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How to Improve the Advanced_ Payment of the EITC

Issues

1. To what extent is the failure of the EITC as an
advanced payment a result of: :

a. lack of"’ employer ‘and/or employee
: information regarding the
availability of the advanced

payment;

b. 'employee fears of having to repay
overpayments’

c. preference of eligibles for lump-

sum payments;

d. employee reluctance to ask employer
to do extra work;

e. employer reluctance;

2. If l.a. is true, what actions could be taken to better
inform individuals of the advanced payment.

3. If 1.b. is true, what changes in the EITC could be made
to reduce the possibility of overpayments being made?

4. .If 1.c. is true, should the federal government attempt
to alter these preferences?

5. If 1.d. is true, should the Federal government attempt
to reduce employee reluctance? ;

6. If l.e. is true, are there employer concerns that
should be addressed,' especially for small businesses?

7. What factors account’ for o#er-claiming of EITC? What steps
should be taken to assure that fraud and abuse are mlnlmlzed
in the reform proposal?

. 8. How can EIC and AFDC income disregards be integrated to
. minimize excessive tax rates and work disincentives? -

Tasks 4 : T . oo

1.. Determine what information is available to ascertain
the causes of low uptake of the advanced payment.

‘2. If necessary, develep information through surveys.



Develop and cost out options for infofmaticn
dissemination, operational improvements, e.g.
simplification, helping employers overcome

.administrative and financial problems in prov1d1ng
- advance payments.
‘Address whether options should be tested or impiemented

nationally.



State Incentives in the Child Support Program

ISSUES - - | ‘E

‘1.

'Should there be an alternative funding structure for the Qﬂd

Suppart program’

2.

fShould a minimum level of performaﬁce be expected from State'

Child Support programs with respect to AFDC and Non-AFDC
collections, cost effectiveness ratios, delivery of services,

‘staffing ratios, etc., as a condidition of Federal funding?
Should States be required to increase their funding until they

reach an acceptable level of performance? {

I
Should’certain State costs, such as laboratory costs of
paternity establishment and the costs of developing statewide
automated child support systems continue to be reimbursed at

90% by the Federal government?

Should the incentive. payments’ currently in place be changed
or eliminated? Should states be required to relnvest
incentive payments in the program? ‘ , !

Should non-custod1a1 parents or even non-AFDC families
receiving IV-D services be required to shoulder more of the
cost of prov1d1ng serv1ces° <

How are costs contained if total reliance is placed on open-
ended Federal financial participation?

If the distinction between IV-D and non-IV-D cases is removed
who (States, Federal Government, individuals) should pay for
providing services in all cases? ' : ' S

Formulate options .regarding what would be desirable and

acceptable performance for State Chlld support enforcement
programs. . :

Review suggestlons from all sources concerning the fundlng

.structure of the Child Support Enforcement program. ;

Explore whether more generous funding of the program should
be coupled with staffing standards, training standards and
other requirements ,that State child ~support enforcement
programs must meet.

'Develop options regardlng matchlng rates and 1ncent1ves 'in

the Child Support Enforcement program that would show varlous
ways of motivating and helping State programs. ;

;



i
5. Examine various alternatives for funding expanded access to
child support services. !

6. Estimate costs and effects of alternatives.



"Central Reqgistries and New Hire Reportiﬁg by Emplovers

Issues » B |
1. Should the use of new hire 1nformat10n be llmlted to wage
: w1thhold1ng9 :

2. Should employers report new hires to a State or Federal level o
repository?

3. How should the system be designed to maximize its
effectiveness in 1nterstate cases? '

4. Should there be State registries or a Federal registry of

-child support cases that the ‘new . hire information could be
matched against?

5. What are the broader uses for a Federal registry of Chlld
support cases beyond matchlng with new hire data? <

6. Should the system be universal for all employers and
employees, or something short of that? 1 3

7. How significantly would a new hire reporting system 1mpro§e
collections relative to the cost of creating and malntalnlng.
it? -

8. Which system and reglstry conflguratlon would be most cost
effective and eff1c1ent°

Tasks

1. Explore the benefits of and issues relating to additional uses
of new hire/registry information beyond wage withholding,
including locatlon and enforcement, such as suspension/denial
of profe551onal 'licenses. ;

2. Review current State approaches to employef reporting and the
recommended approach of Interstate Commission.

3. Examine the costs and:systems issues for state and/or Federal
registry, including transition time and expenses and the
extent of universality. : !

4. Develop optlons regarding dlfferent ways of setting up system.
Options should include both Federal and State based systems
and systems with and without an accompanying registry of child
support cases.

5. Research basic systems desigh issues surrounding various
options. A -

;i N N )
6. Conduct cost/benefit analyses of different approaches.



"Issue

1.

Enforcement Techniques
s ’ o

‘Sshould the Federal government mandate that States adopt

additional . enforcement procedures such as suspension of
‘drivers, professional, or other licenses for failure to pay
‘child support? To what extent is a national registry
‘necessary to facilitate suspension of licenses?

Develop options concerning possible additional Federal

Should existing State enforcement techniques be strengthened
through other techniques including those mentioned in the
Interstate Commission report? For example: Should we require
broader access to State data bases? Should credit bureau
reporting requirements be expanded to ensure wldespread
reporting of up-to-date information? !

Should the Internal Revenue Service or other Federal agencies
have an expanded role in the collection and distribution of
support payments? Including perhaps an expansion of the IRS
full collection process? i

What should be the volume of cases that are enforced through
Federal mechanisms, such as the Federal criminal nonsupport
statute or full collectlon serv1ces of the IRS? :

Should UIFSA be mandated at all? As a Federal law or Starte
law? How quickly can all States be expected to either
adhere to, or adopt, UIFSA?

How should interstate case processing activities best be
accomplished during tran51t10n from URESA to UIFSA-based
actions?- ‘ , : j

What role would UIFSA play in a system designed

" to emphasize Federal-level collection activities?

mandates that may be required of States, such as license :
suspension . programs. ' .

Develop options concernlng how existing State enforcement:
techniques, such as credit bureau reportlng, can be
strengthened. : ,

Develop options concérning possible expansion of thé role of
the Federal government, particularly IRS.

' Formulate options for improving the establishment and

enforcement of support obllgatlons against non-resident
obligors. : 1



|
;
i
‘
i

Develop models to estimate the costs (including sevingsj

.and effectiveness of the various alternative approaches to,"

enforcement and 1nterstate case proce551ng.

Research the automated system implications of. all

‘alternatives, partlcularly for alternatlves requlrlng an

1ncreased Federal role.u



Paternity Establishment

Issues

t

1.  What should the Federal/state roles be in paternlty .
- establishment? ‘ ‘ [

2. Should paternity establlshment be mandatory for all out- of~
wedlock births? ,

3. What more can we do to promote voluntary paternlty estab-
lishment? .

4. What more can and should we do to improve cooperating in
establishing paternity when such cooperation is a condition
for receipt of public assistance?

Tasks

1. Bralnstorh, review 1iteratufe, 1dent1fy state practlces and
identify models and experlences from other countrles.

2. Identify optional ways to promote voluntary paternity .

establishment.

3. Identify optional ways to 1mprove mandatory paternlty
establishment.

4. For each option, identify costs, implementation issues,

political issues, legal 1mp11cat10ns, ethlcal implications,
societal costs and beneflts.



Child Support Assurance
- Issues |

+1. °~ Who would be eligible? What would be the basis for
" - determining eligibility? :

2. What would be the structure of the guarantee° What optioné
ex1st in terms of:

3

- ‘level of guarantee;

- state supplementation; -

- . absolute or related to award or payment levels;

- benefit rules;

- recoupment and accounting periods, and

- indexing? .
3. How should the public transfer be financed? S §
4. What should the program's administrative structure be?

5. How should the assured benefit interact with means/income .
tested programs? :

6. What should the tax treatment of the public benefit be?
Tasks

1. ‘Identify options for eligibility.

2. Identify options for structuring the guarantee. | ‘ f

3. Explore options for financing the transfer taking into -
‘ consideration Federal and State roles.

4. Identify options for interactions with AFDC, Medicaid, Food
Stamps, and JOBS. ; ‘ !

5. Review research on 1abor supply, family structure and other i
effects.

6. Explore options for tax treatment of the public benefit ;
including treating the benefit as ordinary income for tax ;
- purposes.

7. Cost out alternatives for the benefit.

8. Cost out alternatives for administretion of the progranm.



1.

Determine the cost of the various options.

Restructuring the Child Support Enforcement Prograﬁ é‘

Issues , Ai

‘Should the entire child support program be federalized (even

if child support assurance is not adopted) or should the
current Federal-State partnership be maintained? - ;

If the Federal-State partnership is haintained should
states be required toi/move towards a central, unlfled state
administration? .

Should the current dual system of support enforcement be !
eliminated, that is should there be any distinction between
child support enforcement services provided under title

- IV-D and private child support cases and should there be any

distinction in program requirements (like tax offset !
thresholds) for AFDC and non-AFDC IV-D cases? '

1
i
i

Should States be required to adopt and use administrative -
procedures in all cases?

t
t

Assess the effectlveness and the efficiency of the current,
State models for child support enforcement, e.qg., admlnls-‘
trative versus judicial, State-operated versus county-
operated.

i

Estimate the potentlal admlnlstratlve cost of a federallzed

system. ,
}

Develop pros and cons for providing universal services under

- title IV-D.

Develop pros and cons for decoubling child support and AFDC
for the different administrative options. Include

- discussion of dlstrlbutlon and different program

requlrements. '

R



Employment, FEducation and Training Activities in the First Two

Years

Issues .

1. How can activities be structured to minimize the number
of individuals who have reached the two-year limit and
are unable to sustain\themselves independently9 -

2. How flexible should the federal government be wlth
regard to state program de51gn° :

3. How should the federal government measure and ensure
that the appropriate level and mix of services are .
avallable to rec1p1ents on a timely basis? »

4. Should partlclpatlonrbe mandatory or voluntary?
‘5. How should the needs of teen parents and other youth be
addressed?

6. How should the program be phaséd in?

7.  Should preventlve services be offered to those "at-
risk of going on AFDC?

8. What do we know about successful client assessment and
targeting strategies?

Tasks

1. Formulate options regarding what would be an acceptable
state E&T program, and how that would be
determined/measured.

2. Review research and program data regarding costs and
effects of E&T programs.

3. Develop criteria for "appropriate" and "timely"
services, as well as identifying consequences of states
not providing “appropriate/timely" services.

4. Link welfare dynamics analysis to experimental E&T
research to develop longer term patterns of welfare and
E&T utilization. ‘

. i .

5. Develop a model to estimate costs and effects of
alternative approaches.

|



1.

Post Welfare: ssues -

How should the post AFDC jobs program be structured? How mﬁpﬁ_
emphasis should be glven to publlc jobs, CWEP, and private
jobs? ;

How should it be finehced?'
What incentives for employers should be used?

How universal should these jobs be? For former welfare
re01p1ents only or for other poor as well9 ) :

How will this program be coordinated with other employment
and training/education programs? (applies to both front end
JOBS and post~welfare employment strategles) .

Seek input from representatives of state and local welfare
and employment groups, employer groups, labor unlons, public
interest groups, economic development agencies, community
organizations, client advocacy organizations, business
organizations to obtain recommendations for creating
tran51t10nal jobs and prlvate sector jobs.. ‘ !

Determine costs for settlng up and operating various types of
employment programs.

Review what is known and not known about transitional
employment strategies that work and for whom. Include New
Hope,. Canadian model, apprenticeship models. :

Estimate how many job slots would be needed under varlous
options and costs.

Examine financing options and assess the potential impacts of
various employer incentives (subsidized employment, targeted
jobs tax credlt enterprise zones, others)

'

Identify implementation issues such as:

0 Legal issues
o Assess what if .any strategles may be needed for rural
o Examine post-time limit vbenefit options for their

potential costs and impacts (including vertical and
horizontal equity issues). :



Examine return spells and develop options for treatlng,

o
people who return to AFDC. . ~

Identify alternative flnan01ng sources for'employment.programs
and coordination strategies. )



Child Care

Issues

l.

Tasks:

1.

" provisions?

How much child care is currently belng used and how does that
compare with the demand that might be expected under various .
reform options? :

How can current child care programs expand to meet the
expected demand’ What are the associated costs? :

What is the adequacy of supply, particularly the availability
of child care in the very low income neighborhoods of central
cities? ’ S : ~

What is the adequacy of supply of chlld care for 1nfants and‘
toddlers? 4

Should we rely on state llcen31ng activities and procurement
standards to ensure quality in child care’

Do we want to reduce the number of child care programs and
consolidate them to glve states more flex1b111ty to target
the

programs to reform act1v1t1es7

Are the various Federal financial participation matchlng rates
supportive of the initiative's objectives and do they target
funds to priority act1v1t1es/groups’ '

How should we 1ntegrate welfare reform proposals w1th the tax
i

1

s . . |
Review and analyze administrative data on AFDC and Block Grant
child care usage. Look at ages of children, numbers of
children per family, numbers and demographic characteristics
of AFDC working families u51ng, and not using, publicly
financed child care. Co

Investigate and analyze cost data to obtain unit costs by age
of child and type of child care, costs per state, and total’
Federal costs.

Review other nation&lly‘representative'child care”surveys,
such as SIPP and the 1990 National Child Care Study (low-
income sub-study) for comparable utilization and cost data.

Review the Rockefeller JOBS Implementation Study and state
employment and training studies for other utilization and cost
data that might be used to predict the increased demand and
potential shortages that reform options might have.



Loock at Chlld Care Tax - Credit optlons and use TRIM to\
model/simulate cost and dlstrlbutlonal 1mpacts of tax and AFDC
reform proposals.A ' _' S o . L
Investigate program linkages and determlne potentlal barriers
and problem .areas. 'Work with Head Start to assure that

expan31on plans are con51stant w1th and further welfare reform

- plans.’

t
o

Review and analyze state data -on Chlld care relmbursement

. rates. Identify problems and consider minimum rates or other

potentlal modlflcatlons. S S

vRev1ew state llcen51ng standards and Federal regulatlons for

centers and family day care to determine whether standards are
an issue. (barriers to operatlon as ‘a state systenm, quallty,
etc.) b _ } : e . . E

S N
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Support Services Other Than child Care L
Issues

1.  Should State flexibility in the choice of support services.
continue. or should certain support services be mandated?

2. Should states be allowed to require participation in certaln
support services, e. g drug and alcohol treatment. |
. I
3. Should other support services not strlctly work related but
which may have positive effects be funded, e.qg., parent1ng(
skills and parent support groups? ' ;
!

4. Should fundlng be available for support services after the.
individual is employed (post-AFDC) e.g., parenting skllls,,
other services to assist job retention? '

5. If FFP for services is broadened or mandated, would fundiné
at a higher match rate be necessary?

6. How should linkages at the state level among Federal
services programs be improved, e.g., the social services
block grant, the alcohol and drug abuse block grant? '

7. How should the federél government ensure that the
appropriate level and mix of services are 'available to
recipients on a timely basis?

TASKS

1. Review state plan data to. 1dent1fy support services belng
provided currently. %

2. Collect cost data on current support services being
provided. |

3. -Review program data regarding effects of support servicés;

survey states re: their views.

4. Develop.options re: services to achieve 2-year employment
goal. :

5. Develop cost estimates for various options proposed.



Issues:

1.

7.

Transitional Welfare Strategies

time-limited policy? Should there be different strategies
tailored to subgroups? Should returns to welfare be allowed
and under what circumstances?

Who should be expected to work? wWwhat groups should be’
emphasized? What groups would be exempt? Under what

. : 'i'
How long should the time limit be? Should there be a single.

circumstances might individuals be eligible for extension on.

time limits, e.qg. to complete education, training, or other
treatment goals? . '

How should we treat‘thOSe who are unable or unwilling to work??t

How can we ensure that the welfare initiative enhances

‘successful transition of youth from school to work?

How should the program be implemented? Wwhat components could
be implemented nationally? How should the program be phased
in? For what aspects would we want to encourage state
demonstration? ‘

‘What do we do about food stamps? What linkages should there

be with SSI, GA programs, refugee assistance programs,
housing, etc.? ;

What sanctions/incentives should there be? How mandatory
should the program be?

Tasks

1.

- Develop\Refine caseload models: Collect and analyze data té

determine under current policies and economic conditions what
proportions exit AFDC/Food Stamps by months on the rolls.
Determine patterns by subgroups, States, program benefit
levels, labor markets. Develop capacity to determine caseload
effects of various exemption and targeting criteria under

time-limited welfare.

Examine what is already known: papers on time-limited welfare
(e.g. Ellwood, Scott), past public service employment studies,
supported work and work experience studies, job creatlon
strategies, caseload dynamics literature and data.
For youth in partlcular, analyze what we know about successful
transition to work programs and identify options and linkages.
. I
Assess the prevalence of barriers among recipients that méy
need treatment to maximize employability (e.g. physical
limitations, prevalence of drug and alcohol abuse, depression,
race discrimination, location, etc.). |

i
'
H

i



Identify other short- and long-range data collection and
analyses required to conceptualize and support major options. |

Update cost models and develop cost estimates.
i
i
F
i
i
!
i
|
{
N :



Issues

1'.

pay strategy?

AFDC Improvements

Should increased earned income disregards and
elimination of the 100-hour rule be part of a make work

Should elimination of categorical requirements such as

2 . .
the AFDC-UP attachment to work rule be part of a i
strengthening families agenda?:

' §

3. Should 1ncrea51ng the asset limit and the’ equity value F
of a vehicle be part of an agenda to encourage work and ;
sav1ngs7 : S

4. Should we consider a unlform minimum beneflt?

5. How w111 AFDC fit together with other non-welfare components
fit together? Wwhat are the benefit reduction rates, what
offsets would there be for benefit reductions, what klnds of'
cliffs would there be under various options? ,

Tasks o . . ' o

1. Review AFDC policy regarding the above and other
potential changes.

2. Rev1ew literature regardlng likely effects of potentlal Ty
changes. . f

3. Assess effects of potentlal changes on caseload and
costs. ,

4, Analyze trade offs regarding caseloads and costs

‘between AFDC 1mprovements and non-welfare solutions.



Issues

1.

Tasks .

1.

20

~ that 1mpact on the delivery of welfare programs. o o

-Welfarefsimglification and Qohsistency

How can .program . sxmpliflcationAahd'conslstehcy be ‘achieved’
while providing the .appropriate 1evel of beneflts/serv1ces

' and cost contalnment’

~Should ‘the separate categoricai; income and assets tests“and

administrative requlrements of the public aSSLStance programs

. be uniform?

~ Should legislation providingAbroad walver aothority for all
programs be enacted to permit States to test a varlety ofxi

consolidated program approaohes’

. How can the welfare system_ be organized to address the .
. multiple needs of families in a holistic approach? -

Should 31mp11f1oatlon‘ and oonslstency amohg programs ‘be |
attempted (in view of the dlfflcultles) or should alternatlve o

strategles be supported°

States and APWA,

Review existing research flndlngs . regarding E welfare ' .

51mpllflcatlon and cons1stency.,

Develop and analyze options - that 'promote" welfare!
simplification and consistency ‘ . ;

Develop a s1mu1atlon model to . compare the costs and beneflts
of alternative proposals. ' o - “

Review organlzatlonal structures at all levels of government~
P

i

[

I.
i

Review regulatory and 1eglslat1ve changes recommended by

e emgm L e e e e e s
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Financing Welfare Reform

Issues .4
1. How much in Federal funds is needed/avallable to 1mp1ement
the President's welfare reform proposal?
2. How can Federal matching rates be structured to:
a. maximize incentives for cost-effective programs; ;
' . i
b. maximize incentives for State commitment ?f
expenditures for administration priorities; and |
c. minimize sufaplantation of existing State and Federal
expenditures (e.g., on programs, such as GA, JTPA,
Adult Basic Education, etc.,)?
3. Should funding be open-ended or capped?
4. How can private sector resources be leveraged to provide
serv1ces and employment opportun1t1es°
5. What programs should be included in the proposal (e. 9., JOBS
Child care, AFDC, Medicaid, Food Stamps, housing a551stance)
- and should thefcurrent method of Federal funding be altered?
6. Should alternative methodologies be considered for Federal
matching rates for AFDC and JOBS (and possibly other
programs)? (AFDC and most of JOBS are currently funded based
on State per capita income; this has been criticized by some
because it does not take other factors, such as State poverty
rates, into account.)’ - f
7. Should there be separate funding for experimental projects
that test the proposed approach (or test alternatives to the
one implemented nationwide)? 1If so, how much funding should
be committed to such experimentation?
8. How should changes in financing the proposal be phased in?
Tasks :
1. ‘Develop a budget for the welfare reform proposal, at least
five years into the future. ’
2. Develop matching ‘fatevloptions consistent with 'Federél
objectlves. . S |
!

Review research on State responsmveness to changlng Federal
matching rates.. ; . !



|

Develop fiscal impact estimates State-by-State; reviéw'
existing State funding and._budget constraints. f

Develop a model to estimate costs and effects of various
cptlons. b

Develop options for increasing private sector resources in

the provision of services and employment opportunities (e.g.,

reforming programs like the Targeted Jobs Tax Credlt to
stimulate new employment opportunities).

Develop and R&D budget for testlng alternative experlmental
approaches. . !

i

Develop options for phasing in the proposal. , !

Look at maintenance of effort strategies to encourage
supplementation rather than supplantlng resources. Which
strategies have been most successful in the past? How can we
monitor this?
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- Get Ready for ‘Smart Cards in Health Care

:
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\r!lchael Kaye a -surgeon in Stillwa-
ter. Minn., used t¢ go crazy trying to
assemble complete records on his heart
and lung transplant patients.

But six months ago, he started equip-

ping patients with {ree optical cards that -

hold their entire medical histories, includ-

ing angiograms. Now, when a patient sees

Dr. Kaye for a follow-up, ““individuals can
generate their own charts. A great deal of
time and money can be saved by avoiding
the duplication of tests,”
who helped develop the system with Sum-
mit Medical Systems that used equnpment
donated by Canon Inc.

Backing From Clinton

Dr. Kaye's system may presage the
-key role “smart cards” will play under
the national health care system envisioned
by the Clinton administration. During
the campaign, cundidate Clinton said,
“Everyone will carry a smart card, en-
coded with his or her personal medical
information.” Such a card could
payments and hold medical histories, con-
tributing fo [airness, efl ficiency and quality
in health care.

But to some people, thls vision of the
‘future looks like a nightmare: a national
identification card that holds your key
persondl information. Moreover, card-
holders might not want any medical staffer
10 see all of their medical history. An
AIDS patient might fear that a dental
‘assistant who saw the record might refuse
to help in oral surgery. An emergency
.patient mightn't want an admissions clerk
in a Catholic hospital to see that she had
‘had three abortions.

Privacy advocates worry that medical
data also could be obtained by employers,
insurers, government workers and mar-
keters. Privacy expert Mary Culnan, asso-
ciate professor at Georgetown University’s
business school, is especially concerned
that if the card is tied to the individual's
social security number, “the question is,
can all the medical information be merged
with other stuff?” Groups inciuding Com-
puter Professionals for Social Responsibil-
ity and the American Civil Liberties Union
have written to Hillary Rodham Clinton

urging that privacy Trestrictions be de-

signed for cards. Proponents claim protec-
tions can be built in to ensure privacy.
Smart and Optical Cards

Right now, health planners around the
world are considering two different types
of cards, smart and optical cards.

Smart cards with a microprocessor and
memory chips currently hold the equiva-
lent of 30 pages of data ~ not enough for an
X-ray, for exampte, The cards cost $10 to
330, they can be secured so that a user has
" to give a password. a fingerprint or voice
print to open up the contents; and the
reader that displays the contents on a
screen costs just $100.

Optical cards use the same type of
technology as a compact disk for music or

says Dr. Kaye. .

authorize

‘ John Segal
data, but look like silvery credit cards. An
optical card now holds about 2.000 pages of

data. There's enough space to hold a
number of digital images, such as ultra-

sound pictures of a fetus, electrocar-

diograms or even a low-resolution chest
X-ray. The cards cost about S5 to $20 each,
but the systems that display the informa-
tion and record new data added by a doctor
or druggist cost $3,000 — a big expense
when spread through the medical system.

. Still, because they can cram so much
information into so little space, optical
cards may be attractive to consumers.
Donald Specht. president of Argenta Sys-
tems Inc., which is installing optical li-

Jbrary-card systems in Ontario, predicts

that many patrons will pay $15 to storea lot
of personal information on their library
cards, such as images of birth certificates,

_insurance policies and other documents.

The most popular card technology in
the U.S. is that used on most credit
cards, a magnetic stripe that holds just
half a page of data. It costs less than Sl and
the reader costs about $400. America has

been slow to embrace smart cards because.

of the installed base of magnetic stripe
readers and an abundance of phone lines
for retailers to use to check on cards. In
many countries where phone lines are
scarce, merchants prefer smart cards,
because they carry their own spending
limits and can be shown to be valid when
the owner keys in a personal ID number.

Stephan Seidman, editor of Smart Card
Monthly, a newsletter based in Montara,
Calil., doesn’t worry about unwanted
readers looking at data on a chip-based
card, because ‘‘nobody has ever pene-
trated a smart card.”” Optical-card advo-
cates say that optical data could be en-
cryptedor a chip could be added to the card
to control access.’

