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Cynthia A. Rice 01/12/99 11 :36:00 M 

Record Type: Record 

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP 
cc: Laura Emmett/WHO/EOP, Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP 
bcc: 
Subject: ·Welfare Announcements @t] 

And here's a list of our welfare announcements overall: 

(1) Welfare caseloads have fallen .below 8 million (doLn 43% since he took office 
and 35 % since he signed the welfare reform bill) 

(2) 10,000 companies have joined the Welfare-to-Work Partnership, 

(3) The federal government has met our goal of hirinb1 0,000 welfare re~iPients by 
2000 (we have to round slightly to get there) 

. (4) The budget will include $1 billion more in Welfare-to-Work funds and to help 
those welfare recipients still on the rolls who face th1e greatest challenges get jobs 
and succeed in the work force, with a new emphasiJ on increasing the employment of 

• I 

low income fathers so they can better meet their responsibilities to their children. . 

(5) Announce the availability of $240 million this SP~ing for the third round' of 

Welfare-to-Work Competitive grants focusing on individuals with the greatest 


. I 

challenges (substance abuse, low basic skills/ESL, disabilities) 

(6) 25,000 more welfare-to-work housing vouchers, 

(7) $1 50 million for Access to Jobs transportation, 

(8) $20 million for Individual Development Accounts, 

Andrea Kane 

Record Type: Record 



To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP 

cc: Cyn~hia A. Rice/OPD/EOP 
Subject: . Welfare Caseloads 

Here's an updated summary of caseload numbers we sent speechwriters for SOU (I added a little 
more detail in the first paragraph for your purposes). I'm faxind the state-by-state numbers and a 
spread sheet wi month by month changes. 

~ 
caseload.wp 

http:caseload.wp


Possible State of the Union Welfare Announcements 

(1) Caseloads Continue Their Record Declines: Unveil new case load data showing 
the welfare rolls have fallen below 8 million for theJirst time since. 1969 and have 
fallen nearly 2 million since last year's State of the Uhion. The welfare rolls have 
declined by 43 percent since January 1993, when th:ey stood at 14.1 million, .and 
by 35 percent since their August 1996. The percentage of the U.S. population on 
welfare is at its lowest since 1968 -- 2.9 percent. I 

Number of Decline Decline Decline President's Statements 
peQple on since since since 
welfare taking signing prior 
(millions) office law SOU 

(U) (U) (U) 
(%) (%) (%) 

Oath of Of,fice 14.1 
(1/93) 
Welfare Bill 12.2 1.9 "Today, we.are taking an 
Signing * (8/96) 14% . historic chance to make 

welfare what it was meant to 
be: a second chance, not a 
way of life." 

11.9 2.2 .31997 State of 
16% '2%Union (10/96 data) 

9.8 4.3 2.4 2.11998 State of 
Union (9/97 data) 31% 18%20% 

1.8 !8.0** 6.1 4.3e of 
98 data) 43% 35% 18~ 

"Now each and everyone of 
us has to fulfill our 
responsibility indeed, our 
moral obligation t6 make 
sure that people who now 
must work, can work. Now 
we must act to meet a new 
goal: 2 million more people 
off the welfare rolls by the 
year 2000." 
~'Last year, after a record 
four-year decline in welfare 
rolls, I challenged our nation 
to move 2 million more 
Americans off 
welfare by the year 2000. I'm 
pleased to report we have also 
met· 
that goal, two full years ahead 
of schedule." 

... Theseare the actual caseload numbers for August 1996, ~hiCh were not yet avail~ble when the 
President signed the bill into law. The President's August 1996 statements were based on May 
1996 data . 
...... The actual figures are just under 8 million (7,986,000). 



(2) More Welfare Recipients are Working than Ever Before: Data released December 
30th shows nearly every state is meeting, the welfarJ law's overall work ' .' 

. I', ' 	 , 

requirement (requiring 25 percent of .all welfare families with an adult to work). 
Data also show the percentage of welfare recipients Working has g'reatly increased. 

I, ' 	 . 

Since 1992, the percentage of adults on welfare in direct work activities -­
employment, work experience, and community servise -- has tripled, rising from 7 
percent in 1992 to nearly 22 percent in 1997. Nationwide, 28 percent of all adults 
on welfare are participating in direct work activities dr other welfare-to-~ork 
activities, such as vocational training, and nearly eve~y state met the law's 25 
percent participation rate forFY 1997. (Source: Caseldad data reported by the states to 

HHS.) 

Estimates based on Census Bureau data show that 1.5 million individuals who 
1 

received welfare in 1997 were working in March 1998. This reflects an impressive 
28 percent increase since 1996 in the percentage oflpeople who were on welfare in 
one year and working the following year --from 26.5 percent in 1996 to'33.8 
percent in 1998. (Source: HHS calculations of Census Burebu data,) . ' 

Census Bureau data also show a dramatic shift towJds employment am~ng
welfare recipients: the percentage of single women dn welfare who were working

I 

increased by 50 percent from 1992 to 1997. In 1992, 40% of single women on 
we~fare had earnings fr~m employment and 60% didl not: by 1997, these ratios had 
sWitched and 60% of Single women on welfare had earnings from employment

I 
while 40% did not. In addition, the Census Bureau data show that the proportion 
of single mothers working has increased dramaticall~ since 1992 and the number of 
women receiving welfare and not working has decreased dramatically. (Source: 
Harvard University Professor Jeffrey B. Liebman's calculations1using Census Bureau Current 
Population Survey data. The data from 1996 and earlier appeared in Table III of his article "The 
Impact of the Earned Income Tax Credit on Incentives and Inc~me Distribution" Tax Policy and the 

Economy, '2, 83-119.) 

(3) The Public and Private Sectors Are Hiring from tHe W~lfare Rolls. An,nounce 
that the Welfare to Work Partnership has met the President's, challenge to sign up 
10,000 businesses, and (possibly) that federal agenbies have met the challenge to 

, hire 	10,000 welfare recipients -- ahead, of the targetl date of 2000 (we'll know by 
the first week of January if we've met the federal hiring goal). , , 

President's Statements I 
Welfare Bill Signing "Now that we are saying with this bill we expect work, we have to make 

. 	 I 
sure the people have a chance to go to work. If we really value work; 
everybody in this society -- businesse~, non-profits, religious institutions, 
individuals, those in government -- all/have a responsibility to make sure 
the jobs are there." , 

(8/96) 

" 

I 



I 1997 State of 
Union 

"To every employer in our country who ever criticized the old welfare 
I ' 

system, you can't blame that old system anymore, we have torn it down. 
Now do your part. Give someone on Jelfare the chance to go to work. 
Tonight, I am pleased to announce that five major corporations-- Sprint, 
Monsanto, UPS, Burger King and Unite~ Airlines -­ will be the first to join 
in a new national effort to marshal Ambrica's businesses, large and small, 

to create jobs so that people can movJ from welfare to work." 
Cabinet Meeting on Announced plan to hire 10,000 welfare recipients in the federal 
Federal Hiring of government by the year 2000, an effoft to be led by the Vice President 
Welfare Recipients (this announcement was the result of ~ Presidential directive issued ' 
(4/10/97) 318/97 for agencies to developwelfar~ to work hiring plans). 
Welfare to Work Announced the Partnership had grown from 5 to 105 companies and set a 
Partnership Launch goal of achieving 1,000 within a year. 
(5120/97) 
1998 State of "We still have a lot more to do, all of us, to make welfare reform a 
Union success -­ providing child' care, helpingl families move closer to available 

, ' jobs, challenging more com~anies to jdin our welfare-to-work ~artnershi~, 
increasing child support collections frohl deadbeat parents who have a 

duty to support their own children." I ' 
Welfare to Work Announced the Partnership had grownlfrom 105 to 5,000 companies and 
Partnership that Partnership companies had hired 135,000 welfare recipients in 1997. 
Anniversary The President challenged the Partnership to double its number of hires and 
(5/27/98) the number of companies participatingl. The President also announced 

I 
that federal government has hired 4,800 people from welfare to work in , I 
the last year, of the goal of 10,000 by! the year 2000. 

, I 
(4) We Must do More to Ensure Those Still on the Rolls Go to Work. Announce our 
proposal for $1 billion more in Welfare·to-Work fund~ to -help those welfare 

I 

recipients still on the rolls who face the greatest challenges get jobs and succeed in 
the work force. This revised program will contain a hew emphasis on increasing 
the employment of low income fathers so they can 8etter meet their responsibilities 
to their children, with a minimum of $150 million foi Responsible Fatherhood 
Grants. (See separate one pager for more details.) 



I 


(4) New Resources for Child Support Crackdown. Unveil anew child support law 
enforcement initiative to double the number of prose~utions of egregious child 
support violators by providing resources to identify, ihvestigate, and prosecute 
these'cases. This effort will be part of a challenge tollaw enforcement in every 
state to join our national effort to ensure America's children receive the support 
that they need and deserve. (See one pager for more details -- level of funding is 
still undecided, so it's unclear if we can pledge to double the number of ., 

prosecutions.) 

We may als6 be able to release new 1998 figures showing additional increases in 
child support collections. (We do not have these datb yet but are working on . 
getting them by early January. These data will update our current statistics 
showing a 68 percent ,increase' in child support colledtions since the President took 
.office, whic~ are based on 1992-1997 comparison). I 

President's Statements I 

"In particular, I challenge the fathers o~ this country to love and care for 
Union 
1996 State of the 

their children. If your family has separated, you must pay your child 
support. We're doing more than ever to make sure you do, an'd we're 
going to do more, but let's all admit I " ' 
something about that, tOo: A check will not substitute for a parent's love 
and guidance. And only you '-- only yclu can make the decision to help 
raise your children. No matter who ydu are, how low or high your station 
in life, it is the most basic human dut~11 of every American to do that job 
to the best of his or her ability." 

Welfare Bill Signing lilt's the most sweeping crackdown on deadbeat parents in history....With, 
(8/96) this bill w~ say, if you don't pay the child support you owe we'll garnish 

your wages, take away your driver's license, track you across state lines; 
if necessary, make you work off whatlyOU pay -- what you owe. It is a 
good thing and it will help dramatically to reduce welfare, increase 
independence, and re~nforce parental 'responsibility," , 

1997 State of "In the last four years, we have increa'sed child support collections by 50 
Union percent. Now we should go further a~d do better by making it a felony' 

for any parent to cross a state line in an attempt to flee from this, his or 
her most sacred obligation." ' I ' 

1998 State of "We still have a lot more to do, all of us, to make welfare reform a ' 
Union success -- providing child care, helpin~ families move closer to available 

jobs, challenging more companies to join our welfare-to-work partnership, 
increasing child support collections frclm deadbeat parents who have a 

duty to support their own children." I 



Signing of Deadbeat liThe Deadbeat Parents Punishment Att of 1998 deals with child support 
Parents Punishment evaders in the most serious cases. Frbm now on if y~u flee across state 
Act (6/24/98) lines and refuse to pay child support y6u may be charged with a federal 

offense, a felony offense, and maylarld in jail for up to two years. One 
way or the other people who don't support their children will pay what 

they must. II I 

In addition to signing the bill into law,the President announced that a 
new child support collec~ion system launched nine, months ago has 
already located one million delinquent parents and the child support 
enforcement program established a record 1 .3 million paternities in 1997. 
Overall, 68 percent more child support was collected in 1997 than in 

'1992. I 

(5) Additional Funds for ,Welfare to Work Housing Vouchers and Welfare to Work 
Transportation. The 'President's budget will contain ~dditional funds for the 
President's proposals to help ensure welfare recipients who need to move or obtain 
transportation in order to go to work can do so (amoLnts are still being , 
determined). 

1998 State of 

Union 


Signing of 
Transportation 
Equity Act (TEA-21) 
into law 
(6/9/98) 

' " I 

President's Statements I 
"For 13 years, Elaine Kinslow of Indianapolis, Indiana, was on and off 

I 

welfare. Today, she's a dis[1atcher with the a van com[1anJ!. She's saved 
enough money " I 
to move her family into a good neighborhood, and she's hel[1ing other 
welfare reci[1ients go to work. Elaine Kinslow and all those likE,3 her are 

, I 
the real heroes of the welfare revolution. There are millions lik'e her all 
across America. And I'm happy she c6uld join the First Lady tonight. 
Elaine, we're very proud of you. Pleat stand up. , , 

We still have a lot more to dO"all of us, to make welfare reform a success 
-- providing child care, hel[1ing familieslmove closer to available jobs, 
challenging more companies to join our welfare-to-work partnership, 
increasing child support collections froln deadbeat parents who have a 
duty to support their own children." I ' , 
"The Act will expand opportunity. It Jffers transportation' assistance to 
enable more Americans to move from ~elfare to work. If you can't get to 
work, you can't go to work." 'I ' ' 
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DRAFT - AprD. 8, 1997 

WELFARE REFORM: 
I 

BHS ISSUE PAPER PROJECT 

As states and. localities implement the new welDre law, HHS believes that there are 
several key policy priorities Which. wiD. be essential to .~moving families from 
weffiueto work and seIf:su1ficiency. The mostixnportant6f.theseis to involve the private 
sector in hiring we1Dre recipients, and we wt'U continue to ~mpi1e information abo~ 
exemplary ongoing or :future efforts to increase private sector iDvolvement in welfilre 
reform implemen~on. ~ a~cIit!-~n. we have iden~+.a1addittonal.P?J1cy ~riorlties 
that have been PreSldentialpnonttes and about winch we b~e the Administrati<m; 
should commumcate strong messages mthe coming monthk' , : 

Over the next several weeks, lmS proposes to prepare a les ofpapers for the White 
House which outline each ofthese priorities, higblight statJ legislative initiatives, and 
sllmmarize state, 100a.4' and non-governmental programs thk exemplliY ''best practices" in 
each area. These themes. 1i.sted in the order ofour propoJei production schedule.. are 

below.' , I . 

• HUMAN SERVICES TRANSPORTATION initiatives link welfare recipients to jobs, 
and aoknowledge the changing geographic dynamics ofth~ American workplace. This . 
paper has been completed and submitted to the White Ho~. . 

.. CHllD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT, efforts are morel collections and paternity 
establi.sh.meo.ts. he1pingcustodial and non-custodial pareot~ make the transition from 
welfare to work and achieve self~suffioiency. In the co~months, states will need to 
imple.ment important legis1ation that will detem:tine how then- child support enforcement 
programs will be structured. 

'" ClllLD CARE. A number ofpromising initiatives to expand and improve child care 
have emerged across the country. These include initiative~ such as public/private 
partnerships., innovations in consumer education, linkages With health and other topics. 

'" RURAL DEVELOPMENT efforts deseIVe special emph~&is. Welfare reform should not 
be equated with urban policy, and the unique needs ofrural welfare populations need to be 
properly addressed at the federal, state, and local level. 

*PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES face unique challenges in the:new welfare-ta-work 
enviro'nment. States and localities should be encouraged t6 develop inolusive, accessible 
welfare programs that address the nee~ ofwelfare redpreb.ts with disabilities or parents 

caring for disabled children.. . I. . . , 
* ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, MICROCREDIT and COMMUNITY-BunnING 
efforts prlngjob opportunities, capital investment, and n~ economic activity to low­

http:redpreb.ts
http:establi.sh.meo.ts
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income urban and rural c:omnnmmes. We need to build onl existing models (S\1ch as 
EZlEC, CDFI. and others) and better link welfare progratrls to work programs at the 
<federal, state, and localleve1s. <We plan to work with Trea~ on the development: oftbis. 
paper. 

• EMPLOYMENT AND JOB RETENTION FOR HA.RI)..TQ-SERVE POPULATIONS 
is a crucial and di:Oi.cuk goal to meet as we1fare recipients move from welfare to work. 
The Ad.ministratiOD. should emphasize job placement strate~esthat help hard-to-serve or < 

long-term welfare recipients find employment as well as highlight model programs that 
keep former reoipients .employed and self-sufficient. We Jlope to involve the Department 
ofLabor in the development ofthiS paper. I 

• STATES MUST MAINTAIN THEIR INVESTMENT in we1fare programs by using 
new ~ate flexibility and T ANF block grant dollars to suppbrt low-income &milles. State 
legislatures. will be makjng crucial.fiscal choice~ in the conling months; we need to ensure 
that these choices maintain among con" lIitmept to low-ilioome fiurrl]ies. . . 

• DOMESTIC VIOLENCE programs ate cru~ to remJe the barriers to employment 
for families experiencing domestic violence., I .< 

• TEEN PARENTS AND TEEN PREGNAN€Y PREVENTION is an important focus of 
welfare reform. The Ad.mioistration should hiihlight and ~OO'Ul8ge replloation ofmodel < 

programs that help teens live at home with ~ families, stay in school, prepare for work, 
and practice abstinence. i . 

I 
< t 



. '. ,)CA.~W' W.7T"t.- ,IS)vt 

, : "CP~i-, R, l~. c.e.A1.f. , ; 
...,. Ask.. Uti.oS a.. t:.wft.6c..f,;.... PI«.( 

-7't......~'J1 e·...-r 

PROPOSALS TO REFORM WOTC, INCREASE EMPLOYER PARTICIPATION, 
, I . .' , 

AND TO EXPAND COVERAGE TO THOSE IN NEED OF 
I 

ASSISTANCE IN FINDING WORK 
.. 	 . ....·1· . .. 

PROGRt\M REFORM: The curre~t.WOTC statutory language needs.to be changed to • 
require the Pre-screening fonn(lRS 8850) be complet~d before the job offer is made, not 
"On or before the day on which such individual is offdred employment..." as it currently 
reads.· " , ,'. '. , . , . . ' 1 : ' 

, 	 , , 

PROPOSALS TO INCREASKKM:PLOYER PARTICIPATION AND TO EXPAND 
" I 

COVERAGE TOTH.0SE IN NEED OF ASSISTANCE If lFINnING WORK, : 

• 	 ',' PE~A~ENTIMULTI-.YEAR EXTE~SION OF 1~ PROGRAM. ~o :encolffage 
particIpatIon, employers need the assurance that th~re rllbe 'a pennanent, If not 1001g , . 

. 	 \ tenn, 'extension ofthe program .. ,Without such assuranc~s, it is hard for businesses to 
.make. thefinancial~~, corpor~te ~uJtural conunitm~nt)to participate i~ .WOTY.', ' . 

, 	 , 1 

• 	 REDUCE iVIINIMuM WORK REQlJIREMENT ~ROM 400.HOURS, TO 250 ' 
HOURS. ' When the reducedpo~l of qualified applicbts is combined with a smaller 
credit, and costly new administrative procedures, the 400 hour minimum wo~k 
requirement discourages participation because too mU6h of the risk has now been 
shifted to employers. Line rrianagersare'more resistarlt to participating in aprogram 
where the rewards have been diminis4ed {oranapplickt pool that has fewer job skills 
and 'less potential for succeeding in the workplace esp6ciallY when the benefits are, 
delayed for at best'two and ahalfmOJ1thsruidPOSSiblyllUP to six months. 'This is 

, frustrating for employers when many of these workers use theirWOTC job as a stepping 
stone to other employment. 250 hours'is more than twice the 120 hour requirement in the 
old TJTC program. ' 

INCREASE THE CREDIT 'AMOUNT AND WAGKBASE TO COVER THE• I ' 

FIRST $10,000 FOR ONE YEAR. INCLUDE AS ELIGIBLE WAGES , 
, 	 . ' " ' I, " 

EDUCATION AND TRAINING ASSISTANCE, H~ALTHCARE, ANDi ' 
DEPENDENT ~ARE EXPENDITURES. A one year credit on a $10,000 wage base 
wo:uld restore the .incentive ,and would provide enough! to substantially offset the costs 
involved in placing WOTC eligible workers 'on payroli and providing the added training 

, I, , 	 .' " 

and the time required to work with this population~ lnci'easing the. wage base Iwould' " 
, reward high~rpaying jobs and provide added "resourcbs for employers, to proy,ide ,,' " 
. 'incentives for -longer rete~tion. Once, a worker has' gotteJ;1 through t~e first yek, they have, ' 

" '" ,; " .' ,,' • .1 " • ' '.
demonstra!ed enough ofa ,work hIstOry, that the deCISIon to leave ~ job often ~lll center ; , 
arotind other opportunities. Employers want arid ne~dla,stable work force'anq h~ve n<? ., 
incentive to chum acompetent employye 'especially for a taxincentive that hardly covers 
the costs and headaches involved in integratil).g ,an ent&Jev~1 work~r. ' , ' ' . ' 	 .. , ' , . 

\ ~ , 

http:needs.to
http:t:.wft.6c


\:; . 
.,.. " 

• , EXTEND ELIGIBILITY TO. 'NQT FQR PROFIT :ENTITIES (REFUNDABLE OR 
'SALE/SYNDICATIQN 9F HIRING CREDITS.) Besides government, the largest 
employers in 'most inner city communities are not-for~profits, especially univ~rsities, 
hospitals and community based organizations. '"They have many entry level positions 

, which coula b~ filed by WOTe eligible ihdividuals arid they are often co~itted to' 
pr~vidingeinploynient to indivi?'uals from the ~ommtbity. But they. have m~y 'more job 

, "applicants than positions and tend to hire the' most qualified individuaL Extending the 
, , ability to sell or syndicate hiring credits as is currentl~available with pollution credits 

and "ow income ,housing c~edits,would di"am~tically i~ctease participation 'especially 
among employers who are often located inthe areas where WOTC jobs are mo~t,needed" 

• E~TENDWQT~;~QGRAME~I~IBILIT\,:TOkQNE.W~OIS "", "; 
'\ 'PARTICIPATINGIN()R WHO HAS RECENTLY COMPLETED A FEDERAL ' 

,,:JQB TRAINING PARTNERSIDP ACT TRA.ININ~ PRQGRAM QR A STATE QR' 
LQCALTRAINING PROGRAM. Participants iufederal,stateand lo'cal training 
programs are carefully screened toi~urethat they me~t the eligibility standards.' " 

, , , ",' 1 ' ," 

Because of their backgroUnds, many of those who participate in these programs have 
, ' ' ", I ' 

.' 

difficulty in finding a good jqb. ~xtending categoric eligibility to ,those who ,participate 

in these: programs wo'uldsignitlcantly increase not onl~ the speed in which they find 


"',employm~nt, but al~o would improve the quali~ OfjOrS av~il~ble tp ~hem.. , '; 


PRQYID~ AN I~CREMENrAL TRAINING CruiDIT. An employer .wh~iswilling. 
, to promote and/or train WOTC workers or individualsjwho were ,hired at either :the " 
,', minimum wage or ,who participated in a federal, state,.pr local ,training program should be 
enco~aged to provide additional training to these workers through a tax credit that-would. 
cover any incremental in<;rease in.wages as.well as the training <;ost~ involved: ' 

, . ,. . . ( . ' 
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I 
OPTIONS FOR ENHANCING FEDERAL GUARANTEE TO ALL AMERICANS ,

I ' 

· 	TO INVEST IN POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION ~D TRAINING THEY CHOOSE' 

,I. Baseline Package of F~deral Resou~ces fOf Families land Individuals ' , 

• 	 $2900 Pell Gra~ts -- with a~tual amount based oA'familY income, savin~. DiffiCult, 
or arbitrary use in practice adversely affects three Igrou'ps: independent students, 
dislocated, workers b!C no prospective, income test,i and non-:degree training. Also, " 

, subject to vagaries 'of annual appropriations, which means that amount of grant falls 
behind, median tuition costs when not the highest priority ofa sitting President who 
can enforce his' will on Congress. ': I ' 

• 	 Student Loans -- much more conveniently available, with more affordable ' , , 
" 	repayment, inchiding a Pay::":As-You:-Eam'optionJ [N.B.: We should take credit for all " 

reforms in practice -- including the savings and ihcreasing competitiveness and 
convenience of GSLs' -- of Direct Lending.] , ,I ' . " 

• 	 Dol Training -~ a hodgepodge of federal-, state-I and locai-contracted trai~ng 
programs for dislocated and low-income workers.i Presidentin G.I. Bill for America's 
Workers has already' argued that this crazy-quilt df training programs doesn't work 

, 'and all of the adult training dollars should be cOP~olidatedinto aD individual Skill 
Grant of $2600 so that dislocated and "underemployed"workers who can't find new 
jobs with, their current skills can invest in learning the skills they choose: to "find new 

. ! h 	 I'"' ,

,and more rewarding work. 

