug problem. 

The paper as presently written will please persons who think: the fundamental 
problcm is a moral one. To be sure, there art:. mora) breakdowns and we should stress 
respollsibility. But I question if that should be the focus of social policy. ! would give equal 
emphasis to positive incentives for the future. 

6. Capping benefits for additional children 

J would limit demaIlsu:ations to $tates with the higbcst bellcfits . ..or restrict states with 
the lowest benefus. States like Missi~<ippi do 1I0t provide enough welfare benefits DOw to 
serve as an in(:entivc for someone to have a child. 

The extent to which young women have ~hildren to collect benefits probably lndicates 
that lhey scc absolutely no other cons:stent source of income, other than prostitution or 
drugs. If so, the real solution to this problem lies in the other changes we are proposing ~ 
not limiting benefits for additionai children. Again, the key is increaSing options. nm limiting 
restricting benefits, 

Especially if we require teenage mothers to live with responsible adults, which 1 
support. provide positive incentives for their futures ~ such as IDA's so they can save for an 
education, provide family planning services, ete., there will be no need to adopt thL, poliey 
as a strategy for limiting the number of children they produce. They will do it themselves. 

We could try it In states. with tbe highest benefits - just to see if it makes H difference. 
But we should not allow states which already provide paltry sums now to put even more 
stress on the, weakest families. Those states should be required to provide those recipients 
childcare. guarantee them a job> etc - so they have to work. 
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7. Refundable Dependent Care Tax Credits 

I favor this option the most hecause it treats welfare recipients just like everyone else. 
Again. this is the best way to restore the dignity of the recipients. Currently we expect them 
to act like us, but have so many policies that treat "them" differently from "us", I am 
convinced that the more we can close these gaps the better off recipients will be. 

8. Missouri Proposal 

Lastly. if you have not already done so. I would encourage you to read the proposal 
from the Missouri Coordinating Committee. It is generally a very positive sounding 
document that focllses more on changing the system than penalizing or scoring political 
pointS at the expense of welfare recipients. 

It is full of positive recommendations for devclopingjob skills, rewarding work, asset 
accumulation, and removing harrier~ to self·sufficiency in the existing programs. 
It is full of initiatives to offer hope to recipients and move them into the mainstream. 
I believe that should be the same message from the Administration. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH &. HOMAN SERVICES Public health Se.",ica 

Wasnington DC 20201 

, . November 24, 1993 

NOT~ TO ANN McCORM!C~ 

Subject: Welfare Reform Document 

Surgeon General Elders has aSked me to submit to you her comments 
on the W~lfarQ Reform document: 

We have rewritten and reorganized the introductory material on 
pago 6 (attochroeoc) ~Q reflect a more supportive tone and to o~ 
include an emphasis on education and pregnancy preventio~. The 
last para9raph on the oxiginal page ~. dQaling with the 
controversial nature of some of the options E should probably be 
retained. 

The pregnancy prevention options outlined on p~ges 7 and S seem , 
to present little problem~ although they are not very specific, 
However, option 4 on page 7, concerning family planning services ~I 
and AFOC recipients, is unnecessary in that subsldized family 

planning services are already available to AFOC recipients

(throu9h Medicaid, for which they are eligible by virtue of 

receiving AFDC support). Accessibility is probably more of an 

issue and the ne~t option adre~see that, . 


In addition , the special outreach ~o AFDC mothers is problematic 1 
for a numb~r of real$ons. Qu't.reach sholJ.id include sons a~~lL...a§ ~ 
ddu¥h~erSI it should begin well before the childran-reach p 
a 0 'esCence and mothers should also receive trninin9 in 
cornmunicat.icm and parenting sk.ills. Al though it: is not ref lected 
in this particular document, an earlier version of this 
discussion had some potential for appearing coerciv<,.'; ben..:aU:';8 of 
its emphasis on Norplant or Dopo Provera as a prefer.r.ed method 
for teens in AFOC families. 

JliJo;ry SQnnotc 
Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary 

for Population Affa.i.rs 

http:Affa.i.rs
http:prefer.r.ed
http:sholJ.id
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ENHANCE LIFE CHANCES AND PREVENT 

UNPLANNED PREGNANCY 


NEED - In 1991, ten percent of adolescent girls in tne U.S. 
became praqnant and six percent gave birth. Most ~f thQSQ 
hirths, nearly 70 percent, were to unmarried girls. Adole5~ent 
childbearing has long been associated with numerous consequences 
tor both mo~her and child. Among theec Are reduced educatLonal 
attainment and employment opportunities for t.he young mothers. 
In turn, poverty and AFDC receipt are more prevalent in families 
bQt)llf\ by 4tdolQoecnte, particuld.rly those 'that are unmarried, and 
the children of adolescent parents are mora likely to become 
adolescent parents themselves, perpetuating the cycle, 

While we know that reduced educational t job and earnings 
opportuni ties are .associated W-1. th early childhearj,ng tit i5 not 
clear that early childbearing itself is always ~he causal factor 
or sometimes only a symptom of a larger problem, Whichever the 
caSA, finding ways to both encourd.ye and help young people 
complete their schooling, develop job skills and obtain 
employmant before becominq parents is a necessar.y goal in any
wel£are reform effort. 

STRATEGY - Basic tenets underlyi.ng any wGlfarQ -dependency 
prevention strategy for youth are that ~ducation and services to 
prevent pregnancy and early childbearing must be available and 
access,ible and that prevontion efforts begln Cl.t any early age. 

A few relatively new sexuality education programs have shown 
promising resul~s w~~h respect to delay of sexual activity and 
increased contraceptive use when sexual activity is initiated. 
These prog:z:ams include information 1'10011"", s6;1(uality and ­
ccntraceptlon and also provide training in decision-making and 
resistance skills, as well as practice in applying those skills. 
~Q'CvJ.ces pro9rams that i.nclude 0 :;troog euuciltion component: have 
also shown promise in delaying sexual activity and increasing 
contraceptive use when sexual activity begins. 

The Administration'g Hoalth Care Plan propo5~1 includes bo~h a 
comprehensive school health education norl a school-linkGd health 
services component for Children and youth. These new initiatives 
will include age-appropriate sexuality education and reproductive
health s@r:vicQ$. 