In France, where the smart card was -
invented and is used for pay phones

and bank cards, medical insurers are
experimenting with a number of different
smart cards for patients. The government
is starting to distribute practitioners’
cards to 1.3 million doctors, medical tech-
nicians and pharmacists that would allow
each to read any patient’s medical card—

but only sections applicable: to the profes-

. sionals, says Elsbeth Monod of the French

Ministere des Affaires Sociales, who re-
cently spoke at the CardTech industry
show in- Arlington, Va. Pharmacists, for
example. could see current prescriptions

;  but not diagnoses. Congress's Office of
Technology Assessment is curremly study-

ing the French system.- .

One way lo balance efficiency and
privacy is to require peuple to carry u
smart card with administrative informa-
tion. Patients could then volunteer to carry
a more comprehensive optical card. espe-

“ cially if they have medical conditions such

4$ pregnancy or organ transplants where
follow-up reporting is valuable. Recently,
Germany launched a national health card
program with administrative data only. in
the {uture, a second card with. health
information will be added. - :
American Telephone & Telegraph Cu.'s
smart card unit is demonstrating a multi-

" purpose card that could be used for virious

functions, mcludmg automatically fitting
in medical insurance forms. “"The plan is
for it to be a records locator™ that could

- speed-dial insurance carriers or other doc-

tors to authorize procedures. says Diane R.
Wetherington, president of AT&T's Smart
Cards Systems and Solutions division.
*You should always be able to see every-
thing that's in your card, and nobody
should be forced to carry information he
doesn’t want to,”” adds Ms. Wetherington.
" The Pentagon also is looking at the.
benefits of putting extensive records on .
smart cards as a replacement for the
traditional dog tags. Besideés medical in-
formation, they could include service and
family data. But that poses risks. Michael
Noll, of the office of the secretary of
defense, says. “To send something like
that with a pilot who may have 1o bail out
over Baghdad would be a mistake.”
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April 22,1993
Carol Rasco
Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy

Dear Ms. Rasco:

Another harebrained idea! This is about a possible way for many to extricate themselves from |
the welfare trap. ’

I believe and hope many want to get away from welfare, but, as we all know, the cost of their
giving up the twice a month welfare check is greater for them than the benefit which
would be gained from taking a low-paying job. There is a disincentive to leave. So they stay.

Here is the skeleton of a program idea that gets at the dilemma in a way that might turn out to be |
feasible. ( Who'd know unless it were tried?) :

This borrows from the IRA concept that offers an incentive that makes people choose to save
iioney, :

Ready? ‘
1. The welfare recipient (client) enters a private sector work training program but

2. The wage or salary from the job breaks down as follows:

a. Client to keep, say, 15 or 20% to better his living situation

immediately. :

b. The rest of the pay is deposited into a fund or otherwise treated

like deposits to an IRA.

c. The gain from this investment accomulates entirely for the
benefit of the client. ‘

d. At the end of a set term (or sooner if it's in the interest of the
client to leave welfare) the money from the fund would be
distributed as follows:

) All the interest or gain to the worker.

2) Half the payout of principal to the worker.

3) Half the payout of principal to be refunded to the
welfare system. This money will not cover the
contribution the system has made to the client,
but at this point there will be one less welfare
recipient, earning money, paying taxes.

Now there are only a couple of million details left out of this proposal, and I am not the one
qualified to suggest them. But a program begins with a concept.

Just as with IRA, governnient can create a structure which can provide the incentive for people

acting in their private and individual capacities to achieve personal goals which are also socially
desirable.

I hope someone who hears abont this approach and who can effect action will look further into it.
I also hope you do read this and will send perhaps even a two line response saying that you did.

For a workable reform of our failing welfsre system, I am,
: A Sincerely yours,

Freeman D. Blake
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By STEPHEN Gommm ,
INDIANAPOLIS—Even If Congress and

‘he president could find 2 magw bullet to
‘end welfare as we know it." the gun that-

vould fire the hullet-the\gradnttoaal wel-
‘are delivery system—is in'such & state of
tisrepatr that misfires would be the order
)f theday. ©

" 1 recently spent an afternoon working
vith intake officers in the county welfare

{epartment here. The caseworkers1spoke -

vith were well-intentioned, dedicated and
:aring. But their comments were reveal:
ng. Although most caseworkers want to
iee their clients become self-sufficient.
hey stressed that their job is to figure out
vhat benefits the people who come into the
fice are eligible for, and to make sure
hat the right amount of money gets to the.
ight people with the fewest errors. This.
ocus makes all the differencc,
Americs Works, a private u;mpari:s

hat finds jobs for people on weltare, re
ently opened an office in Indlanapolis. Its

idggest challenge? Getting welfare offices -

-0 send it enough potential clients. The
omnpany has jobs lined up and waiting for

sorkers, but it has received an average of .

ust 20 referrals a month from local case-.
rorkers. Meanwhile, Indianapolis has
1,000 families on welfare.

test Deal in Town

‘What gre the consequences for the wel-
ire office when welfare recipients don’t
nd jobs? There aren’t any. By reimburs-
g .aimost all administrative costs in-
arred by local offices while imposing no-
eaningful- performmance requirements,
1e federal government offers the best deal
1 town: The more vou spend, the more
ou get. Don’t worry about results.

No matter what reforms are passed at
1e federal level, they must be accompa-
ied by reform of the dellvery systemn. We
ed a competmve " performance-based
istem with many’ different providers.
hey must be paid for huw many people
iey get out of the welfare systemn, not how
any people they keep in it.

_ A useful model Is school reform—gov--
‘nment could “‘charter” local weifare of-

:ey, with pay based on performance. This.

ould allow innovative private providers
welfam to exist, take advantage of ex-

"of why -

End the Welfare Dehvery Mon(' |

‘“: faund Mr Smkes a }ob as'a une cook at t

: 1stmg nexghborhood levelmsntutmns and oo
- hotel restaurant, & position that the 28~ .~

cguse existing government welfare offices
To produce results or go out of bysiness.

* With no penalties for failure and no re-
wards for success, you get cases like that
of James Stokes. To the-welfare system.

" Mr. Stokes was 432108352701, his case pum+’ -

ber, When the welfare office passed him

“off to the local unemployment office~the

welfare office provided nu job placement
hélp of its own—Mr. Stekes took.ancther
number and waited in line. When an In-
take worker became available, Mr. Stokes.

would hand over his LD. card. and would_ ,

be assigned yet another number. If the

year-old still holds almost & year later.
The immense variety of problems expg -
rienced by those who must at one tme o
other apply for welfare should be reflecteq -
in the delivery system. One size does nol

fit all. America Works gets paid for putting ~ | .

recipients in jobs. But there is a wide

_range of performance meastres that

he employed. Depending on the desirej'
outcome. government could reward char.
1er welfare offices for every customer whe

.obtains 4 GED,. or for every leenage’

mother who attends schon regularly, or

America Works has jobs lined up‘ and waitiﬁg fof
workers, but it has recesved an average of just 20 referrals
a month from welfare department caseworkers.

comptiter did not show any jobs for which
Mr. Stokes appeared to be quallfied, his
visit would be dutifully logged in, and he
would be sent on his way. If a match did
oceur. Mr. mokes would receive a notlee in
the mail 2 few'days later telling him to

-show up ata certain place ata cemm time -
. for an interview.

Explains Mr. Stokes: *'1 would have no
idéa what the job was, or who [ was sup-
pused to talk 1o, or how I was supposed to
find transportation there.” He was sent
unprepared to interview for jobs that were
often filled long before he arrived. He
floated on and off welfare for eight years,
and no one wus heid accountable.

Mr. Stokes's story is a real-life example
"two years und out” fails as a re-
form' unless the delivery system itself is
uhanged Mr. Stokes wuuld continue to re-
ceive ineffcttive assistance in obtaining

-emplovment. while the federsl govern-

ment would vantinue fo evaludle the per-

" formance of local offices based on Such

nonproductive meusures as how many pa-

+ perwork errurs they make in a month. At
. the end of two years, he would either be de-
"nied benefits or,

‘more likely, would be
given a job at taxpayens‘ expense that of-

_fers him little chance of advancement,

Instend. Mr. Stokes found. Ameriea

. Works. And in one week America Works

- for every mother whose kids attend school -

regularly. A chartered welfare delivery .
system would also let povarnment take ad-
vantage of some of the strongest forces for
good in troubled neighborhoods.

.'the Care Center, a nonprofit vorganiza-
tion cinsely affiliated with a local church;
is one such organlzation in Indianapolis.
Cramped intod 90-year-old former school

“building adjacent to the church. the Care

Center provides health care. shelter for the

"homeless and battered, counseling, child
- care, a kitchen. and & food pantry.

The director of the center, Ernie Med- .
calfe. says.he would be interested in con-

_racting o provide welfare services be-
. cause the Carce Center's stabitizing influ-

ence in the neighborhood, its network
thraugh the church. and its understanding
of the particular needs of the pour families -
in its neighborhood would muke it a much
hetter provider than government. He
thinks he can doa superior job finding work
for his neighborhood's welfure recipients
and providing them with the support i
keep working. And he is right. There are
thousunds of institutions llke the Care Cen-
ter in troubled neighborhoods across Amer-
jca. We natter about welfare reform while
allowing these rescurces to go untapped.
What of the current employees of wel:

fare offices? Although governmen is prob-
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N ably the worst poss;ble pro\nder of welfare
_delivery services, existing government of-
- fices could be given the opportunity to ffhr-
ticipate in & diverse pay-for-performance’ N
system. To succeed, they would have to | |
. fundamentally change their misston and = :
culture. Byl dccountability and compeu- :
tion are powerful catalysts. :
In Indianapolis we used such catalysts
to dramatically improve our child-support -
- collections. For 12 years, 1 served 85
- counly prosecutor, which made me re- =
sponsible for collecting child support. Un- . | |
- like wellare and virtually every other gov- [ i
}

q——
L

—— -

. crament operation, local child-support col-
lection offices receive a smali incentive
payment from the federal government for -

- performance; 6% to 9% of coliections. ’

- We decided to make (wo fundamental

.« hanges in our office to thangeé vur culture

" and our mission. First, we decided totreal . o : .
mothers who were trving to eollect child = | - o o , : : ;

- support as our customers. Second. and ' ‘ L

~ most importam. teamns of employees were

"~ given an opportunity for finapcial honuses ‘
based on the amount of money they col- 1. )

~ lected for their customers. ) : L - S

" Surge in Collections

Dozens of changes followed. We cre- . o o S G
ated evening and Saturday hours. We let - o . T ' i
_our. customers make appointmepts—we |- - . .
wunted to resemble a private law firm as
_much as possible. We tried virtually every
. enforcement technique we could find, and:
even invented a few new-ones, We used -
“most wanted” lists. We held amnesty
programs. We uscd credit bureiy repors.
We put licns on houses and cars. We In-
tercepted evervthing -from tax checks to -
lottery winnings. And in 12 years. collec-. . P - ‘ o
lions went from $300.000 per vear 10 $36 s o ’ . ) A b
* . milllon. When you free¢ good government - : g SRR N
emplovees from the bad 'systems  they
" work in, miraculous things can happen. . . .
The existing wellare delivery systemis. -
& wellsmeaning but misgulded monopely -
Hreak it yp. encourage new and innovative
providers, puy for the right resuits, und
more people like ‘Mr. Stokes will become -
producers of ‘wealth instead, of rcc,lp:ems
of welfare. ’ .

4

. — -

“Mr. Goldsmith, n ktpzrblmuz, (] tke ; , o o ;
mayor of !ndmmpoas ; : T - R .
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1946 Cbz;cago’s Woodlawn neighborbood once boasted more than 800 businesses. -

What explains. the catastrophlc descent of

Amerlca s ghettos into ever-deeper poverty and misery?

The dlsappearance of jobs, says a leadmg scholar.
Whats the remedy? .

By William Juhus Wl lson

PI\O!Ogr&ip'hs by Aadre cambler bx oo




. 1896 Only about 100 businesses remain.

he diﬁéppeamﬁce of work in the ghetto can-
not be ignored, isolated or played -down.
Employment in America is up. The economy

- has churned out tens of millions of new jobs -

in the last two decades. In that same period, joblessness
among inner-city blacks has reached catastrophic pro-
portions. Yet in this Presidential election year; the
disappearance of work in the ghetto is not on either
the Democratic or the Republican agenda. There is

harsh talk about work instead of welfare but no talk of -

where to find it.

The current employment woes in the inner city .

continue to be na:rowly defined in terms of race or

lack of individual initiative. It is argued that jobs are |

widely available, that the extent of inner-city poverty is
exaggerated. Optimistic policy analysts -~ and many

African-Americans — would prefer that mote atten-

tion be devoted to the successes-and struggles of the
black’ working class and the expanding black middle
class. This is understandable. These two groups, many

of whom have recently escaped from the ghetto,

represent a-majority of the African-American popula-
tion. But ghetto Joblessness still afflicts a substantial —
and increasing — minority: it’s a problem that won’t
go away on its own. If it is not-addressed, it will have .
lasting and harmful consequences for the qualify of life
in the cities and, eventually, for the lives of all
Americans. Solutions will have to be found — and
those solutions are at hand. ° !

For the first time in the ZOth century, a sxgmflcant
majority of adults in many inner-city neighborhoods
are not working in a typical week. Inner cities have




I.Itquor_ stores and cbeck-wbing plaees tinwe m bigb-joblesshess ﬁeigbborboods.

residents, who then purposely intensify the behavior that is the
source of irritation. The white-and even the black middle-class
" moviegoers. then exercise their option and exit, expressing resent-

ment and experiencing intensified feelings of racial or class |

antagonism as they depart

The areas surrendered in such a manner become the domain of
the inner-city residents. Upscale business are replaced by fast-food
chains and other local businesses that cater to the new clientele.
White and black middle-class citizens complain bitterly about how
certain areas of the central city have changed — and thus become
- “off-limits” — following the influx of ghetto residents.

The negative consequences are clear: where jobs are scarce, many
people eventually lose their feeling of connectedness to work in the
formal economy; they no longer expect work to be a regular, and
regulating, force in their lives. In the case of young people, they may
grow up in an environment that lacks the idea of work as a central

experience of adule life' — they have litle or no labor-force -

attachment. Thesé circumstances also increase the likelihood that the
residents will rely on illegitimate sources of income, thereby further
weakening their attachment to the legitimate labor market.
" A 25-year-old West Side father of two who works two jobs to
make ends meet condemned the attltude toward work of some
inner-city black males:

“They try to find easier routes and had been cond:tnoned over a
period of time to just be lazy, so to speak. Motivation nonexistent,

you know, and the society that they’re affiliated with really don’t -

got home. And I couldn’t even afford medical insurance. . . .

advocate hard work and struggle to meet your goals such as

education and stuff like that. And they see who’s around them and

they follow that same pattern, you know. ... They don’t see
nobody getting up early in the morning, going to work or going to
school all the time. The guys they be with don’t do that . . . because -
that’s the crowd that you choose — - well, that’s been presented to
you by your neighborhood.”

Work is not sxmply a way to make a living and support one’s
family. It also constitutes a framework for daily behavior because it

_itnpOSes discipline. Regular employment determines where you are
| going to be and when you are going to be there. In the absence of

regular employment, -life, including family life, becomes less
coherent. Persistent unemployment and irregular employment .
hinder rational planning in daily life, the necessary - condition of
adaptation to an'industrial economy.

I’s a‘myth that people who don’t work don’t want to work.'
One mother in a new poverty neighborhood on the South Side
explained her decision to remain on welfare even though she

" would like to geta job: “I was working and then I had two kids.:

And I'm strugghng I was making, like, close to $7 an hour. ... 1
had to pay a baby-sitter. Then I had to deal with-my kids when I
I was
so scared, when my kids were sick or something, because I have
been turned away from a hospital because I did not have a medical .

~ card. I don’t like being on public aid and stuff right now. But.

what do I do with my kids when the kids get sick?”




Workmg mothers with com-
parable incomes face, in many -
cases, even greater difficulty.
Why? Simply because many
low-wage jobs do not provide
. health-care benefits, and most
_working mothers have to pay *
for transportation and spend -

more for child care. Working

mothers also have to spénd

more for housing because it i§

more difficult for them to

qualify for housing subsidies.
- It is not surprising, therefore, -
that many welfare-reliant.
mothers choose not to enter:: ¢ . -~
the formal labor ‘market. It
would not, be in - their. b&st

decide to rely on or-return to. welfarc, eve:
desirable alternative for many « of the black sin,

ished West Side nexghborhood put 11:3 “I wait ;
work but I want to work. I don T wam 10, ]ust

S THE DISAPPEARANCE OF WORK H{\S ECOME A CHARAC-

tmsucfatureofthemner-qtgghemq,sotoobzsrhe;

; couple faily; Only -
one-qumaofthzblackfamﬂmwhosechildrmhvemththanm/

of the traditional

innercity  neighborhoods™in ‘Chicago ax@ ‘husband-wife. families
today, coi with' three-quarters of

of at least 40 percent, only 16.5: pércent of the black famxhes wxch:_f

children in the household are husband-wife famnhes

- There are many factors’ involved in the prec:pxtous dechne in.
marriage rates and the sharp rise in ‘single-parent families. The -
cxplanatxon most often heard in the public debate associates the - |-

increase of out-of-wedlock births and single-parent families with
- welfare. Indeed, it is widely assumed among the general pubhc and
. reflected in the recent welfare reform that a direct connection

exists between the level of welfare benefits and ‘the likelihood that

a young woman will bear a child outside marriage. . :
However, there is little evidénce to support the claim that Aid to
Families With Dependent ‘Children plays a significant role in
promoting out-of-wedlock births. Research examining the associa-
tion between the generosity of welfare benefits and out-of-wedlock
childbearing and teen-age pregnancy indicates that benefit levels

have no significant effect on the likelihood that African-American -

girls and women will have children outside marriage. Likewise,
welfare rates have either no significant effect or only a small effect
on the odds that whites will have children outside miarriage. The rate
of out-of-wedlock teen-age childbearing has nearly doubled since
1975 —- during years when the value of A ED.C,, food stamps and
Medicaid fell, -after adjusting for inflation. And the smallest in-
creases in the number of out-of-wedlock births have not occurred
in states that have had the largest declines in the inflation-adjusted
value of A.F.D.C. benefits. Indeed, while the real value of cash

welfare benefits has plummeted over the past 20 years, out-of-

wedlock childbearing has increased, :and postpartum marriages

f 'the ‘inner-city ‘Mexican |- wl
families, more than one-half of the white families and nearly orie-half | s
of the Puerto Ricin families. Andmcensusmctswxdxpovertyra:&r

st ’wutu vmm( msnppsnn-
there’s:more women
.out here mostly ‘than men. Because - |- ‘When I moved in
- miost. dudes around here are killing - the nelghborhooc
] Zi.ih"i‘? stmfkffgo]s‘mmmu‘ |- wasritact. It wa
| T;f&fﬁoim bladls, feside i  intact with homes
neighbor and are
. social networks and households that . beauuﬁll homes
are less conducive to employment mlm—mansmns
thari those of other. ethnic and racial th
groups in-the inner city clearly has a with stores
negative effect on their search for Laundromats, with
work. In the eyes of employers in Chines : l :
metropolitan Chicago, these differ- . | Imese Cleancrs.
ences render inner-city blacks less .

desirable as workers, and therefore

"many are reluctant to hire them. The white clmrman of a car
. transport company, when asked if there were differences in the work

ethic of whites, blacks and Hispanics, responded with great certainty: -
“Definitely! I don’t think, I know: Ive seen it over a period of 30

| years. Basically, the Oriental is much more aggressive and intelligent

and studious than the Hispanic. The Hispanics, except Cubans of
course, they have the work ethnic [sic]. The Hispanics are masiana,
marnana, mdfiana — 1OMOITOW, tomorrow, tomorrow.” As for
native-born blacks, they were "deemed “the laziest of the bunch.”
If some employers view the work ethic of inner-city poor blacks
as problematic, many also express concerns about their honesty,
cultural attitudes and dependability Continued on page 40
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associated, with: the neigh-
‘borhoods _in" which they

k efluanonal training, They

> ’ liave the lan-

‘ “I needed'a temporary a

‘couple “months” ago, and
-they sent me-a black man..
1 And I dictated a letter to

him. He _took -shorthand,

' which was ‘good. Something

like ‘Dear Mr. So-and-So, I
am writing t6 ask about how

| your business is doing.” And
‘then he typed the letter, and
| I read the letter, and it’s ‘T

am writing to ax about your

‘business” Now you hear
about them speaking a dif-.

ferent language and all that,
and they say ‘ax’ for ‘ask’
Well, I don’t care about
that, but I didn’t say ‘ax,’ I
said ‘ask.’”

Many inner-city remdems
have a strong sense of the

negative attitudes that em- -

ployers tend to have toward
them.” A 33-year-old em-
ployed janitor from a poor
South Side neighborhood
had this observation: “I
went to a couple jobs where
a couple of the receptionists
told me in confidence: “You
know what they do with

‘live.’A white suburban re-
"tail drugstore manager ex- '
- pressed his reluctance to -
hire someone from a poor -
Anner-city : neighborhood,
“Youd be afraid they’rc

‘going to steal fromyou,” "

."dresses have ‘the

these apphmtnons from~ :

. blacks as soon as the day is 8
A - over? They say, We rip-
| — traits that are frequently

them and throw them in the

garbage.” In addition to
- concerns about being reject- "
_ed because of race, the fears -

that some inper-city resi- -
dents have of being denied
employment simply because

- of their inner-city address

or neighborhood are mot: |
unfounded. A~ welfare -
mother who lives in a laxge

N pubhc housmg project put it

- “Honestly,’i belie,ve they
" look at the address and the

— your attirudes, your ad-
dress, your surround — you

.know, your environment

has a lot to do with your ..

employment status. The  ~

~ people with the best ad-
best:
. chances. I feel so, I feel s0.”

YT 15 INSTRUCTIVE TO E
I study the fate of the dis--

advantaged in Europe. .

- There, too, poverty and job-

lessness are on the increase;

but individual deficiencies. "

and behavior are not put
forward as the culprits. Fur-
thermore, welfare programs

_ that benefit wide segments

of the population like child
care, children’s allowances
(an ‘annual benefit per
child), housing subsidies, |
education, medical care and -
unemployment insurance

havé been firmly institu-

- tionalized in many Western

European democracies. Ef- -
forts to cut back on these
programs in the face of
growing joblessness have
met firm resistance from .
working- and xmddle-c]assﬁ
citizens.

My own behef is that the
growing assault on welfare
mothers is part of a larger
reaction -to the mounting
problems in our nation’s in-
ner cities. When many peo-
ple think of welfare they
think of young, unmarried
black mothers having ba-
bies. This image persists
even though roughly equal
numbers of black and white
families received A.F.D.C.

Continued on page 48
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1994, and there wer _also a good
any Hispanics on the welfare rolls. -

A. F,D C ‘recipient was
symptomatic’ of such-larger
lems as the decline in family values:
and the dissolution’of the family Tn
an article published in Esquxrc, Pct
Hamdl wrote: 2

Welfare .epef;dency. drugs, alcohol,
rime ﬂ.hteracy and dxsmse, living .

[evetthel&ss, ‘the rise. of black

When you read the labels, you'll see that there
eally is a difference between baby foods. Some
orands, like Gerber, use additives like chemically

modified starch, reﬁned sugar or salt m dozens of -

Snen' products.

But we at Beech. Nut don't add chcmumlly J

modified starch or salt to any of our baby foods. And
we don’t add sugar to any baby food that's{ not cleary

A?RlCOTS FRDM GOHCHKTRKI“E
PEARS FROM COHGE!H'RM’E

100% frult

labeled a dessent. We haven't for years.

If you want baby foods without unnecessary
addxuvs now ‘and always, just keep reading the
labels Or simply choose Beech-Nut®

" “BeecH-Nur

The simple choice?

sestions? Call our Helpline at 1.800-523-6633 Monday-Friday, 9 a.m. to 8 p.m. (Eastern Tinie) or visit our website: http//www, beech-out. com

-

ps—

following policy

tion in some of the nch&t cities x;
the earth. As a reporter, I've cov:
" ered their miseries for more than's
quarter of 4 century. ... And in thc
last decade, I’ve watched this group

. of American citizens harden and
. condense, moving even further

away from the basic requirements

-of a human life: work, family, safe-
" ty, the law.”

One has the urge to shout,

“Euough is enough!”

HAT CAN BE DONE? I BE-

lieve that steps must be

taken to galvanize Ameri-
cans fromallwa[ksofhfewhom
concerned about human suffering

|- and the public policy. dtrectxon in
-, which we are now moving. We need
.to generate a public-private parter:

ship to fight social.inequality. The
frameworks  pro-
vide a basis for further discussion
and debate. Given the current )

cal climate, these proposals mxghi
be distnissed as unrealistic. Nor ar
Isugg&cnngthatwemnorshouk

 simply import the sodial policies of

the Japanese, the Germans or othes
Western Europeans. The question it
how we Americans ‘can address the
problems of social inequality; in

. cluding record levels of joblessness

mthemnercuy,tbatthmtendu

very fabnc of our somety

Create Standafds‘for»Schools

Ray Marshall, former Secretary o
Labor, points out that Japan anc
Germany have .developed policie:
designed to increase the number o
workers with “higher-order think
ing - skills.” These pohus requirt
young people to meet high per
formance standards before they car
graduate from secondary schools
and they hold each school responsi

" ble for meeting these standards.