2. 	Current'Package of Proposals 
, 	 " "I ' ' 

$1500 refundable Hope Scholarship. $10.000 ruubatio~ and Trai~ing Tax Deduction • 
and Expanded IRA. However, .'refundabilityof Hbpe Scholarship presents problems in 
coordinating with Pell Grant,dQesIi't get cash intd hands of family until year after .",' 
family spends money on tuition, and doesn't add rhuch purchasing power for low- and 
moderate income persons compared to fell GrantJ; ,and, Hope Scholarship does not , ' 
solve iimit~tions mPell Grants' described iIi 1 ab6ve. -: , ' 
$2600 Skill Grant iIi G.I. Bill for America's Wor~ersforUnderemployed arid'• 
Unemployed Workers; However; last year the Hquseand Senate authorizing,'., 

cOalmittees and, Conference Repcrt rcje6ted individualBkill Grants and substituted' , ,'. ' 


" " 	

devolution to states of DoL adult training ~ollars,:with each state having discretion t'o' 
use state-local contracting for training services or: individual skill grants designed as 
state chooses. Authorizing committees offered 'nd federal guarantee of any kind 'for 
enhanced purchasirig power of education or trainirtg for, individual families and are' 
unlikely, to beaDy more supportive this year -- ukless the President finds a,way to, :' 
, 	 ' • " ,I ' , ' 

, 	 . elevatethe issue in anew and major way., :" I" ' :' .', .,',', ' ~ ," 

3. New Proposed Package for enhancing Federal Guarantee of support for families to' ,
, 	 , , 

, invest in education, and training they, choQ$e. Budgetfremise=use $5.5 billion in 5:-year' , 

budget savings from eliminating refundability and simplifying Hope Scholarship; arid move' 

all pi the individual purchasing power of Pell Grants and most of DoL adult training' ' 

appropriations to mandatory' side of the' Budget. There l~also an additiorial $2 billion in 




j 
, I 

budget savings from Student Loan refo~s, for, a ,total of ~7.5 billion in available savings~ 
" ' 

'. . ..' " 1'1, ,!
Expanded and More Flexible Pell Grants:' ' I ' , ' , i'• 

Increase Proposed FY98 Discretionary Amount from $2900 to $3000, the 
I 

, median cost per year of college). Net Budget Increase Cost =$1.5B. 
Solve "Independent Student" issue. Net Cost=$3.9B , I " ' 

Solve "Prospective Income" issue for disl~ted workers. Net Cost=$l.OB 
Solve "Non-'-Degree" training issue. Costz::$5.0B (although this is very " 

, uncertainb/c we don't have a handl~ on the extent to which this would 
" be used). This cost could be.entirelyi offset by moving a portion of. 

JTPA training $$ to mandatory side (just as we are proposing for Pell 
, 

, Grantsl) Net Cost=$O l
I 

, " I ' , , 
, Dislocated Worker Hope Skill Credit or Hope Skill Grant of $3,000: 

The impact of this net increase in purchasidg, power would be limited to class' 
of workers'actually disloCated from paying!jobs by their'employers whose 
"prospective income" is still too high forP~ll Grant and who can't find a new ' 
job after 12 weeks pfjob search as certified by V.I. or One-Stop;~ and for most 
of this limited class, net, increase iIi'cost wduld be a maximum of $1500 per , 
person. Cost=$3.5B (although this is a littlel indetenninate blc interaction with 
Pell Grant,and Hope Scholarship is not yet entirely clear) This cOst could be 
entirely offset by moving JTPA training $$ !for such dislocated workers to 
mandatory side (just as we are proposing to; do with Pell Grants!) ,Net Cost=O. 

. • " ! • . . 

1, ",~ , ", '. I : ' . . • '. ." '" :' , " . .•j. , . . 
. TotalJ:olet Budget Cost= $6.4B,less Net.B~dget Saving of ;$7.5 yields' 

, ," ' 1 

/fetBudgetCost=$O or. savings! " , ,', ," I 
4. Pros vs. Cons, 

'. I' ' 
, ,",' 1 ,',',,' 

Pro: This will guarantee for a: generation to' come that President's promise of federal 
'support fotevery family, worker,and student toinvest:neducation and training they • 
choose -- not just for first tWo years 'of college,b~t (llso for all post-secondary" " 
lifelong leamihg -- is embedded in a balanced budget reconciliation agreement In so , 

, doing, it will also implement the President's propo~al fora G.I. Bill for America's" " 
, ,Workers without having to seek any legislation troin reluctant if not hostile 
, authorizing committees~ , , 

'ConI: This isa' new ,entitlement, that Wille~plode the deficit in, 'theout:-ye.~., 
, , Con 2: This will require. cuts elsewhere in Budget " ' : ': ' " 
, Con 3: This will put, existing DoL training programs or PO~S-proposedSkill , 
< Grants at risk. ' ,L ' ' 

,: ',' , j " .' " ,

" ' ',' ',' ,','; ,,".:, ,I, ,', . ", 
Discussio~: This is a fight well worth making. Fi~t" the c~ances for a major 'victory -- fo; 
porus and foraH Americas -- in the context of a budge} that actually balances on 9BO 
scoring-~ are quite high if porus wants to, fight for thi~ priority. In 'fact, this proposal ' 

, , " ' , ' , ' i " ' ' , 

http:Cost=$3.5B
http:Costz::$5.0B
http:Cost=$l.OB
http:Cost=$3.9B


.;. t .. 

1 ' 

. ".. l ' 
. would substantiailyenhance porus hand: (a)by elevatiDk ,this issue to aparamount' , 
Presidential priority and highest, national visibility and (b) Iby building' support among virtually 
all D's (and, behind the scenes, at least, maybeeveri moderate R's who want to assure , : 
investment in post-secondary education and training) and !major constituencies (including '! 

organized labor, entire education community, and much of .enlightened business leadership) I 

. who will join with porus to fight for this 'federal guarantee of , post-secondary education and 
, , '. I" 1 

traini~g in the cOntext of balancing the budget. The President's own balanced budget' 

proposal, his actions in achieving a balanced budget agreement, and his commitment to 


. '. I _ 

whatever Bi-Partisan Commission he may ,convene to deal with "longer-term" Social Security 
and Medieare!Medieaid issues will make clear that the Prdsident js committed'to,a budget : 
framework that will work to achieve balance --and notdxplode the deficit -:... for a : 
generation to cOme. Establishing such a new' balanced bz1Igetframework - - including ,the: 
federal guarantee: to all American families, students and ~orkers of'resources' to invest in the , 
post-secondary education and training they choose -- p~ovides the substance for apowerful 
Second Inaugural Address: the President's vision forempqwering ordinary Americans to lea1d 
an extraordinarily rewarding crossing .to. a new age of diS,coveryand r~newal.· , 

, ',' Second~ the President ~ill: be sUbmittiriga~mplet~ ~ew budget that ,bal~nces and then, 
bargain for a balanced budget agreement. in the. context ofr many' variables that are not ' . 
included in his proposed budget (e.g., C.P.I., size of econemic bonus for balancing the 
budget, additional revenueS within: budget window' from '~pital gains cut and further . 
eliminations of "corporate subsidies," and other proposed festr!lints on growth in Medicare,. " 
Medicaid, and SSI 'and Disability). Any "con" of requiring "cUts" elsewhere in our budget is, 
therefore, largely irrelevant at this stage of consideration: ~his ,is the type of choiCe that . 
porus should have before him when he makes decisions' on major presidential priorities .' 
(which this surely is) and budgenrade-offs. But the budgkt trade-offs here are not total$$ 
nor trade-offs between competing Presidential priorities; I"ere th.e actual budget tradi-""offs, 
are of two different idndS: (iJrejundable tax credits v.mJndat!Jry grants; and (2)mandatory' 
invest;nentv:db:crefio,!-ariappropria~innS. ThispropOsal:~' IIbudget,-neutral. II, " . ': 

i· ! 
: . ' ",'.'. " . " '.' ,:.1, . ' , ': . ,

" , : ,Third, the. DoL discretionary appropriation for training pfO'grams is already at ;risk: ,in 
. our G.I. Bill proposal, the President has already led the charge iriargiling that the current, .; 
craZy patchwork ofDOL programs'with fed~ral-state-Ioc~contracting of training is just : . 
plain wrong-headed and thdt the $$ shutilc1 all be wusolidated into purchaSing pmverdirecdy 
in the hands of individuals through a $2600 Skill Grant. !herefore, what's really at risk if we 
don't include uskill grants II for trainingm our proposed mandatory package is the President's 

, . . 1, ,I " 

whole proposal ofindividual Skill Grants before unfriendly authorizing committees . . ' IIi fact,; 
this proposal to tie education and training togetheias. ~artdatory investments actually. ,.. ,,' : . 

. , I . , .., 

strengthens our hand'on any negotiations OIi similarchan'ges. to Pell Grants and .to fight for; , 
the President's real G.l Bill for America 's Wo~kers if we lose with the Congress on this iss~e 

t • • ; 

in BUdget Reconciliation and are forced back oorgaining with' the authorizers and ' , ' " ' 
appr,opriators Olt 'th~ discretiorUiryside! And, if theIrian~atory :proposal.succecds in the., ' 
Budget Reconciliation, then DQL can'concentrate on building the 'foundation for .labor market 

.inforina~ion an?~xchange (Job Bank,Talent ~., Lab~r l~arket Information System,. ,t 
interactIve. Trallllllg Network and One-Stops) that permltaob..;...seekers, employers looklllg for 
workers,and job placement intermediaries to find and add their own value -- without the :. 

, 
'! 

I" 



need for any'additional authori~ing legl;lation at all! " 

[N.B.: Of oours~, any such consolidation through individ~al gra~ts -- lik~ the consolidation 
through devolution proposed by Congressional authorized last year -- puts most of the :, 
employees at DoL's ETA at risk of being '~downsized": bht we are 'in no position to argue that 
is a Con rather than a'pro. Indeed, ,the VP joined in major support of the President's proposed 

, ," , I , 	 ' 

consolidation through individual Skill Grants as one of-h~s most important and visible· ' ' ' 
examples of real REGO.] , 1 ' ; 

, 

[N.B.:There is a very creative proposal for out-of-school-youth and young adults who don't 
have high school diplomas or are functionally illiterate that DOL could put into play on the: 

. authorizing side with the support of governors and mayors: a $500 federal incentive to the i 
State!locality for each such. young person recruited to go jback to a state/locally.approved ; 
provider offering learning leading to high schooldiplom~, marketable job skills and a real job 
upon completion, with another federal $500 reward to St1te for every such person placed in a 
job for one year after completion. This could be modele~-- much like the School..:..to-Work 
tra,nsitional grants --:- ,as a challenge competition to State~ (and localities/school districts) that·.­
elect to participate by putting up the rest of the $$ for stich work-based learning leading to ' 
employmerit upon graduation., It is not necessary; howeJer, to decide what if anything to " 
pro~ose ~ith respect to DOLout:-Of~SChOOlyo~th/youngla?~lt training programs in order to " 
deCIde thIS proposal fq~ post-secondary educatIOn and tr.azmng. The DoL out-of-school 
youth issues should be reviewed and considered in the cqntext of the complementary proposal' 
from DoEd for rt~forming the Perkins Act through the pending reauthorization: Ken and Barry 

,'should (ldvise the timing and nature of any budget issues; on DoL out-of-school youth anq , 
Perkins 'reauthorization that need to be resolved. J • 1 

" 	 ~'j 

Pro: This will (l!;s~re th~t individual grants are prbvided up~fro~t to low- and• 
,1poderate-income families, stuclents and workers rho choose to invest in eduqltioni 

, and t~aining ,without tne administrative, tax policy: and six-, to 18 month: delay. in "I 


.• recejving"refundable tax credit." ',' I ", ',' " ' 


• 	 ,:, Con:? [I don't think there is a "con" hereJ except possibly a tacit admission' 
:" : 'that "refundability" of tax credits generallY isinandatory "spending" rather than 

, a "tax·cut':· (which might hurt our rnetoricJ but does it'reall y hurt thl; budget: •. '. 
:,' sCQring and budget terminology for ~ITC1r ,',. " " ',.' ' 'r 

:,' ;' ," . ,,:.:.,; .. "',' /:. ,,:, ' ">', ,··t- ';,';, ,:"'. '. '. .;; . , 
Pro: This will assure that all American families, students and workers know that thbv 

. willha;ve feder~l guarantee of s~pport not only Iric first two,years of college,but al1io ' 
" "··for all'post..:..second~ry' eduCation arid 'training the~ choose:' .,' . .: ,; ,~l ' ' 

" .,' Con: This may dilute message of making r"first two years of college" or "ye~rs 
. 13 and 14 of schooling as universal as K 112 pJJblic schooling" by extending 

federal guarantee of support (a) to'aliiifeiong learning and (b) including" , 


. !raining for ~~slocated, "underemploY'ed"tor~ers, and low-andmoderate- , 

. ,,' Income. famIlle~ ~- ,as well as college ed~catton -- for ','learners" of ,all age~. 


[Discussion: I just don't "get" 'this con at all. Someone else will have to put together the 

arguments on this.]:" ,',.... " ',', ' . I...". .... .. .. ' ' ' 


. '" 	 . I· . ' 

I 

I 
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In' myfm:ienu, my goal was to mah th~·gov~entwolk bener 8p:d ~sd~s. W,e have proved tbat .., ',\ 

we can make the government cOstiess. We'have: . . . . , . 


6 r~d\l(:cd. thegovenunent work f~rceby o~~ 285,000 '. " , 

e' cut 16~OOO p~es of regulatj,ons ,. 


" ... ~:, ," clo$ed,2.000.obsolete'neld offices' ' i 


• elituiDat~d almos1200 programs an:d,agencies, . 
, I.. .' 

. ,. In the nc>..1 four years; while we continueto'. make government coSt 1~t;S. our job will be to make it wont 

better. . , ." .' 


'. 
, ,ay ~l.e ycar 2000; you will b.e able to: 

.. ,.. find the gOl'emment'liervice you nced the first time you look in ,the blue pages of your local JL-
telephone book.' , . ' 1 AISVI '. ~t>" 

, , ,~~~.~ 
get rmgerp:rint matches in hours rather than months f~r PQlice on.thc streets. . I ~ \ ,./1';'i;'"1 

. , , :' I '.) , . !}b.fiJI' ;\\1"W' 
", ' .. pa~ only 25 cent~ for the post office to deliver your petSonalleU~rs and bills anywhere in the • l:. el '¥l'<.... country in lell!' ,than th~e daYli - the f'mt time in hilrt~ry th~t the price of Ii ~a~p will .have \'1' ~V'0 

gone down.· ' , ' lilt. • (\A' 
. . . .: . " 'I ·c\1'io. t. 

g~t a'polssportwhile,You Wait ~ justUkea drlver'slicense. ,), fiJI. ~.. ' 
• ' ., " , < • 

." . ba't"e your.patents al;provce:lin asliUle as 60 days instead of 66.9 daYs.. 
. ! 

," , . 
• . ••.. " ',-' • ,.'1' 

• get an antl~cr,t.o your dbabiUty'applicatiolJ in half thetimc.' , ': 
..... . I •• 

.( , . " .: " .' : ' , , , . .. ; ~... !, - .', \ '.;. ' "'. • .' " ,. . ' 

•. 'stop reportin,,;your eamingsto Social SeqiJity if you·x:e a working senior citi:t:entbCgjnning this 
year•. ' . . ,. . , . . 

'" 

I' It· get cJ~ared through ~~o~ Ilftll'~mmigrati"na~:airpO~~ in' :30 'alinutes 6r leSs:inStead of. an 
hour-and-a-half with impro'\'cdborder security. . . I" •• 

, ..' ,", . 
• t" 

'Beon-line.·lnst~do(in·~:" , . ' ) ••1 ':' ' 

Vcti::rans'.~iU tJe,ahlc to apply fo~ benef'its;g~ approv'al 101" home loaDs, sched~le'~c ~. 

appointments. checkontb~ statUs of c14iim5,.,appeals'andpaymen~ andC::OllSult witb.a h~aith care. 

p-rovider long-distance;.. :.' i ........... '. . ". " " .:..... ...... :: .. 


,... ,"

. : . CitizennviU.he able to,find out whether the drinking wat~.. is safe iri.thei:r (ommuDlty. if· . , ! 

the 'vllcantlot downtb~'lItreens contllminated and what's cOiDing:forin the hid1utriat facU,lty across .' 1. 
iown•. , ", ..' . '. , . .... . ;' . '.' 

i· 
I 

.Smllll.bu8incs!lcs clW apply for and get SDiallbusiness loaDs. 

'. Workers will.l)e.ablctore,Ort wo~late safetY.and health liaurds,.: 


·And 40 million taxpayers will be,able to ("Ie papedeslI by phone ~r ID.tem~t. 

~ - .' ' , " .... ' .- , ., ~ 

" 
"i , / . .," . 'I' . 

" 

. F\.. , I. 
,J I 

, '.' II-"', ..~ ,I' 

J 
, ~ . 

.\ 
·1 

. ) 

.'. 

. . :" 

http:CitizennviU.he


.­
The EMPIRE STATE SURVEY 
is a joint project of: 

i 
I,, 

. The Empire Foundation 
130 Washington Avenue, First Floor 
Albany, NY 12210 
518-432-4444 
Thomas Ca"oU; President 

The Lehrman Institute 
42 East 71st Street 
New York, NY 10021 
212-988-7300 
Frank Trotta, President 

Richard Behn and Douglas Muzzio 
Project Directors 

EMBARGOED FOR RELEASE UNTIL 5 P.M., SATURDAY, JULY 16 
. I 

Contact Richard Behn or Douglas Muzzio, 212-988-7300 I 

NEW YORKERS WANT TO MAKE WELFARE "WORK" 
I 

New Yorkers want to make welfare "work," according to the results of a poll of 1221 New York State 
residents taken by the Empire State Survey. I 

The Empire State Survey, taken in the three weeks pri~r to President Clinton's welfare reforhl message 
on June 14, found that New Yorkers believe: . i 

• welfare recipients and fathers of welfare children shbuld work; 
• welfare benefits should be limited in duration, lest they induce dependency; 
• families are important '-- it is wrong for parents to avoid their obligation to support their children; 
• government has a responsibility to nurture work and, self-sufficiency; and . 
• welfare recipients should get the help they need to get off welfare and back to work. 

"New Yorkers see welfare as a ne~essity -- as a temporary safety net, a transition during temporary 
financial emergencies to the world of work," according to Douglas Muzzio, co-director of the Empire State 

r 

Survey. "They perceive a need for job training, schooling, child care, transportation aid, and guaranteed health 
insurance. " 

I 
"New Yorkers want to change the welfare system in N~w York State and the nation. They hold out high 

hopes for a wide array of changes in state and national welfare efforts but have low .expectations that there will 
be significant reform soon. Or, that reforms will cost less in .the short run," said Muzzio. 

"New Yorkers, most of all, agree on the value of work; it represents a core social belief of New Yorkers. 
They want to increase the pressure to work -- mainly through time limits of welfare receipts -- and :increase the 
rewards of working. To New Yorkers, welfare recipients ha~e a responsibility to make every effort to support 

I 

-MORE­ I 



. EMPIRE STATE SURVEY: THE LIMITS OF WELFARE Page 2 
t • 

I. 

themselves through work. They are ambivalent about whether need or greed is the main reason for going on 
welfare, but they have no ambivalence about the need to get re¢ipients off the dole," according to Richard J. 
Behn, the survey's other co-director and executive director of the Lehrman Institute. 

The highest level of agreement in the survey was accorded to a statement by former New York City 
Mayor Edward I. Koch who said, "Welfare should be treated as! a response to a temporary emergency, not as 
a permanent way of life." Among New Yorkers surveyed, 97% ;agreed and only 2% disagreed. 

A quotation from Harlem Congressman Charles Rangel d~ew the second highest level of agreement from 
respondents. Nearly everyone (95%) agreed that "If you can keep people off welfare, working, off the streets 
and paying taxes, that's a hell of a lot better than abandoned buildings and people on welfare in the streets." That 
included 83% who strongly agreed with the statement. Only 3% disagreed. 

Respondents, however, were somewhat less sure of the :motivations of welfare recipients. Omy 63% 
agreed with President Clinton that "Most people who are on welfare are yearning for another alternative, aching 
for the chance to move from dependence to dignity.", About on~ of three New Yorkers :(32%) disagreed with 
the statement. 

THE SOLUTIONS 

New Yorkers' opinions about welfare reform follow many of the same principles as President Clinton's 
welfare reform plan. According to the Empire State Survey; they want to increase training and insurance 
coverage for welfare recipients but want to end unlimited subsi~ies, Nearly two out of three (67%). of those 
surveyed favored applying time limits to single parents with chil~ren under one year of age. Three out of five 
(60%) favored applying limits to single parents with drug or alcohol problems or families that the government 

I 

cannot find a job for. . 

New Yorkers (62%) also support cutting off welfare to le~al immigrants until they become citizens. OnlY!./
one third of New Yorkers (34%) disagree with such a cutoff. . , 

President Clinton has also supported state experiments: with limiting welfare for families who have 
additional babies while on welfare. Among New Yorkers, surveyed, 70% agreed that there should not be an 
increase in welfare benefits when people on welfare have additidnal children. That included 58% who strongly 
agreed with that statement; only 27% who disagreed. 

One of the largest majorities in the poll was accorded ~o a statement by New Jersey State Assembly 
Minority Leader Wayne Bryant: "If a person wants to enlarge their family while on welfare, they should go to 
work to support the additional children like any other working family." That comment drew support from 91 % 
of the respondents. 

New Yorkers do not believe that the government shouldigive additional assistance to unwed mothers on II 
welfare who marry the father of their children. Only 37% supp~>rt that proposal and 59% oppose it. 

, 

New Yorkers do believe that unmarried mothers under 118 should be required to live with a parent or 
guardian in order to be eligible for welfare, More than six of ten New Yorkers (61 %) agree with the proposal 
compared to 34% who disagree. 

Governor Cuomo's suggestion that "The best thing we can do to avoid the disastrous cycle of poverty 
for many of our families is to stop children from having children" drew strong backing. Almost nine out of ten 
(88 %) of New Yorkers agreed with their governor. . . 

-MORE­
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Governor Cuomo' comment drew more accolades than Ia somewha~ similar comment from President 
Clinton when he said that "This country would be a lot better off is children were born to married couples." 
Almost three out of four New Yorkers (73%) agreed with Clintdn. 

A slight majority (51 %) agreed with former Vice Presiddnt, Dan Quayle that "Marriage is probably the 
best anti-poverty program of all." About 45 % disagreed. A larger majority (62 %) agreed with Nation ofIslam 
Minister Louis Farrakhan that welfare is "subsidizing women to h~lVe babies." About one third (34%) disagreed. 

I 

Only 41 % agree with welfare critic Charles Murray's stdtement that "Forcing a young single woman to 
find a way of supporting a child will lead many who should not be mothers to place their babies for adoption. 
This is good." Virtually the same proportion (40%) disagreed with that statement. 

New Yorkers also support Medicaid funding of childbirth expenses for poor women. Seven often New 
Yorkers (70 %) agree with funding and 20 % disagree.. Much more controversial is Medicaid funding o~ abortion 
expenses. A majority (52 %) support such funding while 40% of New Yorkers oppose it. A majority (52 %) also 
oppose requiring welfare mothers to accept contraceptive implants. But 43% of New Yorkers do favor the 
proposal, including 36% who strongly support it. 

A strong majority (83 %) favor providing guaranteed health .insurance so poor people without health 
coverage don't quit their jobs or stay on welfare to get Medicaid. Only 14% oppose this idea. 

New Yorkers, however, are skeptical about arbitrary and complete welfare cutoffs. A very strong 
majority (78%) disagreed with a proposal to"limit welfare bene1;its to two years and do not allow people to get 
back on welfare ever." Just 19% agreed with the proposal. I 

However, if the proposal was to "limit welfare benefits t9 two years and do not allow people to get back 
on welfare for at least five years," then 57 % agreed and only 3~% disagreed. ' 

That does not mean that New Yorkers are soft on w.elfarerecipients, More than nine often New Yorkers· 
(93 %) believe in requiring job training for those on welfare, and after two years requiring them to work (an 
element of President Clinton's welfare reform package). An equal proportion (93%) believe that fathers of 
children on welfare should be required to work. Only 5 % disag'reed with this proposal. 

I 
I 

Almost as many (94%) believe that able-bodied welfare ,recipients should be required to work off their 
grants by performing community service. Just 5% disagree. 

At the same time, seven of ten New Yorkers (72 %) support increasing the minimum wage to make work 
a more attractive alternative to welfare. Only' one quarter (26%) oppose such an increase. 

, 

Even more New Yorkers (82 %) believe that government 'should pay for child care and transportation for 
welfare recipients who work or are in job training or education courses. Just 15% oppose such payments. 

A narrow majority (53 %) believe that welfare payments ;should be equalized in all 50 states even if this 
means an increase or decrease in payments in some states.: A substantial minority (43%) oppose such 
equalization. 