In line with the message of responsibility underlying the 
Aciministrdti':,;m's welfare reform strat.egy" this proposa 1 addresses 
parental responSibility by emphaSizing the importance of delaying 
Earensho~d until one is a~le to provide the necessary socIal nnd 
economiC support for a ChLld. The proposal also presents options 
for reducing the ~ncidenco of adolescent pre9nancy and 
underscores th~ role of eo~unities in providing opportunities 
and incentives for young people to become responsible nnd 
productive citizens. 

http:underlyi.ng
http:encourd.ye


MEMORANDUM 

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 


November 24, 1993 

TO: Bruce Reed 

FROM: Joseph sti9lit~~ 
SUBJECT: 

IFirst draft comments on draft proposal 

I have attached the working draft of our comments on the draft 
welfare reform proposal. It covers the major points we wish to 
raise wi1:h the working group. We intend to provide you with 
another draft on Monday which will also include a list of other 
minor comments on the draft and supporting material for the main 
points. Our intent here is to give you something else besides 
Turkey to chew on over th~ weekend. 
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allows them the greater dignity afforded those who worked for their 
unemployment benefits. 

Child support 

We agree that child support enforcement is an extremely 
important part of welfare reform~ We believe that every instrument 
available to the government should be used to insure that non­
custodial parents do their share to support their children. To 
this end we offer the suggestion that the government be able to 
attach not only wages and tax returns in its efforts to get 
payment, but also individuals' social security balances. 

In suggesting this we are acutely aware of another problem - ­
that the current system of setting child support payments is 
extraordinarily rigid and that most low income men do not have the 
legal resources necessary to obtain timely adjustments to their 
payments when circumstances make full payment impossible~ In such 
a system, draconian enforcement of child support orders could drive 
many working poor men out of the system altogether. The more we 
tighten up on enforcement the further out on the social fringe we 
drive people, possibly to the point were we significantly 
exacerbate our homeless problem. We believe that the process of 
obtaining changes in child support orders should be made 
administrative rather than judicial, or that the rules should be 
adopted that set payments as a fraction of income. This latter 
suggestion would mean that non-custodial parents who are unable to 
work would simply have a smaller 'liability. It would also mean 
that payments would automatically grow with inflation and any 
improvement in the circumstance of the non-custodial parent. 
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what level of benefits we wanted people in different circumstances 
to race!va, and then use our one program to add to what they 
receive from other programs to bring them up to the level we 
set. 

This sort deliberate proqram interaction is a reasonable 
alternative to the current system where the work disincentives in 
different programs interact to exacerbate each other. For example, 
when states attempt to sanction AFDC recipients by cutting their 
benef i ts the sanctions are now undermined by increases in Food 
Stamps and housing assistance. By using one program to manipulate 
the final size of the benefit package we can insure that all 
programs combined provide the incentives we want. 

It may also be possible to reap many of the potential gains 
from integration of program administration through the use of 
computerized case intake and processing. Using advanced 
interactive software it is possible for intake interviews to be 
directed by the computer to elicit only the information that is 
needed from each household. The computer can do the job of 
determining eligibility for multiple programs and satisfying the 
different verification and record keeping requirements. Bill 
Dickens' October 28th memo describes how Merced County in 
California has saved a great deal of money by implementing such a 
system. 

Family Unemployment Insurance 

A fundamental problem we must address if we time limit welfare 
benefits is how to provide income support to families who are 
unable to find work. Job stability is a problem for many of the 
working poor and a particular problem for single mothers for whom 
working and meeting their f '1 ne~ poses a serious problem. We 
would like to see the emonstra~~ of a Family Unemployment 
Insurance system as a major par orwelfare reform. 

Our e~isting unemployment insurance system doesn't meet the 
needs of the working poor with children because the minimum 
benefits are too low and it is too difficult for someone with an 
interrupted work history to qualify. We have in mind a system for 
which parents of children with any work history would qualify. 
payments would be keyed to the cost of supporting a family in the 
state rather than to the wage the person earned on their previous 
job. The benefit would be needs tested in that the wage and non­
labor income of all household members would be taken into account 
in determining whether an individual might receive assistance. 
Parents would accumulate eligibility for benefits from this program 
according to how many full-time-equivalent weeks they had worked. 

We see this as a realistic way of providing for the income 
support needs of low skilled individuals when they are not able to 
find work. For those who have passed their two year limit it is 
reasonable to expect that many will face a future of short term low 
paying jobs. In addition, we may wish to offer the working poor an 
alternative to even starting AFDe which rewards them for work and 
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MEMORANDUM 
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 

November 24, 1993 

TO: Welfare Reform Working Group 

FROM: Joseph stiglitz 

SUBJECT: Comments on draft proposal 

I am generally impressed with the work which has been done in 
drawing up the proposal and particularly with the way the meeting 
on the 20th was run. The eEA has considered the proposal and would 
like the next revision to increase emphasis on the broad theme of 
program integration. In addition, there are four proposals, which 
we believe are consistent with the thrust of the redesign proposal 
which we would like to see added or expanded: 

1) more emphasis on private job creation f with, competition f ./
between providers to create jobs as a part of the plan, 

2) expansion of the family unemployment insurance alternative 
to welfare, 

:3} more emphasis on changing the administration of child 
support enforoement to get more compliance and to make the 
system more flexible and responsive to the needs of ~ 
parents, and . 

4} removing barriers to asset development and increasing I~ 
incentives for saving. 

program simplifioation 

Of the two options proposed for simplification across 
assistance programs we prefer the more daring option 2. However, 
we don't believe it goes far enough. ,If we are to make work pay 
and realize the tremendous, potential savings from program 
integration we can not stop when we integrate food stamps and AFDC. 
Instead we should bring all Federal programs for support of the 
needy together under one program. Of course we 'recognize the 
political difficulty of doing this 1 but if we could quantify the 
benefits of such an approach it might be possible to make this a 
major Presidential (or Vice Presidential) initiative~ 

If we fall short of this goal( it is not necessary to fully 
integrate all the program rules to achieve much of the desired 
effect on incentives and many of the administrative savings. EVen 
if we can only reshape one program, we can effectively reshape all 
programs. A detailed description of how this might be accomplished 
is provided in my memo of November 18th. Simply, we could decide 
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CONFIDENTIAL 
MEKORANDlIII 

To ! David T. Ellwood 
Assistant Secretary for Planninq and Evaluation 

From Kenneth s. Apfel /(;.A-
Assistant Secretary for Management and Budget 

Subject: Welfare Reform options Paper - comments 

Following our meeting this weekend, I have several reactions to 
the draft options paper which provided the basis for our 
discussions. Overall I I believe its provisions are Well-crafted 
and conducive to maving the current welf,are system towards more 
positive outcomes. 

However, the transition to a new system may not occur unless we 
take time to think abou·t how we want to position and advance our 
plan to get it enacted. I would recommend that in our initial 
package we be sparing in our inclusion of provisions which appear 
overly punitive. As this package evolves~ we will probably need 
to make concessions which will move it to the right and make it 
tougher. To be able to do this and still maintain support from 
other more liberal constituencies, we must think about 
appropriate starting points and how flexible to be such that we 
are beginning from points around which our natural supporters can 
rally. 