Students who meet-high stand
ards are not only prepared for worl
but they are also ready for technica

| training and other; kinds of post

secondary education. Currently:
there are. no mandatory academi
standards for secondary schools i
the United States. Accordingly, st

dents who are not in college-prepar
atory courses have severely limites
options with respect to pursuin
work after high school. A commit
ment to a system of performanc
standards for every public school u

Continued on page 5.

{
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WORK T
Continued from page 48
the United States. would be an‘im

portant first step in addressing:
huge gap in educational perform

-ance between the schools’in advan:.
taged and dxsadvanmged e.lgbbor-—

. cies.- offer~1es‘§ons for ‘2 long-term

.hoods ]
“ least :Jocal - per
' fomzance stnndards should clude

ards that are set. State govermﬁents
with Federal support,-.
~would have 1o ¢reate equi ocal
school financing (through loan
scholarships 'to attract :more_high-

quality wachcrs, ing
for teacher trainingand ;

teacher cemﬁmtxon) but would also’
have to insure that highly qualified - -
teachers are more equitably dxstrib— 4.

uted in local school districts.
* Targeting " educatio woul 4 be
part of a national effort to raise the:

performance standards of all public

schools in the. Umted Stat
d@snab!e level, includir
the inner city. The ‘suppo

private sector ‘should bé’ealisted in-
this national effort. Corpomuons,,
focal busm&eses, évic clubs; ‘com-"
munity centers and churches should -

be encoumged 1o work. thh the

schools to unprove computer—com— ‘ :
. ... lems that often spill over into other
".". parts of the city. All of these factors.
" aggravate race relatxons and elevate’

- racial tensions.. -
Id&lly, we would Trestore the ,
~ers to ‘employers. ‘These centers
.would recruit or accept inner-city

petency trammg
Impmve Child Care

The French system.of chxld wcl-
fare stands in sharp contrast to the

American system. In France, chil- -
dren are supported by three inter-

related government programs, as
noted by Barbara R. Bergmann, a
professor of economics at Ameri-
can University: child care, income
support and medical care. The

child-care program includes estab- -

lishments for infant care, high-
quality nursery schools (écoles ma-
ternelles) and paid leave for parents
of newborns. The income-support

program includes child-support.

enforcement (so that the absent
parent continues to contribute fi-

nancially to his or her child’s wel-
fare), children’s allowances and

welfare payments for low-income
single mothers. Finally, medical
care is ‘provided through a univer-

sal system of national health care

financed by social security, a pre-
ventive-care system for children

and—a group of publxc-health nurses

‘systems, they also: offer -‘another
‘lesson: the importance of city-sub-

- growm
cities unless'we mckle the prob ems
-of shrinking revenue and inadequite

" compete, often alo : ‘
it of the."’ declining’ resources "clgdmg the®.
- and gei

“new

who - spemalxzc in * child welfare..

Estabhsh C!ty—Suburban R
.~ Partnerships .

“Tf the other industrial democra

urban ' integration .and cooperation.

“None of the other i ,\dusmahzed
o .

and the creation -

solutions to ‘common _problems i

. . communities fail to reach agreement. -
- Amcmg ‘the problems shared by
5,mny ‘metropolises is a 'weak public'..

trapsit system. A commitment to
address this problem through a form -
of = city-suburbian  collaboration
would benefit residents of both the

“city and ‘the ‘suburbs.

The mismatch between rcsxdence

: and the location of jobs is a problem. .
: for 'some workers in America be--
- cause, unlike the system in Europe, .

._pubhc tra.nspomuon is weak and -
o expenswe. It’s a particular problem

fsqc:alserwces and the gradual disap:”

earance of work in cértain neigh:

-borhoods. The ‘city, has become a
less desirable’place in:which’ to'live,
and the . économic -and social 8P

between the cities and suburbs is
growing. The groups left behind

¢

povérty neighborhoods
has worsened these problems, Their

high rates of joblessness and social -
disorganization have created prob- -
 various parts of the inner city not’
only coilld_significanly improve
awareness of the availability of em-

Federal contribution to. city reve-
nues that existed in 1980 and sharp-
ly increase the employment base.
Regardless of changes in Federal

urban ‘policy, however, the fiscal

crisis in the cities would bé signifi-

cantly eased if the employment base
could be substantially increased. In- -

deed, the social dislocations caused
by the steady disappearance of work
have led to a wide range of urban
social ‘problems, - including racial
tensions. Increased employment
would help stabilize the new pov-

erty neighborhoods, halt the precip-
“itous decline in density and ulti-

mately enhance the quality of race
relations in urban areas. .
Reforms put forward to achxevc

‘the objective of -city-suburban co-

operation range from proposals to
create metropolitan governments to

“proposals for metropolitan tax-base
sharing (currently in effect in Min-

“van:pool. networks: to carry ifiner--
. city residents to the- areas of ‘em-
hborhoods “The rise of the

« for inner-city blacks because they -

- have less access to private’automo-

biles’ and, ‘unlike Mexicans, do not .

;havc a network system that sup-. .

ports o car pools. Accord-.

ingly, they depend heavily on-public -
uansportation and . therefore have -

" difficulty getting to the suburbs, <
* where jobs are more plennful. Until
: pnbhc transit systems are unproved

in métropolitan areas, the creation.
of privately subsidized car-pool and

ployment, especially suburban a areas, ;.

would be a relatively i xnexpensxve

way to increase work opportunities.
The:creation: of for-profit infor- -~
roation and placement centers in °

ployment in the metropolitan area
but could:also serve to refer work-

workers and uy to place them in
jobs. One of their main purposes
would be to make persons who have

" been persistently unemployed or -
“out of the labor force “job ready.” .

Reintroduce the WPA. -

" The final proposal under consid-
eration here was advanced by the

-perceptive journalist Mickey Kaus

of The New Republic, who has long
been concerned about the growth in
the number of welfare recipients.-
Kaus’s proposal is modeled on the
Works - Progress Administration
(W.P.A), the large public-works
program initiated in 1935 by Presi-

“dent Franklin D. Roosevelt. The

public-works jobs that Roosevelt
had in mind included highway con-
struction, slum clearance, housing

n&pohs—St. Paul) ooﬂaborauve met—~- - construcuon and mral electni
" ropolitan p.

i of regional authom:m to develop.

'!‘53 <

~tion. As Kaus points out: “Tn
eight-year existence, according
official records, the WP.A. buil
zmproved -651,000 ‘miles of :to
953. airports, 124,000 bridgesi
_viaducts, 1,178,000 culverts; 8
- parks, 18,000 playgrounds and’
letic. fields and 2,000 swimn

. pools. It constructed 40,000 bx

mgs (inchuding 8,000 schools)?
epaired 85,000 ‘more. Much of 1

:-York City — mdudingh Gu

Airport, FD.R. Drive,:plus'1

"dreds of parks‘and Fhwixies'—

_built by the W.PA” "
‘A neo-WDPA.. pmg:m

ploymem. for every AT
zen over 18" who wants it;’ wa

provide useful: pubhc ;ubs atw
slightly below the minimum w
Like the work relief mdu’ Rﬂ
“velt's WP.A., it would inct carr
stigma of a cash dole. People w
be earning their money. Alth
some wuorkers in:the WPAx
Jobs “could be promomd to hig
paying public' service positic

. says Kaus, most of them w

* advance occupauonaﬂy ‘by-me
" to the private sector. “Hyou ha

- work anyway,” he says, “why

. for $4 an hour?™

Under Kaus’s pmpasal, afl
certain date, able-bodked recip
on welfare would no hnger e
: cash payments. However, unlik’
 welfare-reform bill tha Clintos
agreed to sign, Kans’s plan'w
make public jobs avaikble to t
who move off welfare Also, |
argues that to allow poor mo
to work, government-fmancec
care must be provided for
children if needed. Buox this se
has to be integrated meo the |
system of child care for other
ilies in the United Sutes to :
creating a “day-care ghetto”
low-income children.

A W.PA.-st)de jobs progran
not be.cheap. In the short run
considerably cheaper w give p
cash welfare than it is o create
jobs. Including the ocsts of suy
sors and materials, exch sub.
mum-wage W.P.A -siyle )ob )
cost an estimated $12,000, mor
the public cost of staymg on wr
That woald represent $12 billic
every 1 million jobs areated.

“The solutions I have outlined

- developed with the idez of pror

a-policy framework that cou
easily adopted by. a rform coa
A broad range of grows woulc .
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plan would -
le to those
Also, Kaus
or mothers
nanced day
1 for their
this service
o the larger
other fam-
es to avoid
hetto” for

rogram will -
rt run, it'is .
give people
reate public
 of supervi-
h submini-
: job would
), more than

 on welfare.

2 billion for
ted.

utlined were
of providing
at could be
rm coalition.

- would sup-

port the long-term solutions — the devi

of a system of national performance standards in

public ‘schools, family policies' to ‘reinf the |

learning system in the schools, 2 national system of
school-to-work transition and the promotion of
city-suburban integration and cooperation.’The
short-term solutions, which range:from job infor-'

mation and placement centers to'the creation of -
. W.P.A.-style jobs, are more relevant to low-income

people, but they are the kinds of opportunity-

enhancing programs that Americans ¢f all racial -|

and class backgrounds tend to support, - .7 .
- Although my policy framework is designed to
appeal to broad segments of the population, I
firmly believe that if adopted, it would alleviate a
good deal of the economic and social distress
currently plaguing the inner cities. The!immediate
problem of the disappearance of work in many

' inner-city 'neighborticods would ‘be “confronted.

The employment base in these neighborhoods
would be increased immediately by;:t.he ‘néwly
created jobs, and income levels would rise because

of the expansion of the earned-incomé’tax-credit. -

Programs like universal health care ani daymre ;
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MIXED SIGNALS The following are the anagrams
of the words in the clues. Across: 1. reverse 5. -
chore 9. ushers 10: hissed 11. Roman 12. sobs 14.
spectrum 16. genuine 19. peers 21. harpists 24,
‘raincoat 25. American 26. rose 27. sergeants. )
Down: 1. canoe 2. piecrust 3. pests 4. muralist 6.
asleep 7. mattress 8. gardenia 13. recitals 15.
‘Athens 17. quartets 18. Hardy’s 20.-ecru 22.
attender 23. wagered,
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| would- increase .the attractxveness of

low—wage jobs and “make work pay.”

- Increasing the. employment base
would - have_an.enormous- posmve‘.,

impact on the social organization of . %f
- ghetto  neighborhoods.: As_ more . -}
« people became employed, crime and.
,' drug use would subside;. families.
“would be strengthened and welfare.
.-recexpt would 'decline significantdly;.
i ghetto-related culture and behavior, 4
. no longer sustained and. nourished . °§|.
’ '-by persistent _joblessness,’ would
le.be-..
came employed and. game ~work
expenencg, they would have a better.

gradually fade. As more peo,

7 chance of finding jobs-in:the private

sector when they bewné‘av:u]able. B
The att_xtudes of-'emplo’ ers towardr-.-

and preschool; We rmast: break the
cycle of idbléséh and improve the
youngsters’ preparagion for the new

| labor market in the global economy. -

My framewiork for long-term and
immediate solutions is based on the

: ‘notion that the problems of jobless

ghettos :cannot be separated from
those of the rest of the nation.
Although these solutions have
wide-ranging application and would
alleviate the ‘economic distress of
many Americans, their i impact on
jobless ghettos would be profound.
Their most important contribution
would be their effect on the chil-
dren of the ghetto, who would be
able to anticipate a future of eco-
nomic mobility and harbor the
hopes and aspirations that for so

many of their fellow citizens help -

define the American way of life.m

from the youngsters naw in school .~

: BY§
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Au tha anatc baginl formal coneideration of velfare reform -
legislation, we must maximize the impact of the Administration’s
participation in any negotiations or discusasions on key policy

- lssues. Our success in shaping the Senate bill (and, ultimataly,
the measure sent to the President) will depend on timing and on '
the "inside/outsida" strategy that we develop for key issues that =
are unlikely to be resolved in intra Senate négotiations. . o

Timing is essential. Premature signals that the Adminiutration
is too "hungry" for an agreement, or that the President will sign
 whatever Congress sends him, would undoubtedly harden the postura_;
: of the Senate Republican leadership. We also want to aveid '
‘ sandering scarce political capital on ancillary issues that
m ght still be resclved satisfacterily in bilpartisan talks. among
senators prior to the Senate Finance Committee mark-up. :

One approach would be the rollcwing first, use the twoe weeks
prior to the Finance Committee markup to maintain and sharpen ouy

. public focus on a core set of issues. At the same tine, we

- should continue privately to educate and provide technical

- asslistance to key Senators and staff, and begin prsparations for
anendments on major issues like the automatic stabilizer, work.
provisions, etc. These activities will enhance pressure on
Republican Finance Committee members who have not yet seen an
kind of Dole/Packwood welfars blueprint. Thie also will provido
a critical "window" for Demccratic leaders to announce and. .
position their alternative, and for bDsmocratic Committee members
to work out agreements with their Republican ocounterparts on a.
‘range secondary issues. Bipartisan ugraomonta are possible in:
the areas of child protectiva services, 88T, child support v
enforcement, and evan child care. o

once the contours of the Dole/Packwood markup plan -~ as well as
. any bipartisan agreements on seccondary lssues =- are clear, we
will be in the best position to fight or negotiate, as
appropriate, on a selact get of core issues. Resolution of these
key issues would play out both in Committee mark-up and on the
‘Benate floor, basad on the igsue and political considerations

. involved.
. The advantagas of this étrategy are as follows:

1.  As the Senats Republicans begin to make decisions about
" strategy and policy, we must avoid the appearance that the
Adnministration is too eager to negotiate or willing to sign
any welfare measure. Such signals could convince the Senate
"leadership that any negctiations are unnecessary, and that
Sanate Democrats can be "picked off" to support any
Republican measure that thay choose to move through the |

Senate .


http:wirid.ow
http:unciou]:)ted.ly

. -

. . 05s08/88 11:27 202 890 6582 . DHHS/ASPE/HSP : ;. @oo1

-
-»

: 1
2. This tining also ensures that we will not preempt the ,
entitlement-basad alternatives &s bs announced by Scnate |
Demccrats, or undercut any short-term political leverage
that might accrue from these alternatives. We will also '
avold a potential "trainwreck" with Senator Moynihan, who
‘has yet to signal any intarest in biyartisan discussions.

3. = Perhaps most important, this strategy will provide a
“oritical window for Senate Democrats to nagotiate agreements -
on secondary issues, while we conserve the Adminigtratioen’s
political capital for later discussions on major outstanding
issues. By preventing Senate Republicans from “"buying in"
Senate Demoorats and the Administration with the same deals
early on, we increase the likelihocod that they will be ‘
forced to negotiate with us later on core isaues like
funding, work provisions, etec. With much of the
"underbrush' removed, we will be in better shape to. rramo
and draw political contrasts on these issues as well.
Should negotiated agreements fail to materialize, we will ba
in a better position te promote bipartisan amendmonts that
achieva desired pclicy goals. o



ISSUE: How can one craft time limits, accountability, and work requirements within a |
context of considerable state ﬂexlbnhty" *

The goal 1s to create a system where persons cannot receive cash welfare beyond a certaiﬁ
point without working. But states need flexibility to adjust to individual needs and to exempt
persons who cannot work due to disability, caring for a disabled child, etc.

Three options are presented. All of these options are consistent with the following
description: , : , o i

Time Limits and Work Requirements: :
-- Upon starting welfare recipients must immediately begin in job search, education or
training, or work. ~
-- Employable recipients may not receive aid for more than 2 years without Workmg

i

Option 1. Overall participation standard, but what counts as adequate participation var:es
with duration on welfare:

This option offers perhaps the most ﬂex:blhty for states and would be the easiest to |
administer. A i

o Set an overall participation standard which grows over t1me perhaps starting at 20%
and rising to perhaps 40%. All recipients are counted in the denominator. ‘

o Recipients who have received aid for less than two years count towards the
participation standard if they are engagmg in job search, training, education, or work
for at least 20 hours per week. i

o Recipients who have received aid for more than two years count towards the :
participation standard of they are working in unsubsidized work, work ;
supplementation, CWEP, or some other subsidized work program for at least 20 hours
per. week. [Query: does volunteer work count ala Michigan?]

0 Persons who have left welfare for work count as meeting the participation requirement
for up to 12 months, so long as they remain off welfare. (Such persons appear in both
the numerator and denominator).

o States are free to set higher participation standards and work hours if they choose..

{



Option 1B: After 4 years, support would end, unless it was determined that there were no
private jobs were available that the person could perform. To receive additional support the
adult must continue to work for the benefits received.

To ensure that the state did everything possible to try to move the person to work quickly, the
federal maich would decline by 25 percentage points for persons still receiving support after 4
years. The match would drop by 10% for each additional year the person remained on
thereafter.

Option 1C: After 4 years, support for the adult would end. States would have the option of
extending subsidized work beyond this time in cases where the state determined that no
private jobs were available that the adult could perform.

Opnon 1D: After 4 years, support for the adult would end. States would have the optxon of
extending subsuhzed work beyond this time for 10-15% of the caseload.

Option 1E: After 4 years, support for the family would end. States would have the option of
extending subsidized work beyond this time for 10-15% of the caseload.

i
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Issue: What Absolute Time-Limits (If Any) Are Allowed or Mandated for Participants?

Nearly all plans require that recipients who continue to receive aid beyond 2 years must work
in order to continue receiving aid. But several questions arise. First, must a state guarantee a
work opportunity after 2 years if the person reports they are unable to find work? Or can the
state simply terminate aid at that stage? Second, after the state has provided work for a year

or two, can aid then be terminated and under what conditions:

All bills have at least some common elements:

-- Anyone who refuses a job or refuses to work at any time will be denied benefits. -
Persons who refuse to participate in mandatory work or training will lose benefits.,

-- After 2 years, traditional cash welfare would end. Adults would be required to work.

Options after 2 years:

Option 1: After 2 years of cash aid, if a person is unable to find an unsubsidized job, the
state would use the money which would have been spent on a welfare check to create
temporary subsidized employment, preferably in the private sector. Recipients who claim
they are unable to find an unsubsidized job and who have not turned down a private sector
job offer must be offered a temporary subsidized work opportunity.

Option 2: After 2 years of cash aid, states would have the option of offering either a
subsidized work opportunity or a voucher to the recipient which is equivalent to some pomon
of the welfare grant which can be used by employers as a wage subsidy.

Option 3: After 2 years, states have the option of terminating recipients, regardless of
whether or not they have found a job. Benefits could be terminated for the adult or for the
entire family. If benefits continue beyond two years, support must be through a work
opportunity as in option 1. ;
Options after 4 years assuming option 1 is selected: [f Option | above is chosen, then similar
questions arise 2 years later. Options include:

Option 1A: After 4 years, an intensive period of supervised job search would be required.
Any person who turns down a private sector job offer or who failed to make a good faith’
effort to obtain a job would be terminated. Persons for whom private sector work was not
available would continue to receive support, but only if they work for the benefits they

receive. :

[Could be worded as: After 4 years, support would end, unless i1t was determined that there
were no private jobs were available that the person could perform. To receive additional
support, the adult must continue to work for the benefits received. ]



Option 2:  /Farticipation standard whzch applies only to a non-exempt group. What counts as
adequate participation varies with duration on welfare

This 1s similar to Option 1 except that a participation standard applies only to a group deemed
emplovable. Since ill or disabled recipients and those caring for a very young or disabled
child are excluded, participation rates can be set higher. It also allows one to contrast with
plans which do not explicitly take account of disability. It would require federal definitions
and auditing of what constitutes the exempt group. ‘

o Set an overall participation standard which grows over time, perhaps starting at 33%
and rising to perhaps 50-60%. Recipients who are ill, disabled, caring for a disabled
child or who have a very young child (under i?) are exempted and are not counted in
the denominator.

o Recipients who have received aid for less than two years count towards the ‘
participation standard if they are engaging in job search, training, education, or work
“for at least 20 hours per week.

o Recipients who have received aid for more than two years count towards the
participation standard of they are working in unsubsidized work, work :
supplementation, CWEP, or some other subsidized work program for at least 20 hours
per week.

o Persons who have left welfare for work count as meeting the participation requirement
for up to 12 months, so long as they remain off welfare. (Such persons appear in both
the numerator and denominator). ,

|
i

o States are free to set higher participation standards and work hours if they choose.

Option 3. Fxplicit federal model. Under this plan the federal government would set a broad
structure for program participation, and states coaid innovate within that structure.

This provides less flexibility for states, but ensures that persons meeting a certain criterion

will meet federal standards for participation and work. The chances for gaming by states are

less, the need for federal oversight would be greater. - ‘

o Certain recipients would have to enter the federally mandated program, here labelled
"Work First".



o States would have to meet participation standards for the number of persons in Work
First, or particular phase-in strategies might be mandated. [l and disabled persons and
others could be excluded. In addition, persons in different components of "

o Upon entering the Work First program, recipients would be required to engage in job
search, training, education, or work for at least 20 hours per week. High participation
standards would be set (perhaps 40-50% or higher) for those in the Work First
program. (This would be an expansion of the JOBS program today, with
considerably higher participation rules among the non-exempt population.)

o After a time limit of 2 years (or perhaps individually set at state option with a 2 year
average for the Work First caseload) those still in the Work First program would have
to engage in unsubsidized work, work supplementation, CWEP, or some other
subsidized work program to continue receiving aid. Minimum hours could be set at
20 hours, the benefit divided by the minimum wage, or some other level. High
participation standards would be set for this population as well. '
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STATE FLEXIBILITY: OPTIONS

Background. Any credible welfare
needs to incorporate considerably

reform proposal at this point
more state flexibility, so that

states can tailor their own approaches to welfare reform without
the necessity of going through the waiver prospect. Block grants
are one way of providing state flexibility. Block grants raise
serious concerns, however, for both states and families. It is
possible to provide increased state flexibility within the

framework of an uncapped individua

Option 1: Specify discrete arenas

1 entitlement.

for state options. Within the

framework of the current law, states could be given options
around those areas where states have indicated a desire for
greater flexibility. State waiver requests have indicated a

great deal of interest in state f1l
areas:

exibility in the following

o earnings disregards, to provide more incentive for

working;
o two-parent provisions, to all
two-parent families;
o asset and vehicle limitations
a workable car and to accummu
o family caps;
o 1incentives for good behavior;
school attendance;
o changes in income definitions
to increase coordination with
0 sanction regimes for non=-coop
. rules.

The approach of identifying specifi
was incorporated into the WRA and
advantage of clarity about what ac
for both reasonable estimation of
federal monitoring. It has the di

a basically prescriptive framework,

real change in the federal-state r

Option 2: Rewrite Section IV~A. A
remove many of the current restric

ow states to serve working

, to allow families to own
late savings;

e.g., immunization,

, eligibility rules etc.
Food Stamps;
eration with JOBS or work

ic areas of state flexibility:
the Deal bill. It has the
tually is allowed, and allows
costs and the possibility of
sadvantage of keeping in' place
and of not being perceived as
elationship.

n alternative approach is to
tions on states that were

incorporated over the years into IV~A, and replacing them with a

much streamlined set of assurances
This approach would repeal most of
eligibility, income and assets.

Sections repealed would include:
28, 31-32, 34-36, 38-42,and 44; 40
(major portions), 401 (major porti

and performance measures.
the federal madates deflnlng

i

402(a)7-8, 11-14, 17-18, 21-24,
2(e), 402(h), 402(i), 403
ons), 407, 409, 410 and 412.

The remaining sections would be revised and simplified. Retained

would be requirements for a statew
serving all eligibiles (402(a)10),

ide program, a state match,
fair hearings (402(a)4), a



child protection program, child support enforcement, provision of
family planning information, a JOBS or work program, automated
systems, reasonable reporting and a few other things.

In addition, states would be required to assure whatever is
decided about work requirements and time limits, and to meet any
performance standards that were agreed on.

This approach provides more flexibility than the approach above,
and is likely to be perceived as prov1d1ng much more flex1b111ty
It has the great advantage of preserving the individual
entitlement and protecting the states, within the context of a
highly flexible system. It has the disadvantage of uncertainty,
both about what states will do and about how much it will cost..
The cost uncertainty might be especially problematice, since this
approach is likely to open up unanticipated opportunities for the
states to shift costs to the federal government.

Option 3: Return to 1950. A variant on the above approach is to
start with the set of state plan requirements that were in place
early in the program and build up from there. The original 1935
law was constructed as a uncapped entitlement to states with
federal reimbursement up to a per case maximum. The individual
entitlement was added in 1950 to what was still a very short and

simple law, making that version of the IV-A an interesting place
to start.

One would need to add to the 1950 list of state plan requirements
assurances and standards related to child cupport and to work.
One question is whether we would also want to return to the 1950
funding structure, which reimbursed benefits up to a max and
reimbursed administration at 50 percent. I’m not sure there’s
any benefit to this.

This option has basically the same advantages and disadvantages
as the previous option. It has the additional advantage of a
historical root in the Social Security Act.