New Yorkers do not believe, however, in subsidizing drug or alcohol abuse. Two of three New Yorkers I 
(67 %) believe in making welfare recipients who test positive for drug or alcohol abuse ineligible for further ./ 
welfare benefits. Only 30% oppose the proposal. : 

-MORE­
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An even greater number (86%) believe in making welfare recipients who commit a serious crime while I ./ 
on welfare ineligible for further benefits. Three of four New Yorkers (74%) strongly agree with that suggestion ", 
and only 11 % disagree. ; 

New York State has instituted a limited program of fingerPrinting welfare applican~. (It will be expanded 
to 12 upstate counties this year and the Department of Social Se~ices has given permission for ,fingerpdnting of 
Home Relief recipients statewide.) Fingerprinting is supported by; 79% of New Yorkers, induding 68 % strongly. 
Only 18% oppose such a program. I 

When it comes to which political party in New York State is more like to reform the welfare system, New 
Yorkers don't show much confidence in either. Republicans with 31% have the smallest possible edge over 
Democrats (30%) in the proportion of New Yorkers who think they will do the best job. But an even larger 
proportion (36 %) either thought that neither party would do a g~od job or both parties would. 

! 
THE PERCEPTIONS 

New Yorkers have mixed feelings about the poor and tI10se on welfare. On the one hand, nearly half 
(47%) think that the living conditions of poor people have been g'etting worse over the last five years rather than, 
getting better (16%) while 30% thought these conditions had remained the same. 

Moreover, over half (53%) say that they are more sympathetic to the poor than they were five years ago 
-- compared to 26% who are less compassionate .. 

Clearly, New Yorkers do not totally reject the notion of welfare. When given a choice' of three 
statements to represent their opinions on welfare; an overwhelming 85% chose "Welfare is necessary but it should 
be used only as a short-term solution to help during temporary financial emergencies brought on by 
unemployment or illness but not as a permanent way of life. it Only 6 %agreed that "Welfare should be abolished 
because it makes people lazy and dependent on the government ihstead of having them stand qn their own feet. " 
Another 7% said that I~Welfare is absolutely necessary for those people who simply can't cope in our highly 
competitive society. " 

Overwhelmingly, New Yorkers think that the'goal of welfare reform should be to give poor people the 
skills they need to become self-sufficient (79%). Only 10% say that cutting the cost of welfare prognims is the 
chief reform goal. Both goals were cited by 8% of those surveyed and 2% ,rejected both goals. . 

However, more New Yorkers (41 %) think that welfare ~ecipients could get along without it if they tried 
than believe that most welfare recipients really do 1'1volunteered anneed this help (37%). Another 18% 
intermediate .position. ' 

Furthermore, a clear majority (53%) think that out-of-state people move into New York State in order 
to get higher welfare payments - compared to 19% who think this is not true. 

Only 26%, however, think that welfare payments in New York State are too high -- compared to 15% 
I 

who think they are too low. Nearly a quarter (22 %) think that the level of payments is about right and more than 
third (36%) did not have an opinion. ' 

Nearly halfef those surveyed (47%) think that the aver~ge welfare recipient stays on welfare for. more 
than five years. Another 18% said the average was two-four years and 11 % said it was one-two years. Another 
14% chose time periods of.less than one year .. In reality,the avbrage welfare recipient itl New York State stays 
on the rolls for 2.5 years. I 

-MORE­
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When asked which was the more serious welfare problem -- families not getting enough welfare benefits 
to get by or families getting more benefits than they need, 40% cited greed as the bigger problem while only 33 % 
said need. Both need and greed were mentioned by 10% while 8% rejected both alternatives. 

I 

New Yorkers are suspicious of those at both ends of the income spectrum. Asked which isa bigger 
problem for this country right now -- rich people not paying their fair share of taxes or people on welfare getting ./ 
benefits they don't deserve, 37% said the rich not paying enoug~ taxes and 31 % said welfare recipients getting 
undeserved benefits.· Another 21 % cited both groups. 

I 

I
Nearly three out of five New Yorkers (59%) agree that ilie welfare system encourages teenagers to have I / 

babies. Just 40% rejected that review. Two of three New Yorkers agreed with Forbes Magazine Editor-in-Chief . 
Malcolm Forbes, J.r., when he wrote, "Illegitimacy is rising rapid)y, regardless of race, because girls mistakenly' 
feel that pregnancy gives them money and independence." Only 29% disagreed with Forbes' conclusion 
compared to 67 % who agreed. : 

New Yorkers are skeptical about the ambition and motiva~ion of welfare recipients. More New Yorkers 
(48%) think that welfare recipients don't want to work than think that they really do want to work (42%). And 
57% think that jobs are available for most welfare recipients who feallY want to work whil~ only 38% think those 
jobs are not available. 

When asked to volunteer their own opinion about the most important factor why people are on welfare, 
New Yorkers split between the top two suggestions -- those who think the prime cause is a lack of good-paying 
jobs (21 %) and those who think that the prime cause is lack of motivation by welfare recipients (22%). 

New Yorkers have a clear bias toward both work and job training. About six of ten (59%) think that· 
welfare recipients don't have the skills they need to join the work force. The same percentage (59%) think that 
federal job training programs are effective at helping welfare recipients get-off welfare. A much larger proportion 
(77 %) think that an individual with no job or work history should NOT be able to receive a bigger check on 
welfare than a laid-off worker who receives unemployment compensation. 

Not surprisingly, 59% think that the families of the working poor are discriminated against by the welfare 
system. In fact, 65% think that losing Medicaid benefits is a major reason why some welfare recipients can't 
afford to work. ! . 

PROSPECTS FOR CHANGE 

Many New Yorkers, moreover, do not believe that welfare reform is best handled at the national level. 
I 

Slightly more New Yorkers believe that it is best to experiment with welfare reform at the state level (41 %) than 
I 

think that welfare reform is best h~dled at the national level (39i%). Another 10% think .the system is best left 
alone while 6% would like to eliminate all benefits. 

Most New Yorkers agree with U.S. Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan that the problems of welfare won't 
be solved during the Clinton Administration or any time soon.; A majority of the Yorkers surveyed by the 
Empire State Survey (53 %) agreed with a quote from the chairn}an of the Senate Finance Committee, who said 
earlier this year that "Anybody who thinks you can change s0mething so huge [as welfare] in less thana 
generation is not telling the truth." . •I 

When asked if they thought President Clinton will mak~ significant reforms in the country's welfare 
system, almost half (47%) of New Yorkers said "no," compared ito 38% who believe he will be able to achieve 

-MORE­
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real reforms. New Yorkers are much more skeptical than Americans surveyed nationally by Gallup earlier this 
year; 66% of them thought that President Clinton would be able ~o make significant reforms. 

New Yorkers have even less confidence in Governor Mario Cuomo's ability to achieve refoqn of the 
welfare system -- w~th 64% expreSsing alack of confidence compared to only 22% who think he will ~e able to 
make Significant changes in welfare in New York. New Yorkers were also less enthusiastic, however, for the 
contention of Governor Mario Cuomo in his State of the State address that "New York is a national leader in a 
welfare reform." New Yorkers rejected that boast by a 47%-34%. i 

One reason for New Yorkers' skepticism may be that half of those surveyed (50%) think that the current 
New York welfare system actually increases the number of people living in poverty compared to only 11 % who 
think that welfare decreases the level of poverty in New York S~ate. Another 28% think welfare has no effect 
on the poverty rate. : 

Furthermore, more than half (55 % ) think that the current ~ystem changes things for the worse by making 
able-bodied people too dependent on government aid -- compared: to only 28% who think that.the welfare system 
changes things for the better by helping people who are unable to support themselves. On this question, New 
Yorkers are somewhat less cynical than those in a national Time4-Mirror survey earlier this year; 75% of them 
thought welfare changes things for the worse. ' 

I 

Whatever happens, New Yorkers don't think welfare reform will come cheap -- two of three New 
Yorkers (67%) think that welfare reform is going to cost the govetnment more in the short term. Only 25% think 
it will cost the government less. ! 

That doesn't mean New Yorkers think that welfare refor,m should cost more. Only 15% think that the 
amount of money spent on welfare should be increased while 36% think it should be decreased and 37% think 
it should stay the same. 

THE EMPIRE STATE SURVEY 

. This latest poll by the Empire State Survey -- the most 'extensive survey of New Yorkers' attitudes on 
welfare to date -- is a joint project of the Empire Foundation and the Lehrman Institute. It was coordinated by 
Richard Behn and Dr. Douglas Muzzio, both of whom have extensive backgrounds in New York State polling 
and politics. Behn is the executive director of the Lehrman Inst,itute and an instructor at The Graduate School 
of Political Management at George Washington University. Muzzio is a professor of political science at Baruch 
College. Behn, a Republican, has done extensive polling both in New York State and in Latin America. ,Muzzio, 
a Democrat, has been a polling consultant to Newsday, ABC News, The Los Angles Times, and t:J:te Roper 
Organization and has conducted polls for government bodies and non-profit organizations. . 

The survey instrument contained 95 closed- and open-ended questions. The poll employed a random digit 
dial (ROD) probability sample of adult New York State residents. RDD ensures that all telephone households, 
listed and unlisted, are given an equal chance of being includ~ in the sample. Respondents wer~ selected 
randomly within the households, with up to four callbacks per eFgible respondents. The sample was drawn by 
the Marketing Systems Group. Interviews were conducted both :in English and Spanish. ' ' 

The estimated sampling error for the entire population is. ±2.8% at the 95% confidence level. That is, 
19 out of 20 times, a probability sample of 1203 respondents ~ill conform to the relevant populations with a 
maximum deviation of 2.8% in either direction. Sampling errorsi for subgroups will be larger than for the entire 
sample but will be "tolerable" for subgroups as small as 200 (an; error margin of ±6.9%). 

I 
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MEMORANDUM FOR BRUCE REED / 

CC: Bo Cutter 
Gene Sperl.ing 
Paul Dim~nd ,(;.2' 

FROM: Heather ROSS~--""""" 

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform, 

One way the federal government could work with states ,to reform' 
welfare is by moving toward an unemployment-insurance-like ' 
program, ,separate from the existing UI system but modeled on it 
in key respects. [See attached outline.) 

Given the work image and work focus we are after, and the 
dharacteris'tic ins~ability at ~he low end of the job ~arket" this 
~s a natural. 

It also fits with.other initiatives'of the Administration 
, especially empowering people (and hOldin'g them responsible) to 
invest in' their own skill preparation. 

This is a paradigm shift. Whether it is: more, generous or less' , 
generous than the current system depends on funding choices that 
are made for its three distinct elements -- the initial 
endowment, the UI-like credits, and the back-stop work program. " 

, However these choices are made, just making the shift will, 
demonstrably meet the President's 'pledge to end welfare as we 
know it. ' 

Do 'you see any role for this approach i~.current' Admi~istration 
thinking on welfare reform? : 

J 
l ' 
l. 

Attachment: PARENT RE-EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM ' 

l 

. . 1 . , 



, 
PARENT,RE-EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM ! 

i 

PREP is a shift in assistance for low~income families with 
children and work-capable adult(s) to an:unetnployment insurance' 
model, patterned to the extent possible on the Administration's : 
unemployment insurance/d~slocated worker: program. ' : 

, I 

* recognizably ends welfare as we know it 

* adopts a familiar ,approach that expresses society's work: 
objectives and parallels arrangements available to th~ 
population generally' J' 

* addresses the spo~adic nature'of much low-income 
employment , I 

, I 

. * makes a time limited element a natural feature. 

I 

The core of PREP is an unemployment system, with a front-end 
endowment for new entrants and a back-end safety net for those' 
who exhaust. their benefits (see attached chart.), 

Everyone entering PREP for the first time, receives a two-year 
endowment of benefits in ,the form of a cash stipend and access to 
,an array of work-oriented.'services. Those subsequently finding' 
regular employment earn ,credits toward further 26-week tranches' 
of benefits in the event, they become unemployed. ' : ' 

I 
! 

i 

People who" exhaust their ;endowment withoutfinding regular ! , 

employment;, , qr people whq find employmen~but whos~ wor~ patterns 
are so sparse that they eventually exhau~t their endowment 'as , ' 
well as any credits 'they:ec:jlrn, can partifipate in a work, 
experience ()ool. ' 

I
' 

. : I . ' 

: The work experience pool 
, 

;pays a portion ~f,the endowment stipend 
for ,a standard number of :hours a week of, program-sponsored work,., 
Such work is not regular 1employment for purposes of PREP credit' 
Or EITC. I ' 

For people who move in and out of work, a common experience at 
the low ,end of the labor market , PREP is: l'ike unemployment ' 
insurance. For those, who exhaust benefits -- both the, eridowment 
and any earned credits -~ the work experience, pool is a ,last ' 
resort. It is not time limited, but always less'attractive thari 
regular employment which:pays more, earns PREP credit and'draws' 
EITC. ' 

; 
, , 



.; I" 	 , , 
I 

, ! 

! . 
This approach poses the lusual welfare r$form questions as to 
eligibility, generosity" incentives, etc;::. ,but' in a constructiv,e 
new context: . 

i 
* 	Who are the work-capaqle to be placedjin PREP? 

, Those not expected ito work, and their dependents, belong 
~ elsewhere -- eg., SSI , disability 1•• 

* What are endowment benef,it levels,' service features, cumulative 
duration of benefits Ctwo years ,in this, example)? 

, 'I ' I 

* What are crediting rUlks for further ~enefits based' oh regular
employment? I , ' 

*	 Are credit-earned benefits the same as endowment benefits, and 
how long do they last :( in this exampl~ 26 weeks once 
eligibilityestablishe~, mirroring un~mployment insurance)?

.' ! , 
*	 How well-resourced should the work experience fail-safe be, 

both 	in stipend and job cOntent?! ' 
This will be particplarly importan~ early on, when a large 
backlog of long-term welfare recipi,ents is likely to filter 
tl)rough any ,service I program and ar:r~ive at the backstop in, 
sizable numbers.' I ' , 

* How can the transition between family-,size ....based PREP stipends 
and productivity-based!wages best be effected? . 

. 	 It·
Note that participants, again model,ed on the unemployment 
insurance program, do not receive: PREP payments 'as a low- ,

I 	 ' ' 
wage supplement during periods in' which they are employed. ,: 

. 	 " ! 

*	Ho~can EITe frequency!best be geared to sporadic work, 
patterns?!'; 

The EITC is now a s~gnificant incom~ supplement for pOQr 
families, 'with earne~s. ,For it, to realize i/ts "great 
potential (fighting" poverty for tho~~ in the workforce 
without pricing the~ out of it), it; must continue to move 
'away from once-a-ye~r filing and lu~p-sum refund 'toward, more 
frequent payments based on current labor-market, status. 

*	Should ,employers be' asked 'to do more? I' 

using the EITC rath~r than the mini~um wage to address 
poverty, and publicly funding PREP as an AFDC replacement 

'(no employer contribution) will foster both labor demand and 
supply, which is, desirable. However, some employer 
contribution could tle added to PREP; it would not be as 
comprehensive as employer taxes'supporting unemployment 
'insuJ:'ance, 'but'might have some formiof experience rating.

t· 	 : ' ,!', 

" 	 ,The 	paradigm shift to PREP helps to answer the old welfare reform 
• t ' 	 j, ", 

quest~ons through a structure that better organizes government ; 
benefit and service provi1sion toward work, gives better work-- : 
oriented signals and supp,orts to recipients, and resonates 'better 
with the general public. " ' 

I 
,I 
I 



I 
. 1 J 

Paren~ Re-EmploYlJ7entProgram 

Enter Regularj 
'Employment 

Exhaust Exhaust 
Endowment Credit 

• j 

j 
, 

I 

No 
I,· 
: 

. I 

I 

End r 
I 

Job: 
, ' 

earned 
credit? i ' 

! 

No 

initial 
2 yrs up? 

I ' 

Yes t 

Exit to Regular 
Employment or ' 

: other alternative 
I 

I 

Yes 
: ~ 

I 

PREP 2 'year endowment: Cash stipe'1d plus array of work-oriented services (market 
information and intermediation, human capital formation, !personal support) paralleling. 
unemployment insurance/dislocateq. worker framework to extent ,possible. 

I 

PREP 26 Week Credit: Same benefit p'ackageas endowme~t, but for shorter period . 

Work Experience Pool: Cash stipend at less than endowment level for standard prescribed 
hours of program-sponsored work. Access to endowmeqt services on an exception 
basis at discretion of program. Not time limited. . ' 
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,Quayle Revisits IdTheme 
; f ~~ 

.S. Values 1AtL<In Speech IAbout 
By Dan Balz 

Washlnillon Post Staff Writer 

SAN FRANCISCO, Sept. 8-For­
· mer vice president Dan Quayle re­
· turned to the scene of his infamous 
'''Murphy Brown" speech today and 
.opened up a broad new front in his 
,attack on the "pOverty of values" in 
America. 
'. Continuing along a comeback trail 
~he hopes will transform him from a 
:ridiculed former vice president to a 
'.serious presidential candidate, 
·.Quayle said the country is living the 
'consequences of a generation of feel­
.good morals and the absence of an 
·ethical code of conduct for young 
'people. He said the impact has been 
p:.;,~ci,,!IV harsh on fatherle"S chil­

,dren in thti: umer dtjes. 
"Our poverty of values ~pares no 

·~oup." Quayle said in a speech to 
·the C",ulm(;:lw=i:l:~h Club of San 
Francisco. "The pop phlto:.\..~h}' ni 
·~the 1960s-'a11 truths are rela­
:tive'-has taken root and it is bear· 
;ing bitter fruit. The ills we some­
~times attribute to welfare queens 
:and deadbeat dads are actually mani· 
'festations of an ethical cancer that 
··has metastasized through all levels 
'Of society." 

.: As in 1992, he sai,d many of soci­

.&ety's institutions, from the enter­
;tainment industry ;lod th~ media to 
;the reli~io·.1!; and political irl~titu· 
.t;ons, bear responsibility for the 
-problem. 

"Liilie:: wO::ltier then that so many 
young people live am.Jng ethi~ "Ita­
-os," he said. "Everywhere they turn 
ior guidance they see behavior that 
is wrong and yet is accepted, even in 
church..•. It's time for each pro­
fession and discipline to set its own 
.bouse in order," 

Quayle's 1992 speech sparked 
:what he has described in his book, 

· published this spring, 'as the "ideo­

logical firestorm of my vice presi­

dency." In that speech, delivered 

5hortly after the riots in Los Angeles 

that were sparked by an initial ver­

dict in the Rodney King trial, Quayle 


. decried the dissolution of the family 

structure in America and added: 

"It doesn't help matters when 
prime time TV has Murphy 
.Brown-a character who supposedly 
epitomizes today's intelligent, highly 
paid, professional woman-mocking 
the importance of fathers, by bear­
ing a child alone and calling it just 
another lifestyle choice." 

Quayle found himself mocked in 
'the press, ridiculed on television, 
and the target of an episode of the 
''Murphy Brown" show. 

Since then, he has been treated 
more generously: The Atlantic mag­
azine ran a cover story last spring ti­
tled. "Dan Quayle was right," and 
even Health and Human Services 
Secretary Donna E. Shalala, in testi· 
mony before Congress, said his 

"Thepop 
'I philo.w:~!lhy of 
, the 1960s-'all I 

I, . truths are I i 

,elative'-haS 
taken root ana 
it is bearing 
bitterfruit." 

-Dan Quayle 

I 

~verall conclusions-that IChildren 
whu live in flouseholds: 'with two par.
I I 
~nts present have a better chance to 
make it in society-was correct. 
'Touay he said his criticism of 
Murphy Brown was meant to raise 
aJanns about absent fathers and fa­
'therless children, not singl~ out sin­
:gle mothers for attack. "What I was 
:talking about then, and what I am re­
:iterating today, is the impqrtance of 
Jat,hers. • .• Raising a child is not 
just' a mother's responsibility, it is a 
1father's responsibility too. "I . 
I He called illegitimacy a pathology 
:that continues to spread. I"And no 
Iwonder," he added. "If children grow 
:up never knowing their father, 
'they're bound to asswne that fathers 
I are irrelevant and that males are not 
j accountable." r 

. I Quayle could not have a~ked for a 
; better reception for what is the first 
; of several major speeche~ he plans 
this fall as part of his eff6rt to test 

. the waters for 1996. I 
, Cable News Network and C­
ISPAN carried the speech live and; 
; Quayle received a stan~g ovation 
'at the start and conclusion of his 
, speech. Afterward, morel than 100 
, people lined up to have him auto- . 
i graph copies of his best-seJ.l.ing book, 
. "Standing Finn." I 
I He also took time out from the 
f speech to criticize President Clinton 
. on foreign policy. In an in~erview on 
j NBC's "Today" shoVvj. Quayle 

charged that Clinton is preparing to 
invade Haiti largely for pblitical rea­

1 

I : 
sons. "We're sick when we see that 
the president of ihb United States is 
thinking about indding Haiti to try 
to increase his stadding in the public -
opinion polls," he sMd. " 

I :
White House press secretary Dee 

Dee Myers disrltissed Quayle's 
charge: "Obviousl~, the president is 
going to make decisions about ... 
Haiti based on wlkt he thinks ·is in 

· tbe best interest of the United 
States.,,· I 

But the ghosts of his vice presi· 

dency trailed him this week on the 

comeback trail as Quayle was forced 


I 
to fend off a report from the new 
book by political liandlers MarY Ma­
taUn and James Itarville that the 
Busl, campaign had f~:::::! ern,: 
Qua5"e!:":!s a d:ag on the ticket in 
1992. I 

In hi~ :i~cch, Quayie said A..~"ri-
cans <ire, pessimistic about' their . 
country becausel they "sens~ that 
something is missing amid all our af­
fluence, some cotnmon ethical code 
that could set a ,Iclear standaTd for . 
behavior." ..: 

The result he said was pubijc polio 
cy that ref)ect~ a philosophy of 
"rights and entitlbments rather than 
responsibility" an~ that it shows up 
most painfully in fatherless homes." 

Quayle said ope way to change. 
thiog., is through WellllT'C ret!,l"m, 
but he cautioned that emp~sis on 
putting weliare rrtothers to work was 

· only a partial ans{,.er. "I'm in favor of 
work requiremerits," he said. "But I / 
want them to lapply to fathers, 
wpether they li~e in the household 
or whether they are absentees." 

Other Quayld remedies ranged 
from family-friertdly tax policies to 
distribution of ~elfare benefits in 

I
churches and synagogues. But he 
said the real solution lies in the "lit­
tle platoons" of btizens working to-' 
gether. j . 

Society must deal with root 
causes, he said, but won't be able to 

as long as "the iich and famous" en­

gage in the "saine kind of reckless 


· and irresponsible behavior. we de­

plore among the underclass." He 

added that ..thi~ value-free. atmos-


I
phere has affected even our most 
prestigious prdfessions," and said 
Hollywood and/profeSSiOnal sports 
"are in a league of their own;" 

He also said ~at politicians would j 

rather deal with symptoms. not. 
causes, and pointed to what he de­
scribed as an ineffective crime bill. 

Quayle tookl questions after his 
speech, and when asked what his 
current handidp is-a reference to 
his love of golf, Quayle got in one 
last dig. "My h<\ndicap is the same as 

· it has been ever since I became vice 
president," he lsaid. "The news me­

dia." , I .; 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-HEALTH AND WElFARE AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
744 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 

August 29, 1994 

Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to the President 
Old Executive Office Building, Room 216 
Washington, D.C. 20500: 

I 

'.. 
Dear Mr. Reed: 

I am sending this: letter to you, David Ellwood, and Mary:Jo 
Bane in your capacity ~s co-coordinatqrs of President Clinton's 
Welfare Task Force. 

I 
California has ·be~n very supportive of federal.efforts to 

achieve greater conformity between the Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children (AF,DC) and Food Stamp programs, including 
President Clinton's current proposal regarding this issue. In 
addition, we have put ;substantial effort, including state 
legislation, into our !own AFDC and Food Stamp Compatibility 
Demonstration Project. The Project proposal is being conside'red 
at this time by both the Department of Health and Human Services' 
(DHHS) and the~united:S:tates Department of Agriculture (USDA). 
However,' all efforts t.o bring these two programs' into conformity 
.are undermined by actions in one program that do not consider the 
impact on the other program.

I . , 
The DHHS, Administration for Children and Families (ACF), 

Office of Family Assistance released an AFDC Action Transmittal, 
ACF-AT-94-12, on May 27, 1994. The action transmittal 
reinterprets AFDC policy with respect to temporary disability 
insurance payments and temporary worker's compensation payments. 