To this end, for example, I favor leaving out of the package the 
family cap option on page 8. under this approach, States would 
have the option to limit additional benefits for children 
conceived while families are receiving welfare assistance. This 
proposal has already proved controversial in states that have 
included it in their welfare reform waiver demonstrations. 
Whether it works or not, it will serve as a lightning rod for 
strong opinions on both sides of the issue since it further 
inserts the government into peoplets personal lives. A better 
approach would be to advocate positive alternatives that 
encourage people to delay childbearing until they are 
economically stable and have the skills to support their 
families. 

Similarly, on the issue of time limiting welfare benefits, I 
believe that the package must reflect.that welfare recipients· are 
not a monolithic group, but rather a diverse population of 
individuals with differing abilities. For example t we might 
divide this population into four distinct subgroups: (1) those 
who are able to move on and off welfare with ease, and are likely 



to regain employment with little government assistance; (2) those 
who can become employable with services and assistance; (3) those 
who, even with assistance, will hava difficulty obtaining and 
keeping a job; and, (4) those with disabi1ities who are unlikely 
to be able to work at all. Recognizing that some of these 
individuals are unlikely ever to work, and that others may 
require services beyond a two year limit, our package needs to 
incorporate policies which provide states flexibility. 

Specifically, I would like to support two approaches. First, at 
the end of the two year time limit, states should be able to 
allow individuals who are still involved in an approved JOBS 
activity (e.g., education, training or community service) to 
complete those activities and still receive income assistance. 
Second, the time limits; and any performance standards 
established for states should reflect the needs of the different 
groups above, insuring that states push those in the first two 
groups hard to achieve self-sufficiency rapidly, while taking a 
more flexible stance regarding those in the third group and the 
length of time they may need services, and insuring that benefits 
remain protected for those unlikely ever to work. Here again, I 
view this as a starting point, from which movement to a tougher 
pOSition could be taken if necessary. 

Second, regarding child support enforcement, I continue to 
strongly support the overall thrust of the provisions in the 
package. However, r believe that we must remain sensitive to the 
issue of government intrusiveness if we want to insure real 
consideration of these proposals. The fact is that many 
individuals do exist who faithfully pay their child support on a 
timely basis. Little aside from a firestorm of opposition will 
be gained from forcing such individuals into mandatory wage­
withholding, or universal updating of their awards. Thus, I 
would like to reiterate my earlier comments (in my memorandum of 

'November 11) in favor of retaining current policies governing 
wage-withholding opt-out provisions and of the need to avoid 
other similar highly prescriptive proposals in this area. 

Third, I believe it is imperative that our package include one or 
more provisions which address the ability of families on welfare 
to accumulate assets. The ability to accumulate assets promotes 
a range of values and encourages savings and investment for 
futUre goals. It focuses families on long-term goals, and gives 
them both hope for a better futUre and a means to escape from 
welfare. At a minimuID# I would like to see current asset limits 
increased. However, my preference would be to build in to the 
package additional provisions which give people incentives to 
save for their future. One approach, which I would support, is 
to allow families to set up separate savings or IRA-type accounts 
dedicated to specific uses: education, the purchase of a home, 
obtaining the resources for a small bus,iness. 

Fourth, in crafting our welfare reform package, I feel strongly 

the need for us continually to remain conscious of the overall 
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resource implications of our proposals. This need to be 
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attentive to resource limitations means that we must prioritize 
our proposals. To achieve what we really believe necessary'may 
well mean that we have to retreat from other areas, however 
worthwhile, that are likely to drive costs out of the range of 
what can be enacted. specifically, I believe that achievinq the !rJadvances that we seek in areas like education, training, JOBS, 1 
and child care may call into question our ability to put into 
place a full blown national child support assurance proqram. 

Lastly, cost and FTE estimates must be available and supportable 
before we move forward. We must carefully· evaluate and be able 
to defend just what we will be buyinq in terms of increased state 
performance as a result of the proposed expansion in Federal 
responsibilities and organizational structures. Equally, we. must 
insure that Federal and state manaqement capacity exists to 
operate the types of programs we are advocatinq. 
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DRAFT - FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

To: Mary Jo Bane 
Oavid Ellwood 
Bruce Reed 
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From: Wal ter Do. Broadnax I;. ',"'::"I~ 

Re: Comments on Welfare Reform Proposal 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and feedback to 
the efforts of Welfare Reform Working Group (WRWG). I am 
impressed with and supportive of the inter-agency approach that 
was taken to address the initiative, and feel that our final 
product will reflect collaboration and inclusiveness ,of ideas, 
and will accomplish the goals of the Adminsitration~ while 
adhering to the needs of welfare recipients. 

I would like to begin my comments by providing the overriding 
themes I am personally committed to, These ara: welfare 
recipients should not be "worse off" as a result of anything that 
we come up with: work is a principle that we must stronqly adhere 
to -- everyone who can work must work: there should always be a 
safety net in place for welfare recipients {and former welfare 
recipients}, to ensure that they are never left without some 
means of support for themselves and their families. 

Additionally, I am concerned that the structure and culture of 
welfare offices maintain the personal dignity and self esteem for 
the individuals who utilize the services. Realizing this may
require a revamping of the training and tasks for social workers. 
What does the nation's supply of social workers currently look 
like? What tasks are they willing/prepared to do? Are Qur 
schools of Social Work preparing graduates for this new form of 
customized support? 

At o·ur meeting on Saturday. Noveniher 20. we were asked to provide 
responses to specific questions, as well as overall comments. 
Mine follow in bullet form: 

o 	 The importance of the opening theme cannot be underscored. 
We need to ensure that in this section we fully and 
accurately reflect what the President wishes to accomplish 
through this initiative. Given that. I believe that we sell 
short what we are trying to do with welfare reform by 
limiting the introductory discussion to one of preventing 
teenage pregnancy. While I agree that this is an issue that 
if properly addressed will enable us to prevent a great deal 
of welfare dependency, there are, in my mind, larger issues. 
These include the role and importance of jobs/work, enhanced 
economic development, communicating the message of the power 
and value of education~ and the importance o,f hope and 
opportunity. I would hope that we could think more 
'critically about these components not only in our opening 
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volleYI but also in the section specifically dedicated to 
work 	and time limited assistance (there needs to be· more 
effort devoted to the specifics related to economic 
development in that section). 

o 	 In reference to the conversation about those who stay on 
welfare indefinitely, in those infrequent instances where 
this may occur, I stand by my personal value. of always 
providing a safety net (notwithstanding the issue that every 
one must work). While States should have the flexibility to 
determine how deep the safety net should be cast, the 
Clinton Administration; in our welfare reform proposal, 
needs to ensure that it is always there. 