Option 4: Ensure federal cost-neutrality. A serious problem
with all of the above approaches to state flexibility is that
.they have the potential for increasing federal spending. Option
1 can be costed, but requires making assumptions about state
take-up, and generates estimates of substantially increased
federal cost for most of the options. Options 2 and 3 are almost
impossible to cost. The cost problem may be more a problem of
estimating and CBO scoring than of actual cost. Evidence for
that is the number of states that are doing waiver demos, many
with substantial expansions of earnings and asset disregards and
of services, under a requirement of federal cost neutrality. But
it is a probelm that has to be solved. ;

Block grants obviously solve this problem very cleanly. Anothet
approach is to establish a per case maximum, as IV-A did up until
1968. But this doesn’t speak to some of the important issues, °



including the costs of diversion or the costs of increased
earnings disregards. A third approach would be to make use of
the cost-neutrality procedures that we have used in granting
waivers, either a baseline (HCFA) or a control group (ACF).
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MEMORANDUM FOR LAURA TYSON

. FROM: - Heather Ross

SUBJECT: . Welfare Reform

The President will meet with Senate Democrats tomorrow to talk
about welfare reform.  Some members are hoping to maintain a
federal entitlement to welfare a la AFDC, while others are either
1) receptive to block grants or 2) inclined to think they are
inevitable. Others are more focussed on medical care, children's
services (foster care, adoption) or nutrition than on welfare per
se. :

"In the midst of this, there could be common ground -- with
- elements of entitlement, block grant and attention to children.

That is the idea behind the attached proposal. It is more in the
nature of a political and structural bridge, as opposed to what
is. arguably a cliff in the House-passed "Contract" verSion. :

In trying to find a way forward tomorrow, some exploration of
possible middle grounds like this could be rewarding. Otherwise!
we are more vulnerable to getting what economists politely call
a corner solution. . _ ‘

cc: - . Gene Sperling
: " Paul Dimond '
. Carol Rasco-
Bruce Reed /
‘Jeremy Ben Ami.
Alice Rivlin
Ken Apfel .
Martha Brophy ‘



FEDERAL/STATE WELFARE REFORM

I. ‘Objective.

. Provide a middle-ground combination of federal entitlements to 1

individuals and block grants to states as a bridge from the
current AFDC system to a future more oriented to adult work,
child wellbeing and state authority. : o i

|
II.. Structure. ' S i

A front-end endowment for individual adults, unemployment credits
for adults between jobs, and state-run backstop program for '
adults with children who exhaust their endowment and credit
benefits. :

A. _Individual_Endowment.

Maximum two-year-per- lifetime entitlement’to benefits in form of-
cash stipend and work-oriented array of serVices latter provided
directly or by voucher. '

B. Unemployment Credits.:

Same benefits as entitlement, available in.25-week tranches to i
those who have earned them in regular private sector employment.

C. State Backstop. - ST . ' ’ ' *

Discretionary state assistance program for parents/guardians who -
have exhausted entitlement benefits.  Federal block grant support
for state programs that are predicated on supercare -- all-hours
day care providing wholesome environment (nutrition, healthcare,
socialization, learning, recreation...) for needy children.
Ancillary benefits -- stipend, services -- to parents/guardians ,
of children in care as state chooses. e , IR

" III. Rationale.

A. Entitlement endowment plus credits establish national one-

time, front-end "hand up" followed by an ongoing unemployment-

insurance like system. . o _

Emphasises indiVidual empowerment and responsibility in - .
preparing for and getting an 1nit1al JOb addresses i
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subsequent’ chronic churning in the low-wage labor market by
adopting a familiar UI approach that expresses society's !
work. expectations and parallels arrangements available to
the population generally; makes a time-limited element.a
natural feature; sets an initial national baseline, keeps
the federal government directly interested in the size and
fate of the recipient population, and provides surge '

El
v

capacity, including cyclical buffer, for new entrants into
the system; immediately and unequivocallywends welfare as we

know it.

B. State supercare-based backstop allows state to tailor any f(

continuing assistance to those for whom federal entitlement has
not been enough to achieve self-sufficiency in the local market.’

Places only one mandated obligation on states for receipt of

block grant funds -- first resources go to children;
' reverses the current concept of day care as an enabling
adjunct to adult employment and makes it the centerpiece,

and premise, of state assistance; recognizes the importance

of children to society's future, the formative influence of
early childhood experience, and the consensus view of
children as innocent victims of the welfare wars; provides
efficient logistical centers for the administration of both

.child and adult elements of state programs, including work- :

related activities for adults and potentially greater care
rfor clearly abused or neglected children.

c. Federal—state combination.recognizes legitimate role for
both national-standard entitlement and state-tailored support,

provides logical sharing of responsibilities and funding, builds :

on joint strengths of the federal :system, offers a built in two-

year transition for states to get their backstop programs up and
- running, and represents a prudent first step away from the
present system which can.be revisited in the future and adjusted:

as appropriate toward greater or lesser devolution based on

experience.:

D., Three—part structure provides useful degrees of freedom in
targetting resources and arranging incentives. [Like UI, i
unemployment credits are payable only to.those who are not

working; they are not a low-wage supplement a role reserved for‘&

EITC.] Total funding can be geared to amount of saving or
further investment desired by respective levels of government:

Structure itself is neither generous nor ungenerous, but capable

of efficiently allocatlng whatever funds from whatever pockets

" are- available.

NEC/HLR/4APR
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Interplay with Other Entitlements:

- Food Stamps. Will the relationship between AFDC and Food Stamps be chahged?

Welfare Reform and Performance Partnerships
This memo lays out some of the central policy questions that should be addressed when
reviewing performance partnership approachs to AFDC. It is intended to focus initial

discussions and help determine which areas would benefit from more extensive analysis.

Goals. AFDC's goal is to encourage the care of children in their own homes or the homes of

-relatives

- Would it be changed to "reduce 1lleg1t1macy, control welfare. spendmg, and reduce
welfare dependence” (the PRA deﬁnmon)‘?

. Should States have to keep a minimum safety net for chlldren? (If so, what wculd

this be?)
- . Oris Food Stamps the only | mlmmum safety net?

State responsibilities.

- Can States end assistance when they have not established paternity and obtamed chlld
support payments?
- Can States time-limit benefits when they did not first put the recipients into welfare-to-
- work programs? :
- Must States continue to ensure that families leaving AFDC for work have access to
- child care assistance and health coverage? .
- Must States provide the same assistance and services statewide? ’

- Must States determine eligibility timely, and must they follow due process when

caseworkers and recipients disagree?

. What information must States provide the Federal government‘? How will that

" information affect the flow of Federal funds?

 States could increase annual Food Stamp costs by $3 billion to $5 billion by cuttmg
AFDC benefits andfor converting them to in-kind assistance.

- Foster care. AFDC supports as many chlldren away from meir’pwents>% Foster
Care. Could States shift these children to Foster Care (assummg it remains an
entitlement)? - :

Lot

. Medicaid. ‘Would AFDC remain a gateway to"Medicaid and other programs? unlci

States be allowed to modify AFDC benefit rules to leverage Federal Medicaid
matching funds?
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. services? . : ;

Money Flows

Allocation of fmzds. A performance partnershlp distributing funds based on hlstonca]
spending would give some States (e.g., Michigan, California, New York, Wisconsin,

and Massachusetts) more money than southern States because they used fo spend more
State funds to help poor people. Population has been shifting south and west for
years; should Federal funds continue to shift with the population? . S

P
t

Economic changé. AFDC caseloads were stable for 15 years before the last recession,

then increased 30%, and are declining now. How would economic problems of this
magnitude be dealt with? Single mothers are often the first to lose jobs in a recession
and the last to get rehired. To be timely and responsive to economic conditions, an
adjustment factor other than unemployment rates would be needed. Could Food
Stamp apphcatlons be a _proxy.Z-

Administrative costs. Would States be allowed to shift administrative costs to Food .
Stamps and Medicaid? If these costs were also part of a performance partnership, how
would. possible increases in ‘Food Stamp error rates be compensated? Would there be
a limit on the percentage of funds that could be spent on administration?

Performance rewards -and sanctions.

Rewards. Under current matching rates, States that do a better job accomplishing the
statutory goal of supporting children get higher Federal funding. Would this reward.
be ended? Would there be higher Federal funding for States that post good ‘
achievements in other areas of the system, such as moving axd recipients to work or
collecting on child support orders? If so, which ones? -

 Sanctions. The current AFDC sanction systems has not been effective -- despite

billions in State overpayment liabilities under quality control, little has been collected.

“Given that record, is it reasonable to expect better success with any sanctions in a new

system? If sanctions are to be a tool, which features would they apply to? Failing to
provide basic support? Poor quality control? Failures to provide specified required '

Measures. How soon will performance measures be available? What level of ;
accuracy can we expect? Are they vulnerable to "gimmicking"? Do they avoid "

“counter-productive effects? Involve burdensome collection efforts? How would

secular social and economic changes be taken into account?

\
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EXECUTIVE OFFI1ICE OF THE PRESIDE NfT
06-Jan-1995 04:37pm

TO: Jeremy D. Benami :

FROM: Bruce N. Reed ' :
Domestic Policy Council

SUBJECT: WR Plans

How about this for a plan:

: ‘
AFDC is still funded on entitlement basis, either directly to
individuals or to states based on number of eligible individuals.

States get to define whose eligible -- income levels, earnings :
disregards

States can impose whatever time limits and work reqts they like,
so long as everyone who can work is working in some fashion within
two years.

- -- States can design their own behavioral expectations in
terms of personal responsibility, their own definition of :
work/community service, their own incentive systems, their own .
sanctions policies. Mandatory national reqts would be paternlty
cooperation, minor mothers live at home and finish school.

-- Remove all limits on work supp, so that states can make
unlimited use of work supplementation from AFDC and food stamp .
cashout to create private sector jobs. .

Block grant JOBS and WORK $$ (and child care??) to states on ‘
simple formula based on percentage of caseload that is working..

Such a plan would get the incentives right -- states would be
rewarded for moving people into work, esp. private sector work.
States would have enormous flexibility without pulling rug out
from under the poor.

Unresolved questions:

-~ Can we do anything more to create a market for America
Works/outcome-based providers? Require states to offer private
sector .placement alternative? ' ‘

-- End of the line: We could just go along with GOP notion that
after 5 years, adult portion is sanctioned -- but try to stave off
the idea that states could cut families off completely after 2
yrs. Allow absolute cutoff only for noncooperation?



LT I _POLICY BRIEFING

J OB PLACEMENT VOUCHERS
A PROGRESSIVE ALTERNATIVE TO BLOCK GRANTS

Ed Kilgore and Lyn A. Hogan

" Refocusing WelfarelRefo"fm on Work

The national welfare reform debate should focus on how to move recipients
from dependance on pubhc assistance into work in pnvate-sector jobs. That focus
“has all but been lost since the November elections. Less central issues have
" captured the lion’s share-of attention, including the eﬁect of weélfare on -
' 1lleg1t1macy and mechanisms for "devolvmg -administrative responsibility for.
welfare away from mlcromanagement by Washington: But the key to- genume
, welfare reform remains work and -none of the outstandmg proposals supphes a.
' practlcal solutlon R T R P A SE I S IR
Last year’s Clmton Adrmmstratlon proposal supphed an 1ncent1ve to Work 5
. through a time’ limit on cash assistance, but maintained and even expanded an
ineffective education and training system that recipients would go through before
* - -work is expected. Past’ Republican proposals including the bill based on the
. Contract With America, also imposed a time limit and insisted on immediate i
- work, but provided no mechanism for linking recipients with private jobs, 1mply1ng
a vast public jobs program. The latest Republican congressional leadership
proposal evades the issue by shlﬁ:mg the problem to the states, with no framework
for welfare reform whatsoever

The Progresswe Policy Instltute (PPI) now offers a proposal that refocuses :
the debate on welfare-to-work, and creates a specific, nonbureaucratic mechanism '
to.radically change the incentives of the current welfare system and quickly move

‘recipients into private-sector employment The proposal calls for a complete
overhaul of the welfare system to make rapid placement and reténtion in-private
jobs the overriding objective for both the government and the recipient; with -an
. emphasis on immediate job.placement wherever possible: More- spec1ﬁea11y, PPI
- proposes the use of state- 1ssued "Job Placement Vouchers" that would be ngen

lThc Progressive Policy Institute- 518 C Street, NE, Washington,'D.C, 200_02 1 202/547-0001
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dlrectly to recipients to tap (and build) a growing competltlve market of pubhc
agenmes and pnvate ﬁrms prov1d1ng placement and support semces

Dt e

Existing public subs1d1es for welfare remplents would be used to ﬁnance the
new system. Match rates for employmerit and training dollars would become -
performance-based, with placement and retention of remplents in private jobs, not
participation levels, the key to enhanced federal funding. Use and design of Job

- Placement Vouchers would be a state option, but states that adopted this
-approach would retain the savings in reduced costs. In a full-fledged application of

the voucher approach, state welfare bureaucracies could be transformed into

* agents for job placement in two ways: by the performance incentives

accompanying the federal funds, and by direct competition with pnvate prov1ders
for voucher benefits. It is assumed that states would be allowed to impose a time
limit on cash assistance, and an "outside" iime limit on public su suhes to

- reinforce the individual’s incentive to go to work

. This- proposal would firmly commlt the federal government to a clear
strategy for welfare reform based on the principle that work experience is the
best path to permanent private employment. It would also spur a more serious
devolution of power than any block grant proposal, leapfrogging both federal and

state bureaucrats . to place resources in the hands of the actual recipients in a.

competitive job placement market, while giving each state the ﬂexzbalzty to tailor.the

new system.to. its pamcular economzc and social circumstances.

Ty

Job Placement Vouchers would reduce the cost of welfare to~work programs ‘

by cutting out bureaucratic intermediaries between the recipient and private labor
markets. But more importantly, the proposal is aimed at significantly cutting long-
term public costs by moving those on public assistance into productive private-

~sector jobs. A strong federal commitment to a feasible job placement strategy is

much more cost-effective than any short-term block-and-cut approach that
abandons fiscal responsibility for the welfare populatlon without supplying
1ncent1ves to work

‘Speciﬁcs of a Voucher System

» Each recipient would sign an employablhty contract upon entering the
- AFDC system and would receive a voucher after undertakmg job
search
e Rec1p1ents would have access to an array of ]Ob placement and work
‘‘experience services Y
> State boards would accredit service provlders ‘and- pubhsh names and
descriptions of the providers

)
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> Service providers would redeem vouchers only upon successful ]Ob

placement and retention I

Existing public subsidies would gradually be converted to-vouchers . ..

Match rates for employment and trammg dollars would become

- performance-based . !
> St.ates would keep savings- reahzed from 1mp1ement1ng a voucher system

States also could convert post-welfare public employment dollars and

General Assmtance Tesources into vouchers

A Job Placement Voucher system would immediately shift the emphasis of -
- welfare from income maintenance to work. Before receiving a voucher, every E
welfare recipient entering the AFDC system would first sign an employability
contract and search for a job. Only if the initial job search proves unsuccessful, |
" would a recipient receive a Job Placement Voucher. Once in the hands of the
- recipient, a voucher-would- offer quick access-to placement and support agencies
‘such as New York’s America Works, Cleveland Works, and the Good Will Job
Connection in Sarasota, Florida; temporary private-sector work experience
supplied by employers; state-run welfare-to-work programs including JOBS |
programs; microenterprise tralmng programs; and other employment-based
services. \ o o

States would develop a list of service prowders—placement agenmes pnvate
employers, employment-based JOBS programs, etc.—available to welfare. - K
recipients once they have applied for public-assistance and.undertaken a ]Ob R
: search Remplents would use the 11sts to make thelr semce ch01ces o
Payment to pubhc and pnvate placement agenc1es, employers and other -

- approved employment programs would be based on performance only. Vouchers for
the public and private sector alike would be redeemed in full only after an
organization had successfully placed the recipient in a full-time unsubsidized job
for a set period of time to be determined by the states.
As noted earlier, existing public subsidies for welfare recipients would be
‘used to finance the new sysiem. Match rates for employment and training dollars

 would become performance-based, with placement and retention of recipients in

private jobs, not participation levels, the key to enhanced federal funding. States
that adopt a voucher system would retain the savings. .

4
* Finally, Job Placement Vouchers should not be limited to AFDC recipients.
The states should also be encouraged to convert post welfare public employment
dollars and General Assistance resources into Job Placement Vouchers. Wherever
possible, vouchers should be used to place in _]obs not only the women on AFDC
but the men on General Ass1stance _ e e

f
|
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PLAN TO END WELFARE
|

This proposal ends the welfare (AFDC) program as we know it.
It combines elements of the health care and welfare reform
proposals currently on the table to enable states to offer any
income-eligible family a package of health care, child care and
the EITC in the place of a cash assistance program.

States would be required to establish two programs in place
of AFDC: first, a very limited (one quarter to one third the size.
of AFDC) income support program for families headed by parent(s)
who cannot work, and, second, a support program for low income
working families providing them with health care, child care, and
easier access to the EITC. The work support program would ‘
include a temporary cash support available only if no work is
available and, at state option, limited income supplements to low
income working families.

PROGRAM #1 - INCOME SUPPORT FOR THOSE UNABLE TO WORK

States must establish income support brograms for mothers who
cannot work for as long as the state certifies that they cannot:
work. A

" Program enrcollment limited to one-third the number of families on
AFDC at its peak over the last five years.

~= disabled, but not SSI - for as long as they cannot work

~= caring for disabled child

o should consider interaction here with SSI kids i
program
-- child under one; subsequent child for 12 weeks
-- No time limit. Benefits, conditions at state discretion

PROGRAM #2 - WORK SUPPORT

For parents judged able to work by the state. One or both
parents do not qualify for Program #1 '

A. Basic Work Support Package: Health care, child care, EITC E
State MUST provide work support package to any family where

one parent has a job foryat least 30 hours a week -~ total family
income - % of poverty

- Detail:
-~ HC: <= all kids below % of poverty covered per HC
proposal if parent employed or temp. ;
unemployed

= adult covered for up to two years through HC
proposal° after that must either get coverage
!
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, through employer or purchase
- CC: - block grant child care $ '
- expand $ with AFDC savings (state can claim
in child care up to amt it used to spend on
AFDC - total CC + PROGRAM #1 + PROGRAM #2 =:
AFDC)

- EITC - allow more than the three state demo of
direct pmt by state OR simply provide ‘
assistance in f11ling out forms

| B. Temporary Income Support

State MUST provide temporary income support for up to three
months a year to families where the parent(s) is/are able to work
and cannot find a job. Eligiblity and assistance levels to be
set by the state. . ‘ |

After three months, state MUST either (1) offer a job -
private or public sector or (2) extend temporary payment until |
job offer can be found. Job offer must be reasonable. :

' State MAY impose any requirements it wants on cash paymenté
after three months - including work, training, etc.

C. Additional cash assistance to working families

State MAY provide additional income support to ‘working ,
families below . $ of poverty. Income, asset tests at state
discretion as well as levels of payments. and duration.

T T T T T T T T Ty T e T T
COST/BUDGET

Capped Entitlement State'may'Ciaim annualiy for PROGRAM #1,

PROGRAM #2 and CHILD CARE up to the amount previously claimed
under IV-A (AFDC, admin, JOBS, and child care) AND CCBG.

Escape Clause The prdposal wbuld include an appropriate trigger
based on unemployment in the state that would allow the state to

.claim more. [I seem to remember that this sort of an escape

clause was not scoreable since OMB/CBO do not recognlze economic
effects.] ‘ »

' : : o : i
Health Care The coverage expansions for kids and for Medicaid |
transition would be flnanced as proposed by the health care !
reform team.




ISSUES - | B

WR Fraud ' _ ' '
—- Those who commit serious crime while on AFDC lose future eligibility

-~ No welfare for prisoners, fugitives, or parole violators (brady bill waiting period)

—— No welfare for those who fail drug test (mandatory treatment) :

No Medicaid coverage of fertilfty drugs

Work requirements for fathers (arrtidote to cutoff mothers)
Paternity requirements for —food stamps, housing, EITC
Phase—in flexibility (o/w births)

Group Homes
—— Lieberman bill: state option?

Other teen pregnancy
-~ fix with Moynihan's help
—- no housing for minor mothers -

Consolidation/REGO

-~ Paperwork reduction, standardized forms (Nathan)
—— Waiver process/authority

-~ Consolidation of training programs (reemployment)
—= Performance stds, placement bonuses

Other Design questions

—- Incentives and perf stds; placement bonuses charter offices, changmg the culture (CEA)
—- child care work slots

—- Job-ready —- require to work sooner, express track (eg go off for 2 yrs after 9 mos)

LLD USIL - C\swsﬁas,
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" 111 Virginia
Waxahachie, Texas

January 18, 1995 ‘ ' :

Bruce Reed ’
De guty Asgistant to the President
Executive Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20500 ’

FAX: 202 456-7739 o C
Dear Mr. Reed: -

Ms, Regina Montoya, here in Dallas,, encnuraged me to submit Uhis proposal to you. [ was
emboldened to contact her because of an abiding desire to see President Clinton succeed,
preferably by beating back the fools with his own (better) ideas and agenda. I was a member
of the Clinton Team and have become concerned that his ongmal very good mtenuom
appear to be losing ground in all the commiotion. ,

If the idea described below is as good as I think it is, and if you and the Premdent believe it to
be worthy of pursuit, I offer it to you free, gratis, no strings attached, to be a.ppwpnaled _
adopted, updated, and/or whatever else you care to do with it.

_kreceived AFDC many. years ago, when 1 was a single parent. I wanted to be al home w1th
my chzldren while ‘they wete very young, rather than turn them over to daycare to be
“raised” by someone else. The program worked far me; I was able to use the assistance well,
start my own business, and become self-supporting. T couldn’t have done it without the
help, and it was not an easy time. My children’s father received student loans while he was
'1n colleg,e, and | used to wish there were such a thmg for sing]e parents ,

Th::. little bit of background 1s tq“help you understand the proposal and the s1gmhcance it
could have in the effort to get people.off of welfare and. into productwe lives. I call it'the
Temporary Assistanice Loan Program,. .but of course 1t could be called just about anything; it
is modeled after the federal student loan program ‘that has helped so many Americans
obtain a college educauon

'AFDC consisls of financial, au:l medxcal care and Food stampq Thxs propo‘;al is to replace the
financial grant with a Temporary Aeslstance Loan. _In the case of a single mother of two
Lhﬁdren, tor example

" The apphcant would meet w1th the mtakc soc:al worker more ‘than’ onte, as is -
present}y done. By the end of thewmtake process, | she would, be required to submit a i
- plan for becommg sel f-Sul' ficient, and that, plan would become an informal contract

. with the State:. written up and signed, with-a copy placed into. the:file. Since her -
. _youngest child..is three, she mighf.submit a 2 1/2-year :plan, .requesting assistance

until that child enters kindergarten and détailing her planned preparations,

- ~including ‘training or forma) education, for supporting hersclf aftec that.” With the -

" help. of her social worker she'would plan-for fulftune work with child care, or part+ <

*"time ‘work, ‘or"perhaps'a home-based: business. - Together they would design a

workable plan, and agree’on’: aniend datefor the ‘assistance loan. * - "

a"“;lx months after 'the end of the loan period, she would be required to begm
~." repayment of the loan. -She'could reduce*theé:anount due,as student-loan- recipients -
++~ido, by teaching or other public:service' work:" Her payments; when they do begm,
‘might be $50-a month or some grcater amount dependm;_, on her mcome
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Proposal for Temporary Assistance Loans
January 18, 1995 - Page 2

ADVANTAGES, IN BRIEF:

The end of the “dole.” Those receiving assistance would be required to n;epay it, thus
returning money to the taxpayer. They would be obliged to take personal responsibility | for
resolving their circumstance, a big “hot button” for the Republicans.

Self-esteem. Knowing he is applying for a loan for which he will be responsible, an
applicant will think more about the amount involved and what it will take to repay it; as
well as think better of himself—he will come away from the intake process with an
obtainable vision for the future, rather than feeling like a loser who has been reduced to
asking for help for some indeterminate period. The time for intake would be no greater,
but both client and worker would feel better about the process, one first step to success.

No doubt there will be defaulters, and some who just can’t or won't try to be mdepende'nt.
But I honestly believe that the self-cstcem and social acceptability to be found . in this
proposal will motivate many more to keep the contract than seem to succeed under the
present system.