, 
The policy reinterpretation changed the treatment of 

temporary disability :and worker's compensation payments from, 
unearned income to earned income. AFDC assistance units now: will 
receive the earned iricome deduction on this income when their 
AFDC benefits are being calculated. Unfortunately, a 
corresponding change jwas nO,t made for the USDA, Food Stamp 
Program, and these payments will continue to.be treated as 
unearned income•. Th~re is now one'more area' of inconsistenc;y 
between the two prog~ams. 

. .. " 
.,.(,.,..' ~.', 

" '.... 
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We, recognize that lincreasing conformity is not'an easy task. 
,	Therefor'e, 'there must oe. a methodical 'approach to ensure that all 
effort results in posi~ive changes that eliminate confusioJ? add , 
frustration forcl'ientsas well as administrative, staff who must 
deal with the ,.variety 9f differences in program requirements. To. 
this end, maintenance 9f con~ormance on ,an ongoing basis is 
essential. i' 

:1 " 

If you 
, 1 ' :' " 

have any questions 
,I 

or co:mniepts,please' don't hesi1fate 
to. contact, me at (916) 1657-2598 or Mr.' Michael Genest ,Deputy, 
Di'rector of the Welfare Programs Division, at (916) 657-3546"!

i ',. 

I' Sincerely, 

, ;,1 

i 

f 
" 

rc: Amer.1can Public' WeSlfar'e . Association 	
• r 

• 	 • 1 . 

Secretary MlkeEspy, USDA 
Secretary Donna Shalala,DHHS , 	 I' " '.. 

r 
I , 

! 
~' 

i I ' 
l
I 

r 

'I, 

I 

I 

i 
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December 14, 1993 
WRITER'S DIREOT NUMBER 

Mr. Bruce Reed 
Staff/Domestic Policy Council I' ' 
The White House 

',Old Executive Oftice Building' 
17th Street & Pennsylvania Aven~e, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20500 i 

I 
' 

Dear Mr. Reed: 

As an old friend of !AI From, I was especially pleased to see the article about 
you in the December 10 wau Street Joumal.. ,J-,think I, m!lY have now found the right 
person to approach with my sugge~tion. ., . . \. ' . 

I 
I read in The New York Times the enclosed story about adult volunteers in a 

rough section of North Philadelphi~ who guard children as they go and come from school. 
The program was 'organized by neighborhood churches. But it operates only one day a week 
because there are not enough volu~teers. 

I 
Why do we' have to rely on volunteers when there are plenty of people. 

without work who want jobs and who are now paid not to work? Why not give them a job 
with value, dignity and self-respect? Why not take the funds now spent on welfare and 
other programs and redirect these funds to employ men and women as assistants to police 
officers? Ifyou add up our current system of housing subsidies, medical care, welfare 
payments, food stamps, (,lid to de¢ndent children, health care benefits--any and all other 
local, state and federal program fUilds--this means about $30,000 a year. Why not use the 
$30,000 for a job useful to citizen krt'ety in our neighborhoods? 

I 
As Chairman of the Carnegie Corporation of New York (I succeeded Warren 

Christopher in January), I have bee~ trying to get this idea before some people in the 
Administration. If you agree with the idea, could you carry the ball? 

. 'I' . "All good wishes, " , 
''',', I­ ., ,- '" .;(.", ~ .," : I .... .' '.,' , 

.. , . '~,,'.T ' f: :/" r". i I • 1 <' : .. ~~~ 
, I 

I 

," Newton N. ·Minow .' " ' ::. 
NNM:ks .! • • _} 1<' ~~':. 

Enclosure 
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yoiJr money, ordan'iage will 'Rob«;rtS Vaux Middle Schoo1 and' six chW'ch~ in 
.. aaidTimothy. AtkinS:t who was mugged North Philadelphia have organized adult volunteers 

month walking home from ~oql. Since t1'iel1.,_.• to create a "safe corridor" Jor the 960 student.. . . -. , . . 
" .. I ::c::;z:: ~....... 

Guard Children Betwee~ 'SchoQI and HomeJ:;'i . ,,. •"" " ,t 
linCHAEL cleCOURCY HINDS day a week, but ol'lanlzers hope 10 lear 18 pervasive enough that I: would 'F 

fpec3llon.eNewVOltTu­ "" 1 recruit enough volunteers to extend It say I see at least two parents a week 
Nov. '1:1 - Last. to every school day. wbo want" to transfer kids to another 

two teen.agers mugged 11'. Eadl Monday, about 20 adult volun· sclJool because of safety concerns on 
Timothy Atkins while be was teers, clad In bright orange sweatshirts the streeL" . 9 

~J~~~ to his slxth·gradeclass at the and armed only with two-way radios, "" But" Mr. Murphy added, the school c 
iii "Vaax' Middle School here. take. their places at a dozen intersec· distrICt ~ nol generally permit r 

'Give me your money, or lions between the school. lit 23d and translers amons nelghborhoOd;schools n 
be done,''', Timothy said. Master Streets, and North Broad at lower or middle school1evels. I 

50 cents. That was my Street, a'major thril'Qughra~ that cuts, The police do' not have separate f 
" , through th,e center"olthe CllY·,. crime statistics for NorUI Philadelphia, . 

....·_~.hH must walk' through seven In addition to thiS adult supervision •. but Officer Michael E. O'Mara at the I 
-:~ckso'oneoftheroughestsectionsol the six sponsoring churchesal~g the 23dPreclnct said the neighborhood f 
~''NiI,rth Philadelphia to get to school T-. route open their doors to provide ha· around the Vaux school was "8 pretty 

_housing project, burned-out vens for children in emergencies. , rough dlstricL" He said there was less 
~ilJdlngs, crack houses and vacant In aMouncing the program. the Rev. crime this school year than in recent 

, ' Jesse Brown. the president of the Black years in part because 01 an Increase in 
!!!~,:jf!!rn protect him and the' other st~: Clergy of Philadelphia and Vicinity, police' patrols In the morning aDd after· 

whO walk the same route, the, said that his organization was joining noon. • . 
and six neighborhood churches with parents and educators around the At a recent neWs conference on Mas-' 

orll'anlzed a phalanx 01 adult vol· city to create a network of safe corri· ter Street announcing the'sa'~rridor 
most school-crosslng dors for schoolchildren. program. the Rev~ William B. ,Moore 

'are cOncerned with traffic, "Children come to school. not t~,duck said, "Our standing he~ Is our com­
, on the lookout for drug deal· bullets, but to get an educatJon, Mr. mitment and our resolve to take back 

teen·ag,ers, muggers an,'d. Brown saI4·.,' our streets." , . 
I Similar in nature to programs pro-' Mr.. Moore is pastor 01 the, Tenth 

It because you can find more posed around the country by the Rev. Memorial Baptist, Church n¢ar· the ! 
home without any trouble,", Jesse Jackson, the idea of safety corrl· Vaux school and Is the primarY'organ­

=:;Jllmolthysald;-, '. , " dors has been under discussion here izer of the safe-corridor program. His 
program>~...~lch began 'earl.ler since June. , . wile, Pauline,ls a volunteer guard. She 

month; provides' a "safe corridor" "Our goal Is that every child should said drug selle~ moved away when' 
thryugh the neighborhood lor the not ha~e to Worry about~ing hurt on they' saw her coming. "4ft rlghU" she 
school's 960 children as fuey walk~ to the way to or from school;' said Frank exclaimed, punching the air,. w/i.th, 
school or home. It operates only one J. Murphy, vaux's vice principal ...~~ fist., ' ,.' 

J !"-,. 
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555 NEW JERSEY AVENUE, NW. 	 ALBERT SHANKER 
WASHINGTON, DC 20001 -2079 PRESIDENT 

202-879-4400 
If~ AMERICAN 

EDWARD J. McELROY 
SECRETARy-TREASURER 

~ FEDERATION OF 
T~1~~t~~ 

April 13, 1994 
"I'!. Tl-tE'2.£ (I... (.v Ilr'1 \.oJ E" c.A..J 

~1I.ew. ~\\.'1.\>~~~ .t\ 
i COlt. ,e"...D~ E¥<.mNI;. S~J Ttl> 

Bruce Reed, Deputy ASSistant! to be -r"l5:. ~'!., p~\' c:>f= 

the President for Domestic ~olicy ~~o...M? 
Domestic Policy Council, The!White House 

-~C-€Room 216, Old Executive Offi~e Building 

Washington, D.C. 20500 i 


Dearfuuce, 	 i 
! 

At long last, it is the pa~er we promised you on welfare reform and 
school readiness. As you carl see from the enclosed, AI Shanker sent this 
on to Carol Rasco. I ' ' 

I 

I 
I will give you a ring in a few days to find out what you think about 

this and where we should goifrom here. 
I 

R:~-."'
, 	Rachelle Horowitz 

Politico I Director 

RH:dlm 

opeiu#2 

oflcio 
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C I 555 NEW JERSEY AVENUE, NW, ALBERT SHANKER 
WASHINGTON, DC 20001-2079 PRESIDC",T I 

202-879-4400 
If~ AMERICAN 

!f# FEDERATION OF EDWARD 1; ''''cELROY 
SECRETARY-TRE/\SURER" T~~~~~~ , 

April 12, 1994 

Carol Rasco , 

Assistant to the President 


for Domestic Policy I 


Domestic Policy Counci;l 

The White House I 

Washington, Dq 20500 [ 


IDear Ms. Rasco: 
j 

I have been lookiJg forward to meeting you when you, 
address the AFT's paraprofessional and School-Related 
Personnel (PSRP) Conference later this month. Unfortunately, 
recovery from surgery will keep me in New York. I thank you 
again for speaking to ~he PSRPs. 

I 

As you know, AFT s~aff met with Bruce Reed to ,discuss , 
welfare reform, and I ~now that you had an excellent meeting
with some of our locall leaders. They were quite pleased that: 
you understood, as they do, that while welfare is not an : 
educational issue per 'se, poverty and the welfare system have : 
a devastating impact o~ educating children. 

, For this and other, reasons, we are very eager to have the' 
administration succeed: in reforming welfare. And we know 
~nd you know even better -- that the toughest barriers to 
overcome are job creat:ion (and displacement issues) ,avail ­
ability of child care,1 balancing the needs for meaningful ' 
assistance with the politics of being "tough" on welfare, , 
and, of course, finding the money to include enough'welfare 
recipients to mak~ both a sUbstantive and political impact. 

We don't pretend to have the solution to all these 
problems, but our attached proposal for a parent education/ 
school readiness component to welfare reform may help 
alleviate them. Parent education/school readiness activities~ 
could be made allowabl~under work/training/education' : 
requirements. If it also encompassed a usually exempt group 
of welfare recipients,: mothers of very young children, it 
also could extend both the sUbstantive and political impact 
of welfare reform. Since these activities keep parents and 
children together, child care -- a major stumbling block - ­
is built in. Since th~se activities can be supported through 
a differentiated staff~ng structure that mainly uses 
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I 

paraprofessionals witJ some expert supervision, job
displacement,isnot an. issue. And since these activities 
-could be designed to ~dentifY welfare recipients who them~ 
selves could become paraprofessional parent educators and, 
with further education. training, child-care workers on up a 
caree~ ladder toward becoming professional educators, this 
proposal can stimulate job creation. Most of all, perhaps, 
it takes a large step towards preventing the creation of 
fut~re generations of dependent citizens • 

.This relatively brief proposal is backed by a greater 
volume of supporting ~aterial that we would be pleased to 
share. And of course}, I would be happy to discuss any 
questions or reaction~ you may have to the proposal.

[ . 

Thanks for your attention. 

Sincerely, . 
f 

i 
!­

I 
) 

I 

I 
I 

AS/dr j
opeiu2aflcio 
attachment I 
cc: Bruce Reed 

I. 
i 
I 
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WELFARE RE'FORM AND SCHOOL READINESS 

i. 	 .A Proposal by t he l Amerl.can Federatl.on of Teachers 

I 

Chanqinq welfare t~ encouraqe recipients to. become self­
sufficient entails two t difficult tasks: (1) findinq enouqh 
education, traininq, and work slots for recipients, and (2) 
providinq child care. Ttie American Federation of Teachers (AFT)
would like to offer a proposal -- a school readiness component to 
welfare reform -- that wo~ld ease both of those challenqes and help
the administration to "end. welfare as we know it." 

I 
I 

Our proposal would ~ant welfare parents an additional way to 
prepare for self-sufficiency by enrollinq in activities that will 
help ~em in their role as their children's first teachers. Parent 
education would be the 'core element in this school readiness 
component, supplemented by family literacy classes and other family 
support activities at state or local option. These proqrams try to 
build the skills of both parent and child, preparinq the parent for 
the work force and helping the child qet ready for school. Because 
these school readiness activities are usually led by home visitors 
or center-based staff, and because the proqrams usually stress 
parent-child activities, •the child care problem is, eliminated. 
This component would also be hiqhly flexible and reinforce the 
administration's qoal of interveninq early: School readiness 
activities can beqin as early as the prenatal period with education 
about maternal and child health. ' 

The followinq are some of the additional reasons for a schoo+ 
readiness component to welfare reform: I 

I 

• 	 A school readiness component will help to break the cycle of 
poverty by helpinq both qenerations -- parent and child -- at 
once. I 

A school readiness proqram has both substantive merit and• 	
I 

political appeal. The nation's first education qoal for the 
year 2000 -- that every child will start school ready to learn 
-- is universally ,mbraced by elected officials of both 
parties, business leaders, teachers, child advocates and the 
qeneral public. Polls consistently show that the public wants 
touqher work requirements for welfare recipients, coupled with 
more assistance to their children. 

I ' " 	 ' 
School readiness activities are particularly appropriate for• 
teenaqe recipients and first-time'parents, as well as other 
welfare recipients with younq children, who have typically
been exempt from ed~cation, traininq and work requirements. 
Involvinq recipients with younq children in productive 
activities would hiqhliqht the administration's commitment to 
chanqe the culture of welfare. 

http:Federatl.on
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School readiness activities motivate parents to improve their I~• 
I 

lives in a way that other activities do not. Seeing the 
difference they can make for their own children by being 
involved in theirowh education, many parents decide to resume 
their own educationiand get off welfare. 

• The school readiness program could become a source of jobs for ! 
welfare recipients, who could become trained, paraprofessional /' 
parent educators. The model would be the Head Start program, 
in which parents often become volunteers and teacher aides who 
go on to earn a Child Development Associate credential. 

Program Design 

The school readiness 'component of welfare reform would involve 
parents in activities ~esigned to educate them about their 
children's health, cognitive development, social development and 
ways they can help their children grow and learn. The· school 
readiness component would be designed for parents with preschool 
children and would target: teenage parents in particular. ' 

Because some parents with young children may be eager and able 
to enter the work force, participation in school readiness 
activities would not be mandatory. Instead, the welfare recipient 
could choose to enter a school readiness activity after meeting 
with his or her caseworker to create a, self-sufficiency plan. 
Parents with school-age children could also participate in school 
readiness activities, but1caseworkers would be. encouraged to place 
such recipients in training, job search or community work first. 
Although most welfare families are single-parent, caseworkers would 
be urged to include absen~ parents in the school readiness program 
when feasible. . \ 

Parent education, which involves instruction in child health 
and development by home visitors or center-based staff, would be 
the core element in the sc~ool readiness programs. Periodic health 
and developmental screenings for the children could also bel 
required. 

~ States would also have the option of building more extensive 
school readiness programs :by adding elements from family. literacy 
and family support programs. Family literacy is a highly,
structured appr·oach. combi,ning early childhood education, adult: 
literacy and. education, :instruction in child development and 
parent-child play and activities. Family support is a more 
informal approach that includes parent education, but also stresses 
less structured activities; such as parent discussion groups, drop­
in centers and referrals to other social services. 

I 
i 
I 
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EVidence 
i 

There is considerable evidence that school readiness programs 
improve cognitive and social development for young children, 
increase parents' knowledge of child development and involvement in 
their children's education and build parents' skills. Below, we 
describe a variety' of school readiness programs -- including 
elements of parent education, family support and family literacy -­
and their evaluations. II _ 

IMissouri's Parents As Teachers (PAT) program, founded in 1981, 
is a statewide parent ~education program. participation is 
voluntary and all familie~ with a preschool child are eligible. 

Monthly home visits !b; certified parent educators represent 
the linchpin of PAT. The! parent educators cover important topics 
related to child health and development. The program also offers 
periodic developmental and health screenings for children, monthly 
group meetings at neighborhood parent resource centers and 
referrals to other public; and private services. 

, ! 

PAT has received sev~ral positive evaluations. Participating 
children were compared with a matched comparison group of similar 
children at age three and in first grade. The PAT three-year-olds 
showed more advanced language and social development, as well as 
greater problem-solving skills, regardless of family background or 
economic status. The first-graders also showed better cognitive
and social development, while their parents were more likely to 
contact their teacher and:help them with their homework. Finally, 
a more recent evaluation that focused on "high-risk" children found 
that PAT children exceeded national norms on intellectual and 
language abilities. H~lf of the children deemed to have 
developmental delays ov~rcame them by age three and parent 
knowledge of child development was increased for all types of 
families that participate~. . 

I 

The Home Instruction Program for Preschool Youngsters (HIPPY)
is a parent education program imported from Israel that is now used 
in 16 states and has been, most widely implemented in Arkansas. I 

HIPPY uses home visitors who live in the community where they 
work to train low-income parents in using a highly structured 
series of educational 'activities with their preschool and 
kindergarten children (ages four and five). The home visitor comes 
biweekly throughout the school year and HIPPY parents also meet 
biweekly with their home visitors and their local program 
coordinator for mutual support, discussion and lectures. However, 
the most important aspect-of HIPPY is the daily 15-minute learning 
activity for parents and children. For example, the parent might 
read a story to the child or discuss shapes and sizes. 
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Several studies have concluded that HIPPY children outscore 
non-HIPPY children on measures of school readiness and school 
achievement, and are re~ained less often in the early grades~ 
Parents' literacy skills also improve and· many parents are 
encouraged to go back to:school or get better jobs. Many HIPPY 
parents become paid paraprofessionals who in turn help other 
parents learn to teach their children. 

Kentucky's Parent at.d Child Education (PACE) program is ~ 
family literacy program serving parents of preschool children 
between ages three and five who lack a high school diploma or test 
below the 11th-grade literacy level. 

I I
In PACE, parents attend literacy classes in the morning while 

children attend preschool.: Then parents and children come together 
before lunch for joint literacy activities under the guidance of 
trained professionals. !, After lunch,. the parents receive 
instruction in child development, parenting skills and "life 
skills" (budgeting, sewing, homemaking), while the children play. 
An evaluation of PACE reported sUbstantial increases in parental 
knowledge of child development and substantial increases in 
children's developmental abilities. In one year, the adults also 
gained an average of 1.1 grade levels in reading, 1.7 grade levels 
in math and 1.1 grade lev~ls in language. . 

The federal Parent-Child Development Centers, which operated 
during the 1960s and 1970s as an outgrowth of the Head Start 
program, achieved positive results through, a program of parent 
education, preschool e9,ucation and family support for poor children 
from birth to age three. : Mothers who participated were found to 
communicate more effectiv~ly with their children, encourage them 
more often and show more'affection than the comparable group of 
mothers who did not participate. The children scored higher on 
intelligence tests, behaved better and had more positive 
interactions with their mothers. 

1 
I 
I 
! 
" ' 

To provide a rough eJtimate of the cost of a school readiness 
component in welfare reform, we used average annual cost data from 
the three programs listed! below. These figures 'are based on th~ 

'assumption that 500, 000 f~ilies would participate annually. ' , 

Parents As Teachers: ; $350 per family X 500,000• 
= $175 million 

HIPPY: $600 per family X 500,000• 
= $300 million 

P,..CE:, '$2,800 per family X 500,000• i 
= $1.4 billion 



·' 
5 


Because a school readiness initiative would likely blend the 
less intensive and costly parent education approach of Parents As 
Teachers, and HIPPY with: the more intensive and 'more expensive 
family literacy approach, of PACE, the total annual cost would 
probably be $1 billion or 'less. A required state match would bring 
federal costs down further. Connecticut, Kentucky, Maryland~ 
Minnesota, Missouri, South Carolina and Washington are among the 
states that already make a SUbstantial investment in paren~ 
education, family support or family literacy programs. ! 

, 
Furthermore, the federal government could use other programs~ 

such as Head Start, Even Start and the new Family Preservation and 
Support program, to fund: school readiness slots in its welfarta 
reform' initiative. Chapter 2 of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, the Social Services Block Grant and the Community 
Development Block Grant could be additional sources of funds., 

. I 
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iMarch 21, 1994 
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'i . 
I 

To: Bel'le Sawhill 

Cc: Bonnie Deane I 
. Paul. Dimond 
Bruce Reedl'" 
Kathi.Way 

From: Heather Ross 
,, , 

.Subj~ct: Welfare Reform Mgtchihg 
, . l . 

i 
: l' I 

He're is' a basic· structure kor adj ust'ing:· matchi~g . 'rates bas~tcl on 
performance., It can be maq,e more. elaborate, .but not necessarily: 
to any good end•. For example, this lumps . JOBS and, WORK portions' 
of caseload together,.which makes sense given ability to move . l 
peC?ple be'tween them. : . 

I 

System·relieson·big change in matching rate to encourage 

convergence toward best peJ;'formance. It's up to visionaries,' 

advocates, innovators,. implementers, etc., to'makebest 

performance the best it 'caf?.be. . 


, 
.Please let me,know what 'yb~ think. 

, t 

.' .,, 
• Of 

. ~ , 
I 

.. I 

'j . 

t 

! 
t. 
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WELFARE REFORM 
PERFORMANCE BASED FEDERAL MATCH 

,Principle: "Given latitude as to means of reducing welfare 
caseloads, some states will do better than, others -~ best in 
class, performance. This sets a standard or benchmark of what can 
be achieved. All states will receive a basic federal matching 
rate for that portion of their caseload up to the benchmark 
performance; that portion of their caseload in excess of the 
benchmark performance will be matched at a lower rate. ' 

Federal 
, 

agenCies 
, 

and 'others can work with individual states to 
encourage demonstrations of reform policy mixes they consider 
promising.',' The extent to which the best of these 'approaches 
prove successful will- set the threshold at which the,federal 
government can adjust its matching rate. 

Number of classes: 'One. Keep all states together in one pqol, 
relying on large numbers and averaging to avoid anomalous results 
and achieve rough justice. 'However, allow adjustment of 
benchmark measure for different state unemployment rates. 

Benchmarks: One~ Annual average rate of caseload'growth in 
baseline ,period minus annual average rate of caseload, (JOBS +' 
WORK) growth in:performance period. 

Example. Benchmark"states (say five most successful states) 
reduce caselqad growth from an annual average of +10%, over 
baseline period (say 1991 - 1993) to an annual average of -10% 
,over performance period ( sa'y first three years of Clinton 
program) ,for abench,mark performance of ,-.20, percentage points.: 
Th~'average (relevant) unemployment rate 'in the benchmark states' 
over the performance period is 6%. 

, , ." -, 

, For a state with (relevant)' unemployment rate of' 8% over the' 
performance period, benchmark performance would be a reduction in 
its rate of case'load growth compared with its baseline period of; 
.20( .. 06/ • 08 ),= ~ 15 percentage points ~ For a, state with basel ine 
caseload growth of 20%, its benchmark over the performance period 
would be a caseload growth of 5%. In the ensuing performance ' 
period, that 'portion of the' state's caseload which was greater 
than 105% of its caseload at program inception would be matched, 
at a lower rate (say' 50% of: base rate)., """ ' , 

, ' 

THIS IS AN EFFORT TO NORMAL'IZE FOR CASELOAD CHARACTERISTICS'THAT 
ARE RELEVANT TO ,CASELOAD REDUCTION CAPABILITY BY ESTABLISHING A : 
BASELINE '~PERFORMANCE" FOR EACH STATE; THE BASELINE PERtOD WOULD: 
CLEARLY HAVE TO BE OF SOME EXTENDED DURATION AND CHOSEN " 
CAREFULLY. ALTERNATIVELY, ONE COULD TAKE THE POSITION,THAT THERE 
ARE NO SUCH CHARACTERISTICS; THAT SHOULD BE RECOGNIZED ACROSS ' 
STATES. IN THAT EVENT, THE: BEST PERCENTAGE CHANGE RESULTS (AGAIN 
SAY AVERAGE OF, FIVE BEST STATES) OVER THE INITIAL PERFORMANCE, 
PERIOD ARE THE MATCHING BENCHMARK FOR ALL STATES IN THE ENSUING 
PERIOD, AGAIN ADJUSTED FOR UNEMPLOYMENT RATE DIFFERENTIALS. 