o 	 In terms of tying in with other adlliinsitration -':initiatives, 
I concur with the sentiment of" the group that we should be 
focused solelY on welfare reform. creating a broader agenda 
may be counterproductiva to our goals. However f 'I would 
want to make sure that the issues involved in welfare reform 
-- "work" and "participation" -- are played out in a manner 
consistent with other Administration initiatives. 

o Relative to options to the issue of child support, I am not 
in favor of including child support assurance. I do not 
feel that it would fly, politically. Also l I am skeptical \~ 
that we could adequately explain to the American taxpayers 
where these additional funds would be coming from, and how 
it is not just another welfare fund~ 

, , 

o 	 We also discussed thc issue of requiring teen mothers to 
live "with an responsible adult except in exceptional 
situations!!. I support this notion provided we leave in the 
verbiage on "except in exceptional cases", and that we are 
very clear on what those exceptional cases might include. 
The notion of two parent families is very compelling.to me: 
at the risk of stating the obvious, our policies and 
rhetoric should support that whenever, and wherever 
possible. 

o 	 On the issue of extending the "two year time limit.. I am Lvery hard on the issue that if a welfare recigient finds a 
job then they $hould __.~ccept li:·- In my mind, the emphasis rshould be on going to work, not going to school. Going to 
school is a personal decision. Getting a job should be the 
highest priority of those receiving public assistance. 

Finally, a few comments I please on the overall tone and content 

of the position paper: 


a 	 Significant components of the draft will require a great 

deal of cultural and activity-related change to come about 

in the welfare office. From personnal requirements, to 


. ~pgrades in technology. to the nrc-implementation" of the 

JOBS program. I question whether these very critical 
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factors for success are addressed to a deep enough degree in 
the draft. This is going to require a major "reinvention" 
initiative at the state and local level, with as much 
technical assistance as possible from the federal level ­
all within the context of no unfunded mandates. 

o 	 It may be wise to spell out a little more clearly that 
activities required of welfare recipients begin on Day One /
at the beginning of Year One# not Day One at the end of Year 
Two. 

o 	 Another very critical issue that we may wish to include is 
how do we ensure the support of children in the face of 
possible parental sanctions for non-participation. I would 
feel better if we included pointed discussion on that topic, 
and define the parameters of what we would like to see, 
rather then have them defined for us. 

Once again. I appreciate the opportunity to provide these 
reactions to you. Should you have any questions or wish to 
discuss these in further detail, please do not hesitate to call 
me. 



November 22, 1993 

To: 	 wendell Primus 
Ann McCormick 

From: 	 Avis Lavell~ 
Re: 	 Welfare Reform Proposal Revisions 

I would like to see the Teen Pregnancy prevention section of 
the proposal modified to reflect the need for a broader f co­
ordinated approach to curbing first-time pregnancy and preventing 
re-curring preg:nancies among teens. The section, as currently 
written, says J little about the role of communities and is silent 
as to the means by which other government agencies can contribute 
to that mission. For example f the likelihood of young mothers 
returning and staying in SChoOl could be greater with support for 
school-based day care programs with a built-in counseling, parental 
training and job-readiness component for the young mother~ This 
could be a joint program of the departl't'.ents of education I labor and 
HHS and/or the private sector (i.e. churches, community g~oups~) 

My concern is that there be recognition for the need to 
involve multiple government agencies and community institutions if 
this effort to reverse a social trend is to be even moderately 
successful. The AFDC system should not take on greater 
responsibllity--it must have partners Who can tackle the parts of 
the problem they are most adept at tackling. 

On the issue of what to do with recalcitrant recipients who 
totally resist all efforts to become gainfully employed, my 
philosophy is a hybrid approach. I believe that cash assistance 
should be curtailed by increments with a large-scale cutback I 
initial followed by further reductions every three months. 

.~~~~~~~S~h~O~U~l~d~c~o~ntinue to have access to job-search counselingto 	 asa ~ cash assistance but 
a gradual phase-out time for recipient to discern the 
gravity of the situation before falling completely into despair. 

As to those recipients who follow the program to the letter 
yet fail to find private sector e~ploymentf I think they should be 
allowed to continue their public sector/community service 
employ~ent at full benefit level but be given a limited period of 
time (90 days? 180 days?) in Which to deve.lop their own self­
initiated community service position. J'ob search and counseling 
should continue to be available and recipient should be required to 
come in monthly as a condition receiving continued benefits. 

IV:[dV :)I1Utld-SHU £L9S 069 ZOZ.g. 
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TO: 	 David Ellwood, Bruce Reed, Mary Jo Bane /j 
CO-Chairs, Welfare Reform Working G~?U1Y'J 

/,.( ..//
FROM: 	 Fernando M. Torres-Gil -\/) ,.;,; 

Assistant Secretary for Aging ;: '. 
,~/ 

RE: 	 Welfare Reform Working Group concerns/Recommendations 

I would like to commend the co-Chairs and other members of 
the welfare reform working group for their commitment to making 
the reform effort a well organized and productive process~ My 
interest in welfare reform, as you know, is not only a 
professional one as the Assistant Secretary for Aging, a 
gerontologist and a social worker, but a personal one as well. . 
My mother raised nine children on public assistance and in publio 
housing. She later returned to the welfare system as an employee
and managed the General Relief and work Program for Monterey 
County I California. She elected to stay home, raise her children 
and assist others in her community. She was a strong advocate 
for education, pride and dignity-which resulted in eight of her 
children graduatin9 from oollege~ 

For this reason among others, I support the President's 
campaign message and this Administration's commitment to welfare 
reform, Which spoke to me and the valuable lessons I learned from 
my mother. We must respond to the public expectation for 
upholding critical values of responsibility, discipline and 
security. I believe, however, that the document should have a 
two-step approach~ The specific part of the welfare reform 
proposal should focus on public assistance, particularly AFDC. 
To integrate othe~ public programs (e.g. housing, food stamps) 
may deviate from what is practical. However, I also believe that 
the overall theme of the proposal should integrate the broader 
Aaministration efforts to proviae opportunity ana security to the 
American public (e.g. health care, EITC). This proposal, thus, 
becomes one more element toward meeting our first-term 
objectives. 

In addition, I believe that the thematic part of the draft 
must be promoted in such a way that we re-define the issue of 
welfare for the American people. We must focus on poverty as an 
overlying concern and promote welfare as a safety net for the 
middle and working class. We must also stress that the proposal 
only addresses one aspect of poverty: dependence on public 
assistance. 