(It is planned in Texas to administer the food stamp program electromcally rather than w1th
coupons, an idea whose time has come. Medical care should continue to be offered .to
AFDC clients as well, though | recommend a higher income level be allowed if the aim is to
get people back to the work force, because the fear of the high cost of medical care really can
prevent people from leaving the safety net) o ;

Sincerely,

Mm&

Nathalie Guyo

214 923-2347 (home/msg)
214 935-9000 x3502 (work)
FAX: 214 923~7510'

cce Ms Regina Meqfoya
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WR MEMO
10.4.94

PROCESS

Blpartnsan cast
-~ Govs: Engler, Thompson‘ﬁ
—— House: Gingrich, Shaw, Castle, -Molinari -
—- Senate: I)olc, Packwood, Chafee (Roth?)
WH lead :
Business outreach —— NAM, Chamber, NAB Bus. Rndtable
Communications strategy
Budget

KEY POLICY QUESTIONS

Financing (& Costs)
Relation to Health Car¢

VULNERABILITIES/GAPS |

‘Likely Attacks
Possible Compromises
(Examine GOP provisions)
Necessary Strengthening

WR Fraud »

Group Home state option



WR IDEAS TS o

O/W Births
1. Expand teen mofms to all unwed undcr 20 ,
2. State optlon to phase in o/w 1st — sharp contrast b/w cutoff and- work
~= Do sense of Congress on phase—in-

. 3. Is unwed distinction in GOP K constltutronal‘? (Ask Conservatlve constltutlonal scholars

for opmlon) - -
o ~— does it. deny chlld or chlld and parent?
4. Housmg under 21?7 V
5. Cost éstimates on group homes and orphanagcs
—-- what is a commumty scttmg‘? ‘

End of i

. R - —shh fx b *J'}"V“”f”f‘w
Adoptlon o o L e f ,..J__Lw ,M.;LL(; v

1. compare GOP K w/ESEA . wa s b MMC?W Hylt 2
Comparisons w/GOP
. Are our sanctions tougher" ‘
. 3 strikes and you're out —— sanctlons
. How does theéir state match work? -
. What's the cost of their UP program? -
. Can we attack cap/cut in CSE in GOP K? )
.Attack SSI non-entitlement? - immunization
Does their provision on p. 27 rcgqulre SSI $ for def1c1t reductmn not tax cut"
Do non-displacement provisions
Copy their asset provision T ‘ A A
10. Any effect on m- cfam1lrcsoff00dcuts e o R
11 Analysis of CSE provlslons A ‘ :

‘:090.\10\014:-(&&»-1

IMMIGRANT F‘UNDING R LA
. Ask Belle about deeming for other programs o S

. Can we deny to Prucol illegals who' get caught‘? R

. Do we let states cut off illegals? S

. Could we deem illegal-alien private income?

. Deny housing to households wyillegal alien? ,

. Deport public charges (time limit on sustamed usc) PR

. Require sponsors to. post bond e ?

. Can we require reporting to INS?

0~ BN
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ACHIEVING GREATER STATE FLEXIBILITY IN AFDC AND FOOD STAMPS
WHILE PROTECTING STATES AND POOR FAMILIES

Interest is growing in the idea of providing states greater flexibility in designing
welfare programs. One approach being pursued by some Republican Members of
Congress would be to turn AFDC and several smaller programs into a cash assistance
block grant and to turn food stamps and several smaller nutrition programs into a food
assistance block grant.

Domg SO, however would cause serious problems The problems are of
sufficient gravity to make these undesirable policy options from the standpoint both of
state governments and low-income families. Fortunately, there is an alternative way to
- give states substantially increased flexibility without using a block grant structure.

This memo discusses the problems with block-granting AFDC and food stamps and
describes an alternative that would retain the desirable features of a block grant
without its drawbacks.

Problems with Block-Granting AFDC and Food Stamps - ‘

\ Turmng AFDC and food stamps into block grants would pose 31gmf1cant
problems. ‘

d Insufficient federal funds would likely be made available for the block .
grant. These block grants would likely be structured by Congressas
discretionary — or non-entitlement — programs whose funding levels are
determined each year in Congressional appropriations battles. While }.

~ some Republican Members of Congress and governors have talked ofa
block grant that would reduce the AFDC funds which states receive by 10
percent to 20 percent, the actual reducnons would almost certainly be much
larger than that over time.

The block grant legislation might include an appropriations ceiling that
represents a 10 percent to 20 percent cut. But the actual amount
appropriated would likely be well below the ceiling. With Congress
about to tighten greatly the already-austere spending caps that govern the
total amount that can be spent on discretionary programs (while raising ..
spending on defense at the same time), domestic discretionary programs
will be squeezed hard in the years ahead. Welfare block grants, which
have weak political constituencies, would likely fare poorly in the intense



competition for the shrinking pot of funds that will be available under the
spending caps. Over time, the federal funds provided to states for these
block grants are likely to decline substantially. In short, the potential
conversion of the federal funding structure for AFDC and food stamps
from one under which states and poor families have an entitlement to -
funds to one in which the funding provided to states for these programs s
squeezed in each year’s appropriations fight should be of profound

- concern to states. -

One additional concern on this front is that states frequently would not
know until October 1 (or even later) how much block grant funding they
would receive for the fiscal year starting October 1. Congressional-
appropriations battles typically are not over — and funding levels not
known — much before October 1. Often these issues are not settled until
November or December. This would make it difficult for states to plan
and operate their low-income programs efficiently.-

Of equal concein is that a block grant would not respond to the increases

in need that states face during economic downturns. Under the current
financial structure for AFDC and food stamps, increased federal matchmg -
funds for AFDC — and an increase in 100 percent federally funded food
stamp benefits — automahcally flow into a state when recession hits and ‘
more families apply for aid. For example, between June 1990 and June '
1992, as the national unemployment rate jumped from 5.1 pércent to 7.7
percent, the number of people receiving food stamps rose by more than

five million. Under a block grant, this provision of additional federal
resources during recessions would end. A fixed amount would be

provided to a state at the start of a year. If unemployment subsequently

rose, the state would have to bear 100 percent of any additional cash and food
assistance costs itself. :

This would pose serious problems for states. State revenues shrink
during economic downturns, and many state programs are cut. Under a
welfare block grant structure, states would be forced to choose between
raising taxes (or cutting other programs more deeply in recessions) to
- address the mounting needs for low-income assistance or instituting
across-the-board benefit cuts, making some categories of needy families
- and children ineligible for the rest of the year, or placing poor families
that recently Iost their jobs on waiting lists for aid.

If states instituted waiting lists, two-parent families could be significantly
affected. The subpopulatlon whose participation in AFDC rises most
sharply in recessions is two-parent families.

2




The loss of the automatic increase in federal funding during a recession
would have two other adverse effects as well. It could weaken the
national and state economies. The food stamp and AFDC programs
function as what economists call “automatic stabilizers” — federal
programs that moderate economic downturns by infusing more .
purchasing power into state and local economies when recession sets in.
Under a block grant structure, the automatic stabilizer role played by
these programs would be lost. This is especially troublesome in the case '
of the food stamp program, which is one of the most important automanc
stabilizer in the federal government’s recession-fighting arsenal.. |
Converting these programs to block grants that fail to respond to I
recessions is likely to make recessions somewhat deeper and more
protracted. :

These problems are aggravated by another shortcoming of a block grant
structure — it would badly misallocate funds among states. Any formula
that could be used to allocate block grant funds among states would be |
based on data for a year in the past; the formula would not be able to |
reflect economic and demographic changes since that time. States whose .
economies had grown robustly since the year in which the data were |
collected would receive more funds than warranted, while states where
economic conditions had deteriorated would receive too little.

Of particular concern is the fact that during a recession, the hardest-hit
states would likely be subject to a “triple whammy.” First, there would
be insufficient federal funds nationally, since the federal funding level
would not automatically rise with a recession. Second, the allocation
formula would not recognize the depth of the downturn in states that had
been hit hard. Finally, the states hit hardest by the recession would -
generally face large declines in state revenues and be among the states | -
least able to provide state funds to respond to the addltwnal need the
downturn had created.

A block grant also could hinder welfare reform efforts in some states. A
number of states want to expand their JOBS programs, create work slots,
and impose work requirements more broadly. Some states may want to
expand child care for AFDC mothers seeking to work their way off |
~ welfare and for mothers who have just done so. Since a block grant
approach would provide fewer federal AFDC funds — rather than
additional matching funds for states adopting such approaches — these |
states could be forced to abandon reforms aimed at promoting self- |
Suff1c1ency unless they were w1llmg to cut AFDC benefits to pay for the
reforms. :

'
§



* - One final problem deserves mentlon as well. There would 1nev1tably be a
“'major fight among states over the formula for allocating block grant funds
; among them. If the formula reflected current expenditure patterns, it
| ' would penalize states with low benefit levels and risk locking them into -
that status permanently. Moreover, if the formula gave each state the
same percentage of federal AFDC matching funds that it currently . . ‘
receives, this would fail to recognize the differences that will occur among -
‘states in coming years in rates of population-growth, demographlc
changes, employment levels, or wages. If the formula attempted to adjust
 for these factors, it would be out-of-date (as noted above), always
| . reflecting economic and demographic conditions several years earlier.
‘ And if the formula were based primarily on.economic and demographic -
data (such as the number of poor families in‘each state) rather than on |
current expenditure patterns, the distribution of funds among states
| would be substantially altered. Some states that pay above-average
L benefits could suffer heavy losses of federal funds and be driven to cut
' ‘ ‘benefits significantly even though their current benefit levels leave
eluldren below the poverty hne

, ‘It should be noted that once these programs lose their entltlement status and are
converted to block grants, there will be no turning back, despite whatever problems
may ensue. Given the federal government’s fiscal problems — and the politics
surrounding these issues — it would be virtually impossible to regain entitlement
status for programs such as these for years to come. |

What About Admzmstmtwe Savmgs ?

| A response somenmes offered to these funding prablem issues is that states
would reap large savings in administrative costs if federal rules were loosened. This
response is weak. Even if significant administrative savings could be achieved, they
would constitute only a small fraction of the federal funds that states would lose under
the block grant proposals. Federal and state administrative costs combined make up
about 12 percent of AFDC and food stamp expenditures. Thus, if administrative costs
were cut a fifth, total program costs would be reduced just two to three percent. Under -
the proposed cash and food block grants now being developed, the cuts in federal

, fundlng would be far larger — at least 10 percent to 15 percent initially and probably
vmore in subsequent years :







-without having to secure waivers. The federal government would continue to match

i

T e e

An:AIternative of Greater Benéﬂt to States and Families

The alternative is to give states extensive flexibility to de51gn their own AFDC
programs, much as a block grant would do, while maintaining the federal-state
financial structure for AFDC. This would be done by identifying and eliminating every
provision of the Social Security Act that needlessly restricts state flexibility in shaping
their own AFDC programs and enabling states to largely fashion their own programs

state AFDC expenditures onan entitlernent basis as it does now.
. This avoids the drawbacks of block-granting described above, while prov1d1ng
states great flexibility. States should prefer this approach to a block grant It is in their

fscal interest to do so.

Under the alternative, each state would be free to develop its own rules "
concerning such matters as:

. what is income and how it should be treated (for example, how earmngs
are treated, what income is deemed, etc. ),

. what resources Would be permitted, and under what circumstances;
1
: . what reqmrements (JOBS, work, other) must be met to qualify for
assistance;
. what time-limits (if any) are to be imposed on assistance to adults and

what work or participation requirements would be imposed on adults .
who reached the time limit;

. circumstances where rules are varied in a paft of the state, so that states
‘ have broad freedom to attempt their own demonstration proje‘cts.

Under this approach states would also have broad ﬂex1b1hty to design efforts to
boost self-sufficiency. For example :

. States would have much greater freedom in Eieciding how to Spendtheir

Q)\ac\& Sf"'"' )
ToBS % JOBS funds. Federal rules governing JOBS expenditures would be
L+ WoRWK % minimal so states could determine how best to use their ]OBS resources;
as b}o(u' “[;\whw. Bowvs .
Toro Lowde. . States could opt to convert AFDC dollars into wage sub51d1es to create
wn WoAL sv?: new employment opportunities for families;
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. States could opt to extend child care assistance to working poor families
without requiring that the families first enter the welfare system.

This approach would allow much the same kind of flexibility as a block grant,
while retaining the principles that states have a duty to provide cash assistance to
families that qualify under their state plan and that the federal government has a duty
to join in the cost of assistance to eligible families. (In other words, families that meet :
the state’s eligibility criteria would continue to be entitled to benefits, and states would
retain their entitlement to federal matching funds for these benefits.) Federal rules - .
would be limited to those where there is a clear federal policy interest; in all other
areas, states would be free to establish their own rules. States would describe their
choices in their state plans. A federal role would be retained in gathering information:
about state approaches, providing technical assistance to states, and prowdmg for
research and evaluation efforts. :

A question may be raised as to what the fiscal impact of this approach would be
on the federal budget. This approach should not entail significant new costs. States are
already free to set AFDC benefit levels wherever they wish, and these benefit levels are
the key determinant of program costs. Why should giving states more freedom on
what counts as income, what work requirements and time limits to impose, and similar
matters have a large impact on costs when states would continue to have to pay their .

- share of the costs created by the choices they make? '

If, however, analysis shows there is some cost, it could be offset through changes
such as those the Administration and various Members of Congress have developed to
pay for their welfare reform bills. Similarly, if a reduction in federal costs of a
particular percentage is insisted upon by federal policymakers, offsetting savings ,
prowsmns (or modifications in the federal matching formula) can be designed to yield
these savings. Such an approach ensures that the funding reductions will be limited to
the percentage amount by which federal officials tell states that funding will decline,
without that amount being ratcheted down further in each year’s appropriations
catfight. And it would ensure that when need increased in a particular state, federal
fundmg would increase along with it. :

- Food Stanips |

This approach would not extend to-food stamps. Food stamp benefits are 100. -
percent federally funded, and there needs to be a federal benefit structure. '

The national food stamp benefit structure serves important functions. It
provides the only national benefit floor under poor children. The benefit levels are
indexed to food costs, and federal food stamp resources rise automatically when need
increases during recessions or when wages for low-paid jobs erode.

7



Moreover, the food stamp program is the only major low-income benefit
program that serves all categories of the poor under a single benefit structure in which
the same benefit formula applies to low-income elderly people and to poor families

“with children. The fact that reductions in food stamp benefits hit the low-income
elderly along with poor children has provided important protection to poor children .
over the years and is one reason food stamp benefits have kept pace with inflation
durmg the past quarter century, rather than erodmg as AFDC benefits have.

. Still another of the food stamp program’s attributes is that it moderates what

- would otherwise be extremely large differences among states in the benefits they

' prqwde to poor children. In states paying low AFDC benefits, food stamp benefits are
greater, since a family’s food stamp allotment depends on its income level. This is of
particular importance for poorer states with limited fiscal capacity and for the poor
children living in these states. For example, the AFDC benefit level in Mississippi is
one-sixth the level in Connectlcut when food stamps are taken to account, the ratio falls
from 6:1 to 2:1.

- With food stamps beinig 100 percent federally funded, there also is another
reason why it would not make sense to authorize states to set their own food stamp
benefit levels and benefit structures. Doing so could lead to sizeable increases in
federal costs. ‘ :

Thus, the question is how the federal food stamp benefit and financing structure
can be maintained while according states increased flexibility, especially in areas where
food stamp rules cause problemis for states. We suggest states be given more ﬂex1b111ty
in certain key food stamp areas.

. The limitation on food stamp cash-out projects written into the FY 1995
agriculture appropriations bill could be repealed. States could be given
more flexibility concerning the delivery of benefits through coupons,
Electronic Benefit Transfers or cash.

. States could be given more ﬂeX1b111ty in how to use their federal food _
stamp employment and training funds. This would enable states to make
changes to increase coordination with JOBS. In addition, states could be -
given more flexibility to use food stamps to provide wage subsidies to
employers.

. States could be allowed to modify the rules on what counts as income and
'resources in the food stamp program so that one set of rules covers
families applying for both AFDC and food stamps. States could modify
these rules just for the portion of their food stamp caseload-that receives




AFDC if they chose. Federal review and approval would be needed, but |
approval would be limited to assuring that federal costs would not rise. .

This approach provides added flexibility without unraveling the national food
stamp benefit structure that serves as the only national floor under poor children and
the “gap filler” between high-payment AFDC states with strong fiscal capacity and
low-payment states with more limited fiscal capacity. The important role of the food
stamp program in respondmg to and cushwnmg the effects of recessions also would be
retained. '

Conclusi‘on

This alternative would represent a major departure from current practice. It
would enable states to design their own AFDC programs and to modify their food
stamp programs in certain ways without having the federal government shift costs to

‘them during recessions or through cuts to fit within a discretionary cap. This approach.
would represent a new partnership between the federal government and the states.

This alternative reflects a basic judgment: states should not be forced to take a
block grant to get substantially enhanced flexibility. This approach seeks to provide |
that flexibility without the major pitfalls mvolved in block-granting AFDC and food
stamps.

It should be noted that the issue of block granting food stamps arose once before
in the mid-1980s when the Reagan administration and Senator Jesse Helms, then
chairman of the Senate Agriculture Committee, proposed making food stamps a block
grant at state option. The National Governors-Association opposed this proposal,
which was defeated. NGA recognized that even as a state option, this approach was
dangerous for states because it would begin to unravel the fiscal structure under which
the federal government funds 100 percent of state food stamp needs on an entltlement
basis. :

December 16, 1994
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

"11-Nov-1994 11:55am

TO: Carol H. Rasco

FROM: Bruce N. Reed ;
" Domestic Policy Council :

CC: Kathryn J. Way )

CC: Jeremy D. Benami - o . i

SUBJECT:" RE: welfare reform

That plan sounds fine to me, although I would try to keep the mtg
as'small as possible so we can get some work done and not just

. debate whether this is worth doing or not. I think you should use

this mtg to let HHS et al know that we need the following, as .
quickly as possible: - ‘ i
1. Cost/financing options to put in the budget, as we dlscusséd in
Leon's mtg. OMB knows about that mtg, HHS doesn't. Belle has‘

~ been working on financing options, but that needs to be

accelerated. HHS needs to propose cost options that will bring
the overall cost of our plan down to its original $9.3 billion.

2. Analysis of GOP bill in Contract with America -- major
weaknesses, potential cost shift to states, etc. With huge cuts
in committee staff, Hill Dems will look to us for analysis and
guidance. For now, it's important that this be straightforward
factual analysis, not politically charged stuff that the
Republicans can use to suggest that we're not really for WR or not
acting in good falth ‘

3. Target list of moderate GOPs and Dems whose votes will be
critical in keeping the overall plan centered, and a plan to reach
out to them in next few months. Kathi and I have been asking for
such a list for months, but HHS refused because they only wanted
to talk to Dems. '

4. A commitment to speak with. one voice. We can't afford the
usual leaking and squealing from HHS at a tlme when we're trying
to show a unified, centrist front.

Finally, in general, we need to reassure them that so long asi
we're calm, measured, and sensible in our thinking and public"
argument, we can hold the center on this issue, because we have

-public opinion on our side. But we have to be disciplined and

pick our fights carefully.



I think it's good to have thls first mtg, but I hope we don t- have
to have a lot more with them, since HHS has a direct pipeline to
our good friend at the NYT. He's working on. a story for Sunday --
I haven't talked to him yet, but Melissa 'tells me he s focu51ng on
trouble in the GOP ranks and’ panlc on the Dem left..
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I. PROCESS | ;¥<5AC;4%(@9\ b

LS >
*rCHR state that she will be chairing meetlngs on a reg&fgg E%y
basis - coordinating policy, legislative and other ’Jﬁ? \1C>)

strategies ~ and that this will be the basic group. //,

N

; ——

II. STRATEGY

* CHR review: the President and COS have made clear this is an ‘gf
area we are looking to find bipartisan agreement. We need,
to work with both parties in the coming weeks to see if we.
can get a bill produced that we can sign.

III. LEGISLATIVE A " *G
* Discussion of who we should meet with and on what tlmetable
’ 142‘-\'\*\.
* CHR should request Bruce to come back to next meeting with a
plan based on discussions with Pat's and Jerry's offices ;\duddr
"IV. FINANCING N
. | bbmu '
* Review Panetta dlrectlon to develop a plan at less than ‘ Nhemiv _
$9.3b | A i 3)&vﬂ~
* Rivlin/Sawhill report on status of options and budget. 3
* OMB to come to next meeting with financing options and :
proposal :
V. POLICY NEXT STEPS | ?Aytﬁuo:“ |
. ‘ - ’ K L W
* Restate assumption that we will re-intro same basic bill wk:EEEL

e
* HHS to prepare for next meeting: Ll o -
~ list of items for change in the Bill ’;jwh‘&dui
- Analysis of key (top ten?) items of likely contention - - _k"
specifically charting out Contract p081t10n HRSSOO and the ﬁ”"wwa
.administration bill
- optlons paper on fraud

VI. INTERGOVERNMENTAL

* Marcia to report on status of contacts with governors and
other groups . F

VII. MESSAGE/COMMUNICATIONS S ‘ !
* Review (1) Rahm de31gnated as lead

(2) We will be speaking with one voice, no need to |
say anything at,thls point.



WR mtg with COS —- 11.1.94

L COSTS & FINANCING , ‘
—- How to make up the $5b gap (cost $11. Sb revenue $6.5) ' E

Options: o ‘ '
1. Cut back program: 1) Separate track for child care (Moynihan) o
- 2) Eliminate demos (IDA, CSA, teen pregnancy) o

2. Immigrant $: - . 1) Deeming to citizenship (+$3. 8b)
: = 2) Jordan -~ binding K for all benefits (1nc1 mcdlcal)

i

3. EITC . . |
' | B o oM ‘:\!"l A
T If possible, offsets should exceed costs -~ rhetorical advantage W et 40t 7 M

II. LEGISLATIVE STRATEGY : R . \°. -A
-- How to build bipartisan support w/o losmg near left o q) OM

Don't know the players —- Gibbons, Matsui/Ford, Packwood/Moynihan & . QM
—— But we do know we can't get to 218 w/o significant number of GOPs V k\\,kw
—— ¢f Crime Bill —~ more moderates, fewer libs

POTUS's role is to keep this on bipartisan track

—-— Bring in House/Senate leadership, Crime Bill GOPs, Dem/GOP governors
-— Agree on some principles (no taxes, save $, toughest CSE, etc.)

—— Don't get too tied to our bill (leave room for agmt)

WH leadership is critical
—— HHS are good salesman, but they shouldn't ncgotlate for us _ Cace Csnenos
. =-— eg, family cap ‘ - A

\II. HOW TO PROCEED

1. Early outreach to GOP —- President and staff level
—— Panetta visit

2. Sch‘edﬁl’el December/January mtg w/govs, hill

3. Decision memo to POTUS in late November on' $$$ ‘ !
——with any other cleanup (fraud shorten thc bill, ctc) :

4. Commumcanons and outreach strategy
~- business; Afr-Americans
~-= Rahm -~ communications :
—- natl campaign on tecn pregnancy - POTUS on values of reform



WELFARE REFORM AGENDA
November 22, _1994

L

IL

L

V.

- Legislative: Dlscusswn of legislative timct'ablc,‘an'd outlook

PROCESS

CHR state that she will be chairing mcctmgs on a regular ba31s — coordmatmg

pohcy, lcglslatlvc, and othcr strategy —- and that this will bc the basic group

STRATEGY

CHR review: the President and COS have made clear that this is an area where we
are looking to find bipartisan agreement. We need to work with both pamcs 1n the

\»-'commg months to producc a bill we can sign.

POLIT[CAL OVERVIEW

Intergovernmental: Marcia to report on contacts with go_v'cvmqrs and others
Communications: Rahm and Bruce to discuss current communications posture
Communications/Outreach Plan: CHR should request Rahm and Bruce to work with |
Pat & Jerry's offices, Marcia's office, Avis's office, and report back to next meeting -
with a preliminary communications and outreach plan for December and January. '
POLICY NEXT STEPS

Restate assumption that we will re~intro same basic bill

Direct Bruce, Jeremy, David, Mary Jo, and Belle to report back to this group in 2

weeks with recommendations on policy changes and cost and financing options:
Bruce and Kathi will convene a policy meeting here at WH next week.

Research on GOP Contract: HHS to produce’ analysis of kcy" items of likely
~ contention in GOP bill; cost estimates on cost shifts to the states; comprehensive

analysis of orphanage issue; other areas where GOP bill may ‘be weak, such as chlld v
support enforcement and fraud. - o : : 3

FINANCING | o | :
Review Panetta diréc‘fion‘ tolvdevelop a plan'at' $9.3b or less. <

Rlvlm/Sawhlll rcport on status -of options. P0581bly dlSCUSS question of whether to
1ncludc WR in budgct ‘
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By JaMes Q. WiLsox -
¥e are entering the last years of the

. century with every reason 1o rejoice

little inclination to do so, despite wide-
rad ‘prosperity. a generally healthy

10my. the absence of any immediate -

ign threat, and extraordinary progress
ivil rights, personal health and school

ollment. Despue all this and more, we -

. that there is somethmg profoundly
mg with oungsogiety.
That communal life is thought to be de-
ent in many respects, plagusd by

ne, drug abuse, teenage pregnancy,

ifare dependency and- the countless in-

bilities of daily life. What these prob-

15 have-in common in the eves of most

iericans is that they result from the

akening of the family. .

Having arrived at somemmg approach-

' 3 consensus, we must now face the fact

It we don't know what to do about the

sblem. The American people are well

ead of their leaders in this regard. They
ubt very much that government can do
1ch of anything at all. They are not opti-
i$tic that any other institution can do
-uch better, and they are skepticai that
sre will be a spontaneous regeneration
decency, commitrment anp personaj re-
onsxhxhty .
DwtoChangemves N

1 do not know what to do either: Bul I
ink we can find out, at least to the degree
at féeble human reason is capable of un-
rstanding some of the most profound
atures of our condition.