'. 
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STATES RECEIVE THE BASE MATCH ONLY FOR THE NUMBER OF CASES THEY 
WOULD HAVE IF THEY HAD ,MET'THE BENCHMARK; ALL ADDITIONAL CASES 
ARE MATCHED AT A LOWER RATE (SAY HALF THE BASE RATE). IF THIS 
GIVES TOO LITTLE RECOGNITION TO RELEVANT CASELOAD 
CHARACTERISTICS, PERHAPS SOME PROXY PARAMETER COULD BE INTRODUC~D 
TO OPERATE IN THE SAME MANNER AS THE UNEMPLOYMENT RATE - ­
POSSIBLY THE AVERAGE CASE DURATION. AT PERFORMANCE PERIOD 
INCEPTION. THIS LATTER TWO-PARAMETER (SUPPLY AND DEMAND) MODEL 
IS APPEALING IF A SIMPLE, WORKABLE "DEGREE OF CASELOAD ' . 
DIFFICULTY". PROXY CAN BE FOUND. 

Calibration: A riumber of. features of the system need calibration: 
, 

1. 	 number of states to include ,in benchmark; enough not to get' 
'. truly anomalous performance as, standard. 

, 2. 	 baseline period, if using for ~norm'alization; or, , 
alternatively, proxy variable for underlying caseload-~egree 
of difficulty. ,I 

. 	 . , . ' . . ! ' 

3. 	 duration of performance period; want responsive but not over 
frequent adjustments in match" wi~h time to see what is . ' 

.' 	 working.' Should keep tally of best performance throughout 
each period so states pay attention and can anticipate ; 
matching benchmark they will face in next period. Benchmark 
reductions for each·performance period should be·cumulative., 
ie. from a single initializing point at the start of the ; 
program. Otherwise states with excellent early performance' 
will be disadvantaged ,later pn if others catch up. 

4.' 	 r~;I.evant reported unemployment rate that most closely. 

refl~cts job market conditions for these individuals. 


5. 	 reduction of base rate match 'for that portion of caseload 

. above.benchmark. 


'Once 	calibrations are made,' can make scoring estimate: 

* project growth rate of caseload under current policy 

* estimate (hypothesize?) 'benchmark performance 

* ,.apply reduced federal match on excess growth. above benchmark 

State 	,level data would be necessary to do this convincingly. , 
,Assumption would be needed as to how reduced match arrangement 
will change behavior. May have to assume no'qhange for initial 
scoring purposes; reduced match saves 'money on above benchmark , 
states but does not alter their caseload' size. If .state records', 
as to caseload growth show some considerable variability , 
historically; after adjusting for differential unemployment rates 
and a difficulty proxy such as case duration, then setting a best 
performance benchmark and tying match rates to it will 
demonstrably save money. 
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November 29, 19~3 

Mr. Br,uce Reed 
Dep. Ass't. to ,Pres. for Domestic Policy 
Old Executive Office Bui~ding, Room 216 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. Reed: Re: Jumpstart 

The United States needs programs that will help develop blighted 
areas. Every American'; by humanitarian right, needs a place 'to 
live. The economy needs.to get moving again so we can attain the 

'American Dream. The welfare system needs 'to be reformed. To do 
this we must' Jumpstart th'e construction industry. 

The Jumpstart program is designed to rebuild blighted areas. 
Jumpstart also ,emp'loys'construction workers r,educing unemployment 
payments. Instead of'cash a$sistance to welfare recipients, we 
should furnish housing and food stamps only. After a welfare, 
recipient has'r~ceived 24m9nthsof housing subsidies, all payments 
should ceas~. - T6 recei~e the~e subsidies the}recipient should 
meet.mandatory requirements. One requirement would be enrollment 

,and completion of a lob training program. If a recipient was 
: deemed n;edically' _unfit, this requirement could pe waived.' If; a' 
\ recipient has a drug or"alcohol, problem, ,then we should place: 

them in a state' run treatment camp. We can furnish them with: 
suitable living arrangements and food stamps. Even the homeless 
can have a place'to live. Instead of the bi;Llions given by the 
government, we can give a place to live. 

Jumpstart consists of taking areas where the population is greatest 
on welfare, drawing strict boundaries Urban or Rural. These places 
to live will be in-the areas wher~ run-down houses and ghettos 
need to be rebuilt. These boundaries can be made up of the Enter­
prise Zone bo~nd,,!-ries: , . 

All this can be done without increasing the federal budget. In 

fact, we can save billions because the definition of assistance 

will 'change., We can put unemployed construction workers back Ito 

work. Tax incentives for the new construction and/or renovation 

of lo~ income .h0~sing could Jumpstart the building industry and 

the local economies of the areas that have been deemed to be 

blighted. In the welfare areas meeting the criteria, we could 
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reinstate those parts of the pre-Tax Reform Act of 1986 law 
applicable to the real estate industry. For instance, builders 
will get heavy tax credits to redevelop areas with high con­
centrations of welfare recipients. If the proposed tax in­
centives are advantageous enough to the building industry, 
neighborhoods could be reinvigorated. The tax advantages 
should be for residential construction only. After the builder 
or developer regains his invested money, the properties 'can be 
deeded over to the recipients. The n,et effect to. the Treasury 
would be negligible, if not positive, due ,to the creation of 

, jobs in the construction industry along with job gains due to' 
the reemergence of small business in the formerly impoverished 
areas. Maintenance of the dwellings could be paid for by the; 
recipients. A monthly assessment fee could' -be -collected- instead 
of rent payments,. 

Reinvigoration of neighborhoods attracts small business which! 
in turn creates jobs/new taxpayers. Of course, these incentives 
would, naturally help the contractors and their employees. A I 

working person means one less welfare or unemployment payment. 

The Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program is a good program, , 
however, Jumpstart is better. It is better because Jumpstart 
provides for more of the population and alleviates the govern~ent 
from making rental payments. 

Since the construction industry is approximately 10% of GDP, getting 
builders rolling will get the economy rolling. If the developers 
start re-developing welfare areas, it will help the economy. [They 
will have'to hire general contractors and subcontractors to help 
build. These construction companies will hire·,workers causing 
unemployment to go down. The construction industry has a much 
higher unemployment rate than the population as a whole. Instead, 
of paying construction workers unemployment. jobs could be created. 
Taking people off welfare and giving them a free 'place to live will 
cut payments the governme~t makes. We can use that dividend ~o pay 
the interest on the national debt. The government will lose tax 
revenue. However, it will gain much more by not paying welfare 
recipients. We haven't seen studies showing what welfare recipients 
do with their cash assistance. Now,' the 'money received intended to 
pay for rents, will be used for that purpose. 

We would like to make an appointment with you or anyone of your 
staff at your convenience. Our program has many advantages that 
our country needs. 

~. 
Richard OlecK, Pr'esident 

RO:lg 
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'r THE WHI.TE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 23, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR MARY 10 BANE 
DAVID ELLWOOD 
WENDELL PRIMUS 
BRUCE REED 
GENE SPERliNG 

FROM: PAUL DIMONp 1-iJ 
456-7604 

SUBJECT: The FRAMEWORK GAME 

Bonnie Deane and I would like to invite you to tryout the "Framework 
Game." It is a·tool for gathering and comparing diverse viewpoints on 
Welfare· Reform. We found that it helped to diffuse differences and clarify 
important areas of agreement in the Economy and Jobs Issue Group. Please· 
find attached a blank copy of the game. 

Here's how it works: You will find attached a list of 25 "Pre­
fabricated building blocks. ". The blocks serve as a reference list of many 
ideas that have been discussed in the issue groups and at the working group i 

meetings. You are free to add, delete or modify the blocks as desired. 
Also attached is a blank II Framework Game Worksheet. II The 

worksheet has three sections: National Programs, State Programs and 
Federally Sponsored LOcal Demos. These sections can be filled in using the, 
building blocks from the list or any number of building blocks which you m*y 
invent. Not all the blocks need be used. This allows each person to present 
their policy choices in a particular context or a complete framework. In 
addition, space on the left margin can be used to note cost estimates. A 
second page of the worksheet covers total cOsts and funding sources. 

For your information 1 attach several examples of the welfare reform 
frameworks created by members of the Economy and Jobs Issue Group. After 
you have had a chance to review the Framework Game I suggest that we get: 
together to compare notes. In the meantime, let Bonnie or me know if you : 
have any questions. 



••••WE FRAMEWORK GAME•••• 
Worksheet 

This exercise is u:nderstood to be based on the~ individJud views of those pre.sem for the purposes of di.scussionon1y. 
In no way does the follo.wmg represent the views ofany particular Ggency or the Administration GS a whole. . , 

My Worksheet for Welfare Refonn Name (Optional), ______ 

(please list only the programs you wish to add to or remove from existing law) 


$ • National ,Programs - What is the basic foundation? 

Olst [Food Stamps; Housing, SSI,pducational Grants and Unemployment Insurance, etc.] 


$ 
Olst 

• State Programs - Which pqrts can states do differently? 
I 

$ 
Olst 

Would match rates vary across these choices? 
Would time limits and new cl6ck criteria vary across these choices? 
Would exemption criteria vary, across these choices? 
Would phase in strategy vary across these choices? 

y 
y 
y 
y 

N 
N 
N 
N 

• Experiments - Aside from unsolicited State proposals, for which evaluations would 
you earmark Federal money? :CCompetitive grants, local demos, etc.} 



• Cost Estimates of this option 

This exercise is understood to be based 0" the· individual views of those preselll for the purposes of discussio" only. 
/" 110 way does this exercise represent the views ofany particIJtu agency or the Administratio" as a whole. 

Please provide a ROUGH guideline for what the cost of your option would be above the 
currently envisaged President's plan and current spending on various welfare programs. You 
may indicate a range or simply a sign if an estimated number would be misleading. Please 
indicate. whether the number would be capped or ~ntitlement based. 

$ National Programs 

$ State Programs 

$ Experiments [Competitive Grants, Local Demos, etc.] 

• Funding Sources for this Option 

$ New Taxes (Suggestions?) 

$ Deficit Spending 

$ Spending Cuts (Suggestions?) 



25 Pre-Fabricated Building Blocks -- Feel free to add your own 

Potential National Programs 

• EITC­
A refundable tax credit will insure that a family head working full time at the· 
minimum wage can support a family. (Assume zero ·OO5t for reconciliation funding): 

I 

• Healthcare - Universal access to healthca:re. (Assume zero, cost to welfare reform effort) 

• 	 Child Support Enforcement ­
Stronger enforcement of child support orders, especially across states. Better paternity 
establishment, simpler procedures for parents. 

• Child Support Assurance ­
A minimum level of support for those that have orders in place. Please indicate the 
minimum level envisaged. 

• Education Campaign ­
A national program for pregnancy prevention, economics of poverty or learning to 
manage money. Please indicate which one. 

• 	 Two Year Transitional Assistance - , 
Every State must provide two years of assistance to those eligible for AFDC. Durin~ 
this period, States must use all available resources to increase the recipients potential 
for self sufficiency. Strong expectations of recipients may be enforced in the areas ,6f 
job search, work, detox, education, etc. ,Please indicate whether this program would: 
be undertaken with current funding or additional, new Federal money, (Le. Big JOBS). 

. 	 I 

• Child Care Program ­
Provide vouchers or a refundable tax credit for child care for any family with all 
adults employed. 

• 	 Work Support Agency ­
A national, new public agency to focus on supporting the work efforts of parents in 
poverty. 

• 	 Savings Incentives ­
Individual Development Accounts, Community Development CDs, and the 
asset/income disregards to accoinmodate these programs. 

• Uplift - An expansion of income contingent loans for human investment. 

• Other (Please Specify) ­



.. 


Potential, National or State Programs 

• 	 Guaranteed Job After 2 Years, No' AFDC ­
Everyone who is deemed able:to work is offered a real, minirilum wage job. Indicate 
number of hours and whether child care is guaranteed or an acceptable exemption. 

• 	 Tailored Expectations and Services "­
A multi-track system in which different sorts of people are offered different service 
options and expectations. Intensive case management would be key to enforcing 
bigger or smaller steps toward responsibility over time. After two years, the job ready 
may be expected towork'and those who are "exempted" will also have mandatory 
activities. Different guidelines on raising the bar over time would be available for 
teens, divorcees, mentally disabled, substance abusers and the illiterate. 

• 	 20 Hr Work Requirement after 2 Yrs ­
Effectively a CWEP program ~ith a fixed number of hours to work off benefit plus 
food stamps. 

• 	 Time equivalent cash limit ­
Recipients choose to accept .benefits at less than the full rate in exchange for a higher 
earnings disregard. This allows them to stretch out their initial two yearS. 

• Consumption to Investment ­
. As a' reCipient clocks up more months on welfare, benefits will be shifted from cash 

into services that will invest in human capital. In. this way, everyone gets the two 
years of a supportive hand-Up. After the two years, the job ready will be squeezed 
out by benefit reductions and intermittent work requirements. Those that cannot get 
jobs will receive more intensive services and help over time. Please indicate any 
restrictions such as whether the reduction slopes down to zero or a minimum level. 

• Foundation-
After two years, job ready AFDC recipients are expected to work. Since there are 
programs to offer them food, shelter and medical coverage, no further cash will be 
offered. Before and after the 2 year limit,. recipients should be encouraged to take 
advantage of the broad range of Federal programs for which they are eligible. Indicate 
whether post 2 year transition. to the Foundation is immediate or gradual. 

• Status Quo ­
After tWo years, there is less opportunity for counselling, training and education. 
Otherwise the cash benefit remains the same. 



Additional Building Blocks for National, State or Experiment 

• Team Based Empowerment ­
Services and work requirements should focus on encouraging recipients to help one 
another. Program would center on job clubs, residential colleges, GWEP, small 
business loans and other services that provide support for team based self-help. This 
could complement almost any of the other optionS. 

• 	 Unemployment Insurance - After the 2 year transition, cash AFDC payments could, 
be offered for up to 26 weeks to those that have met a : 
work history test. 

• 	 National Service - Guaranteed Student Loan recipients could be required to spend 
one semester in college meeting weekly with an AFDC recipient 
or child as a mentor/tutor. 

• Subminimum wage for long term recipients 

• Employer wage subsidies 	(rITC, NITC) 

• Employee wage subsidieslbonuses 

• Disregards 

• Job Networks through Housing Vouchers 

• One Stop Shop in poor neighborhoods 

• HRDA: Job Creation through Small Businesses 

• Work Support Agency with $ incentives: Private or public, profit or non-profit. 

• Wage subsidies for jobs returning from overseas. 

• Other? 



••••WE FRAMEWORK GAME•••• 
Worksheet: Completed sample 

My Worksheet for Welfare Reform 	 Name (Optional) John O. Public 

$ • National Programs - What is the basic foundation? 

Cost [Food Stamps, Housing, SSI, Educational Grants and Unemployment Insurance, etc.] 


o 	 EITC 
o Healthcare 
sOOm Child Support Enforcement 
10m Education Campaigns (All) 

IB Extra JOBS money for 2 yrs transistion, more generous match rates 

$ • State Programs - Which parts can states do differently? 
Cost 

AFTER 2 YEARS of ASSISTANCE: 
o 	 20 hr work requirement (savings fund cost of admin) 
o 	 Time-equivalent option (can't spend any faster than now) 
o 	 Consumption to investment (Only in high benefit states) 
o 	 Foundation only (States must present impact analysis) . 

No state should be allowed to maintain status quo 

Would match rates vary across these choices? Y _XiN 
Would time limits and new clock criteria vary across these choices? _X_ Y ; N 
Would exemption criteria vary across these choices? _X_ Y N 
Would phase in strategy vary across these choices? _X_ Y N 

$ • Experiments - Aside from unsolicited State proposals, for which evaluations would 
Cost you earmark Federal money? (Competitive grants, local demos, etc.) . 

2B Guaranteed job experiments in 1 to 3 states based on competitive grants 
IB Tailored services/case management!ladders of opportunity--competitive grants 

awarded to several states. 
o Unemployment insurance with AFDC funds in states that opt for foundation only. 

Sm Wage subsidy demos 

Sm Empowerment/savings demos 




- -

• Cost Estimates of this option 

This exercise is understood to be based on the indivil:bMil views of those presenJ. for the purposes ofdiscussion onlY. 
In 110 way does this exercise repfeSenl the views of any pa:rt.kular Qgency or the Administration tlSQ whole. 

Please provide a ROUGH guideline for what the cost of your option would be above the 
.currently envisaged President's plan and currentspending on various welfare programs. You 
may indicate a range or simply a sign if an estimated number would be misleading. 
indicate whether the number would be capped or entitlement' based. 

Please:· 
. 

National Programs 
(Capped funding) 

$ __0_ State Programs 
(or less) (Estimated effect on entitlement spending) 

$ 3,010 	 Experiments [Competitive Grants, Local Demos, etc.] 
(Capped funding) 

Total at Steady state 	= $4,520 per year additional spending 

• Funding Sources for this Option 

$ 	 New Taxes (Suggestions?) 

Deficit Spending 

Spending Cuts (Suggestions?) 

Eliminate the Department of Energy or Agriculture 



••••WE FRAMEWORK GAME•••• 
Worksheet: Completed sample 

My Worksheet for Welfare Reform Name (Optional) Anti-Poverty 


$ • National Programs - What is the basic foundation? 

Cost [Food Stamps, Housing, SSI, Educational Grants and Unemployment Insurance, etc. t 


Eliminate AFDC . , 

Minimum child benefit, not means· tested 

Emergency family assistance 

Expand EITC and other employee based wage subsidies 

Provide pay for jobs or an alternative activity 


(such as education or community volunteering) 
Use Consumption to Investment idea to transition from emergency aid to a program : 
for OJT or education. 
Refundable child care credit for working parents. 
Cash out other programs to fund these basic needs. 

$ • State Programs - Which parts can statesdo differently? 
Cost 

$ • Experiments - Aside from unsolicited State proposals, for which evaluations would 
Cost you earmark Federal money? (Competitive grants, local demos, etc.) 

. I 



••••THE FRAMEWORK GAME•••• . 
Worksheet: Completed sample 

'. I 

My Worksheet for Welfare Reform Name (Optional) Cash In Income· 

$ • National Programs - What is the basic foundation? 

Cost [Food Stamps, Housing, SSI, Educational Grants and Unemployment Insurance, etc.], 


EITC 
Reduce scope of Healthcare Reform benefits (e.g. allow cash out) 
Create a minimum level of safety net nationally 
Build incentives for behavior on top of minimum safety riet level 
No artificial time limits--depends on situation. 
Convert national service money to welfare jobs money . ~I 

Examine other programs that could be converted to cash or basic needs for children. 

$ • State Programs - 'Which parts can states do differently? 
Cost 

States couldad.d on various incentives for behavior or raise benefit level above the 
national minimum. 

i 

$ • Experiments - Aside from unsolicited State proposals, for which evaluations would 
Cost you earmark Federal money? (Competitive grants, local demos, etc.) 

Transportation deregulation to facilitate innovative, non-mass transit options 
COBGs for local choice regarding welfare assistance 
Public Safety demos . 
Re-employment bonuses 
Eliminating marriage penalty 
Try to identify training programs that improve productivity-...;.not just getting a job 
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WELFARE REFORM FRAMEWORK - OPTION 3 

DRAFT' FOR PURPOSES OF ANALYSIS ONLY 

In evaluating options under the "Framework Game," it is important to consider explicitly ~e 
questions which otherWise may be obscured: 

• 	 Under what criteria will a person be deemed not to have to met whatever time­
limit is imposed? (For example, the assumption that some 50% of the cunent 
welfare rolls' will not be subject to a time-limit must be carefully examined: 
what criteria lead to ,this estimate? As another example, how the criteria for ' 
exclusion from any time limit are set provides substantial interplay with the 
nature and duration of any time limit). 

• 	 Under what conditions will a person who gets off of welfare (whether prior to 
or because of any time limit) will a person be eligible to return to welfare? 

• 	 What are the terms, nature and extent of federal support of State choices? 

Subject to a full exploration of these issues, the following may provide a baseline for 
evaluating other options: 

1. 	 National Programs ­

• EITC (with Refundable Child Care Credit and at least monthly payment) . 
• Healthcare (with a narrow package for all, and at least some co-payment for 

. any service beyond basic) , 
• Child Support Enforcement, Establishment of Paternity, Information on 
Parenting/Child Nurture 
• Healthy StartIHead Start (targeted for all by need) 
• SSI Disability for children with parents disabled from working 
• National, Peer and Local Education Campaign on economic and personal 
rewards and responsibilities of education, work, two-earner households, family, 
and delaying begetting or bearing a child until able to support. 
• Food Stamps , 
• Goals 2000, School-to-Work, One-Stop Employmenttrraining Information 
Network), Lifelong Learning (including transition from income contingent, 
direct student loans to Universal Personal LiFetime learning Trust) 

, 	 ' 

n. 	 State Menu - with substantial state match requirement (perhaps, with a sliding 
cap on federal support which rewards states who succeed in getting people off 
of welfare by income earned from private sector jobs or through support from 
another earner in the household) 

• diverse two-year time limits (e.g., "Hill - Welfare Consumption to 
Investment in Personal Development," "Foundation," "112 Time Mandatory 



Work," "Time Sensitiv~," "Guaranteed Job") 
• COCO (instead of IDA),. asset disregard 
• Time-limited, Transitional Family (not elderly) Housing 	 , 
• Team-based Empo",erment Enterprises, Cooperative Housebolds, Franchi~d 
Cooperative Enterprises (including but not limited to ESOPs), Micro-enterpnse 
• Moving to Opportunities 
• Regional Job Mentoring Partnerships to provide meaningful access to job 
networks in metropolitan or regional economy 

III. 	 Demonstration Add-Ons: Witb some sUbstantial State, local or private sector: 
match, and federal setasJde of specified amounts, to be run through ! 

competitive cballenge ~rocess, with strong evaluation component ' 

• all of the alternatives under State Menu 

• Bonuses to welfare persons finding and staying on job 

• Wage credit, NJTC or other subsidy (as alternative tosub-minimum wage) 
(but not TITC) , 

• Unemployment Insurance (with short time-limits, to.support tbose baving • 
trouble staying on first l rung of job ladder! ' 

• Intensive custodial parent lOBS, Intensive non-custodial parent JOBS and 
Child Nurture (with child support), alternative adult education. and training 
(particularly on-the-job or through interactive, multi-media, hands-on search 
and learning) 

• Child Support Assur,ance 
I 

• Empowennent Zones and Enterprise Communities -- mix of cOOrdinated, : 
comprehensive, community-based economic development, job creation, 
employment training, community policing strategies, with mix of tax incenti~es, 
public-private partne~hips; venture capital and enterprise mutual funds, 
bottom:'"'up development to make local community engine of economic growth . 
intregal to dynamic regional or metropolitan economy . 1 

I 

• Other community-based, mentoring strategies (e.g., Cburcb,YM-YWCA • 
(see Etzioni suggestioris) 

PD: 7/31 

! . 



WELFARE REFORM FRAMEWORK 


* National Programs 

EITC 
Universal health care 
Food stamps 
Housing vouchers: lower standard, spread more broadly 
Pregnancy prevention: education + incentives/penalties + 

technolgy 
Child support enforcement: target 100% compliance 
AFDC with work requirement at lower grant after 2 years 

* State programs 

Job placement: major effort, involve employers 
Work program: work x% of week for x% of grant; mandatory I 

after 2 years; x declines over time; fund useful work (to l 

recipient employability and to society) with savings from! 
, ' 

grant reductions and child support 

* Experimental add-ons 

Competition for most promising work/self sufficiency 
approaches proposed by states, with nationally funded 
analysis and clearinghouse of what works. Ongoing federal 
match available for those that meet effectiveness standard 
after 2 year trial. 

COST: Program is budget neutral, with' grant savings from 
powerful child support enforcement and post-2-year grant 
reductions retained within system to finance genuine work 
program. ' 

RATIONALE: Wide state latitude to try preferred approaches,to 
work/self sufficiency around focussed federal core: determined, 
creative, sustained job placement effort and disciplined, , 
effective work program at progressively lower pay level for those 
not yet placed. Feds support competitive demonstrations to Sh9w 
what state approaches work and match those which succeed, 
including successful adoptions in other states. Outside scope;of 
AFDC but equally central in strategy is very forceful child : 
prevention and support enforcement effort. 



August 6, 1993 

TO: 
FROM: 

Private Sector Job Development Working Group 
Bill Dickens 

SUBJECT: Ideas on Welfare Reform 

Background 

Given popular sentiment, it seems inevitable that the welfare 
system in this country will be transformed. If the Clinton· 
administration is unsuccessful in doing it, it will be done by the 
Congress or the states. I would characterize the task of t'he 
Clinton administration as leading reforms that ar,e intelligent a'nd 
compassionate to prevent ones which are demagogic and expedient. 