We must also ensure a balance of what might be considered 
conservative and progressive approaches. I support the need to 
emphasize a strict set of values within our proposal. They must 
be highlighted as the main driving force behind our plan. Doing 
this will allow us to include ideas which may be considered more 
progressive. We must obtain' the support of certain constituency 
groups who want a new social contract with ,the government that 
stresses the values of work; family and responsibility. 
Hispanics t for example, balieve strongly in the discipline and 
responsibility of work. universally, welfare recipients have 
expressed the need for change in a system which does not give
much or any incentive for work. With the proper balance, we can 
sell this document not only to the public that wants reform, but 
even to those who do not. 

Secondly, we must make sure ~hat we do not unwittingly 
polarize the American public. We must be cautious not to 
inadvertently condone competition between the working poor and 
welfare recipients. The tone of the document and its public 
presentation will set ,the tone for how the public views our 
intent. Just as we have presented health care reform as a 
security issue and violence as a public health issue, SOt too, 
can we package welfare reform as a safety net for all Americans. 

Lastly, whatever we do and whatever le9islative process
develops, we must ensure that we will do no harm to people who 
seek public assistance. We cannot allow persons who receive 
public assistance.to be exploited for political agendas or to end 
up worse off than they are now. Our message is not only one of 
responsibility and discipline, but one of opportunity and 
dignity. 

By and large, I support the tone of the document. We have a 
good framework from'which to beqin our work; however, 
several additional issues I would still like to raise. 

there a 
I will 

have more detailed comments in the near future. 

o Day care is a critical piece of the proposal and a major 
selling point. We must have something SUbstantive that indicates' 
real expansion to make day care available to all those who roost 
need it. I favor those options which result in a si9nificant and 
SUbstantive expansion of day care. 

Il'1'1lY-AT-lI9HE l'l\I!f;NTS 

o . This document speaks toward training low-income parents to 
enter the child care workforce. We must distinguish between 
opportunities for single mothers to work in a day-care facility 
outside their neighborhood and being able to stay in their 
neighborhood with their own children. 

http:assistance.to


o In a society where a growing number of families require two 
incomes to survive, many of our children are being raised as 
latch-key children with no parental supervision or guidance for 
several hours a day. In instances where a mother (or father) 
stay at horne to care for their children, we must be supportive by 
allowing parents to have that time with their children. In 
return we can ask them to make contributions throuqh community 
work such as, co-op day care centers in neighborhoods, delivering 
home-delivered meals to homebound elderly or disabled 
individuals, or working in family planning or senior centers. 

o We might consider starting a sat of demonstration projects,
perhaps in public housing facilities, to train mothers to start 
day-care centers in their own housing facilities~ 

NON-CUSTODYAL PARENTS 

o We must require responsibility from absent fathers to ensure 
support for their children~ I strongly support the child care 
enforcement provisions in the draft proposal; however, we cannot 
"criminalize" disadvantaged men who may not have the skills or 
educational opportunities to obtain jobs. 

o Other options of re-payment must be available. I feel that 
an array of services must be made available to the parent in 
order to support and encourage child support payments (e.g. 
education, job training, English as a Second Language). A case 
management approach whereby unique circumstances of non-custodial 
fathers are used to develop options for re-payment can help to 
avoid even more"victimization~ 

YMMIGRATION/IMMIGRANTS 

o Immigrant populations are currently a target of strong 
public opinion. The debate over immigration will become more 
powerful in the upcoming election years, both Congressional and 
Presidential. We must have our own clear understanding of the 
issue. If we do not address this, others will inject immigration 
into the debate~ I believe we should discuss this issue soon and 
have a proactive set of statements and positions~ 

TIME LIMIT 

o I would consider a time limit for those who are able to 
work--who have had every opportunity--but refuse to participate. 
This will be a selling point to Hispanics and even to a majority 
of welfare recipients who do all they can to become self 
sufficient. Our responsibility is to give these individuals 
every opportunity without being harsh or punitive. But when 
those opportunities are not seized, there must be consequences~ 

o I believe this time-limit must be multi-tiered~ and that 
there must be certain exemptions, exclusions and flexibility~ 
These would refer to certain populations such as grandparents 



ralslng grandchildren, the disabled or parents of disabled 
children. 

EDUCATION 

o I strongly believe we must provide credit and extensions for 
those individuals going to college~ Beinq able to point to 
successful models of welfare recipients who-receive sOme 
assistance in day care and other public assistance in order to 
receive two or four-year degrees will be the greatest sign of 
progress. 

o At the very least, we should allow the option of receiving a 
GED or attending literacy classes. Certainly we should tie that 
effort to overall work experience. The opportunities available 
for education or training must lead to jobs. 

STATE FLEXIBILITY 

o I beHeve that it is important that states be held 
accountable in establishing programs based upon strong national 
principles. This would allow state flexibility but also ensure 
that a national standard for the President's objectives for 
welfare reform is upheld. 

PREVENTION 

o The public focus--as.well as the legislative focus--will be 
on the reality of teen-age pregnancy, therefore,' it is critical 
that we have something to say about prevention, education and 
family planning~ 

o We must encourage support for the two-parent family. 
However, we must recognize America's diverse family structure. 
Single mothers, single fathers, relatives and grandparents 
raising their grandchildren are meeting many contemporary 
challenges and responsibilities~ As part of our public education 
and outreach efforts, we must point out that the family is not 
just about traditional structure, but about taking care of one 
another in whatever way We oan in order to keep families 
t0gether. 

In closing, we have a unique opportunity to re-create the 
welfare system to work more effectively for the American people. 
All constituents are ready for this change. Even welfare 
recipients, frustrated by the current system, are ready to accept 
some responsibility as lonq as it is balanced with real 
opportunity. We must respect the fact that anyone of us is at 
risk of needinq public assistance at some time in our lives. 
Whether or not we succeed in the near future may not be as 
critical as whether or not we can re-define the debate about the 
needs of vulnerable populations and the role of government in 
responding to those needs . 

.. 
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SUBJECT: P~opo$al N7eds to Stress Jobs 

l'he draft proposal re:lects a lot of hard wo:k and sedous 

thinking. MlI(".h of the detailed discussion is qllite sound. but it 

fl'<:t ..ds Lo I..>~ ca!:>L in a conlexL UlaL ;;:LLt:!!;lSt:!!;l IOO!>. Til.. 1ilt:!~!H:lql:1 
throu.ghot;t should b<;: that the nat:"on is shiftir.g from. 3. social 

policy J::.a:;ed on the dole -::0 one bilsed on work. ­ I~ .. -- . 	 .­

PaL"tH:ipants at Qur Nov,=mb,=l' 20 m~€ting agl'J,!:Eid that the 

proposal should begin with a discussion of the linkages between 

welfare reform and a broader policy context. I .:::trongly believe 

t.l~i~ dl~r:11."1'l10n !'!hO!lld ,st.r;:o,:,>:'l t.hR P-rlmir-i:<;t'r('lt'i()T"")'1'l tllnrl~rnp.nrfd 


!)bj~~tivCts of st:unulating o:c"l"lQn',ic 0l.·vwth and *xt:'andi;·JY 

enployment opportunities, with spec:ric reference to economic 
 1/
development initiatives, worker displacement l J;')d defense 
(':01'lv~r,·d(')n. Tn r.hlfl cont<?c:-<t, ....f':!lt;,rf':! r~t()rm i~ (jhO!lr, provhJing 
opport~nities ..!OJ? incentives fo:: people to aSSL:.me productive I 
1'v11::'::> loll Lhe LBLJ.t:fI'~ .:H.::.i!<0:1Ij1. 