The great debate is whether, how and
:what cost we can change lives. If not'the
ves of this generation, then of the next.
here are three ways of frammg the prob-
m,

First, the structural perspective: Ow-
1g to natural social forces, the good-man-
facturing jobs that once existed in inner-
ity areas have moved to the periphery,
aving behind decent men- and women
ho are struggling to get by wn.hout work
1at once conferred
oth respeét and
aoney. Their place
;i now taken by -
treet-wise  young

nen who find no
neaningful.  work,
1ave abandoned the
«earch for work, and
corn’ indeed the
sthic of wark.

Second is the ra-
jonalist  perspec-

iive: Weifare bene-

FDUNHAT10N§

fits, including not only Aid to Families.

with Dependent Children (AFDC). but also
Medicaid, subsidized housing and Food
Stamps, have become sufficiently gener-

oUs as to make.the formation of stable two-

parent families either irrational or unnec-

essary. These benefits have induced young -

women wanting babies and a home of their
OWT to acquire both at public expense, and
have convinced young men, whoneed very
ittle convincing on this score, that sexual

conquest need not entail any:personal re- -

sponsibilities.
Third is the cultural perspective: Child
rearing and family life as traditionally un-

derstood can no longer compete with or

bring under prudent control-a culture of
-adical self-indulgence and -oppositional
defiance. fostered by drugs. television.
video games, street gangs ané predatory
sexuality.

Now, a visitor from another planet
heaz'ing this discourse might sav that ob-
viously all three perspectives have much
to commend themselves and. therefore.

all three ought 1o be acted upon. But the .

public debate we hear tends to emphasize
one or another theory and thus one or an-
other set of solutions. It does this because
peaple, or at least people who are mem-
pers of the political class. define prob-

Il e

Iems 50 as to make them amenable te‘

those solutions that they favor for ideo

_logical or moral reasons. Here roughly is

what each analysis pursued separately
and alone implies:
. 1) Structural selutions. We must cre-

" ate jobs and job-training programs in in:

ner-city areas, by means either of tax-
advantaged enterprise zones or govern-
ment-subsidized employment programs.
As an alternative, we may facilitate the

relocation of the inner-city poor to places -

on the periphery where. jobs can be
found and. if necessary, supplement
their incomes by means of the earned-
income tax credit,

2) Rationalist solutions. Cut or abohsh ‘

AFDC or, at-a minimum, require work in
exchange for welfare. Make the formation

" There remain sez)eml
important puzzles in the-
connection between welfare |

and child-bearing. One is

the existence of great differ-
“ences i ilegitimacy rates

across. ethnic groups facing

similar circumstances. .

of two-parent households mbre attractive
than single parenthood and restore work to

. prominence as the only way for the pbysx~

cally-able to acquire money. -

3) Cultural solutions. Alter the mner- '

city ethos by means of private rederptive
movements, supponed by a system of shel-
ters or group homes in which at-risk chil-

dren and their young mothers can be given .
. familial care and adult supervision in safe

and drug-free settings.
Now,

portant that you know what these prefer--
ences are than that you realize that I do

not know which strategy would work, be- -

cause so many people embrace a single
strategy'as a way of denying legitimacy to
alternative. ones and to their underlymg
philosophies. :

. Each of those perspectxves when taken )

alone, is full of uncertainties and inade-
quacies. These problems go back, first of
‘all, to the structurai solution. The evidence

that links family dissolution with the dis--
tribution of jobs is. in fact, weak. Some -

people—such as many recent Latino immi-
grants in Los Angeles—notice that jobs
have moved to the periphery from the city
and board huses to follow the jobs. Other
people notice the very same thing and stay
home 1o seli drugs.

Now, even if a serious job m:smatch

-does exist, it will not easiiy be overcome by
enterprise zones. If the costs of crime in in-.

ner-city neighborhoods are-high, they can-
not be compensated for by very iow labor
costs or very high customer demand.
Mdreover, emplovers in scanning poten-
tial workers will rely, as they have always
relied. on the most visible cues of reliabil-
ity and skill—dress, manner, speech and

even place of residence. No legal system, .

ng matter how much we try 1o enforce it,

can completely or even largely suppress’

these cues, because they have substant:a!
economic value,

Second, let's consider some of the m-
adequacies ‘of the rational st¥ategy. Alter
vears of denymg that the level of welfare

pavmems had ‘any effect on child-bear- .

ing. many scholars now find that states

-with mgher payments. tend to be ones in
- which more babies are born'to welfare re-
- cipients; and when one expands the defi-

nition of welfare to include not only
AFDC but’ Medicaid: Food Stamps and
subsidized housing, increases in welfare

1 have my own preferences m :
this. menu'of alternatives, .but it is less im- .

were strongly correlated with increases
in illegitimate births from the early 1960s
1o about 1980. At that point, the value of
the welfare package in real dollars flat-

* tened out, but the ilegitimacy rate con-

tinued to rise.

Moreover, there remain several im-
portant puzzies in the connection between
welfare and child-bearing. One is the ex-

istence of great differences in illegiti-

macy rates across ethnic groups facing
similar circumstances. Since the Civil

‘War at least. blacks have had higher ille-

gitimacy rates than whites, even though

" federal welfare programs were not m-

vented until 1935. .

These days, it has been shown that the
illegitimacy rate among black women is
more than twice as high as among white
women, after controlling for age, educa-

tion -and econqmic.stams. David Hayes
Bautista, a researcher at UCLA, com- .

pared poor blacks and poor Mexican-
Americans living in California. He found
that Mexican-American children are
much more likely than black children to
grow up in a two-parent family. and that

* poor Mexican-American families- were
- only one-fifth as likely as black ones to be

on welfare.

Even among blacks, the megmmacy
rateis rather low in states such as ldaho,
Montana, Maine and New Hampshire, de-

‘spite the fact that these states have

rather generous welfare payments. And
the illegitimacy rate is quite high in
many parts of the Deep South, even
though these states have rather low wel-
fare payments.

Clearly, there is SOme unpomnt cul- |

tural or at least noneconcmic factor at

work, one that has deep hjstox'ical roots
and that may vary with the size of the com-

-munity and the character of the surround-

ing culture.
Finally, the cultural strategy. Though

.1 have a certain affinity for it, it has its

problems, too, There are many efforts in.
many glnes by public and private agen-

Though I confess I am
attracted to the idea-of cre-
ating wholly new environ-
ments in which to raise the

_ mext. gemeration of at-risk

* children, I must also con-

~ fess that 1 do not know:
whether 1t will work.

cies. individuals and .churches ‘to per-
suade young men 10 be fathers and not
just impregnators, to help drug addicts
and alcoholics, to teach parenting skills
to .teemage mothers. Some have been
evaluated, and a few show signs of posi-

-tive effects. Among the more successful’

programs are the Perry Pre-School Pro-
ject in Yipsilanti, Mich.: the Parent
Child Development Center in Houston:
the. Family Development Research Pro-
ject in Swvracuse, N.Y.: and the Yale
Child Welfare Project in New Haven.
Conn. All of these programs produce bet-

' ter behavior, lessened delmquencv. more
. suceess in school.

The Manhattan_ Institute's Myron Mag-
net tauthor of “The Dream and the Night-

-mare: The Sixties” Legacy to the Under- -

c¢lass™) and 1 have both endorsed the idea
of requiring young unmarried mothers 1o

| live in group homes with their children un-

der adult supervision-as a condition of re-
ceiving public assistance. 1 also have sug-
gested that we might revive an institution .

..that was common eariier in this century

but has lapsed into disuse of late~the

board.mg school sometimes mistakenly
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called an orphanage. for the cm!dren of

mothers who cannot cope. At one time
‘such schools provided homes and educa-

tibn for more than 100,000 voung 'poo{)ie in
large cities.

Though I confess | am at:racted to zhe o

idea ‘of creating wholiv new environ-

" ments in which to raise the next genera-
_tion of atrisk children. 1 must aiso con-

fess that 1 do not know ‘whether it will’

‘work. The programs that we krow 10 be

successful, like the ohes mentioned
above, are experimental efforts led by

dedicated men and women. Can large "

versions of the same thing work when
run by the average counselor, the aver-
age teacher? We don’t know. And even
these successes predated the arrivat of
crack on the streets of our big cities.
Can even the. best program salvage peo-
ple from that viciously destructive drug?
We don’t know.

There is evidence that such therapeunc
communities as those run by Phoenix
House, headquartered in New York, and
other organizations can salvage people
who remain in them iong enough. How do
we get people to stay in them long enough”’

~We don't know.

Now, if these three' alternatives or

how do we decide what to do? Before try-
ingto answer that question, let me assert

‘three precepts that ought to shape how we

formulate that'answer.
Save the Children -

The first precept is that our overriding
*. goal ought to be to save the children, Other
goals~such ‘as reducing the costs of wel-
fare, discouraging illegitimacy, prevent-
ing long-term welfare dependency. getting
even with welfare cheats—may ail be wor-.

- thy goals. but they are secondary to the”
_goal of improving the life prospects of tne

next generation. .
- The second precep: is that nobody
knows how to do' this on' a large scale.

- The debate has begun about welfare.re-

form. but it is a debate. in large mea-

sure, based on untested assumptions, ide-

ologxcal posturing arid . perverse princi-
plés. We are told by some that worker
training and job placement- will reduce
the welfare rolls, but we now know that
worker training and job placement have
50 far had only a very modest effect. And
few advocates of worker training tell us

-what happens to children whose mothers

are induced or compelled to work, other
than to assure us that somebedy will sup-

* ply day care.

The third precept that smmid guide us

-'is that the federai government cannot have
a meaningful family policy for the nation, .
-and it ought riot 1o try. Not only does it not

know and cannot learn from experts what
to do. whatever it thinks it ought to do, it

~will try 1o do in the worse possible way.
Which is to say. uniformiy.

systemati-
cally, politically and ignorantiy.

Now, the ‘clear implication of these
three precepts, when applied to the prob-
lem we face now. is that we ought tg turn
the task and the money for rebuilding
lives, welfare payments, housing subsi-
dies,'the whole lot. over {o cities .and
states and private agencies. subject to
only two conditions. First, they must ob-
serve minimum but fundamental precepls
of equal protection, and second. every
‘major new initiauve must be evalualed
by independent observers operatling in
accordance  with accepted sciemifi(-
canons.

Some states or CO\}N‘G‘: in this regime-

may end AFDC as we know it. Others
may impose a mandatory work reguire-
ment. A few may reouire welfare recipi-

-something like them are what is available, ~ ~

ents o turn their checLs over 10 the .

- group homes in which the recipients must
reside or the boarding schools that their
children must attend. Some may, give the
money 1o private agencies that agree to
supply parent wraining. job skills and
preschool education. Some may move
welfare recipients out of the inner ¢ity
and to the periphery.

Any given state government may.dono -

better than Washington, but the great va- |
riety of the former will make up for the -

deadening uniformity of the latter. And
within the states. -the ooeraung agencies
. will be at the ¢ity and county level, where
“the task of improving lives and developing
character will be informed by the proxim-
ity of government.uo the voices of ordinary

people. .
Mr. Wilson is professor of management

and public policy af UCLA. A longer version -

of this essay will appear in the Mankattan
Institute's City Journel,

T
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DRAFT

ACHIEVING GREATER FLEXIBILITY IN AFDC
THROUGH BLOCK GRANTS AND OTHER OPTIONS

Interest appears to be growing in the idea of providing states substantially
greater flexibility in designing welfare programs. One approach would be to turn
AFDC into a block grant. .

Doing so, however, would cause problems. Indeed, the problems are of .
sufficient gravity to make this an undesirable policy option. Fortunately, there is an |
alternative way to give states the same type of flexibility that an AFDC block grant .
would provide without using a block grant structure. This memo discusses the
problems with block-granting AFDC and describes an alternative that would retain the
desirable features of a block grant without its drawbacks.

Block-Granting AFDC

Turning AFDC into a block grant would pose some significant problems. .

Insufficient federal funds might be made available for the block grant.
An AFDC block grant would likely be structured by the 104th Congress
as a discretionary program. As such, it would be subject to the
discretionary caps, which are about to be tightened greatly as part of an
effort to put the budget on a path to balance by FY 2002. If a welfare
block grant has to compete under the discretionary caps with other
discretionary programs, it is bound to fare poorly. Over time,
appropriations are likely to fall well below the authorized levels.

In theory, a block grant could be set up as a capped mandatory program,
but that would probably be politically difficult to achieve in the new
Congress. Moreover, even if it succeeded, that approach, too, would |
almost surely lead to inadequate funding in some years. Capped
mandatory programs that serve low-income families have not done well
historically; consider how much the Social Services Block Grant has
eroded in real terms over the past 20 years. Of particular concern is the
fact that resources provided for capped mandatory programs do not
respond automatically to recessions.
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In short losing the entitlement feature of AFDC under which federal
funds are automatmally made avmlable to match state expend:tures o
would create some serious problems . i

e This leads to a second issue. As justr noted increased federal funds :
generally would not become available during economic downturns. The
result would not only be increased hardship, but also a weakening of the
automatic stabilizers the federal govermnent employs to cushion

- economic slumps ; , - | I

i ‘ : !

Moreover the lack of adequate funding during recessions would be likely
to intensify the anh-marnage bias in AFDC. The AFDC subpopulation |
whose participation in AFDC rises most sharply in recessions is two-
parent families. If a state receives a fixed amount of federal funds for the

 year and its economy then faltered, the state might have to limit '

- participation by two-parent families or place new applicants — who
would be disproportionately composed of two-parent fanfnhes —ona
waiting hst

i 1
H .

i

v

. These problems are aggravated by another shortcoming of a block grant
structure — it would badly misallocate funds among states. Any formula
that could be used to allocate block grant funds among states would be
based on data for a year in the past; the formula would not be able to-
reflect economic and demographxc d1anges since that time. States whose;
economies had grown robustly since the year in which the data were |
collected would receive more funds than warranted, while states where '
economic conditions had detenorateq would receive too little. :

Of particular concern is the fact that during a recession, the hardest-hit
states would likely be subject to a.“triple whammy.” First, there would
be insufficient federal funds nationally, since the federal funding level
would not automatically rise with a recession. Second, the allocation
formula would not recognize the depth of the downturn in states that had
been hit hard. Finally, the states hit hardest by the recession would

~ generally face large declines in state revenues and be among the states
least able to provide state funds to respond to the additional need the
downturn had created. ]

i
l

!
The likely outcome consequently wou.ld be that during recessions, the i
level of aid provided would decline si gmhcantly relative to the need for
such aid. . .

o

|
i
{
|
i
|
i
I
|
|
|
i
{
A
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° For these reasons, there would be substantial risk that some states would
have to initiate sharp mid-year cutbacks to avoid running out of money.
States faced with a shortfall would have to choose between providing 100
percent state dollars to make up the funding gap, cutting already meager
benefits across-the-board, making some categories of needy families and
children ineligible for the remainder of the year, and instituting wa1t1ng
lists. .

° A block grant also could hinder welfare reform efforts in some states. A
number of states want to expand their JOBS programs, create work slots;
and impose work requirements more broadly. Some states want to
expand child care for AFDC mothers seeking to work their way off
welfare and for mothers who have just done so. Since a block grant .
approach is unlikely to provide any additional federal AFDC funds, states
could be forced to abandon reforms aimed at promoting self-sufficiency
unless they were willing to cut AFDC benefits to pay for the reforms.

It also is worth noting that there would probably be a big fight among the states
over the formula for allocating block grant funds among them. If the formula reflécted
current expenditure patterns, it would lock states with very low benefit levels into that
status permanently. That would be problematic for Southern states, among others. On
the other hand, if the formula were based on economic and demographic conditions

. and not on current state expenditures for AFDC, the distribution of funds among states
could be substantially altered. Some states that pay above-average benefits could be
driven to cut them significantly, despite the fact that the current beneﬁt levels paid in
these states still leave children well below the poverty line.

An Alternative

‘ The alternative is to give states great flexibility to design their own AFDC
programs, as a block grant would do, while maintaining the federal-state financial
structure for AFDC. The federal government would continue to match AFDC
expenditures on an entitlement basis as it does now.

: This avoids the drawbacks of block-granting described above, while providing
~ states great flexibility. States should prefer this approach toa block grant. Itisin thelr
fiscal interest to do so.

Under the alternative, each state would be free to develop its own rules
concerning such matters as:

° what is income and how it should be treated (for example, how earnmgs
are treated, what income is deemed, etc.);

3
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DRAFT

o what resources would be permitted, and under what circumstances;

. what requirements (JOBS, work, child support other) must be met to
qualify for assistance;

° how a state would spend its JOBS allocation (federal rules governing
JOBS expenditures would be minimal);

. what time limits are to be imposed on assistance to adults and what work
or participation requirement would be imposed on adults who reached
the time limit;

. whether, for two-parent families, to use existing categorical ehglbxhty
requirements or to base eligibility solely on financial need;

. circumstances where rules are varied in a part of the state, so that states :
have broad freedom to attempt their own demonstration projects.

This approach would allow much the same kind of flexibility as a block grant,
while retaining the basic principles that states have a duty to provide assistance to
families that qualify under their state plan and that the federal government has a duty
to join in the cost of assistance to eligible families. Federal rules would be limited to
those where there is a clear federal policy interest; otherwise, states would be free to
establish their own rules. States would describe their choices in their state plans. A
federal role would be retained in gathering information about state approaches,
providing technical assistance to states, and providing for research and evaluation .
efforts. .

B A question may be raised as to what the fiscal impact of this approach would be
on the federal budget. This approach should not entail significant new costs. States are
already free to set AFDC benefit levels whenever they wish, and these benefit levels are
the key determinant of program costs. Why should giving states more freedom on
what counts as income, what work requirements and time limits to impose, and similar
matters affect costs significantly when states would continue to have to pay their share
of the costs created by the choices they make? :

If, however, analysis shows that there is some cost, it could be covered through
offsets. Some of the offsets the Administration has developed for its welfare reform bill
could be used.
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Food Stamps

This approach would not extend to food stamps. Since food stamps are 100
percent federally funded, there needs to be a federal benefit structure. If states were
free to establish the benefit structure, federal costs could balloon.

States could, however, be given greater flexibility in two parts of the food stamp
program. The limitation on food stamp cash-out projects written into the FY 1995
agriculture appropriations bill could be repealed, and states could be given more
flexibility concerning the delivery of benefits through coupons, Electronic Benefit
Transfers (which, for a number of reasons, should remain the preferred approach), or
cash. In addition, states could be given more flexibility in how to use their federal food
stamp employment and training funds. For example, they could be given the flexibility -

" to make changes to increase coordination with JOBS and to use both AFDC and food
stamps to provide wage subsidies to employers. Federal approval for these approaches
would be needed — since food stamps are 100 percent federally funded and the federal
goverrunent needs to assure cost-neutrality — but that could be done as part of the
normal state plan approval process.

" The provision of added state flexibility in these areas should be welcomed by
. states. This approach provides added flexibility without unraveling the national food
stamp benefit structure that serves as the floor under poor children and the “gap filler”
between high-payment AFDC states with strong fiscal capacity and low-payment states
with more limited fiscal capadcity.

Conclusion

The alternative could be presented as a sharp departure from current practice |
and a way to give states great flexibility to design their own welfare program without
having the federal government shift costs to them during recessions or through cuts to
fit within a discretionary cap. This approach could be called a “New Partnership” or
some other name. v : '

States should not be forced to take a block grant to get greatly enhanced

flexibility. This approach seeks to provide that ﬂex1b1hty without the major pitfalls
" involved in block-grantmg AFDC.

December 3, 1994
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CENTER ON BUDGET
AND POLICY PRIORITIES

THE KASSEBAUM FEDERALISM PROPOSAL:
IS IT A GOOD IDEA? :

Overview

Senator Nancy Kassebaum has proposed a major restructuring of the social
welfare system, under which the federal government would take over full financial
responsibility for Medicaid and transfer to states full financial responsibility for the
food stamp, AFDC, and WIC programs. During a five-year transition period, a

© maintenance-of-effort requirement would bar states from reducing overall
expenditures on cash and food assistance to the poor. States would continue to bear
some share of Medicaid costs during the transition. After the transition period, the
federal government would take over full responsibility for Medicaid, and states would
neither receive federal funds for food stamps, AFDC or WIC nor be subject to any
requirement to maintain cash or food benefits.

, The idea of “sorting out” federal and state responsibilities — increasing the
federal role in some areas and devolving other areas to states — has considerable merit.
So does the notion of giving states more flexibility in designing their AFDC programs.
Senator Kassebaum's intention clearly is to improve the welfare system and help poor
families. Nevertheless, the Kassebaum proposal is seriously flawed; it devolves the
wrong set of programs to the states. As explained in this paper, devolving means-
tested income security programs such as food stamps is likely to lead over time to
incalculable damage to the safety net and to generate substantial increases in poverty,',
especially among children. Under the Kassebaum plan, devolution would come in
precisely the areas where state performance has been most inadequate and where
proporients of realigning federal and state roles have traditionally called for a stronger
rather than a weaker federal role. The proposal runs counter to the recommendations
issued by a distinguished bipartisan Commission that studied these issues carefully in
the 1980s, the Comumittee on Federalism and National Purpose, on which Dariel Evans,
Charles Robb, Leon Panetta, Alice Rivlin, Barber Conable, David Durenberger, Richard

. Gephardt, and Richard Williamson (who handled federalism issues for the Reagan
White House during the first Reagan term) served, among others.

The plan also is ill-advised from a macroeconomic standpoint. It would weaken
the “automatic stabilizers” the federal government employs to lessen the depth of
recessions. In addition, it would cause the federal defidt to swell sxgmﬁcantly after the

transition period ends.

777 North Capitol Street, NE. Suite 705, Washington, DC 20002 Tel: 202-408-1080 Fax: 202«408 1056
Iris J. Lav and Isaac Shapiro. Acting Co-Directars ,
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The timing of the proposal would exacerbate its problems. The plan would be
implemented at the same time that federal grants-in-aid to state governments are likely,
to be sustaining cuts of unprecedented depth, as a result of constitutional and statutory:
requirements likely to be put in place in the next year or two to balance the federal
budget without raising taxes or touching Sodal Security or defense. In such an
atmosphere, the prospects that states would maintain cash and food assistance for the
poor after the transition period ends would dim further. These issues are discussed
below.

I, Devolving Food Stamps and AFDC

The Corunittee on Federalism and National Purpose, chaired by then-Senator

Daniel Evans (R) and then-Governor Charles Robb (D), called in 1985 for a major

" realigrunent of federal and state roles. The Committee proposed a much larger federal
role in financing and setting national standards for Medicaid and AFDC, accompamed
by the devolution of scores of federal programs to the states. In issuing its :
recommendations, the Committee affirmed a prmmple that has undergirded most
thoughtful examinations of federalism issues — income security for the poor should -
largely be a federal responsibility. The Comrmttee wrote:

“Wherever it occurs, poverty is a blight on our whole society, and
Americans in similar circumstances should be treated alike. Children
whose early years are damnaged by the effects of poverty in one state may
later become voters, employees, and possibly welfare recipients in other
states.”

“Safety net programs also should furnish benefits that can be expected to
provide for basic necessities. Welfare programs in many states fall far
short of this mark. Even when combined with the cash value of food
stamps, AFDC benefits were at or below 60 percent of poverty-level
income in 10 states in 1984, and the median level of benefits was 73
percent of the poverty line. [These levels are lower today.]

“Only the federal government can effectively bring about greater
uniformity and adequacy of welfare services. This is because it is the only
source of nationwide political authority and because it is the only level of
government that commands the necessary resources.” ”

Trends in welfare programs since 1970 support the Committee’s conclusion.
Even though the federal government matches every state AFDC benefit dollar with

! Daniel J. Evans and Charles S. Robb, Chairmen, To Form a More Perfect Union: The Report of the Commzttee
on Federalism and National Furpose, December 1985, pp. 13-14.

.2
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between $1 and $3.65 in federal funds (depending on the state), AFDC benefits in the
median state have fallen 47 percent in real terms since 1970. AFDC benefits have
tumbled so far that the average combined AFDC and food stamp benefit for a family
with no other income is now back to the level of AFDC benefits alone in 1960, before
the food stamp program was created.

It may be argued that the decline in AFDC benefits largely reflects public
antipathy to non-working, unmarried mothers rather than the role of states in setting
these benefit levels. But the evidence suggests otherwise. State SSI benefit
supplements for the elderly poor, a much more sympathetic group than AFDC families,
have declined even more; since the SSI program started in 1974, state SSI benefits for
poor elderly people living alone have dropped 63 percent in the median state that pays
these benefits. State SSI benefits for elderly couples have dropped 75 percent.’

The Historical Pattern

In fact, when one examines benefit trends, a distinct pattern emerges. In the two
programs where benefits are 100 percent federally funded and national benefit |
standards exist — the food stamp program and the federal SSI program — there has

- been no benefit erosion over the past 20 or 25 years. By contrast, in AFDC, where states
set the benefit levels and pay part of the costs, benefits have fallen sharply. In the state
component of SSI, where states set benefit levels and pay 100 percent of the cost,
benefits have fallen even more steeply. (See Tablel.) And the cuts have been most
severe in state general assistance programs that receive no federal financial support and
provide cash aid to poor people who aren’t elderly, aren’t sufficiently disabled to get
SSI, and don’t qualify for AFDC because they either don’t care for children or live in

two-parent families that don’t meet the restrictive AFDC eligibility criteria that apply to

* such families. Most states that formerly operated general assistance programs have

eliminated them or limited benefits to a fixed number of months out of the year. These
deep GA cutbacks have increased the ranks of the homeless population, according to
some studies.