PROPOSALS 

Multi-Tier Program 

The AFDC population is heterogenous, but our treatment of them 
is not. I propose a three-tier program: 

Tier One -- People .whowouldbe judged totally disabled should 
be eligible for long term support for themselves and the:ir 
children. The support should be at a level that keeps them 
out of poverty. People who qualify for tier one support 
should have the option to receive services available to ti~r 
two or three individuals if they wish to attempt to work. If 
they are unable to succeed in the workplace they should have 
the option of falling back on tier one support. ! 

People who do not qualify for tier one support will, with the 
help of a councilor, choose between the tier two and tier 
three programs. 

Tier Two -- People 'who have no physical or mental disability, 
but who do not have the ability and skill to earn an income 
that would take them out of poverty could choose this program. 
It would provide a higher level of overall benefits, but,a 
substantial fraction of the benefits would be in the form of 
grants and income contingent loaris to pay for long term 
education, training: and drug rehabilitation. Over a 
relatively long period of time the composition of the benefits 
would be shifted away from cash support and towards training, 
and the overall level of benefits would be reduced. 

Tier Three -- People who are able to earn a reasonable income 
with existing skills· could select this option and receive 
larger cash benefits, but smaller overall benefits since they 
would not receive training funds. The timed reduction of 
their benefits would 'take place over a shorter period of time 



I 

than for tier two individuals. We might want to require drug 
tests for people choosing this option and restrict people who 
test positive for addictive-drugs to a drug rehabilitation 
program under the tier two plan. 

In all cases the lenqth of time over which benefits are phased 
out should be keyed to the national,unemployment rate. : 

Work Incentives 

The extremely high (sometimes greater, than 100%) implicit tax 
rates in our welfare system often preclude individuals making 
marginal improvements in their quality of life. A syst~m 
structured this way effectively takes away some of the most 
significant' opportunities, for socializing, self-expression and 
establishing a sense of dignity through work. Further, it may be 
more expensive than a system which allows people to receive some 
fraction of their benefits while working. - : 

It has been argued that work incentives are not effective 
either in reducing the cost of welfare programs or increasing the 
amount of work people do. I believe these studies suffer from 'a 
serious methodological fla'w which I will report on when I have 
finished my review of that literature. The problem is that the 
studies, assume that people can make 'marginal adjustment in thei'r 
hours of work in' response to small changes in effective tax ratesi• 

When work illcent.ives are added to a p~ogram such as AFDC ,some 
working individuals, previously not' covered by the program becom,e 
eligible for benefits. It has been claimed that extending bene.fits 
to the working poor will cause them to marginally reduce their work 
effort and that this reduction will be nearly as large as the 
increase in the labor supply of those currently on AFDC that 
results from the work incentives. However, if people's only'choicb 
is to work the number of hours offered by an employer or not work 
then there will be no labor supply effect for current workers. The 
extension of benefits only makes the work they are doing more 
attractive relative to not working. 

Even if studies predicting a smallov~rall, effect of 
incentives are correct, -there maybe a way' of reducing the 
disincentive problem. If we only allow people to qualify for th~ 
programs who are without financial means then we donit need to 
extend benefits to the working poor and create disincentives for 
them. This creates a problem of 'horizontal equity why 
discriminate between someone who was once destitute and someone who 
was never in that condition if they are now both earning the sam~ 
amount. This is a problem under the current system, but not under 
one' which is viewed as a, transitional assistance program with 
benefits which are phased out over time. In such a program the 
income support received,by someone who is working can be viewed a~ 
"helping them get back on their feet." ' 

If we could afford it, it would be preferable to offer support 
and training to all low wage workers. But if we can't this may be 
a feasible alternative. ' 



f" 

Overcoming the Geographic concentration of Poverty 

A major problem' for the urban poor is the lack of networks for 
finding jobs. Studies of how people find work consistently find 
that the,most common method for finding good jobs is referrals from 
,friends or relatives. To provide such referrals,friends and" 
relatives must themselves be employed. The concentration of 
unemployment in poor neighborhoods makes it difficult for the urban 
poor to make use of 'this highly productive method of job search. 
Instead they must rely on formal methods of job search such as want 
ads and state employment development offices. 'The over 
representation 'of the least advantaged among the population using 
these methods drives employers offering good jobs away from them. 
This intensifies the job finding problems of the urban poor. 

To overcome these problems we need a national employment 
service which attracts all types of workers. Plans to introduce 
one-Stop~Shopping for all forms of training, income support,and 
career planning services may be a way of moving towards this end. 
Requiring firms to list vacancies with one-stop-centers and 
creating a national information bank on available jobs would be 
ways of pushing this further. 

Reorganizing Child support 

Many women and children would not be in poverty if the 
children's father was doing his share to provide for their support. 
This has led to calls for stricter enforcement of child support 
laws and requiring women, to pursue support from fathers as a 
requirement for receiving AFDC·. It seems clear that any move in 
this direction will have the desirable consequence of reducing the 
burden on society of caring for indigent women and children, and 
provide incentives for more responsible behavior on the part Qf 
men. But, the current system for obtaining child support orders 
and modifying them in response to changing circumstances is 
unwieldy and very difficult for the less advantaged to use. 

To get an order a woman must go ,to court . This is time 
consuming and costly. It is my understanding that once a woman has 
a child support order changes in the employment status of the man 
will not affect his Obligation. Men must go to court to get the 
order changed. 'This is difficult enough for middle class .men. It 
maybe beyond the resources of an unemployed poor. man. 

This may lead to the marginalization of poor men as they 
choose to drop out of the system rather than face a growing burden 
of child support payments • with strict enforcement of child 
support laws, dropping out means no regular employment and probably 
homelessness. 

By taking the process out of the courts and making them 
administrative these problems might be ameliorated. If necessary, 
rules governing the size of child support payments should be 
modified to take account of their effects on male participation in 
the system. 
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'Starting Over on Wel~~re ,.\( " 
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By AMlTAI ETZIONlCording to press' reports. the Cli!'lton' velop work skills is to work. Thus having to 
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_ Atunny thing happened on the way to 
welfare reform:~th political parties are 
fashioning a new entitlement, billed as an 
education and trainiilg period. that will ex­
tend dependency on the dole. It may not 
seem surprising that the Democrats are 
moving toward granting generous n~w 
benefits, but it's dis~eartening to see·Re-, 
publicans leading the way. ". 

The main plan offiCially on the table, is, 
one advanced by Republican House mem­

,bers. This is not an i1.lleproposal by a few 
,renegades, butthe product of extensive de­
,liberation and consultation within: the 
,GOP. It has bei:mendorsed by 160 mem­

',,/"bers and is actively championed by 14. riodwill,bethesameforoneandal\;But',:,. Mr~~ZJ.o/!:'"sptea~thOro/TheSpmtof 
. , leading Republicans in 'the House. '(Sev- dearly some people need only a briefq:~mUnltll,. (Cr,Own, 1993) and founder of 

eral conservative GOP, senators' are, , course (a company called America Works';' .ith~,Communltara~ Network. 
prepanng their own plans.), : 'm~nages to place some welfare clients in, I,:,~ 

"'" Rather than cutting cash benefits at jobs after only,one week oftraining). while' ::, 
,; \, once, and thus "incentivizing" welfare 'others need ,much longer. If. however,'two,: :;:. 

clients to seek work•.the HoUSe GOP bill' ' years is not the maximum length for train~ , 
, proVides for a kind of severance pay: two "ing and education but tpe average stay; , ,'~' c. 

, years at anoou~ational·wa.tering hole"": then this raises' pew problems. Some wei- ':'; .' ", 

',' ;i';~oiirs <!;week.- &yen my less i,ndustrtous' as we know it.'" "" :,' 
; ',). J - student~ do ,better. ' ',The most fundamental problem with ' ,i 

" Jl4oreover. 'anyone'can join, including theCliIlton and House GOP plans is that' ':;', 
those who are cUlTently employed butthe~ord,shows that training proffered, 

any ,certified training or degree-granting fare clients would presumably receive the' 
program-of your choice. The demands on new erititlement for three or four years or~ i 

welfare recipients for the two years ire even longer. U that happens/the 20th ceIf;;' , . 
hardly onerous: attendirig':some courses10 ,', tury will end long before we '~,end welfare· "'" i" 

'poorly paid" those who want 10 be re­
trained. and those who simply want to, 

take classes on Western movies or music, 


, appreciation-instead of working. This is' 

not' merely a. hypothetical possibility. 

When a similar program was introduced. 

in the state 'of Washi.tlgton in 1988. the 

,number of new clien~ increased by some 

6%. While other factors may have bee,n 


. 'involved. there is little doubt that the, 
. , " : '.' .. riew ,entitlement was primarily respOnsi­

,J::':"" "fble'fO~ the increased influx onto the wel­
':.:: ,. are rolls" 

, 1}, " '!tis especially troublingthat the GOP 
'i bill;as:well as a·similar measure. drafted ' 

, by a group of moderate Hill Democrats 
called' the Mainstream Forum. exempts 

,i: , .' ' those in full-time vocational schools from 
',d,; ,the', two-years-and.:ouLproviSion. , Th~s, 

'~h Of,:." ·means that after a welfare client com-, 
,,'h·, " ,pletes her tr;llning-say, in a four~year:" ',; 'I full-time vocational school-she would be' 

, ,,~, ,,' " ',iInmeruat~ly:.entitled to enroll. at the, gov~ 
.. ,: "ernment's expense. in two 'more ,years of 

:"training to prepare her.for a job. " " 
, , " ' The administration bill. which has not 

been' unveiled yet, reportedly' would ex-, 
'tend the party for welfare recipien~. Ac-, 

blueprint first would make two years of .' ;show up at a place of employment each day
job t,raining available to younger welfare .. is much more likely to get people off wel- ' 
recipients and' then would graduallt, ex-- .. fare and discourage others from joining
tend the benefits to' others ,on 'AFDC. U. than ,the,: educational and training pack-
as rep9rts indicate, the Clinton plan cov- ages both'parties seem.to favor. ' 
ers only 200,000 of the' roughly five mil-'" 'It's:iime 'for the House'Republicans and, 
lion ,families now receivmg AFDC. its'im- : the Clinton team to go·back-to the drawing 
pact will be minimal. The greatest effect boarcL They should'dTOil'their basic con-
may be to give older welfare recipients , 'cept ot'i two-year educationa.\(intitlement. 
an even greater incentive to wait on the, ,If we are to spend, billions on welfare re­
,rolls until they. can collec~ the, two-~ear ,for,m',we should at least'end up with peo­
goody... ,',', ' , . ' "" pie working rather than' merely with more 
,Anotherpf()ble~ is.thatthe GO~pl~-' tr~hipgunder their belts. : ' 

and reportedlytheClintonbluepnnt-ltn7' ';, " 
,plies that the educationail:lnd tI:ainingpe-' , . .'. .; > '" ' .. • • 

'by government is a very poor way· of ;", " 
preparing, welfare, clients for work. Of-. 
,ten. no jobs are ,available at the end of 
the training. The word gets around and. ',,:. 
participants have' little motivation to,' 
,study. for their part. 'traine~ often do' 
not know what' skills employers really , 
reqy.ire. And they, have little motivation 
to learn, since training 'programs'can ' 
typically collect" government "fees' 
whether or not they actually.' place their 
graduates" " . . 

By far the best way to proceed- if one ..: 
does not wishsimply ,to rely'on the mar- , ' 
ketplace-is to defer the training costS em­

. ployers will incur. Everyone who' hiies 
people off the welfare rolls and keeps them,

,employed for !it leaSt one year would ~ave ,'t' 

;.; . 

, ; , : 
the training costs coyered up to. say, $4.500 ' 

per client., This ,would keep ,people from, '.', "'.,

leaving"work 'to colleCt the new....educa·; ,:(, " . 
tion"'entitlement.·' , , " ,: " " ' ' 

Training by empioyers 'also'WOuld, en:'" , 
,	sure that what welfare,recipients Iearn:is" " 
appropriate to the needs ofthe market· ~'", 
place' and that as a rule there will be work,. 
at the end of the line. There would be an,'
added benefit, as well, The best way t(fd~-' ';' 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHI NGTON 

December 13, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR 	 BRUCE REED 

KATHI WAY 

JEREMY BEN-AMI 


FROM: 	 Paul Weinstein 

Bonnie Deane 


SUBJECf: . . Draft specifications for Individual 
Development Account (IDA) 
legislative language 

We believe an IDA demonstration program must be an integral part of any economic 
development component of the welfare reform initiative. The Federal Government spends 
more than $100 billion per year to provide middle- and upper-income persons with 
incentives to accumulate savings and assets. We believe that incentives should also be made 
available to low-income persons in order to promote economic self-sufficiency and to 
provide stakeholding opportunities. 

Very few people manage to spend or consume their way out of poverty or off of I 

welfare. Economic well-being does not come through spending or consumption, but through i 
savings, investment and the accumulation of assets. ! 

The IDA, like our other economic development proposals, would promote 
entrepreneurship, economic stakeholding, and the creation of private sector jobs for 
individuals moving off welfare. Programs like the IDA will help to decrease the need for 
public service jobs for former welfare recipients by increasing private sector opportunities for r 

AFDC eligible individuals. 

Attached is a summary of Rep. Tony Hall's Individual Development Account 
Demonstration Act (H.R. 456) and a copy of Senator Bradley's companion legislation (S.863). 
The chief difference between these two bills is the level of the savings match. Representative 
. Hall would provide a $9 Federal match while Senator Bradley's bill would contribute a $3 
Federal match. We suggest you use the Bradley bill as the basis for the Welfare Reform 
bill's IDA title. However, we propose the following changes in the Bradley and Hall bills: 

Time Limited IDAs 

One of the chief complaints about IDAs is that their cost would make the 
program too expensive to replicate on a national level, and that the declining 
match is a disincentive to pursue higher levels of income. We propose limiting 



the matching period to two years to help control costs and to encourage 
individuals to .seek greater earning power. 

Revised Match Ratio 

We feel the Hall bill provides.too great a match and Bradley bill not enough of 
an incentive. We recommend the following match. 

Time Limit ,Income Matching . Maximum Match 
Ratio 

1st Six Months 50% or less 6 to 1 $1,800 
2nd Six Months 51% to 125% 3 to 1 $1,650 
3rd Six Months 125% to 160% 1 to 1 $1,400 
4th Six Months 161% to 200% 1 to 3 $ 700 

After each six month interval, your income level would be reviewed to estimate what ! 

is the appropriate matching ratio. After two years, the match would stop, however the rest of 
the benefits of the IDA program would ,continue unless the savings were used for an 
authorized expenditure -- downpayment on a first home, education or training, investment in 
a business. : 

Limit Federal Match To Earned Income 

To encourage work and to entice people off welfare, we believe that only earned 
income should be eligible for the Federal match. Therefore, individuals whose sole income is: 
from welfare programs such as AFDC would not be eligible for the IDA program. However,: 
individuals who are on welfare but who are also employed, could have the earned portion of 
their income eligible for the Federal match. Those also eligible under this demonstration 
program for the IDA program would be people moving off the welfare rolls and whose 
income meets the poverty criteria. By limiting the program to those moving off of welfare, 
we can further contain costs should we decide to try the IDA program on a national level. 

Authorization' . 

We recommend an authorization level of $30 million per year. 

cc: Emil Parker 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
JOHN O. NORQUIST MILWAUKEE, WISc()NSIN

MAYOR 

FAX TRANSMI'lTAL SHEET 

DATE: December 14. 1993 

PLEASE DELIVER TO: Bruce Reed 

FROM: David R. Riemer 

NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING THIS SHEET: 3 

IF YOU HAVE PROBLEMS WITH THIS TRANSMISSION, PLEASE CALL 
(414) 286-2200. ; 

THE MAYOR'S OFFICE FAX NUMBER IS (414) 286-3191 

MESSAGE: Mayor Norquist faxed the attached letter to the President 

today. 

City Hall, 200 e. Wells Stre~t, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202. Telephone: (414) 278-2200 .,......... 
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OffiCE OF THE MAYOR JOHN O. NORQUIST' , MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN
MAYOR 

December 13, 1993 

President Bill Clinton 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. NW 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 
, 	 I 

The welfare syStem in the United States is a failure. You have called for Ifending weltare as 
we know it." I believe that the best way to do this is to eliminate welfare altogether. 

Wisconsin is. showing the way. A new state law-initiated by the Democratic majority in our 
state Assembly, concurrec:t in by the Republican-eontrolled state Senate, and recently signed by 
the Governor-will end the welfare system in Wisconsin by 1999. The legislation anticipates 
replacing welfare with a:work-based altemative. . 

I urge you to follOw Wisconsin's lead as you design the plan you will send to Congress 
next year. Rather than attempt to reform the wetfare system; rather than preserve welfare in a 
truncated form; you should ask Congress to eliminate weHare entirely by 1996. 

What should replace wettere? The federal law you propose to repeal AFDC, Food Stamps, 
public housing. and other failed antt·poverty programs by 1996 should reallocate the federal 
funds now spent on those programs-plus any state match-to a new federal offer to low-income 
persons that is based primarily on work. This new effort would do the following: 

• 	 Low-income persons over 18 who truly cannot work would get cash and health care. 

• 	Low-income persons over 18 who can work. but are unemployed. would be helped in getting 
private sector employment through performance-based placement agencies. To the extent 
they cannot get private sector employment after an extensive search, they would be offered 
minimum wage, Iess-than·full-time. limited-term community service jobs. performing work that 
the public values. 

• 	 Low-income workerS would be given additional earnings supplements, if needed, to get them 
above the poverty line. They would also get Child care based upon ability to pay. 

• 	Low-income persons. like everyone else, would have health insurance per your national health 
insurance plan. 

City Hall, 200 E. wells Street. Milwaukee. Wisconsin 53202. Telephone: (414) 278-2200 
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Page 2 
December 13. 1993 

This proposal calls for spending the same or fewer federal dollars than are now being 
spent. There would be no increase in federal spending. and no need to raise 'federal taxes. 
Eventually, the disparity between poor-person spending among the various states can be 
corrected. As Congress' support for your proposal to increase the federal EIC shows, the public 
and elected officialS are ,quite willing to help the poor it the help is linked to the poor's efforts to 
help themselves through work and if it is part of an overall strategy to lower federal spending. 

Ending welfare could be the fourth American Revolution. ,In 1776. we liberated ourselves 
from England. In 1863,' Uncoln freed the slaves of the Confederacy--and in 1865, all the slaves 
were freed. In 1964, legal racial discrimination was ended. In 1994. we can liberate America's 
poor from an oppressive wetfare system and help them get what they really want and the rest of 
us beUeve in: work. F()I'these reasons. I recommend that you set Independence Day, July'4, 
1996, as the date on which America's wetfare system comes to an end. ' 

A small cadre Of welf8re insiders, moStly living inside the Beltway, witlresist your effor,ts to 
end welfare entirely ahd replace it ¥lith a work ..based altemative. But the overwhelming majority 
of the American people-including welfare recipients, caseworkers, ordinary working people.' 
labor, business. Blacks, Hispanics, and Whites, ArTIericans from every walk of life and every 
region-will thank you"and remember you for your act of liberation. 

00: 	 Senator Daniel' Patrick Moynihan 
Senator Herb Kohl 
Senator RusseU ,Feingold 
Congressman Gerald KJec:zka 
Congressman Thomas Barrett 
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E X E CUT I V E OFF ICE o F THE PRE SID E 

12-Nov-1993 09:51am 

TO: Bonnie L.Deane 

TO: Bruce N. Reed 


FROM: 	 Isabel Sawhill 

Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRVL 


CC: 	 Wendy C. New 

SUBJECT:, 	 Here is a crack at this. Feel free to change. 

Model I: Posttransitional Jobs 

o The basic principle is that everyone who has successfully • 
completed training will be assured a job offer in either the 
public or private sector. 

o Anyone who turns down such an offer will be terminated from the 
program and will be eligible for Food Stamps only. 

o States will be given a block grant to help participants find 
jobs. The block grant will be distributed by a formula that' 
reflects local labor market conditions and performance 
(placement, retention, and wage levels). 

o The funds may be used for supervised job search, job 
development, wages or wage subsidies, microenterprise grants or 
loans, work support, or temporary stipends (up to 6 months) ,for 
those participating in job search or unpaid community service. 
States will be encouraged to contract out these activities to a 
variety of profit and not-for-profit groups with a good track 
record of success in working with this population. 

o Up to 10 percent of the funds may be used for social serv~ces 
or supervised living arrangements for the most disadvantaged 
portion of the caseload (not eligible for SSI) . 

o The block grant could be set at any funding level. For 
starters, we suggest that it be no more than the annualized 
amount now spent on AFDC for each participating cohort. (For most 
participants, it will be assumed that job offers can be generated 
in the first year but there is no time limit in this plan, only a 
funding limit. The higher costs of serving those who are more 
difficult to place should be offset by the lower costs of serving 
the easiest to place.) 

o Those who lose 'their jobs may cycle back through the program at 
least once (more at state option). 



o stipends and wages (in subsidized jobs) will be geared to the 
minimum wage in each state. Health care and child care will be 
provided to those who need it while searching for a job and ifor 
at least the first year on a new job (longer at state option). No 
one will remain eligible for AFDC. 
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, REMARKS PREPARED FUR DELIVERY BY GOVERNORJIM FLORIO 
HEARING OF TIm P'.ReiIDENT'S WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM.. 

FAMILY SlLJP.PORT &:INDEPENDBNCB 
'IHlJRSI)AY, SRPTEMBRR 9, 1993 

THANK YOU FOR JOINING ME AT THIS HEARING OF THE PRESIDENT'S, 
WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM,. FAMJLY, SUPPORT AND 
INDEPENDENCE. LET:M:E BEGIN BY SAYING HOW DELIGHTED I AM TO BE 
HERE TODAY WITH PEOPLE WHO ARE WORKING TO GET CONTROL OF THEIR 
LIVES AND TO END WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT. . 

WHEREVER WE STAND ON THE POUTICAL SPECTRUM, WE CAN AGREE 
ON THIS; PREVIOUS EFFORTS HAVE FAILED TO REVERSE THE CYCLE OF 
POVERTY THAT HAS ENTRAPPED GENERATIONS OF AMERICANS. 

WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT NOT ONLY HASN'T WORKED; IT'S MADE 
THINGS WORSE BY PENALIZfNG POOR PEOPLE FOR EXERCISING PERSONAL " 
INITIATIVE' AND RESPONSIBILITY AND ROBBING THEM OF THEIR DIGNITY 
AND . SELF-RESPECT. AND IT'S ASKED mE TAXPAYER AND THE 
:MIDDLE-CLASS TO PAY THE TAB. 

WE KNOW THE SYSTEM IS BROKEN. 

AS WE LOOK BACK ON THE flRST YEAR SINCE WE TOOK UP THE FIGHT 
FOR REAL WELFARE REFORM IN NEW JERSEY -..AND AS THE PRESIDENT 
TACKLES WELFARE AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL·-I'D LIT<E TO OUTLINE SOME OF 
THE LESSONS WE'VE LEARNED ON HOW TO CROSS THE !v1INEFIELD OF 
MEANINGFUL ·REFORM IN OUR ERA OF SOUND-BITE, HOT BUTTON, 
BLAME-GAIME POLmCS. ' , ' 

SECOND, I'D LIKE TO SHARE WITH YOU OUR PROGRESS ON WHAT WE'VE 

ACCOJ\fPLISHED. 


AND FINALLY, I'D LiKE TO ANNOUNCE A. NEW SET' OF WELFARE 

lN1TIATIVES I'M PROPOSING FOR NEW JERSEY, TO FURTHER DEMAND THAT 

EVERY PERSON TAKE FULL RESPONSIBILITY FOR THEIR LIVES & THEIR 

FAMILIES. ' 


IN NEW JERSEY, WE BEliEVE SELF-RELIANCE IS A TWO-WAY STREET. 

GOVERNMENT CAN HELP PEOPLE "WHO NEED IT, BUT AT THE SAlvIE TIME, 

PEOPLE MUST BE WILLING TO HELP THEMSELVES. 