With 	this ecor:omic policy context clearly articulated. the 
$~r.tions should b>? r<?order<?d. Discussions of spp.cifics should 
::;Lii.L"L wiLl! "MdY.B Wory. Pay" [ollow.m bv "l?l:OOlOLB S':l"lr-SuHir..:i.':Hlcy" 
and "Time-Limit Assist3nce and Follow with Wor!:," At the 
be;;innin9 0:: each :::;ection linkage:::; between each propocal and job:::; 
should to>? :10t<?d; .fQr "~xamp19, th>? go.:tl of r>!!H:vi?!1ting govp.rnr:t>?nt 
ilwolvG-s t:.:ansformin9 wi:lf.3:.'& offices hom un..:.mploynv,;lnt offic'=$ 
to re-empioyment offlces -- from getting checks to getting jobs. 
The Qfeyection di;;;cuooioL) ::JhQlIld Q~:ve even greater empha:::;i::; to 
t,h~ ?dvp!r~~ ~m <'let. of t.Bf;n rf'l, n~m:y r:n f'!r111r.?~inn licd ~..... ­
s~t:"; \.. y ~ 0:) success. FH/ally, -?ach s.;,-ctlon slio'Jld indicate 
how SiHVlcas tor"the welfare population are to be better 
intcgrutod with progrnms serving bronder poputDtions. such ns 
dislocated workers or: the handicapped. 

B";VO!1(j Ll\(;')s'.:t or'udd COllLill~i1b:. I ll<iv(:! d ':::ldw ::>f./\:H.:[lc 
suggestior.s: )

I, 
Q 	 Any fr.!?chanism for th~ ",.<.ivane'? payr:lent of child. support 


should bt:t .$..e!f financinG. With :such .sch£::mes, iftllowabl.;r tim<3 

periods :-'0;: recove:y c: outla')'s to compensate for shor':fal2..s 

in payr:Hent:.:: f;:orr: ncn-cuC>todial paren:.:::; :::;!)ould be expanded ;:'0 
':hxnmA(1flt.f': 10 ;,0 )0 yp.?r A.:'\rplr.(j PAt+·.Arns, 1'1,1."1 i~ ;:, 0000 
ar",,,, 	 r..:.-r stat'i't demvnstrativn prc>grams. 

http:aSSL:.me
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o $aving incentives fo: welfare recipients does not seem like 
:a g~0d idt:'liI. HQwt:'v~r tass!?::: limi ts g'?:n~rally asso(':iated 
wILl! lIIedJ\~-LJ.;;!::;L<2U fJL'CUGlWb JI';':'JI.L U~ ll':)';lL"<;ll.i..L!2U lo Bllabl!;:! 
Ncipients to accu!l1111a'CQ thl? nor:ey needed, for example r to 
buy a car to commute to a job .:;ite. 
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. U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

DEPUTY SECRl!TA.RY OF LABOR 
WASHINGTON, Q,C. 

20210 

SEP 2' 1993 

MEMORAJ/OUM FOR DAVID ELLWooO 

FROM: THOMAS P. GLYN~C1 /­
SUBJECT: DOLts Role in a Reformed Welfare System 

If welfare reform is enacted, programs operated by the Department 
of Labor will be affected. This memorandum and its attachments 
layout possible initiatives DOL may take in a reformed welfare 
system. DOL also is reviewing the specific proposals in the 
draft paper and, in the near future, may be following up with 
another memo on specific reactions. 

The complementary DOL initiatives are described in the 
attachments, briefly. they are: 

1. JTPA-JOBS Linkage. CUrrently, all states are required to 
coordinate their JOBS and JTPA programs~ The quality of those 
linkages varies considerably--from almost total integration in a 
few state:n' to lip service in others. DOL would commit to work 
~ith HHS to break down barriers that currently ey.ist. Some 
barriers are statutory or traditional: others are regulatory or 
policy. A new vehicle for acco~plishing better coordination 
could be the proposed Human Resource Investment Council {see 
attachment} which would develop cornmon definitions and systQffiS as 
well as eonsider waiver requests from states. 

2. One-Stop Shop Demonstrations. DOL would ensure that SO~Q of 
the demonstration sites in the one~stop demonstration would 
include the JOBS program. The~e might also be a demonstration of 
the work support agency in a one-stop setting. 

3. \OJT voue!~rs~ When AfDe recipients reach the two-year limit, ~ 
some option must be provided if unsubsidized jobs in the private ~ 
sector are not availabla in sufficient numbers. Public sector 
jobs are an expensive option. A less costly approach might be an 
DclT voucher. Research suggests that TJTC vouchers have not been 
particularly worthwhile but OJT is an effective treatment. DOL 
could take the lead in developing an OJT voucher tailored to 
welfare reform. .. 

4. Prevention. Minority women who enter AFDC as teenagers ~nd 
high school dropouts, and who have never been married, are at 
hiqh risk of long-term welfare dependency. DOLls Youth Fair 
Chance initiative is aimed at youth growing up in high-poverty 
communities, thus there is considerable overlap in the two 

http:SECRl!TA.RY
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populat.ions.. .Job Corps is another effective intervention. Recent 
changes in the Job corps have increased their emphasis on single 
parents from the welfare rolls. ~s part of welfare reform f both 
areas could be expanded. 

5. Huma~ Resour~e Investment council. A fedaral counterpart to 
the HRIC's authorized at the state level 'Would act as a mechanism 
to integrate the JOBS and JTPA programs and to increase the 
linkages among other related programs. ~h1s group could act as a 
body to consider waiver requests from states. 