This background is essential for assessing the Kassebaum proposal. Once the
five-year transition period ends, the Kassebaum plan would place AFDC, food stamps,
- and WIC under a structure similar to that used for general assistance (and to a lesser
extent, for state SSI benefits). States would decide whether to provide benefits, which

? When federal and state SSI benefits are examined together, the combined benefit package shows a
decline because of the large drop in state SS1 benefits. In the median state that provides state SSI benefits,
combined federal and state benefits have fallen about 10 percent in real terms since 1975, This translates
into sizeable benefit declines. Combined federal and state 551 benefits for elderly couples are now about -
$100 a month — or $1,200 a year — lower than in 1975 in the typical state that provides 551 benefits. Tlm is
a large loss for people living below the poverty line.



12786794 18:11 CENTER ON BUDGET POLICY » 4567431 NO. 435 PO@5/813

i

Table I

Trends in Maximum Benefit Levels
Over the Past Quarter Century
(Percentage changes reflect changes in real dollars)

State-Prescribed Benefit Levels

AFDC (1970-1994) -47%
SSI State Supplements (1975-1994)
elderly individuals -63%
elderly couples ' -75%
Federally Prescribed Benefit Levels
Food stamps (1971-1994) +3%

SS1 federal benefits (1974-1994) +6%

categories of the poor to cover, and where to set benefit levels. Benefits would be paid
entirely with state funds. If states reduced AFDC benefits 47 percent in real terms over the
past 24 years when the federal government paid 50 percent to 80 percent of the benefit costs,
. what would happen to food starmp and AFDC benefits when the federal government paid none of
‘the costs? The history of state government assistance programs in recent years is a
chilling example of what could occur in some areas.

Advocates of the Kassebaum proposal may respond that states would reap
substantial savings from being relieved of fiscal responsibilities for Medicaid and the
pressures of rising Medicaid costs — and hence could provide adequate cash and food
assistance. Such a response, however, would miss several key points.

First, constitutional and statutory provisions are likely to be put in place soon that
require a balanced federal budget in seven years while “walling off” defense and Social
Security and requiring a three-fifths vote to raise taxes on the House floor. If this series of
developments unfolds, federal grants-in-aid to state and local governments — including
grants for many services benefitting the middle class — will have to absorb very large hits.
And if federal funds for education, infrastructure, mass transit, economic development and
similar tasks are substantially reduced, there will be intense pressure in statehouses to
accord higher priority to dedicating state resources to these areas than to using scarce funds
to avert reductions in cash and food aid for the poor.

That, after all, has been the broad pattern in states for the past two decades. For
example, in recent years most states have not appropriated sufficient state funds to draw
down the full amount of federal matching funds available to the state for the JOBS
program, which provides training and work experience — and enforces work requirements
— on AFDC recipients. Despite the broad interest in welfare reform at the state level, most
AFDC recipients remain outside the JOBS program today in no small part because state
legislatures, faced with competing priorities, have placed state resources elsewhere.

4
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The fact that the funds states provide for food and cash assistance would not, under
the Kassebaum proposal, be matched by any federal dollars would heighten the difficulty
of securing adequate funds for such assistance, especially when competing interest groups

" wield more clout than poor families and children. Furthermore, some of the programs with
- which cash and food aid for poor families would have to compete have their own federal
matching provisions; in competing with such programs, cash and food aid for the poor
would be at a further disadvantage. And while states compete with each other in areas

such as higher education systems and tax incentives, states do not attempt to attract ‘
businesses by saying that they provide more adequate assistance to poor households than
~other states do.

i

' In addition, the argument that states will perform satisfactorily in providing |
resources for cash and food assistance fails to address the problems states would face
during recessions. Under the current benefit structure, the amount of federal food stamp
benefits provided in a state automatically rises when the state economy turns down and
unemployment and poverty mount. State-funded programs for the poor, by contrast, tend
to be cut during recessions, because state revenues contract during economic slumps and
most states have no ability to borrow to meet these needs. If AFDC and food stamps are

- devolved, states will be forced to choose between absorbing the additional benefit costs
during recessions (which in most states would require cutting other programs or raising
taxes), reducing benefits across the board, denying benefits to categories of needy families,
‘and putting new applicants on waiting lists. History provides a strong indication of the
likely outcome — most states will not be able to increase the resources available for these
programs during recessions when state budgets experience strain and tax collections fall. It
is more likely that funding for these programs will be cut than increased during hard times;
indeed, general assistance benefits and SSI supplements were cut in numerous states
during the recession of the early 1990s (and were not restored during the subsequent
€Conomuc recovery).

Not only would state inability to boost funding dunng recessions result in greater
'hardshlp, but it also could weaken the national and state economies. The food stamip
program is the federal government’s most important “automatic stabilizer” after !
unemployment insurance; under the Kassebaum plan, it would no longer play that role. .
Neither would AFDC. As Alice Rivlin wrote in 1992, over the past several decades “social,
insurance and welfare programs not only provided income to individuals and families
facing economic disaster, they also made economic disaster less likely. If economic activity
dropped off sharply, the downward spiral would be cushioned, since individuals drawing
social insurance benefits and welfare would be able to buy necessities and pay their rent or
mortgages. This increased purchasing power would bolster the income of producers and -
prevent layoffs of workers and forced sales of homes. Thus, both welfare programs and
social insurance would act as automatic stabilizers for the economy.”?

* Alice M. Rivlin, Reviving the American Dream, the Economy, the States, and the Federal Government, The
Brookings Institution, 1992, pp. 90-91.
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Still another issue is that some of the poorest states in the nation would lose heavily’

. under the proposal. For example, because of its relative poverty compared to other states,
Mississippi receives a high federal matching rate for AFDC and Medicaid. The federal
government pays about 79 percent of AFDC and Medicaid costs in the state, along with 100
percent of food stamp benefits, If Mississippi were relieved of paying Medicaid costs but
received no food stamp, AFDC, or WIC funds, the state — and its poor families — would be
hit hard. Mississippi would have to absorb the 79 percent of AFDC costs and the 100
percent of food stamp and WIC costs the federal government now pays, while being V
relieved of just the 21 percent of Medicaid costs it now bears. In fiscal year 1994, the federal
government paid an estimated $574 million in AFDC, food stamp, and WIC costs in
Mississippi, while the state paid an estimated $278 million in Medicaid costs, less than half
as much. The state thus would suffer a large loss under the swap. Mississippi alrea dy pays
the lowest AFDC benefits in the nation; they equal just 12 percent of the poverty line. ~
When food stamps are added in, they bring a family to only about two-fifths of the poverty
line. Under the proposal, Mississippi would be unable to afford even this meager level of .
benefits. In short, poverty would be likely to become grimmer in some very poor parts of
the country. ‘

Finally, if Medicaid is federalized and the federal government pays 100 percent of
Medicaid costs, the wide variations that now exist among states in the categories of :
households eligible for Medicaid and in the health services covered could not be justified —
and would likely be eliminated. To limit its fiscal exposure, the federal government could
be expected to set national Medicaid eligibility and service levels no higher than those
provided in the average state. If states with more extensive eligibility rules or service

- coverage wished to maintain their coverage in order to avoid increasing the ranks of the
uninsured or dropping particular medical services, they would have to do so entirely with
state furids. In a number of states, some of the savings that the state secured from no longer
paying a portion of Medicaid costs would likely be used to maintain some of the Medicaid
coverage and services that would otherwise be lost.

If these concermns are borne out and state aid is reduced significantly after the
maintenance-of-effort period ends, it is extremely unlikely that parts of the AFDC, food
. stamp, and WIC programs could be refederalized or the maintenance-of-effort reqmrement
extended or reimposed. The federal government is likely to face a constitutional
requirement for a balanced budget starting in fiscal year 2002 and be struggling mightily to
meet it. It will be in no position to refederalize cash and food assistance, as that would
carry a hefty cost that would have to be borne on top of the costs of a fully federalized
Medicaid program. And with the federal government cutting grants to states substantla]ly
to help achieve budget balance, it will be in no position to reimpose or extend a
maintenance-of-effort requirement. Moreover, doing so would likely run afoul of
unfunded mandate legislation that Congress is likely to pass in the next few months.
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A Closer Look at the Role of the Food Stamp Program

When the role of the food stamp program is examined, the problems posed by the
Kassebaum plan deepen. The food stamp program has unique features, a factor that has
led Senator Robert Dole on more than one occasion to call food stamps the most important

_social program since Social Security.

i

The food stamp program provides the only national benefit floor in the United
States under poor children. If the national benefit structure is scrapped and federal fundmg
for the program ends, benefits for poor children are likely to decline over time.

As noted, over the past quarter century, food stamp benefits have kept pace with
need and escaped the sharp reductions in purchasing power that have marked AFDC, SSI
state supplements, and general assistance. This is due in no small part to the program’s |
national benefit structure under which the federal government fully funds food stamp

~ benefits, the benefit levels are indexed to food costs, and the benefits are available on an

entitlement basis so the program can respond automatically to increased need during
recessions or when wages for low-paid jobs erode. The program’s strength also is partly
attributable to an apparent public preference for in-kind benefits over cash aid, especially
for the non-elderly poor.

The program’s political strethh and durability stemn in part from one other critical |
program feature as well — the food stamp program is the only major low-income benefit

. program that serves all categories of the poar under a single benefit structure, the one

program in which the same benefit formula that applies to low-income elderly people also
is used for poor mothers and children. As a result, a reduction in benefits hits the elderly -
poor aleng with poor children; this makes the program less vulnerable and more resistant
to cutbacks. Various proposals to cut food stamp benefits advanced in the early 1980s by
President Reagan or then-Agriculture Comumittee chairman Jesse Helms were tumed aside
primarily because of their impact on the elderly. Some of these proposals would probably
have passed if they had affected only the non-elderly poor.

Another key feature of the food stamp program is its role in helping moderate what
otherwise would be huge differences between states in the benefits they provide to poor
children. In states that pay low AFDC benefits, food stamp benefits are large, since a
family’s food stamp allotment depends on its income level. This is of particular importance
for poorer states with limited fiscal capacity — such as a number of states in the South —
and for the poor children who live in these states. The federal food stamp program .
mitigates disparities among states and places a floor under children in the poorest
jurisdictions.

For example, the State of Connecticut provides a family of three that has no other
income with an AFDC benefit of $680 per month, about two-thirds of the poverty line.
Mississippi, by contrast, pays a family of three only about one-sixth as much — $120 a
month, which is less than 12 percent of the poverty line. When food stamps are added in, |

7
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| Table II |

The Impact of Food Stamps on State Variations in Benefit Levels

Maximum Monthly = Maximum  AFDC and
Monthly AFDC and AFDC Food Stamps

: AFDC Food Stamps as % of as % of
State Benefit* Benefits** ©  Poverty Poverty
California , $607 $805 - 59.12% 78.43%
Texas $184 $488 17.92% 47.48%
Connecticut $680 $850 - 66.23% 82.74%
Mississippi $120 $424 11.69% 41.25%

v January 1994 AFDC grant levels for a family of three with no other income, as reported by the
Congressional Research Service. :

** Assumes average shelter costs for food stamp households in respective states as reported in USDA’s
report on the characteristics of food stamp households in summer 1992 (expressed in 1994 dollars).

_ the benefit package in Mississippi climbs from about one-sixth of the size of the
Connecticut package to half of it. The combined AFDC and food stamp benefit package
pays a little more than 41 percent of the poverty line in Mississippi and a little less than 83
percent in Connecticut. Similarly, the disparity between welfare benefits in two of the ‘
largest states — California and Texas — is cut in half when food stamps are added to the
package. (See TableIL.)

Under the Kassebaum plan, these unique features of the food stamp program would
~ all be lost: ‘

. There would be no national benefit structure or floor under poor children. In
' addition, in some states, various categories of the poor that now qualify for
no other aid except food stamps — such as poor non-elderly single
individuals — might receive no assistance at all.

>  There would be no automatic increase in food benefits if food prices climbed.
Nor would the number of people receiving benefits automatically rise if
poverty and unemployment mounted.

¢ - The already-wide differences among states in benefit levels would be likely |
to increase substantially, a particular problem for poor families living in
Southern states. This also could lead to pressures on states with well-above
average benefits to cut benefits in order to lessen risks of welfare in-migration
(ie., the increased gaps among states in benefit packages would increase

8
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political pressures on “high-payment” states to moderate their benefit
payments) :

o Moreover, the concept of a smgle benefit structure covering poor children
and poor elderly people alike would be abandoned by many, if not most,
states. Many states would probably end most uses of food stamps and
instead raise the AFDC cash benefit level for AFDC recipients and the SSI
state supplement for recipients of that program. Over time, these cash
benefits would likely erode in purchasing power, just as state AFDC and SSI-
benefits have in the past. :

It should be noted that the food stamp program lacked a national benefit structure in
its early years. The national structure was instituted under President Richard Nixon, with
bipartisan support, when large state-by-state disparities in state food stamp benefit
structures emerged and studies found hunger to be a serious problem in many areas. Prior
to this action by the Nixon Administration and Congress, some states were denying food
stamps to families with incomes as low as half the poverty line — as some states still do
today in AFDC — even though food stamps were federally funded.

il Devolving the WIC Program

Devolving WIC also would be unwise. A 1992 GAQ review of the cost-effectiveness
of an array of children’s programs found the data on WIC’s effectiveness to be stronger
than the data on any other such program. Indeed, WIC’s documented impact on birth
outcomes is nothing short of spectacular. '

Rigorous studies have demonstrated that WIC markedly reduces infant deaths, low
birthweight, prematurity, and other problems. It also is associated with higher
immunization rates and increased use of prenatal and pediatric care. Evidence also
- suggests that WIC reduces child anemia, and there are indications it improves cognitive

functioning among children. In short, WIC works. A panel of Fortune 100 CEO’s noted .
when testifying before the House Budget Committee in 1991 that WIC is “the health-care :
equivalent of a triple-A rated investment” and called for the program to be fully funded. m
five years. :

Documented successes of this nature are rare among social programs, and WIC may
be the most successful low-income program the federal government operates. Given its
track record, devolving it — which would likely lead to changes in the program that would
lessen its effectiveness — does not represent sound policy.

There are two reasons why devolving WIC is likely to compromise its effectiveness.
First, funding for it would probably decline over time. In no year under Ronald Reagan’s
tenure — or that of any other President — has federal WIC funding been reduced.
Reagan’s efforts to cut WIC were decisively rejected by the Republican Senate in 1981 and
1982, at a time when most other cuts in low-income programs proposed by the Reagan
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Administration were being approved. Federal WIC funding has increased nearly every
year. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, George Bush sought major increases in WIC
funding, as Bill Clinton is now doing.

But the story is different at the state level. Even though state appropriations for
WIC generally qualify a state for a larger federal WIC allocation, those states that provide
funds for WIC have been reducing them in recent years. In the past two years, state ;
funding for WIC has fallen 33 percent in real terms.

Second — and most important — devolving WIC would change its character in
ways that would almost certainly lessen its effectiveness. WIC features what may be the
most effective set of cost-containment measures of any federally-supported health program.
Federal law requires every state to use compettive bidding to purchase infant formula for

~ WIC. These competitive bidding procedures typically result in price reductions of 60

percent to 80 percent and saved $920 million in FY 1994, according to USDA data. The
savings were used to provide WIC foods to an additional 1.5 million pregnant women,
infants, and children each month. Today, nearly one of every four WIC participants is
served with savings from WIC infant formula cost containment systems.

In a number of states, these systems probably would be weakened if WIC were

~ devolved. In many states, the two largest infant formula manufacturers — which control

nearly 90 percent of the domestic infant formula market between them — have
considerable clout with state health departments and medical associations. Prior to passage
of the 1989 federal law requiring use of competitive bidding to purchase infant formula for
the WIC program, fewer than half of the states had instituted this practice.

In addition, more than half of the states have now joined in multi-state contracts for:
the purchase of infant formula for WIC. This increases savings; the infant formula

~ companies offer larger price reductions when a greater volume of sales is at stake undera

WIC contract. If WIC is devolved and the programs that replace it vary significantly from
state to state, the extent of multi-state contracting is likely to decrease — and savings are
like to fall as a consequence.

Still another problem is that if WIC is devolved, agricultural commodity interests
that are potent in particular states are likely to push hard to have their commodities added
to the WIC food package in these states. There is a strong likelihood that such efforts will
succeed in a number of places. By contrast, at the federal level, Republican and Democratic
administrations alike have stood firm against such encroachments and succeeded in
making decisions on the food package entirely on scientific merit. If items are added to the
food package largely due to political muscle, more nutritionally valuable foods will have to
be dropped or the benefit package will grow more costly, with the result that fewer women
and children are served.

In short, devolution of WIC would weaken one of the most successful and effective-
of all federal poverty programs. It should be noted that there has been no call from states -

10
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for devolving WIC or block-granting it. As with most other programs, WIC is not problem-
free, but the federal-state partnership works quite well here.

. Swelling the Deficit

Another problem posed by the Kassebaum plan is that it would swell the federal
deficit substantially once the five-year transition period ended. The state share of Medicaid
costs — which would be transferred to the federal government — greatly exceeds the |
federal AFDC, food stamp, and WIC costs that would shift to states. In addition, Medicaid .
costs are rising more rapidly than costs in the three cash and food aid programs. (The
proposal may appeal to some governors for this reason.)

CBO projections indicate that the state portion of Medicaid costs will significanty
exceed $100 billion in fiscal year 1999. Federal AFDC, food stamp, and WIC costs will be
less than $55 billion that year. While the federal goverrunent may be able to save some
money in Medicaid through certain administrative efficiencies that it can more readily
implement if it takes over full financial responsibility for the program, this would not yield
savings of anything close to $50 billion 2 year. .

The federal government also could eventually bear other costs if states shifted into
the foster care system some AFDC cases in which the custodian is not the ¢hild’s parent.
States would have an incentive to do so, since the federal government provides matching
funds for state foster care costs but would no longer do so for AFDC costs. Shifting cases to
the foster care system would financially benefit a state, but increase the drain on the federal
treasury.

Complications During the Transition Period

A shorter-range problem is that the Kassebaum plan would be difficult to -
administer accurately and equitably during the five-year wansition period. State
maintenance-of-effort requirements, as well as federal payments to states during this
period, would be determined by a formula under which HHS and USDA estimated how

- much AFDC, food stamp, and WIC caseloads would have risen in each state in each
calender quarter during the transition if the current programs had remained intact. Such
estimates would be extremely difficult to make accurateiy Disputes and extensive
litigation would be hkely

v. Conclusion

Realignment of federal and state roles is an important issue, and there are strong
advantages to greater federal participation in Medicaid. A “swap” that devolves various .
federal programs in returmn for increased federal Medicaid funding may be worth exploring.

But this does not mean any federal program is an appropriate candidate for o
devolution. Various community and economic development, infrastructure, education, and

s
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services programs may be candidates. But income security programs for the poor —
especially basic safety net entitlements for poor children — are not.

Senator Kassebaum is neither a welfare-basher nor someone seeking to harm poor
children. Nevertheless, her proposal would likely have severe effects. As a New York Times
editorial noted on November 25, “States may be the right place to locate many programs
Washington houses, but welfare is not one of them. States have a huge financial incentive
to skimp on benefits — to drive poor residents out and persuade the poor from other states
never to enter. Note that states eviscerated welfare benefits dunng the 1970s and 1980s
while Washington kept federal benefits whole.”

Devolving food stamps, AFDC, and WIC — especially at a time when the federal
government is likely to cut sharply into other federal grants to state and local governments
— is likely to lead to increases in poverty, hunger, and even homelessness in the decades
ahead. As a result, it would risk making our society more deeply divided.

Devolution and increased state flexibility are not synonymous. Proposals can be
designed to accord states substantially increased flexibility in designing and operating their
. AFDC programs without terminating federal support for cash and food assistance for poor
families. :

December 5, 1994
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Few o[ the ma]or problems facing American’ somety today are entzre!y new, but in recent years
most of them have either taken new forins or réached new levels of urgency. To make matters
more difficult, in many cases the solutions formerly relied upon have proved to be ineffective,
leaving us so frustrated t}mt we seize despemte{y on proposals whwk promzse much but deiwer
little.

In the hope of. !)rmgmg greate:r clarity to zhe understanding ofzhese prodlems, and Offmm-
ing workable solutions and policies, we are znaugumtmg this new series of articles. Like James
Q. Wilson’s below, each subsequent piece in the series will begin with a reexamination of a
particular issue by a writer who has lived with and studied it for a long time and who will then
proceed to suggest “What To Do ‘About”'it.. Among those already scheduled for publwatwn in .
the coming months are Charles Murrdy and Richard -J. Herrnstein on welfare Gerirude
Himmelfarb on the universities; William J. Bennett on our chzldren Robert . Bork on the
First Amendment; and Richard Pipes on Russia. ’

James Q. WiLsoN, professor of management and public policy’ al UCLA, is the author of
many books.and articles on-crime, including Thinking about Crime; Varieties of Police Behav-
ior; and Crime and Human Nature (wrilten with Richard J. Herrnstein). He is also the editor

of Crime and Public Policy and co-editor, with Joan Petersilia, of Crime (forthcoming from

" ICS Press).

HEN the United Statés experienced -

the great increase.in crime that
began in the early 1960’s and continued through
the 1970’s, most Americans were inclined to at-
tribute it to conditions unique to this country.
Many conservatives blamed it on judicial re-

straints on the police, the abandonment of capi-. -
tal punishment, and the mo]lycoddlmg of offend- -

ers; many liberals blamed it on poverty, racism,
and the rise of violent television ‘programs. Euro-
peans, to the extent they noticed at all, referred
to it, sadly or patronizingly, as the “American”
problem, a product of our disorderly society,
weak state, cofrupt pohce or 1mperfect welfare
system. ~

Now, 30 years later, any serious dlscu‘;su)n of
crime must begin with the fact that, except for
homicide, most industrialized nations have crime
rates that resemble those in the United States. All
the world is coming to look like America. In 1981,
the burglary rate in Great Britain was much less

declmmg durmg most of the 1980’s in the Umted-
States, they were rising elsewhere.!

America, it is true, continues to lead the indus-
trialized world in murders. There can be little
doubt that part of this lead is to be explained by
the greater avallablllty of handguns here. Argu-
ments that once might have been settled with
insults or punches are today more likely to be

. settled by shootings. But guns are not the whole

than that in the United States; within six years™

the two rates were the same; today, British homes
are -ore likely to be burgled than American

ones. In 1980, the rate at which automobiles were.

stolen was lower in France than in the United
‘States; today, the reverse is true. By 1984, the bur-
glary rate in the Netherlands was nearly twice that

in the United States. In Australia and Sweden

certain forms of théft are more common than
they are here. While property-crime rates were

25

story. Big American cities have had more homi-

-cides than compdrable European ones for almost

as long as anyone can find records: New York and |
Philadelphia have béen more murderous than
London since the early part of the 19th century.
This country has had.a violent history; with re-
spect to murder, that seems likely to remain the
case.

But except for homicide, thmgs have been
getting better in the United States for. over a de-
cade. Since 1980, robbery rates (as reported in vic-

tim surveys) have declined by 15 percent. And

even with regard to homicide, there is relatively
good news: ir ' 290, the rate at which-adults killed
one another was no higher than it was in 1980,
and in many cities it was considerably lower.
-This ‘is as it was supposed.to be. Starting

! These comparisons depend on official police statistics.
There are of course errors in such data. But essentially the
same pattern emerges from comparing nations on the basis
of victimization surveys. :

s . . 1



http:fqrins.or

26/ COM.M.ENTARY SEPTEMBER 1994

around 1980, two things happened that ought to
have reduced most forms of crime. The first was
the passing into middle age of the postwar baby
boom. By 1990, there were 1.5 million fewer boys
between the ages of fifteen and nineteen than
there had been in 1980, a drop that meant that
this youthful fraction of the population fell from
9.3 perceinvto 7.2 percent of the total.

In addition, the great increase in the size of

the prison population, caused in part by the grow-.’

ing willingness of judges to send offenders to jail,
meant that the dramatic reductions in the costs
of crime to the criminal that occurred-in the
1960’s and 1970’s were slowly (and very partially)
being reversed. Until around 1985, this reversal
involved almost excluswely real criminals and

parole violators; it was not until after 1985 that~

- more than a small part of the growth in prison
populations was made up of drug offenders.

Because of.the combined effect of fewer young '
people on the street and more, offenders in-

prison; many‘scholars myself included, predicted
"a continuing drop in crime rates throughout the
~1980’s and into the early 1990's. We were almost

rxght crime rates did declme But suddenly, start-
ing around 1985, even as adult homicide rates-

~ were remaining stable or droppmg, yout?zful ho-
micide rates shot up..

Alfred Blumstein of Camegle Mellc)n Univer-

sity has estimated that the rate at which young

males, ages fourteen to seventeen, kill people has -

gone up significantly for whites and incredibly
for blacks. Between 1985 and 1992, the homicide
rate for young white males went up by about 50
percent but for young black males it tripled.
The public perception that today’s crime prob-
lem is different from and more serious than that
" of earlier decades is thus quite c¢orrect. Young-
sters are ‘shooting at people at a far higher rate
than at any time in recent history. Since young
people are more likely than adults to kill strang-

ers (as opposed to lovers or spousés), the risk to
.innocent bystanders has gone up. Theré may be -
some comfort to be had in the fact that youth- -

“ ful homicides are only a small fraction of all kill-
_ings, but given their randomness, it is not much
solace. -

THE United States, then, does not have .
a crime problem, it has at least two. .