WE'VE LEARNED lHAT, IN THE PROCESS, THE PUBLIC AND' ELECTED 
OFFICIALS NEED TO REINFORCE EACH CJIHER'5 BEST INSTINCTS, NOT THEIR 
WORST ONES. . , 

IN AN INTERESTING COVER STORY IN NEWSWEEK LAST MON1H ABOUT 
THE STRUGGLE TO SAVE THE BLACK FAJ:vITLY, NICHOLAS LEMANN, THE 
AUTHOR OF liTHE PROMISED LAND," TALKED ABOlTT HOW BOTH SIDES OF 
THE WELFARE DEBATE ARE TOO BUSY POINTING FINGERS TC) FIND OUT 
"WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE. "WE'RE NEVER GOING TO GET WHERE WE NEED 
TO BE," HE SAlD, "IF WE FIRST HAVE TO SETTLE WHOSE FAULT IT IS." 
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THAT'S 'ESSENTIAL WHEN IT C01.1ES TO THE DEBATE OVER WELFARE. 
NEITHER DOES ONE-SIDED THINKING. PUSHING HOT BUTTONS FORCES 'mE 
DEBATE TO THE EXTREMES WHERE NOmING GETS DONE. 

IF WE'RE GOING TO CHANGE "WELFARE AND FIGHT POVERTY, WE NEED 
TO STOP WORRYING ABOUT THE LEFT OR '!HE RIGHT OR TIIE FAILED 
AGENDAS OF THE PAST...AND REMEMBER THAT OUR DEMOCRACY WORKS 
THROUGH SOME ENDURING IDEALS THAT SPEAK TO WHO WE ALL ARE: 

+ THAT IF YOU WORK HARD, YOU SHOULD BE ABLE TO GET AHEAD. 
+ THAT PERSONAL DIGNITY COMES FROM WORKING HARD AND 

PROVIDING FOR YOUR FAMILY. 

AND THAT EVERYONE HAS TO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THEIR OWN LIVES. 

I DON'T BEUEVE "WE SHOULD CARRY THOSE WHO CAN WALK. BUfi I DO 
BELIEVE WE SHOULD GIVE A HAND TO THOSE WHO STtT.M:BLE. rnAT 
BALANCE BETWEEN OPPORTUNITY AND RESPONSIBILITY IS A DELICATE ONE. 
IT'S THE FULCRUM OF DEMOCRACY. 

. AND IT'S AT THE CORE OF THE POLICIES THAT ARE :MAKING NEW JERSEY 
A NATIONAL MODEL FOR WELFARE REFORM. 

YES, "WE PROVIDE PEOPLE WITH THE TOOLS TO BECOME 
SELF-SUFFICIENT. BUT WE'RE NOT JUST OFFERING PEOPLE EDUCATION AND 
TRAINING. VVE'RE MAKING IT A CONDmON OF WELFARE GRANTS. IT'S A 
CONTRACT. 

YESi VVE ENCOURAGE FAMILIES TO DO WHAT AMERICAN FAMlLIES HAVE 
ALWAYS DONE. TO WORK AND SAVE MONEY TO CREATE A BETTER LIFE FOR 
THE1v:lSELVES AND THEIR CHlLDREN. BUT WE'RE MAKING IT EASIER BY 
RElvIOVING DISINCENTIVES TO MARRIAGE. PEOPLE SHOULD BE MARRYING 
EACH OTHER, NOT THE STATE. PARENTS SHOULD BE DEPENDING ON EACH 
OlHER NOT THE TAXP AYERS. 

AND, YES, WE'RE SAYINC NO MORE AUTO:MATIC PAl'lIIENTS WHEN YOU 
HAVE MORE CHILDREN ON 'WELFARE, BECAUSE THAT'S NOT THE WAY THE 
REAL WORLD WORKS. 

A WORKING POOR PARENT OR MIDDLE-CLASS PARENT CAN'T GO TO HER 
EMPLOYER AND DEMAND A RAISE BECAUSE SHE'S HAVING ANOTIlER CHILD. 

BUT YOU CAN'T MOVE AHEAD IN THE REAL WORLD IF YOU DON'T HAVB 
A REAL JOB. AND THAT RAISES US ANOTHER DIFFICULT ISSUE WE'VE FACED 
ON THE ROAD TO REFORM. 

HOW DO WE GIVE A HAND TO THE MEN, WOMEN AND CHILDREN ON 
WELFARE SO THAT IT REALLY IS A HAND UP -- NOT A HAND OUT? WE KNOW 
WE CAN'T GUARANTEE THAT PEOPLE WILL HAVE A GOOD LIFE. WE CAN'T 
GUARANTEE OUTC01.1ES. BUT HOW CAN \A,Tfj ENSURE TIIAT EACH OF US tS 
GIVEN REAL OPPORTUNI1Y TO WORK HARD & GET AHEAD? 

. I 

I 

; 

' 

i 
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.PRESIDENT CLINTON TOUCHED ON IT. WHEN HE CALLED ON AMERICA 
TO MAKE WORK PAY. AND, HE'S DEAD RIGHT. A COUNTRY 'WHERE YOU CAN 
PROVIDE MORE FOR YOUR CHILDREN ON WELFARE THAN ON '!HE JOB IS A 
COUNTRY THAT IS SLIPPING DOWN THE LADDER TO FAILURE -- NOT' 
CLIMBING UP THE LADDER TO A BElTER LIFE. . 

; 

FOR TOO LONG WE'VE TURNED THE RULES UPSIDE-OOWN FOR WORKING 
PEOPLE AND PEOPLE WHO WANT TO WORK. THERE ARE STILL THOSE WHO 
SAY THEY VALUE HONEST WORK -- THEN 1HEY FIGHT TO LOWER TIlE 
NtINIMUlv1 WAGE. BUT THEY'RE WRONG. NO ONE WHO WORKS :FULL TIME 
SHOULD BE PAID LESS THAN WELFARE WAGES. THAT'S WHY I VETOED OUR 
LEGISLATURE'S A TTE:MPT TO ROLLBACK THE lv.UNIMlJ1vI WAGE. 

THAT'S WHY WE'VE INVESTED IN A WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT 
PARlNERS:HIP PROGRAM THAT CAN TRAIN UP TO 45,000 WORKERS. IlS WHY 
WE'VE INVIGORATED OUR SUPPORT FOR CO:M:MUNITY COLLEGES, FOR GED 
PROGRAMS AND YOUTH APPRENTICESHIPS. BECAUSE IN NEW' JERSEY, WE 
BELIEVE PEOPLE DESERVE A SECOND CHANCE AND SHOULD GET IT. I 

BUT IF WE'RE GOING TO HAVE BALANCE, IF WE'RE GOING TO HOLD 
EVERYONE TO THE SAME RULES, WE AlSO NEED TO SAY THAT BOTH 
PARENTS HAVE TO TAKE RESPONSIBILITY. 

THAT'S WHY WE EXPANDED OUR ENFORCEMENT OF THE LAWS 
CRACKING DOWN ON DEADBEAT PARENTS. WE'RE GOING AFTER ABSENT 
PARENTS WITH A !flO MOST WANTED" CAMPAIGN. WE'RE AUTHORIZING 
SHERIFF'S RAIDS. AND WE SIGNED A LAW THAT ALLOWS PRIVATE. 
COMPANIES TO TRACK DOWN TIIESE DELINQUENTS. 

OVER THE PAST YEAR,: COLLECTION OF CIDLD SUPPORT HAS RISEN 21: 
PERCENT, AND THOUSANDS OF PEOPLE MIO MOVED OFF 'WELFARE DID SO 
BECAUSE OF rnOSE POUOES. 

WE'RE GIVING PARENTS THE TOOLS TO SUPPORT THEIR CHILDREN. SO 
TAXPAYERS DON'T HAVB TO. 

, 

TODAY! I BRING YOU NEWS THAT WE ARE CHANGING WELFARE FROM A 
SYSTEM OF ENTRAPMENT TO A SYSTEM OF TRANSITION AND LIBERATION. 

WHERE OUR FA1v.fILY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM HAS BEEN WORKING FOR 
A YEAR, MORE FAMILIES ON WELFARE ARE STAYING TOGETHER. PEOPLE ARE 
GETTING OFF THE WELFARE ROLLS AND INTO JOBS WHERE TIIEY ANQ THEIR 
FAMILIES CAN LIVE WITH DIGNITY AND SELF-RESPECT. 

IN JUST ONE YEAR, 2,300 OUT OF.THE 5/300 PARTICIPANTS IN OUR NEW 
SYSTEM: HAVE MOVED OFF WELFARE AND INTO WORK. THE RATE OF WOMEN 
ON WELFARE WHO ARE MARRYING IS UP 37 PERCENT, AND THE RATE OF 
TWO PARENT FAMlUES BREAKING UP HAS DROPPED 47 PERCENT. 

BY 1995, WE ANTICIPATE THE REFORMS WILL BE WORKING IN EVERY 
COUNTY. . 

STILL, WE'RE NOT FINISHED BY A LONG SHOT, 
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,.TODAY, I'M PROPOSING A NEW ROUND OF WELFARE REFORM TO 
FURTHER ENCOURAGE RESPONSIBILITY ROOTED lNTHE IDEA OFFArvnLY. 

LET ME SHARE THESE INITIATIVES WITH YOU, AND SAY WHY WE THINK 
THEY ARE SO CRUCIAL TO ENDING WELFARE & RESTORING DIGNITY, HOPE & 
RESPONSIBILITY. 

FIRST, BECAUSE EVERY CHILD DESERVFS TO KNOW WHO BOTH HIS OR 
HER PARENTS ARE/ AND TO RECEIVE SUPPORT AND GUIDANCE FROM BOTH 
OF'IHEM, I PROPOSE THAT WE REQUIRE AS A CONDITION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR 
WELFARE THAT.MOTHERS IDENTIFY THE FATHERS OF TI-IEIR CHILDREN. 

NO LONGER MLL "FATHER UNKNOWN" ON THE WELFARE APPLICATION 
FORM BE AN ACCEPTABLE RESPONSE BECAUSE IN ORDER TO MAKE SURE 
FATI1ERS ARE SUPPORTING lHEIR KIDS, WE NEED TO KNOW WHO lHE 
FATHERS ARE FROM THE DAY1HE BABY IS BORN. 

, . SECONDLY, TOO MANY CIDLDREN SEE HAVING BABIES AS THE ROAD TO 
INDEPENDENCE FROM THEIR PARENTS. BUT TIlE TRUTH IS, THEY BECOME 
DEPENDENT ON THE STATE INSTEAD. AND DEPRIVE THEMSELVES OF THE. 
EDUCATION AND FAA11LY STRUCTURE THEY NEED TO SUPPORT nIEMSELVES 
AND THEIR KIDS. WE NEED TO CHANGE OUR - LAWS SO UNMARRIED 
TEENAGERS UNDER mE AGE OF 18 CANNOT RECEIVE BENEmS 
INDEPENDENTLY, INSTEAD, THEY WILL BE PAYABLE TO THE TEEN'S PARENT. 
OR LEGAL GUARDIAN. 

AT TIIE SA~ TWE, WE NEED TO REWARD THOSE WHO ARE SAVING &: 
HOPING FOR THE FU'IURE--EVEN AS TIIEY WORK TO LEAVB WELFARE; WE 
CAN ENCOURAGE THAT BY ALLOWING POOR FAIv.IlLIES TO PUT ASIDE UP TO' 
$5,000 IN SAVINGS IF mE ASSETS ARE EARl\t1A.RKED FOR BUYING A HOME,' 
SAVING FOR HIGHER EDUCATION, OR PURCHASE OF TRANSPORTATION TO 
GET FROM HOME TO '"YORK. 

FINALLY, WE CAN STRENGTHEN TIlE CONTRACT BETWEEN PEOPLE AND 
1ME WELFARE SYSTEM TO REINFORCE OUR BELIEF THAT WELFARE'S A' 
HARD..EARNED HAND UP--NOT AN EXPECTED HAND-OUT. AS PART OF THE 
NEW SYSTEM, WE'LL REQUIRE PARENTS TO IMMUNIZE THEIR CHILDREN & BE : 
RESPONSIBLE FOR MAKING SURE THAT THEIR CHILDREN ARE NOT 
CHRONICALLY TRUANT FROM 50100L.SO THAT THEY, 1HE PARENTS, ARE 
PARTICIPATING IN THEIR CHILD'S EDUCATION. 

YOU KNOW, ITS BEEN SAID THAT A PARENT'S ENCOURAGEMENT IS THE . 
MOST IMPORTANT INGREDIENT TO A CHILD'S SUCCESS IN SCHOOL. WE NEED I 

TO MAKE SURE TIiAT OUR CffiLDREN HAVE EVERY CHANCE TO BECOME· 
EDUCATED, PRODUCTIVE CITIZENS. 

WE'LL ALSO REQUIRE FAMILIES TO PARTIOPATE IN PARENTING AND I 

CONFLICT RESOLUTION CLASSES AS A CONDITION OF RECEIVING THEIR FULL 
MONTHLY BENEFIT. BECAUSE BUILDING FAMIT~IES, AND KEEPING FAMILIES 
TOGETHER, ARE IMPORTANT FOR A CIDLD'S WELL-BEING, ;.\ND FOR OUR· 
FUTURE. 

,11- ;:)/ 
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THESE MEASURES CONTINUE OUR EFFORTS TO CHANGE WELFARE FROM 
A HANDOUT TO A SOCIAL CONTRACT. AND THERE'S NO REASON 
GOVERNMENT SHOULD BE A PARTNER TO ANYONE WHO CHOOSES TO DO 
OTHERWISE. 

WILL THESE PROPOSALS WORK? I BELIEVE TIiEY'WILL, BECAUSE THEY'RE 
BASED ON THE SAME HANDSHAKE OF OPPORTUNITY & RESPONSIBILITY 
THAT'S HELPING PEOPLE IN OURFAMlLY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM. . 

I'VE VISITED WELFARE TRAINING SITES. I'VE TALKED WITH THOSE 
WHO'VE TOLD ME HOW TIiEIR LIVES AND THEIR CHILDREN'S LIVES ARE 
CHANGING FOR THE BETTER BECAUSE NOW, FOR TIlE FIRST TIME, THEY'VE 
COT A CHANCE TO BREAK THE CHAIN OF DEPENDENCY. AND WE ALL 
SHOULD BE PROUD OF THAT. I'VE TALKED WITH TAXPAYERS ALL OVER TIllS 
STATE WHO TELL ME HOW MUCH THEY RESENT HAVING TO PAY FOR A 
FAILED SYSTE1tI. 

\ 

THESE PROPOSALS REFLECT OUR BEUEF THAT PEOPLE IN POVERTY HAVB 
ruE SAME DREAMS & ASPIRATIONS & TALENTS AS ANYONE ELSE. TO 
BELIEVE OTHERWISE SELLS PEOPLE SHORT. IT SAYS THEY 'WILL ALWAYS 
NEED A HAND~OUT BECAUSE SOMEHOW THEY'RE NOT UP TO TAKING CARE 
OF THEMSELVES. . 

, 
I BELIEVE THAT DEEP DOWN, WE ALL WANT niE SAME THING; TO 

SUPPORT OUR FAlvITLIES & SHARE IN THE DIGNITY & PRIDE THAT COMES 
FROM BEING ABLE TO DO SO. . 

. YES, THE ROAD IS LONG. BUT IN NEW JERSEY, WE'VE FOUND TIlE RIGHT 
DIRECTION. AND, I'D LIKE TO THINK \VE'RE LEADING mE WAY TO A TIME 
WIIEN WE REPLACE WELFARE WITH HOPE AND OPPORTUNITY FOR ALL 



Arafat pinup? 
J Yasser AnIle!' chairmall of the < 

Palestine Liberation Organization. : 
!laS become a photogenic darun, 
sinc.e signing a peace aCQ)rd with 
israeL < 

His pi=re is tM!f'YWhere, eYeD 
in the Wat Willi of the White 
House.< 

1l:n action pbotDs talr.en by ol!'i­
c:ial White House PhotDfMIpheTS of 
la.st _k's b.is1Dric signing cere­
mony, includinll Mr< Aratat's band­
shake with reluctant Israeli Prime 
Minister Yitzhak Rabin, DOW adorn 
a corridor IeadinR !XI the Oval Of­
fice. 

Mr, Aratat is featured in !bur of 
the pho!XIgraphs, including one in 
which be is smiling broadly and 
wavins !XI a crowd with President 
Clin_ in the background. 

Mr< Rabin and ISTaeli Foreign 
Minister Shimon Peres figure 
prominently in some of the photo­
graph.&. And one of them shaws 
first lady Hillary Rodham ClinIDD 
walkina with M.r. Rabin's "ife. 

The pbOtDfMlPhs displayed in the 
hallway are changed frequently, so 
Mr. Aratal Probably bas a tempo­
rary shelf life there. ' 

The Kansas shuffle 
Fonner K.ansas Gov. Jolm Cartin 

said Friday he'll run for Congress 
next year, aiming mrill the seat of 
six-term Oemon-atic Rep, Jim Slat­
tery, who announced Wednesday 
he'U run for ICM!I"II01'. 

Mr. Carlin, sa. who lo$t'lWJ bid 
for a third aubema!XIrial tenD in 
1990. was aow:mor from 1979 
lO 1987. GoY. Joan Finney defeated 
him in the Oemocratic primary. 
then beat incumbent Republican
Mike Hayden. ­

In a Rose Garden meetinS 
Thunday, the Clintons and the 
G<>res lOOk deliabt in knocltina the 
health care industry and pruented 
a chal'lleof $2,400 for a woman's 
crutcbes as a blatant aamp1e of 
bureaucratic wa-. 

'Il'ouble is. the San FnmcUco 
ChroIlicle l'1:POrtS. it ju$t am' 10. 

Carol Oudegeest. who bad !alee 
SI.Il'lIery at Stanford UniW!!'Slty 
Medical Center in 1982, IDld the 
Clintons that the hospital had 
charged her insurance c:ompany 
$2:400 for crutches. Ms, Oudegeesr 
SlUd that wben she complained. she 
was lOld !he insurer bad paid !he 
bill and nothing could be dane. 

The Washington Post then mi.t­
takeniy referred lO the SuImyva1e, 
Calif., woman 118 "a man beina 
billed $24.000 for a pair of 
c:nrtdIes." 

Acntally, M.s. Oudegeest'l ID­
surer. Massadtuseru MulWll Life 
InSunmce Co, investigated !he 
claim, and the hospital aclcnowl­
edged its biIliq error and reim­
bursed !he COIIIpaIIy in Felmaly 
1981. 

The bospi'at1 cbarge:s $66 for 
Cl'\ItCba. 

The lons-dela)'ed DOm.inatioa of 
Sbirley Sears Cbater ID head me 
SodaI Security Admlnlstratioa Ie 
·immineslt despite _ 

shortsiPtedDess 011 witl!hokllzllr 
for baby sitters. the Baltimore SuD· 
reported. 

The Clin1DD administratiaa'll aD­
willin8Dess ID _ quic:k.ly in _ 

iIII someone lO tbe post bas beeD 
the subjec:t of bll.s'lerina critic:i.mD 
by many, includins SeDate nr­
Commirree CbairmaD Domiel Pat­
ric.kM~ .. 

Mn. ChaU!t, 011 the SSA payraU 
as l1li expert consultanl since Sept. 
8 at l1li annual income of SUs,700. 
is expected ID be coaflrIl!ed aD4 the 
plan ID oominate her was an­
IlO\IDO:Id last maatb. 

There is, of co"'..... her faillU'1! lO 
witbhold Social Security tAXeS for 
baby sitters be~ 1969 and 1975­
She paid wh.at she beli<!Yed wa.s 
owed in baek tIIl<e$ and penalties 
earlier !his year. She bas oot re­
-.led !he BmOWlt. 

Math genius 
It. cC:nain Rhodes SCholar on fri­

day ga'IIl! a p\lzzlin,e display of "neW 
math." 

President CIin_. in an appear­
anc.e al Children's HospitallD p~ 
mote his bealth care plan, said a 
doctIlr mId him that "he [had} es­
timated that each doclOr practicina 
in !his bospital- 200 in mta! ­
spends I!ItOUgh time em paperworlc 
III1I'i!lated ID patienl care every year 
ID see another SOO patients for pri­
mary prl!'lle!'1ti"" care - times 200. 

"You don' baYe ID be a math­
ematicallenius m figure out that's 
_ther 10.000 kids [who) could 
bave been cared for whose lives 
could ha"" been bet1l!r," 

Perhaps. but ail of our calcula­
!DrS teU us thaI 200 times SOO 
equals 100.000 - IIOt 10.000. 

VIrginia on her mind 
Paula Dobrianslty. a top Reagan 

adviser on £.astem Europe who 
also served in !he Bush administra- , 
tion. is considerina a run next year 
apinst fresbman Virainia Oem<>­
erat Rep. Leslie L. Byrne of Falb 
Church. 
~ m attract conserva­

tives. Miss Dobrianslty has had 
plenty of GOP conraets in CongT'eU 
- includina Califbmia Rep. Dana 
R.oh.nlbacher. a fonner Reagan 
speed!writer and tier Steady boy­
frielld. 

Miss DobtiansIty has time lO as­
_ her dwlces before the Vir- . 
ginja GOP DOminating QXlYeI!tiOll 
meets in May. Fairfu County 
Board of SupeMsors Chairman 
"Ibm Davis is also con.sideri:IIa a NIl , 
for the seaL 

What about the FIsh? 
Almost 2S years Il1O em a farm ' 

near WoodslOc:k. N.Y;. !he folk-rock 
band Country Joe and the Fisli 
charmed a throng with a 'IWIe thet 
began: "ODe, twO, three. wh.at are 
we rl8htina for? Don't ask me. I 
doll't live a damn. Next rmp is 
Viemain.1It 

Now the lead sillier of IfIar 
group is sinainI a new sona: "ODe, 
twO. three. who are we YOCinIl for? 
That definitely will be my cam­
pa.ip slogan." Couptry Joe . . 
McDotiald is COIlSiderina a NIl for 
the Berlteley, Calif.• City Cowx::iL 

"I would brina the same creativ· 
ity ID 1l~1 that I brina ID 
my music: be said. addina thet !lis 
candidacy would "COIInterbalance 
the power in Berlrdl!'lt" 

Once Ic:Dc:loFa as "Bel"Jel'keley" Ibr 
. its radical politics. Berlteley bas 
moved mward the center n:cemly 
- replacina debates 011 foreign p0l­
icy with plana ID c1e.u1 up streets 
aDd IM:O bannina public nudity. 

"U I was 011 the City Cound1. I 
would be lend of. wild card." MJ:. 
McDonald said. 

Married !XI !lis founh wife IDd 
!he fathel' of fj"" children. Mr. 
McDonald wants ID foc:us on city 
problem5 and try ID rIM"" cultural 
in~ , 

If be MIllS, be would follow in tbe 
footsteps of the Fish. a k a Barry 
MeltoII., wbo made an WlSUcceuful 
nID for • city iudaesbip in SaD 
FnmcUco last ,.. 

Today's qUote 
White House adviser David Ger­

PI! 011 estimated savinls frOID re­
~tinS 80Ye~t ID pay for 
NAF'IA: "Those estimates didn~ 
come frum an astrologer. And. )'OIl 

~ !hey'"" been weU checked 
out. We ~ !he SBvittas c:an be 
IlOI:teII tb6-e.". . 

campaign refonn 
House Oems agreed ID drop !he 

concept of public fundiDl for c0n­
gressional rac.es. c1ea:rtna the way 
for a House vote on campaign re­
form perhaps next month. But "for­
midable obstacles" stiU exist ID let­
tinga law this year. 

The Hause bill only restriets 
PACs while the Senate bill a!temPt! 
ID ban them. Knight-Ridder pointed 
out. The difference may be beyond 
the reach of a House-SeDate recon· 
ciliation. 

Media va. Clinton 
In the r..m of a ~part series. 

the Los Angeles Times examined 
the relationship berween M.r. 
Clinton and the press based OD the 
premise that no president so 
urly in his term has been sub­
je.:ted !XI such neptive coverale: 

"ClinlDn's own 1Ilistakes. his 
quixLltic decision-m.alUng Style and 
!lis up·and~ relationship with 
an increasingly confrontational. in­
creasingly competitive news media 
Obliterated any cbanc.e for a honey­
moon - the respite. ~ brief, 
that joumalists once aranted new 
presidents. ... 
~There are severaJ explanations, 

but any analysis of media CICIve!'lle 
of Clinton - or of any modem 
president - must begin with one 
simple fact: Ever since a far mare 
benign and credulous Dews media 
encountered pervasi \III! White 
House duplicity over Viet:Mm and 
Watergate. reporters have become 
inClUSinaly slr.eptic:al, -. cyni­
cal. of virtually any 1OOt"d or deed 

eman&linl from the Oval Office. , .. 
-But Clinton and his aides made 

it especially easy for the media III 
be antagonistic. The administration 
stumbled and fumbled so often in 
the early goinl thaI if the White 
House had been a restaurant its 
plat du jour WOIJld have been 
flounder, , .. 

"The administration'S blend of 
arrogance, ilnoranc.e. inexperience 
and incompetenc.e nOI onl~' made 
the media's job more difficult. but 
it undermined the effectiveness of 
the president's communicatiOns. 
strategy. Technology notwith­
standing. White House reporters 
remain the president's daily link 
with the American public, . . . . 