6. BITe and Minimum Wage. The policy recommendations in the 
"Make Work Pay" section :are reasonable -- particularly the 
emphasis on child care -- but sone of the franework is 
problematic. rt states on page 9 that "The.re are three eleme!1ts 
to making work pay: working family tax credits, health reform and 
child care" and that n~ [emphasis added] ma.jor missing element 
to ensure that 'Work really does pay is child care. II ' 

This rhetoric strongly implies that the minimum wage is not a' 
major element of making work pay_ yet a sUbstantial J'I'.ajority of 
job opportunities available to welfare recipients pay at or near 
the minimum wage. Moreover. in the carepaign and as part of 
futti~People First the' President endorsed strengthening the 
minimum wage. And the minimum wage is far below its historic 
value. ' 

The draft could easily be modified to address these concerns. 
The first sentence could read "Three of the major elements that 
make 'Work pay are:.:. It The second s.e.ntence could read II another 
major missing eleltlant necessary .•• II In addition, the working 
group discussed adding a section to the paper d&scribing welfare 
reform in the context of other initiatives. This section could I 
recognize the relevance of thQ minimu~ wage and how a decision on 
the minimum wage is expected in 1994 (a time frame consistent 
wit}} the recent statement by the Secretary of Labor which was 
apptoved by the White House). 

RelatedlYI strengthening the minimum wage and ensuring that more 
of the working poor receive food stamps (less than half do) are 
necessary complementary steps to the EITC it a family of four 
with a full-time worker is to be lifted out of poverty. The 
sentence uThis (the EITe expansion] very nearly ensures that a 
family of four with a full-time 'Worker will no longer be 1'oor!t 
could be chang~d to tIThe EITC expansion is a giant leap to"¥-Jards 
ensuring that ... " It also bears noting that the $6.00 net 
minimum wage for families with two or more children applies to 
1996 and does not count the effect of payroll taxes (which the 
BITe is in part designed to offset). Adjusting for inflation. 
and suptracting out payroll taxes I the net equivalent wage is 
really $5~14 per.hour~ 
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On another front / on page 23 the sentence appears "The .jOBS 
pro9ram needs to be redesigned to permit states ~o integrata 
other employment and training programs into the JOBS pro9ram~1! 
If such an integration is to occur, it would seem that JOBS 
should be integrated into the programs targeted towards the 
broader population~ 

Another suqqestion l if we are going to "End Welfare as We Know 
It" we :might want to and using the term t1welfare" or uAFDc'l. As 
a first crack, callinq the new program I!transitional assistanceH 

would seem to convey the approach in mind. 

Attachments 

cc: Robert Reich, Doug Ross. Maria Echaveste 

" 
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'l'O; Bruce lle&d 

Deputy Assistant to the President for 


Domestic Policy 


David Ellwood 

Assistant Secretary for 


Plannlng and Evaluation, DHHS 


Mary JO Bane 
Assistant Secretary for 


Children and Families, DHMS 


FRoM: Ellen Haas ~ 

Assistant secretary for 


Food and Consumer Services 


SUBJECT: comments on welfare Reform Draft Options paper 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the welfare Reform 
Working GrQup's draft options paper. The paper covers the full 
range of welfare reform issues and provides an appropriate range
of options for the President's considaration. 

The highlights note that the welfare reform plan will be deficit 
neutral, with gradual phase-in, fully funded by offsets and 
savings, Early attention must be given to where offsets and 
savings will be sought. The effects of these will be crucial in 
gaining support for the plan. 

strongly support the Working Group's view of the Food stamp 
Program as the ultimate safety net for low income individuals and 
families. Food Stamps provide nutrition services for over 27 
million Americans each month. The program ensuras that all 
Americans have access to the food they need to maet thoir daily
nutritional needs. The plan as written assures that the program
will continue to play this important role while taking steps to 
increase access to eliqible families and by supporting efforts to 
move toward EBT as our pri~ary means of benefit delivery. 

I 
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I share your commitment to simplifying the relationship Of the 
Food Stamp Program and AFCC. I believe that movement toward 
adopting many of the food stamp rules for the AFDC program is a 
step in the right direotion. However, we must move carefully in 
this area to ensure that we do not inadvQrtently hurt families in 
our effort to s.impllty program rules. My staff will work closely 
with yours to analyze and model the changes under consideration 
to assure that we fully understand their consequences, including 
the implications for increased food stamp costo. 

In particular, one item suggested for simplification on page 19 
that requires some careful cons1der~t1on 16 to count housing
assistance for food stamps. This proposal revisits the issue of 
the choice between shelter and food. In the Leland bill we 
uncapped the excess shelter expense deduction and provided 
additional food assistance to households facing high shelter 
costs~ It seems contradictory to suggest now that food 
assistance shouLd he decreased because of housing assistance. 

Also within the simplification option on page 19 is the 
description of using a common set of definitions for food stamps 
and cash assistance, and allowing States to set the benefit 
levels~ This needs to be clarified that the state flexibility
would occur in the AFOC benefit, while food stamps wil~ remain a 
national program with uniform guidelines. 

I believe that we nSQd to place more emphasis on~~ 
development and accumulation. As you know, the ~stration's 
Leland Bill included a provision which would have allowed food 
stamp racipiQnts to accumulate up to $10,000 in assets for future 
schooling, home buyinq, chanq4 in residence, or making major home 
repairs. The Bill as enacted gave us authority to proceed with 
demonstrations in this area. I recommend that we again SGQk 
broad authority in this area for bath AlDC and food stamps. We 
would alsQ like to collaborate with you as we implement these 
demonstrations so that we may extend asset accumulation to both 
AFDC and food stamp participants. 

It is very important to maintain a strong focus on the prevention
of welfare dependency. The plan should continue to include 
Qfforts to prevent teen praqnancy and to support the efforts of 
young people to obtain a sound education. 

while it is important to strengthen the child support system, I 
am concerned about the proposal to condition receipt of ~eans­
tested benefits on cooperation with the system. Many means­
tested pro9rams such as food stamps and WIC provide an essential 
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service to families. Requiring that mothers provide information 
to help establish paternity or that absent parents pay their 
child support as a condition of ben$fit receipt erodes the 
effectiveness of food assistance programs as the ultimate safety 
net. Past attempts to requirQ cooperation with the child support
enforcement agency by non-AFDC mothers in the Food stamp Program 
have been defeated in congress. I believe that there are other 
ways to accomplish these objectives without resorting to these 
approaches~ 

r support expanded use of the Advance Payment of EITe, and, as 
you are well aware, utilization of EBT technology, especially for 
the Food Stamp Proqram. On page 12 the draft options paper lists 
joint administration of food stamps and EITe using state food 
stamp administration. It should be clarified that this does not 
include mer9ing the two proqrams because considerations earlier 
this ~onth reveal ad a number of operational flaws that would make 
merging the programs ,extremely difficult. 