"It is ironic ID bear ~rters 
c:ritic:il:inll the White House for not . 
manipulatina them effectillely. But . 
it is undeniably trUe that by pnMd­
inglittle positive 'spin' of its own. 
!he ClinlOn white House often feU 
vi~ti.m to the negative spin engen­
dered by its missteps - and by !he 
resentment that many in the ",'hite 
HQuse press corps felt lOINard it." 

Two-party system 
A new VIlle study by Congres­

sional Quarter!" conlIrms wbat 
many bad SUSl 
Congress: 199 
tensely pani$ 
Hill 

Sew:nty-foI: 
call_this 
along party iii 
54 percent in 

The House 
)IIII8l'$ has bee 
the SeDate. is ."'_ <0', :;ocwnu this 
year - 66 percent of its votes have 
brokl:n alODll party lines. compared 
with 64 percent last year, 
• Com¢1ed by Ctlrleron SI")I'CI!It 

Violence'is blamed 

on faIIlilY breakup


. . .. . 
The breakup of family iDemabI);
predidab!y, _ Ibr ~ we 
Idnd of tbink _ UDderstaDd. will 
J.d ID the a:r-tb of IuIII! !111m­
binof prerIaJory maIe:s. 

'We _ II ~ It's CIDII'Ie. 
"--are_ gaiD& IDset outofourdmiaI pbue _ lIlY, -Do __ 

tbiq &boat!hill or you're IJOini ID 

I 
' 

ba"'Il a rqressiaa in !OlD:' D:j. 1
elY,;:ib..rc Wbat do _ do? 

Mr. ~ 'We state, right 

-. IbIl tile priDdpa\ -=iaI 0/). I' 
jeetiw:of AIDerk:an IIIIl:iIOOaI SOY-

el'IIDIeIItat e'<II!fYle'Il!f •• , is ID Me I'iii'mat chiIdraI tau ID inlller_ 
families _ !bat tb8y remain so 
IIDd IfIar this became aD objec:t of . 
me dlurcba. of tile IIOdety al 
Icp. And if you wort alit, work 
.lZ.<~ alit, in about 40 ID SO 
""")'Va ms;r baw -miIIg ID __mIL . . 

ThirtY :;.ian aao. we sail! dIis 
was CIIIDin& IIDd It bas come. and 
doa't dIlDIIt it'll 10 filii)' ill less 

. d11a:130)'an. But don't dIlDIIt it'll 
_ 10 away It you daD't start 
_.And zt\IISIIe.God ba\1Ie II1eI"C7. . 
those ~ 'IrlUrista may ba"I:
I!IIoc:kecI us iD1D _ recogaitioD.. 

Tbi5SL Va1entiDe'l OIly III New 
1brt, __ people 1IIIIn ­
den:cl iD a 'Broax apartII1em,
wbile lIisor_ '\IiOIIR sbotilltbe 
Bmu: Couuty Courtbaose me 
nat d.sy. The Sf. Valea1iDe's OIly
MAssacre of 1929 abocIII!d !hill . 
~ ShodII!d it. 'We d\aD8IId . 
the CoastitutiOII. 'We ba\1Ie De'I'Iir 
stopped taIkina about IfIar e9I!SIt.' . 
Tbi5 St. Valeatille'1l I)qy Muait: . 
ere cIi5appeared c:ompleseIJ :- - . 

You let used ID tbIl; )'IlU I'd',
-.:lID barbar'iaL . . 

I! 
' 

i 
I 
, 
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Table 1 


Earnings, Taxes, Benefits and Total Income 


For a Single Parent and Two Children 


'-

EITCand Disposable 

Work Level and Wage Earnings Day Care Taxes * * EITC Food Stamps Food Stamps Income*** 

No Work 0 0 0 0 3996 3996 3996 

Half Time Minimum Wage* 4250 0 -325 1700 3455 5155 9080 

Full Time Minimum Wage* 8500 0 -650 3400 2435 5835 13685 

Full Time 5.00 Ihour 10000 0 -555 3400 2075 5475 14920 

Full Time 6.00 !hour 12000 0 -886 3153 1595 4748 15862 

Full Time 7.00 !hour 14000 0 -1309 2658 1115 3773 16464 

Notes: 	 * Minimum wage rate is 4.25 per hour. 

** Taxes include Social Security, Federal, and State taxes 

*** Earnings plus EITC and food stamps less taxes and day care. 

All figures are approximate. Modeled after a table in "Background Material and Data on ~ 
Programs Within the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means." ~\ 

~ 
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-Table 1 . 


Earnings, Taxes, Benefits and Total Income 


For a Single Parent and Two Children 


EITC and Disposable 

Work Level and Wage Earnings. Day Care Taxes** EITC Food Stamps Food Stamps Income*** 

No Work 0 0 0 0 3996 3996 3996 

HalfTime Minimum Wage* 4250 -1500 -325 1700 3710 5410 7835 

Full Time Minimum Wage* 8500 -3000 -650 3400 2945 6345 11195 

Full Time 5.00 !hour 10000 -3000 -555 3400 2675 6075 12520 

Full Time 6.00 !hour 12000 -3000 -886· 3153 2315 5468 13582 

Full Time 7.00 !hour 14000 -3000 -1309 2658 1955 4613 14304 

Notes: 	 * Minimum wage rate is 4.25 per hour. 

** Taxes include Social Security, Federal, and State taxes 

*** Earnings plus EITC and food stamps less taxes and day care. 

All figures are approximate. Modeled after a table in "Background Material and Data on 

Programs Within the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means." 
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Table 1 


Earnings, Taxes, Benefits and Total Income 


For a Single Parent and Two Children 


AFDC plus EITC and Disposable 

Work Level and Wage Earnings Day Care Taxes** EITC Food Stamps Food Stamps Income*** 

No Work 0 0 0 0 8003 8003 8003 

HalfTime Minimum Wage* 4250 0 -325 1700 5016 6716 10641 

Full Time Minimum Wage* 8500 0 -650 3400 2435 5835 13685 

Full Time 5.00 Ihour 10000 0 -555 3400 2075 5475 14920 

Full Time 6.00 Ihour 12000 0 -886 3153 1595 4748 15862 

Full Time 7.00 /hour 14000 0 -1309 2658 1115 3773 16464 

Notes: 	 * Minimum wage rate is 4.25 per hour. 

** Taxes include Social Security, Federal, and State taxes 

*** Earnings plus EITC and food stamps less taxes and day care. 

All figures are approximate. Modeled after a table in "Background Material and Data on 

Programs Within the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means." 
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Table 1 


Earnings, Taxes, Benefits and Total Income 


For a Single Parent and Two Children 


AFDC plus EITCand Disposable 

Work Level and Wage Earnings Day Care Taxes** EITC Food Stamps Food Stamps Income*** 

No Work 0 0 0 0 8003 8003 8003 

HalfTime Minimum Wage* 4250 -1500 -325 1700 5866 7566 9991 

Full Time Minimum Wage* 8500 -3000 -650 3400 2945 6345 11195 

Full Time 5.00 /hour 10000 -3000 , -555 3400 2675 6075 12520 

Full Time 6.00 /hour 12000 -3000 -886 3153 2315 5468 13582 

Full Time 7.00 /hour 14000 -3000 -1309 2658 1955 4613 14304 

Notes: 	 * Minimum wage rate is 4.25 per hour. 

** Taxes include Social Security, Federal, and State taxes 

*** Earnings plus EITC and food stamps less taxes and day care. 

All figures are approximate. Modeled after a table in "Background Material and Data on 

Programs Within the lurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means." 



AMERICA WORKS 

September 13, 1993 

Mr. Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant 
for Domestic Policy 

Old Executive Office Building
washington, D.C. 20501 

Dear Bruce, 

I wanted to take this opportunity to let you know of some 
follow up meetings'. I have scheduled since August's panel 
discussion. 

In response to a meeting I had with Paul Offner in Senator 
Moynihan's office, I outlined some suggestions to David Ellwood and 

Famil S t a s_enc .........9 .....,....../_.__ 

30th we are also me 
the National Economic Council at 

Wendell Primus regarding work supplementation as descr~Deq.~~~~~~le_~ 


Both meetings should be beneficial as additional building
blocks toward a comprehensive approach to welfare reform. I 

C~-"1L10Qlcf9I'War_d _t_o_t.h_ijei:i.,. ii~c,u.s.s.~I·o~n~.~~__;;~;:;;~;;:;;:~::r.Jii::;'~ 
~-am- • , As always 

. Sincerely, 

\..·Richard-Gree:rtwa·l:d-at-r-z+'Z-I'-~o..!'Y-2900 with any questions or reques 

Peter Cove, 
Founder 

Enclosure 

America Works of New York, Inc., 704 Broadway, New York, New York 10003 (212) 529-2900 FAX (212) 614-0921 



, AMERICA WORKS 

september 3, 1993 

Department of Health & Human Services 

Mr. David Ellwood, Ast. Sect for Planning and Evaluation 

200 Independence 'Ave. SW , Room 414 F 

Washington, D.C~ 20201 


Dear David, 

At the suggestion of Paul Offner I want to ask your assistan~e 
in changing the rules regarding work supplementation as described 
in the Family support Act. My request is that the Secretary waive 
the "NEW'JOB" requirement contained in section 484 (C) which bars 
a participant from being assigned to "FILL ANY ESTABLISHED UNFILLED 
POSITION VACANCY. II, ,This request would ,cover only jobs in the 
private sector, not those in government. section 482 (C) (IV) 
contains a provision that might allow The secretary to waive this 

, 	 restriction. ,This provision currently restricts welfare recipients 
from work supplementation in about 95% of the jobs in the private 
sector since ,these are unfilled, existing jobs. The House and 
Senate both approved this ,change in H.R. 11 (see pg. 1284 of the 
Conference Report-section 102-1034). The whole bill was 
subsequently pocket vetoed 'by President Bush. 

Senator Moynihan IS, ,staff (I believe Margaret Malone) "got the 
agreement with AFSCME to 'delimit the NEW JOB provision to 
government jobs exclusively. I want to ask your help in freeing up 
this program in advance of any new welfare legislation so that the 
private sector may start hiring in larger numbers welfare 
recipients ready and willing to work. , Give~ last yearls 
legislative passage, Senator Moynihanls support, and the authority 
for The secretary to waive the provision, this should be a simple 
expeditious, str.ategy ,for the Administratio,n to uptick private,
hiring of previously'dependent recipients of welfare. ' 

, 	 'I 

I have enclosed testimony I presented in 1989 to Senator 
Moynihan I s Subcommittee which details the problem. I will call you 
next week to discuss it. Please call Paul .. Offner as well for 
further background. Much thanks in advance for your help. It was 
an honor to be able to testi,fy at the welfare hearing last week and 
to talk with you following the hearing. 'I look forward to the 
results of the working group f s efforts and would be pleased, to 
assist wherever pos~ible. ' 

,Sincerely, , 

,.h~,/o~

Peter Cove 
Founder 

Americ<l \Vorks of Nev,; York, Inc., 704' Broadway, New York, >Jew York 10003 (212) 529·2900 FAX (2IZ) 614-09~1 



TESTIMONY PRESENTED ON 5/15/89 BY PETER M. COVE 
TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND FAMILY ASSISTANCE OF 
THE COI.'ITIEE ON FINANCE, U.S. SENATE 

America Works of New York. Inc. 

704 Broadway . 

New York. New York 10003 

(212) 529-2900 

America Works of Connecticut, Inc. 
100 Allyn Street 
Hartford. Connecticut 06103 
(203) 244-2120 



A new provision of the Family Support Act will 
effectively stop Work Supplementation in the private 
sector. This provision ·contained in section 484 (c) 

.bars a participant from being assigned to "fill any 
established· unfilled position vacancy." It is being 
interpreted by .HHS to mean that only new Jobs can be 
,I • , 

fIlled by AFDC recipients under Work Supplementation. 
If this provision is not interpreted differently 

by HHS, our companies in New York City and Hartford, 
Connecticut will be . forced to ,fire about 200 . welfare' 
recipients by June 30th. America Works and many other' 
companies throughout the country hire AFDC recipients 
and place them,at private companies for short internships. 
The companies' pay for the service j they are not 
subsidized. The'workers receive support services and 
'paychecks from 'us. They join unions if .these exist 
and, when hired by the employer, obtain all the benefits 
of regular workers. 

America Works respects the possibility that substandard 
work and displacement of the regular labor force could 
result from employing subsidized workers. The creative 
private sector model many of us operate is essentially 
a supported On-The-Job-Training model, using Work 
Supplementation.. We ask the committee to protect the 
program, and we recommend to HHS that provisions used 
to prevent such abuses in' OJT be applied. to this model 
and that it be exempt from the provision requiring only 
new jobs, Sect1.on 482(C}(IV} conta1ns a provision that 
might ai10w The Secretary to waive the new Job 

. requirement, but this would require immediate 
Congressional support... .We know the new Act seeks to. 
encourage private sector models such as ours not proh~bit 

" them. We thank, you for this hearing. 

f' 

. ,. , . 
! 
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~ nuse is Peter M. Cove.· I am the founder of ·America Worts of· 
Connecet1cut, Inc. and, represen.t1ng America Works of ·New York, Inc. 
(formerly' New York .Works, Inc.) 

. . 

First, . I want to acknowledge the committee's landmark legislation, 
, . . . 

and to give particular credit to its chainnan, Senator Moynihan. Without, 
, .' , 

his leadership on welfare issues, a Family Support Act might never have 
become law. We believe that the purpose of that Act is to stimulate new; 
and 'creative ways of moving welfare recipients from relief rolls to self 
supporting jobs •. Beyond a doubt, its inten,t is not to put an: end to the 
many innovative programs that have been started in the past ten years. 

My purpose in appearing here· today is to request a change in the 
Department of Health and Htiman Services' interpretation of the Work 
Supplementation provisions of the Famny Support Act. We propose that 
Work Supplementation in the private sector be treated like 
On~The-Job-Training and that the same standards for job displacement' be 
used for' both. Anythi'ng less will eliminate Work Supplementation in the 
private. sector, and so deprive AFDC recipienh of access to millions ~f 

jobs that might lead· them to self-sufficiency. Simply put, 'HHS is 
. , 

interpreting a new provision of Work Supplementation to mean' that no. AFDC 
recipient may f111 .1 job in the private sector if 'that job previously 
existed. Only II new•. jobs can be filled through Work Su~plementation. 

It is this interpretation that we believe shoul d be changed. 

The Supported Work. Concept. America Works in New York CHy and in 
Hartford, Connecticu~ are private companies that recruit, train ,and place 
AFDC reCipients with employers who hire them, following a trill period. 
During an internship of about four months, AFDC recipients work at a host 
company, also under' the host· company's supervision, while remaining; on 
Americ,a. Works'payj'ol1; Throughout the internship, America Works provides 

, . 
constant support to 'the worker and to the host compan¥ management: if 
pr~~lems .arise. This can, mean providing day care, or counseling a worker 
on punctuality and' other good. work habits. Essential here is the 
intervention of support services during the first crucial· weeks on the 

. job. 



Often that makes' the d1fference between success and 
faflure for an othe~se qualiffed AFDC recipient. The 
terti -~upported,On. The ,Job, Trafning- IRil1 best fft this 
model • 

. Following a trial period, successful workers (about 
two thirds of them) areh1red and become regular employees 
of. the company. It should, be noted here tha,t workers are 
not charged a fee for this service. In fact they receive 
a paycheck from America, Works. Nor is the host company 

, charged for the workers it obtains. 

This arrangement affords . all parties a win-win 
opportunity. For the private sector America Works recruit,s 
AFDC recipients who reduce. turnover. It provides try-before 
you buy hiring with added personnel support of the workers, 
thus insuring a higher' rate of success. This also ghes 
the private sector a r1s:k ,free means of accomplishing public 
good by reducing welfare dependency. 

For the AFDC rec1pi,entS America Works provides temporary 
full-time work leading to permanent employment. It ghes

, 
workers access to jobs in companies which they would likely

. , 

not otherwise' be interviewed or hired. 

Further, it 'gives them support with work-r.el!~~~ 

problems from six to seven months and longer. "t ~leeps·. \ 
thell 1n the welfare system during the -weaning- process 
as they become familiar with the world of work and their 
new job requirements., If it should not work out, there 
is no gap 1n benefits: s1nce they are st111 1n the system. /
This 15 a, great 1ncentive to potential workers who are 
ready but fearfu~ ,that failure 1n the job w111 result fn 
months of lost benefft~. 

http:work-r.el


For government.2/--beneffts are substantial" 'and risk 
e,... ,. ... "i...,« ' 

free., America Works, is Raid. by the state on11 upon 
successful hiring of a' worke{by' 'the hOst' cOmp;:n;followfng I 
internship. Even here a portion of the total payment is 
held for 90 days in New York and 60 days in Connecticut 
to assure retention. This means that the AFDC red pent 
is recruited, trained, placed, supported, hired by the 
host company and has been there' for about four months before 
America Works receives any 'money from the state. Such. 
performance-based contr~ assure, perhaps for the first 
time in any employment program, del1very of jobs before 
payment. The return on investment for the-~ government in 
reduced welfare expenditures begins in about six months 
with growing savings thereafter. During the four month 
i,nternship period America Works receives Work Supplementation 
(otherwise called grant diversion) to offset a portion 
of the workers' wages. As well, the companies pay us, 
as they would a temporary, agency, for our services of placing 
and supporting the worker. So that support, which I have 
already said is crucial t is paid, in part, by the priva,te 
sector. Wi thout thi s, ,over 55 percent of the total cost 
of the employment p~ogram would have to come from government. 
Instead, this year. private companies contri bute over two 
million dollars of these costs. 

The Family Support Act. The new regulations cite 
wording in Section 484(~) of the Family Support Act that 
specifically bars any participants in a work supplementation 
component from being aSSigned to ufill any established, 
unfilled poSition vacancy.- The same prohibition has always 
existed in CWEP which-appears to limit the use of the 
Work Supplementation to jobs that did not previously exist.­
In other words. only ne~ jobs can be filled. 

-~--, ":-: • • " , • .><::' -:,." • '. 
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It is our beltef that .U was not the intent of Congress to so 

hams.t~i~g the pri~ate s~ctor.". that, it could not ffnd creattve ways 
fn whfch to Mre AFDC. recfpients •. 'We suspect that this provfsfon 
was insert'ed in CWEP to prohibit displacement of local public employees 
by federally subsidized, workers. We, do not believe the provision 
was intended to bar the private sector from using worker supplementation 
except in new jobs. 

Following' 1s la 'sununary of the. reason such application of. the 
CWEP regulation is unwise and that On-The-Job-Training standards should 
apply. 

1. IT IS DIFFICULT TO DETERMINE WHAT IS A aNEW· JOB 

Especially in the private' sector, it is nearly impossible for 
a program operator to define a anew· job. For example, if a company 
has 100 employees an~ shifts some' openings to technfcal jobs but 
maintafns 100 employees, are those technical jobs. new? In a three 
person. office where the secretary leaves and they redeffne the job· 
as a typist, is that new? If a branch office shuts down 1n one area 
and opens up in anot~er area, are jobs in the new office area new? 
The private s~ctor is a flufd, changing environment. Except in isolated 

. cases ·new· jobs are difficult to identffy. Even sophisticated 
economists have trouble determinfng what is really new. 

2. THE INTENT OF THE PROVISION IS TO AVOID DISPLACEMENT 

The fntent of this provision is to assure that an employer does 
not layoff or get rid of a regular worter, to hire a subsidized worker •. 
This is an important concern and one we can address' 

- , 

I 



through an agreement sfgned by the employer. The Department of Labor's 
On-The-Job-Train~ng (OJT) programs have requiredsiml1ar agreements. 
This successful program has operated in the private Sector for 30 
years. The HHS program should not be more restrictive than OJT. 

In addition, in the 'America Works model the employer 'pays hourly 
rates si~f1ar to, what a': 

j 
reg~1arworker

, • 
would earn. 

• 
Therefore. they

• 

are not using the program :to subsidize costs. All America Works workers 
join unions during the initial ,trial period if the regular workers 
would have joined the union. 

3. THERE ARE SIGNIFICANT ADVANTAGES FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS. 

Welfare recipients find the Work Supplementation program eases 
the catch 22 that results when they try to leave welfare. Many people 
on AFDC are afraid of getting a job because if something goes wrong 
,on the job, they will have difficulty getting back" on welfare. Delays. 
can take months. During the four month trial' period in Work 
Supplementation, a recipient tries a new job. If something doesn't 
work out the reCipient is immediately fully back on welfare. If it 
does work out, at' the close of the trial period the recipient is happy 
to go off welfare and say good bye to the system. No other programs 

,allows this trial period of working and receiving benefits without 

fear. 

The additional funds from Work Supplementation allow the program 
operator to enhance support to the worker. In America Works' case 
we hire support staff' who guide. train and' counsel workers on site 
at companies. These' support staff' people ,handle 15-20 recipients 

, , . 
and in most cases make the difference in their success. Without grant 

diversion these services would not be affordable. 




4. ALL AMERICA WORKS JOBS ARE NEIl JOBS. 

Technically. America Works hires welfare recipients for/the ffrst 

four months before they go on • coapany payroll. The jobs· at America 

Works could therefore be considered new jobs. America Works fs the: 

recipient of Work Supplementation, not the employer. Ainerica Works 

pays the welfare recipient's wages. 

5. IS CONFUSION ON 
.. 

THE 
. 
ROLE OF OJT, WORK SlIPPLEMENTATION AND CWEP 

On the Job Training :is not a substitute for Work Supplementation. 

Traditionally the OJT model 'has worked for job-ready applicants who 

need skill training. Work Supplementation has been 'used for less 

skilled'more disadvantaged recipients. These are people who· need 

extensive counseling and support. 

CWEP has the restr.1ct10n ·o~' filling only new jobs because the 

recipients do not get paid. There were abuses, too, under CETA where 

municipalities used CETA workers to supplement local budgets. Unions 
and others were' afraid this would happen with' CWEP which is "freeR 

labor, thus the restriction. None 'of this is true, of Work 

Supplementation; here, workers are paid. 

6. AMERICA WORKS IS PAID ONLY FORA SUCCESSFUL PERFORMANCE 

America Works receives payment only when a werlfare recipient 

gets a job and is C?f~ wel fare. It is paid purely on performance. 

When America Works inve'sts in the program operatfon until the worker 
is hired, State' and Federal governments pay only for delivery--not 

for process., (At least ~wo dollars,.Js returned in welfare ,savings / 
for every dollar invested by Government.)· 

America Works is ,joined by companies in New York and in 

Connecticut. as well as many others nationally, harnessing work 

supplementation to get jobs in the private sector. 
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14 In New .York. state-wfde~ over 1.365AFDC recipfents were enrolled 
in the \«)rk supplementatfonprograms froll July '87 to June '88 and 
most were, hired pennanently. Last,. year fn Connectfcut 250, AFDC 
recipients received unsupported jobs, through work supported efforts. 

New York's Department of Social Services, led by' Commissioner 
Cassar Para.1es, initiated by Michael Dowling now of the ',Governors 
Offfce a breakthrough use' of: prfvate-~ector WorkSupplementatio,n. 
through performance based. contr~cting. He was afded in this effort 
by Assistant CommisionerOscar Best. 

Similarly, Connecticut State Senator, Joe Harper, . Chair of the. 
Appropriation's Committee, 'with fonner Commissioner of Income Maintenance 
Steven Heintz and present CommisSioner, lorraine Aronson encouraged 
state support for private. sector backing, financing and operation 
of Work Supplementation, programs. Their vision has' allowed .Work 
Supplementatfon to stimulate the private sector to help finance what 
would have been a totally ,publicly supported program. It is a true 
public/private'innovative model; the kind this new legislation seeks 
to stimulate, not elimin~te. 

We' request that the Department of Health and Human Services allow 
this model to continue. Section 482(D)CIY allows the secretary to . 
approve -any other work experience program ll as he' sees fit. Perhaps. 
this would allow the secretary some authority' pending legislative 
change~ As already proposed the department could interpret this as 
an On-The~Job~Training model and' apply similar 'guidelines.. In any 
case, we ask for an immediate review because otherwise many programs 
across the naiion will Close by June 30. 1989, deprtving AFOC recipients, i 

of good jobs and the public "of, private ,sector suppo,rt. ,. , 

I want to thank the :corrmfttee for the time it has gfvenme to 
express our concern for this issue and again to. commend Senator, Moynihan 
and .the member~ of thfs',committee for having drafted a law that should 
reform welfare for years ·to come. 

. , , 
. [ 