Finally, I believe that we should ~ove cautiously with regard to 
time-limiting receipt of AFOC. WQ all ·share the qoal of he~pinq 
families move off ot welfare into private sector jobs and out of 
poverty. I agree that we neeO to dramatically reorient welfare 
toward a work support program with the accompanying education, 
training, and child care services. The increased EITC and the 

tPresident $ health care reform proposal, together with food 
stamps, wi.ll hQlp ensure that parents who take a minimum wage job 
can move their families out of poverty. However, r am concerned 
about AFOC recipients who ara not successful in obtaining
employment before the time limit expires. While they will have 
food stamps as a safety net, they may lack resources for shelter 
and other basic human needs. I suggest that while the plan
provide a provision for time-limiting AFDC that it also include a 
safety net below Which supports will not fall. The discussion on 
the top of paqe 27 provides for such a safety net. You may want 
to consider providinq these benefits in the form of a voucher 
rather than as cash as a way of distinguishing them from AFDC. I" 
also suggest that we work with States to carefully test and 
evaluate sevaral different approaches to time-limitinq AFDe 
benefits in order to find out which works best. 

I look forward to seeing a revised draft of the paper and to 
working with you to bring food sta~ps and AFDC rules into greater
al ignr.\cmt. 
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Re: Welfare RefOI1ll LegISlation 

I have mllior con<erns about two provisions in the JOBS section of the welf.... rcfdI1ll 
legislation, The newest version of the legislation contains two requirements that we at the 
Department of Education had believed bad teen thoroughly discussed and resolved previously 
but now find have appeared for the lirs! time and without warning in the fInal draft 

1. 	 E:<tenslons for Completion of Post-Secondary Education Contingent on 15 Hours 
of Part-time Work 

We strongly oppose conditioning an exten$ton for completion of post~secondary education on 
15 hours a week of pan""time work. 

While we have not opposed conditioning extensions on part~time work, we have consistently 
argued that a part-time worle requirement of over 10 hQurs :1 we{:k is both unrealistic and 
onerous for women who .'" raising children and .lso going 10 school fuU-time. A 15 hour a 
week requirement will undennine both the value oflhe work and the value of the academic 
experience:. 

All prior versiollS of the specifications and legislation provided tlm worK·srudy or part-time 
work was a condition of an c:~lelisioll ~- but did not specify 11 certain number of hours of 
part-time work. Our understanding wa.s that the determination of the number of hours of 
part~time work required was to be either left (0 regulations or to s(~lte discretion -- a position 
with which the Depa.rtment was comfortable. We believe that this prior verdon should be 
used. 

2. 	 Permitting Learnf.r. or Learnfare-Iilte Programs 

The legislation contains two new provi,ions that appear to affect whether the sra.. may pl.ce 
education, work or other partidpation requirements on children in AFDC families. 

Section lOl{B)(1l)(iii) pennies <tate' to require "any other applicants for or recipiems of ol!!" 
LO participate in JOBS. Section lOl(C)(i) provide, that the state will require all individuals 
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descnOed iII ,"bsection B (which includes tbe phased in population plus whomever else til<: 
l>i:atc chooses to includ~) to pi1:rUcipate in the JOBS program, uothcy.th.'ln a chUd who 1.5 not a 
custpdiA11!"Um and is under age 16 or attm4ing fun time an elementary, secondary. or 
vocational or le<:bniql j!ihool. • 

While we do not clearly undel'Stllnd til<: intent or eff ..t of Ille.. provisions, !hey appear to 
pormit states to IeqUirs child!l'D in families reo"iving AEDC to participate in education or 
other activities ~~ and to impose sanctions on the children or the parents for the children's 
failure to meerparticipation requirements. If this is indeed the case. then we oppose the 
provisions . 

A. you know. this DepartmODt baHOMistcmly opposnd peimitting states to l""titUlO the 
Wisconsin I.earnfare program or programs like it that impose obligations on childten in 
welfare f.milies -- and possible financial sanctions on their families for non-coml'liance. The 
evaluation of Leamfare shows no positive results, Moreover, we have serious reservations 
about Learnfare or any other program that would penalize families based on the school 
attendance or other activities of the children. UnfoltUnatcly, parents are not alway, able to 
control the ,chool attendance of older children. Penalizing an entire family for the truancy 
of one adolescent child is punitive and unfair. Roduced benefits will barm the YOunger 
children in the family as well .. the parent who is struggling toward' self· sufficiency. 

3. 	 Additional Concerns 

We bave two additional concerns. First, our position throughout bas been that in order to 
ensure that extensions for education and training can payoff and to mise the quality of 
programs available to this population. extensions should be available only for those 
completing a certificate. or degree-granting program. Despite our recommendations of 
legislative language tQ ensure this policy, the most recent legislation doe, not reflect OUr 
language or accomplish this aim. Attached are proposed cbanges to pp. 41-42 of !he 
legislation that address this issue. 

Second, we have some concerns about the: failure to address issues concerning individuals 
with disabilities. Because the needs of this population are not addressed I we fear that the 
plan will be badly received in !he disability community. Our Office of Special Education and 
Rebabilitation S¢rvi«s bas suggested some cbange. in tha specifications mlght help address 
this Issue. Possible ebanges include: indi<;ating that at rhe initial asse,sment those suspected 
of baving a disability would be referred tQ S5!; indicatini; thar individuals with dlsnbillties In 
pre-JOBS would be rererred to the stat< vocational rehabilitation ageru:y or other appropriate 
seNi.. provider; and indicatlng that JOBS and WORK assignments for people with 
disabilities would include necessary accommodations where appropriate. 

cc: 	 Chris Mustaln (OMB), Barry White (OMB), Madeleine Kunin. Augusra Kappner. 
Norma CantU, Judy Heumann 
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school (or an equivalent proqra~ Of education), so 

long as the individual is making satisfactorr 

proqress toward obtaining a high school diploma 

(or equivalent) 1 
, 

"(iiI tor no more than 24 a~ditlonal months 

in order to allow an individual to complete a 
P"'j r« >-: 

eOaLse ot post-secondary educa~on so long at the 

individual is enrolled in a work-study proqram, or 

is employed at least part-time, and'is making 
(;".... ,.11. ;"11"1

satisfactorr proqress toward oe.alninq a de9ree~r 

coap.~1ft9 a-p••, ... p 0» ~& 8GRp'ete a 
ficsf-.;5K<Y'd(U'''f. ed<k""1Ux'o cr ' 

certHieate-qrantinllll:ialnln9'''pr~qram _ 

eaaeatiorta-l. AQ.t;iyiAy. or structured 

nicroenterprise or self-employment proqram likely 

to improve the individual's economic self-

5u~!icienCYi or 

"(iii) for such additional number of months 

as it finds appropriate in any case, determined on 

an iniUvidud I>asls, where such extendon is 

~ecessary to afford' an individual with significant 

learni~q disabilities or ether aubstantial 

barriers to employment additional time to obtain 

the remedial education, job skills traininq, or 

other servic•• spooified in the employability plan 
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