Our hngh (though now slightly declining) rates
of property crime reflect a profound, worldwide
cultural change: prosperity, freedom, and mobil-
ity have e'man'cipatcd people almost everywhere

from those ancient bonds of custom, family, and

village that once held in check both.some. of our
better and many of our worst impulses. The
power of the state has been weakened, the status
of children elevated, and_ the opportunity for
adventure expanded; as.a consequence, we have

£xperienced an explosion”of artistic creativity,
entrepreneurial zeal, political experlmemanon——- :

and criminal activity. A global economy has inte-

grated thé markets for clothes, music, automo- -

biles—and drugs.

There are only two restraints on behawor——-
morality, enforced by individual conscience or
social rebuke;, and.law, enforced by the police’
and the courts. If society is to maintain a behav-
ioral equxhbrxum 2rv decline in the former must

.be matched by a rise in the latter (or vice vérsa).

If familial and traditional restraints on wrongfu

~“behavior are‘eroded, it becomes necessary to in-
~ crease the.legal restraints. But the enlarged spirit
of freedom and the heightened suspicion of the

state have made it difficult or impossible to use

the criminaljustice system to achieve what cus-

tom and morality once produced. - ,
This is the modern dilemma, and it may. be dn

" insoluble one, at least for the West. The Islamic
.cultures of the Middle East and the Confu-

cian cultures of the Far East believe that they have
a solution, It involves allowing enough liberty for

‘economic . progress (albeit under general state
direction) while reserving to the state, and its'

allied religion, nearly unfettered power over per-

'sonal conduct. It is too soon to tell whether this -

formula—best exemplified by the prosperous but
puritanical city-state of Singapore—will, in the

.long run, be able to achieve both reproducxble .

affluence and intense social control.
Our other crime problem ‘has to do with the
kind of felonies we have: high levels of violence,

‘especially youthful violence, often occurring as

part of urban gang life, produced disproportion-
ately by a large, alienated, and self-destructive
underclass. This part of the crime problem,
though not umquely American, is more 1rnp0r—
tant here than in any other industrialized nation:
Britons, Germans, and Swedes are upset about

- the -insecurity of their property and ‘uncértain

about what response to. make to its theft, but if

" Americans only had to worry about their homes.
being burgled and their autos stolen, I doubt that

crime would be the national obsession it has now

become. . . .
Crime, we should recall, was not a major issue

in the 1984 presidential election and had only

. begun to be.one in the 1988 contest; by 1992, it

was challenging the economy as a popular con-
cern and today it dominates all other matters.

The,_ reason I think, is:-that Americans believe .
something fundamental has changed in our pat--

- terns of ¢rime. They are right. Though we were
- unhappy about havmg our property put at risk,

we adapted with the aid of locks, alarms, and se-
curity guards But we are terrified by the pros-
pect of innocent people being gunned down at’
random, without warning and almost without mo- .

‘tive, by youngsters who afterward show us. the

blank, unremorseful faces of seemmgly feral,

'presomal beings.

' CiuMINpLé)GY has learned a.great deal
" about who these people are. In
studies both here and abroad it has been estab-
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lished that about 6 percent of the boys of a given,
. drugs, automobiles, disorganized ngeighbor- .

age will commit half or more of all theé serious
crime produced by all boys of that age. Allowing

for measurement errors, it is remarkable how:

consistent this formula is—6 percent causes 50
ercent. It is roughly true’in places as different as

‘ Phlladelphxa London, Copenhagen and Orange

County, California.
We also have learned a lot about the character-

- istics of the 6 percent. They tend to have criminal’

parents, to live in cold or discordant f.:xmlhes (or

g pseudo- -families), to have a low verbal-intelligence -
to be emo- .

quotient and to do poorly in school,
tionally cold and temperamentally 1mpulsxve, to
abuse alcohol and drugs at the earliest opportu-
nity, and to reside in poor, disorderly . communi-
ties. They begin their misconduct at an early age,
often by the time they are in the third grade.
These characteristics tend to be found not only
among the criminals who get caught (and who
might, owing to bad luck, be an unrepresentative
sample of all highwrate offenders), but among
those who do not get caught but reveal their be-
havior on questionnaires. And the same traits can
be identified in advance among groups of ran-
domly selected youngsters, long before they' com-

mit any serious crimes—not with enough preci- -
sion to predict which individuals will commit

crimes, but with enough accuracy to be a fair
depiction of the group as‘a whole.?

Here a puzzle arises! if 6 percent of the males

causes so large a fraction of our collective misery,

“and if young males are less numerous than once
was the case, why are crime rates high and rising? -

The answer, I conjecture, is that the traits of the
6 percent put them' at high risk for whatever
criminogenic forces operate in society, As the
costs of crime decline or the benefits increase; as
drugs and guns become more avai lable; as the

gl lorification of violence becomes more common-

place; as families and neighborhoods lose some
of their restraining power—as all these things
happen, almost all of us will change our ways to
some degree. For the most law-abiding arhong us,
the change will be quite modest: a few more tools

stolen from our employer, a few more traffic

lights run when no policé officer is watching, a

- few more experiments with fashionable drugs,
and a few more business deals on which we cheat.

But for the Ieast law-abiding among us, the
change will be dramatic: they will get drunk daily

instead of just en Saturday mght try PCP or |

crack instéad-of marguana Join gangs instead of
marauding in pairs, and buy automatlc weapons
instead of making zip guns. .

"A metaphor:. when children play the school-
yard game of crack-the-whip, the child at the head
of the line scarce[y moves but the child at the far
end, racing to keep his footing, often stumbles
and fall s, hurled to the ground by the cumulative
force of many smaller movements back along the
line. When a changing culture escaldtes criminal-

ity, the at'risk boys are at the end of the line, and

'

e
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the. conditions of American urban life—guns,

hoods—make the lin¢ very long and the ground
underfoot rough and treacherous '

MUCH is said these d:i’ys about prevent-
ing or deterring crime, but itis im-
portant to understand exactly what we are up

-against when we try. Prevention, if it can be made

to work at all, must start very early in life, perhaps
as early as the first two or three years, and given
the odds it faces—childhood impulsivity, low ver-

‘bal facility, incompetent parentmg, dlsordery

nexghborhoods—lt must also be massive in scope.
Déterrence; if it can be made to work better {for

- surely it already works to some degree), must be

applied close to the moment of the wrongful act
or else the presentorientedness of the youthful
would-be offender will discount the threat so

~ much that the promise of even a-small gain w11]
outweigh its large but deferred costs. - 1 .

In this country, however, and in most Westem
nations, we have profound misgivings about do-
ing anything that would give prevention or deter-
rence a chance to make a large difference. The

family is sacrosanct; the family-preservation move- . .

ment is strong; the state is a clumsy alternative.
“Crime-prevention” programs, therefore, usually
take the form of creating summer jobs for adoles-.

© cents, worrying about the unemploymentrate, or

(as in the proposed.1994 crime bill) funding
midnight basketball leagues. There may be some-
thing to- be said for all these efforts, but crime

_prevention.is not one of them. The typical high-’

rate offender is well launched on' his career be-
fore he becomes a teenager or has ever encoun-
tered the labor market; he may like basketball,
but who pays for the lights and the ball'is a mat-
ter of supreme mdtfference to him.

. Prompt deterrence has much to récommend :

it: the folk wisdom that swift and certain punish-

ment is more effective than severe penalties is
almost surely correct. But the greater the swift-
ness and certainty, the less atiention paid to the
procedural safeguards essential to establishing

guilt. As a result, despite their good instincts for
' "the right answers, most Americans, frustrated by

the restraints (many wise, some foolish) on swift-
ness and' certainty, vote for proposals to increéase

- severity: if the penalty is .10 years, let us make it

20 or 30; if the penalty is life imprisonment,let *
us make it death; if the penalty’is jail, let us make
it caning. : . .
Yet the more draconian the sentence, the less
(on the avérage) the chan'ce-of its being imposed;’
plea bargains see to that. And the most draconian
sentences will, of necessity, tend to fall on adult
offenders nearing the end of their criminal ca-
reers and not on the young ones who are in their

2 bemale high-rate offenders are muchless common than -
-male ones. But to the extent they exist, they display most of
these traits.
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. criminally most productive years. (The peak ages
of criminality are between sixteen and eighteen;

the average age of prison inmates is ten years

older)) I say “of necessity” because almost every
judge will give first-, second-, or even third-time
offenders a break, reserving the heaviest sen-
tences for those men whn have finally exhausted
judicial. patlence or optimism.

Laws that say “three strikes and you're out” are
an effort to change this, but they suffer from an
inherent contradiction. If they are carefully
drawn so as to target only the most serious offen-

- ders, they will probably have a minimal impact
on the crime rate; but if they are broadly drawn
so as to make a big impact on the crime rate, they

will catch many petty repeat offenders who few of

us think really deserve lifeé imprisonment.
Prevention and deterrence, albeit hard to aug-

~ ment, at least are plausible strategies. Not so with |

many of the other favorite nostrums, like reduc-
ing the amount of violence on television. Tele-
vised violence may have some impact on crimi-
riality, but I know of few scholars who think the
effect is very large. And to achieve even a small
difference we might have to turn the clock back
to the kind of programming we had around 1945,
because the few studies that correlate program-
ming with the rise in violent crime find the big-

to identify, with the aid of citizen groups, prob-
lems that can be solved 50 as to prevent criminal-
ity, and not only to respond to it. This is often
called community-based policing; it seems to en-
tail somethmg more than feel-good meetings with
honest citizens, but something less than allowing
neighborhoods to assume' control ~“ the police
function. ‘
The new strategy might be{ter be called prob:
lem-oriented policing. It requires the police to
engage in directed, not random, patrol. The goal
of that direction should be to reduce, in a man-

" ner consistent with fundamental liberties, the

opportunity for high-risk pérsons to do those
thmgs that increase the likelihood of thetr vic-
timizing others.

For example, the police’ might stop and pat ‘
down persons whom they reasonably suspect may
be carrying illegal guns.* The Supreme Court has
upheld such frisks when an officer observes “unus-
ual conduct” leading him to conclude that “crimi-
nal activity may be afoot” on the part of a person
who may be “armed and dangerous.” This is all

‘rather vague, but it can be clarified in two ways.

First, statutes.can be enacted that make certain

. persons, on the basis of their past condiict and

present legal status, subject to pat-downs for
weapons. The statutes can, as i1s now the case In

gest changes occurred between that year and
1974, Another favorite, boot camp, makes good
¢opy, but so far no one has shown that it reduces
the rate at which the former inmates commit
crimes.

Then, of course, there is gun control. Guns
are almost certainly contributors to the lethality
of American violence, but there is no politically
or legally feasible way to reduce the stock of guns

now in private possession to the point where their -

availability to criminals would be much affected.
And even if there were, law-abiding people would
losé a means of protecting themselves long be-
fore criminals lost a means of attacking them.
As for rehabilitating juvenile offenders, it has
some merit, but there are rather few success sto-
ries. Individually, the best (and best-evaluated)
programs have minimal, if any, effects; collec-
tively, the best estimate of the crime-rediction
value of these programs is quite modest, some-
thing on the order of 5 or 10 percent.’ :

HAT, then, is.to be done? Let us'be-
gin with policing, since law-en-
forcement officers are that part of the criminal-

Justice system which is closest to the situations:

where criminal activity is likely to occur.
It is now widely accepted that, however impor-
tant it is for officers to drive around waltmg for
. 911 calls summoning their help, doing that is not
enough. As a supplement to such a reactive strat-
¢gy—comprised of random preventive patrol and
the investigation of crimes that have already oc-
“curred—many leaders and students of law en-
forcement now urge the polnce to be “proactive™

several states, make all probationers and parolees
subject to nonconsensual searches for weapons as
a condition of their remaining on probation or
parole. Since three-fourths of all convicted offen-
ders (and a large fraction of all felons) are in the
community rather than in prison, there are on

- any given day over three million criminals on the

streets under correctional supervision. Many are
likely to become recidivists. Keeping them from
carrying weapons will materially reduce the chances
that they will rob or kill. The courts might also

- declare certain dangerous street gangsioe be con-

tinuing criminal enterprises membershm in.
which constitutes gronnds for police frisks.
Second, since I first proposed such a strategy,
I have learned that there are efforts under way in
public and private .research laboratories to de-
velop technologies that will permit the police to .
detect from a distance persons who are carrying -
concealed weapons on the streets. Should these

- efforts bear fruit, they will prowde the police with

the grounds for stopping, questioning, and pat
ting down’even persons not on probation or pa-
role or obviously in gangs.

Whether or not the techno]ogy works, the po- .

3 Many individual programs involve so few subjects that a
good évaluation will reveal no positive effect even if one
occurs. By a technique called meta-analysis, scores of indi-
vidual studies can be pooled into one mega-evaluation; be-
cause there are now hundreds or thousands of subjects, even
small gains can be identified. The best of these meta-analy-.
ses, such as the one by Mark Lipsey, suggest modest positive
effects.

* 1 made a fuller argument along these lines in “Just Take
Away Their Guns,” in the New York Times Magazine, March
20, 1894,
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lice can also offer 1mmed1ate cash’ rewards to'

people who prov1de information about. 1nd1v1du-
als Tegally CarTying weapons. SpendmgﬁlOO on

each good tip will have a bigger impact on dan-

gerous gun use than will the same amount spent

on another popular nostrum-—buymg back guns '

from law-abiding people.’

Gettmg illegal firearms off the streets will re- |
quire that the police be motivated to do all of-.

these things. But if the legal, technological, and
motivational issues can be resolved, our streets
can be made safer even w1thout sendmg many
_ more people to prlson

1

THE same dlrected patrol strategy :

might help keep known offenders
drug-free. Most persons jailed in big cities ‘are
found to have been using illegal drugs within the
day or two preceding their arrest. When con-
victed, some are given probation on condition
that they enter drug-treatment programs; others
"~ are sent to prisons where (if they are lucky) drug-

treatment programs operate But in many ClthS_

the enforcement of such probation conditions is
casual or nonexistent; in many states, parolees
“are released back into drug-infested communi-
ties with little effort to ensure that they partici-
_pate in Whéltever treatment progra'ms"are to ‘be
found there.

Almost evéryone agrees that more treatment
programs should exist. But. what many advocates

overlook is that the key to success is steadfast par-

ticipation and many, probably most, offenders
" have no incentive to be steadfast. To cope with
this, patrol officers could enforce random drug
tests on probationers and parolees on their beats;
failing to take a test when ordered, or failing the
test when taken, should be grounds for immedi-
ate revocation of probation or parole, at least for
a brief period of confinement. .

The goal of this tactic is not simply to keep.

offenders drug-free (and thereby lessen their in-

centive to steal the money needed to buy drugs ;

and reduce their likelihood of commlmng crimes
because they are on a drug ‘high); it is also to

diminish the demand for drugs generally and .

thus the size of the drug market.

"Lest the reader embrace this idea too quickly,
let me add that as yet we have no good reason to
- think that it will reduce the crime rate by very
much. Something akin to this strategy, albeit one
using ‘probation instead of pOllCC officers, has
béen tried under the name of “intensive-supervi-
sion programs” (ISP}, involving a panoply of drug

tests, house arrests, frequent’ c"rvelllance and

careful records. By means of a set of randomized

experiments carried out in fourteen cities, Joan .

Petersilia and Susan Turner, both then at RAND,
compared the rearrest rates of offenders asmgned
to ISP with those of offenders in ordmary proba-
tion. There was no difference.

-Sull, this study does not settle the matter.. For

one.thmg, since the ISP participants were under

" out of control,

' WHAT TO DO’ ABOUT CRIME 29

much closer surveillance than the regular proba-
tioners, the former were bound to be caught
breaking the law more frequently than the latter.
It is thus possible that a-higher fraction of the
crimes committed by the ISP than of the control
group were detected and.resultéd in a return to
prison, which would mean, if true, a net g”un in
public safety. For another thing, “intensive” su-
pervision was in many cases not all that inten-'

" sive—in five cities, contacts wi"th. the probation-

ers only took place about once a week, and for all
cities drug tests occurred, on average, about once
a month. Finally, there is some indication that
participation in treatment programs was associ-
ated with lower recidivism rates. ‘
Both anti-gun and anti-drug pollce patrols w111

_ if performed systematically, require big changes

in pOllCC and court procedures and a significant

. increase in the resources devoted to both at least

in the short run. (ISP is not cheap, and it will
become even more expensive if it is done in a
truly intensive fashion.) Most officers have at

‘present no incentive to search for guns-or en-

force drug tests; many Jurlsdlctlons owmg to

~ crowded . dockets or overcrowded jails, are lax
.about enforcing the conditions of probation or

parole. The result is that the one group of high-
risk ‘people over which society already has the
legal right to exercise substantial control is often
“supervised,” if at all, by means of
brief monthly interviews with overworked proba-
tion or parole officers.

Another promising tactic is to.enforce truancy
and curfew laws. This arises from the fact that

- much crime is opportumstlc idle boys, usually in

small groups, sometimes find irresistible the op-
portunity to steal or the challenge to flght ‘Deter-
ring present-oriented youngsters-who. want to

* appear fearless in the eyes of their comrades

while mdulgmg their thrill- seekmg n"ttures isa .
tall order. While it is possible to deter the crimes
they commit by a credible threat of prompt sanc- .
tions, it is easier to reduce the chances for risky
group. idleness in the first place. '

In Charleston, South Carolina, for example
Chief Reuben Greenberg instructed his officers
to return all school- -age children to the schools

from which they were truant and to return all.
- youngsters ‘violating an evening-curfew 1gree-

ment to their parents. As a result, groups of

" school-age children were no longer to be found

hanging.out in the'shopping malls or wandermg
the streets late at mght .

There has been no careful evaluation of these
efforts in Charleston (or, so far as I am aware, in
any other big city), but the rough flgunes are
1mpresswe—the Charleston crime rate in 1991
was about 25 percent lower than the rate in.

5 In.CharIesLon, South Carolina, the police pay a reward
to anyone identifying a student carrying a weapon to school
or to some school event. Because many boys carry guns to
school in order to display or brag about them, the motive to

. carry disappears once any display alerts a potential informer.
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South Carolina’s other principal cities and, for

most offenses. (including burglaries and larce- .

nies), lower than what that city reported twenty
years earlier. - .

All these tactics have in common putting the
police, as the cnmmologlst Lawrence Sherman‘
of the Umversnty of Maryland phrases it, ““~=re
the “hot spots” are. Most people need no police
attention except for a response to their calls for
help. A small fraction’ of people (and places)
need constant attention. Thus, in Minneapolis,

all of the robberies during one year occurred at

just 2 percent of the city’s addresses. To capitalize

- o this fact, the aneapohs police began devot-

ing extra patrol attention, in brief but frequent
bursts of activity, to those locations known to be

“trouble spots. Robbery rates evidently fell. by as
much as 20 percent and public disturbances by‘

even more,

‘Some of the worst hot spots are outdoor drug
markets. Because of either limited resources, a
fear of potential corruption, or a desire to catch
only the drug kingpins, the police in some cities
(including, from time to time, New York) neglect

street-corner dealing. By domg 50, they get the

worst of all worlds.

The pubhc seemg the police i 1gnore drug deal-’

ing that is in plain view, assumes that they are

corrupt whether or not they are. The drug king- .

pins, who are hard to catch and are easily re-

placed by rival smugglers, find that their essential -

retail distribution system remadins intact. Casual

~or first-time drug users, who might not use at all -

~if access to supplies were difficult, find access to

" be effortless and so increase their consumption.

" People who might remain in treatment programs
if drugs were hard to get drop out upon learning -

that they are easy to get. Interdicting without
merely displacing drug markets is dlffxcult but
not impossible, though it requlres motivation

" which some departments lack and resources

which many do not have.
The sheer number of police on the streets ofa

" city probably has only a weak, if any, relanonshlp

“with the crime rate; what the police do is more

important than_how_many. there are, at least
dbove some minimum level. Nevertheless, patrols

directed at hot spots, loitering truants, late-night
wanderers, probationers, parolees, and' possible

ot

gun carriers, all in addition to routine investiga- .

tive activities, will require more officers in many
cities. Between 1977 and 1987, the number of
police officers declined in a third of the 50 larg-
est cities and fell relative to population in many.
more. just how far behind police resources have
lagged can be gauged from this fact in 1950 there
was one violent: crime reported for every pohcc
officer; in 1980 there were three violent crimes
reported for every officer.

HAVE said little so far about penal
policy, in part because | wish to focus
atiention on those things that are likely to have
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the largest and most immediate 1mpact on the

quality of urban life. But given the vast gulf be-
tween what the public believes and what many
experts argue should be our penal policy, a few
comments are essential,-

The public wants more people sent away for
longer sentences; many (probably most) crint-
nologists think we use prison too much and at

too great'a cost and that this excessive use has

‘had little beneficial effect on the crime rate. My
views are much closer to those of the public,
though I think the average pérson exaggerates

the faults of the present system and the gains of .

some alternative (such as “three strikes and
you're out”).

The expert view, as it is expressed n countless
op-ed essays, often goes like 'this: “We have been

' arrestmg more and more people and giving them

longer and longer sentences, producing no de-
crease in crime but huge incréases in prison
populatnons As a result, we have become the most
punitive nation on earth, »

Scarcely a phrase in those sentences is accu-
rate. The probability of being arrested for a given
crime is lower_today fhan.it 1974. The

“amount of time served in state prison has been
.declining ‘more€ or less steadnly since the 1940’s.
Taking all crlmes together, time served fell from

25 months in 1945 to 13 months in 1984, Only
for rape are prisoners servmg as much time today
as they did in the 40’s.

The net effect of lower arrest rates and shorter"
effective sentences is that the cost to the adult

perpetrator of the average burglary fell from 50
days in 1960 to 15 days in 1980, That is to say, the
chances of being caught and convicted, multi-
phed by the median time served if 1mpnsoned

~ was in 1980 less than a third of what it had been
“in 19606 :
Beginning around 1980, thé costs of crime to

the criminal began to inch up again——the result,

- chiefly, of an increase in the proportion of con-
victed persons who were given prison terms. By’

1986, the “price” of-a given burglary had risen
to 21 days. Also begmnmg around 1980, as I not-
ed at the outset, the crime rate began to decline.

At Would be foolhardy to explain this drop in
crime. by the rise in lmprlsonmem rates; many

*_other factors, such as the aging of the populat;on
and the self—protecmve measures of potential vic- |
" tims, were also at work: Only a controlled expen-

‘ment (for example, randomly a]]omtmg prison

“terms for a glven crime among the states) could

hope to untangle the causal patterns, and hap-
pily the Consutuuon makes such expenments
unlikely.

Yet it is'worth notmg that nations with differ-
ent penal policies have expernenced different

6 [ ‘take these cost calculations from Mark l\lcxman
et al., “Impneonmem—to—Offensc Ratios,” Working Papér
89-06- 02 of the Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Man-

- .agement at the Kennedy School of Govcmmcm Harvard

University (August 3, 1988) -
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crime rates. According to David Farrington of
Cambridge University, property—crime rates rose
in England and Sweden at a time when both the
imprisonment rate and timeé served fell substan-
tially, while property—cnme rates declined in the
United States at a time when the 1mpnsonment
rate (but not time served) was increasing.

Though one cannot measiire the effect of |
prison on crime with any.accuracy, it certainly

has some effects. By 1986, there were 55,000 more

robbers in prison than there had been in 1974. -

‘Assume that each lmpnsoned robber would com-
mit five such offenses per’ year if free on the
street. This means that in 1986 there were.
275,000 fewer robberies in America than there
would have been had these 55 000 men been left
on the streét.

Nor, finally, does Amerxca use prlson to a de-
gree that vastly exceeds what is found in any other
civilized nation. Compare the chance of going to

prison in England and the United States if one is
convicted of a given crime. According. to Far- .

rington your.chances were higher in England if
you were found guilty of a rape, higher in-

America if you were. convicted of an assault or a

burglary, and about the same if you were con-

victed of a homicide or a. robbery Once in .
prison, you would serve a longer. timé in this’

. country than in England for almost all offenses
" save murder.-

James Lynch of American bnwersxty has-
reached similar conclusions from his compara- .

tive study of criminal-justice policies. His data

show that the chances of going to prison and the-

time served for homicide and robbéry are
roughly the same in the Umted States, Canada,

and England
OF LATE, drugs have changed Amerni-
can penal practice. In 1982, only
" about 8 percent of state-prison inmates were serv-
ing time on drug convictions. In 1987, that started
to increase sharply; by 1994, over 60 percent of
all federal and about 25 percent of all state pris-
oners were there on drug charges. In some states,
such as New York, the percentag'e was even

hxgher

This change can be attributed largely to the
advcnt of crack cocaine. Whereas snorted cocaine

powder was expensive, crack was cheap; whereas

the former was distributed through networks ca-
tering to elite tastes, the latter was mass-marketed
on street corners. People were rightly fearful of
what crack was doing to their children and de-
manded actic_.; s a result, crack dealers started
going to prison in record nunibers.

Unfortunately, these penalties do not have the.

same incapacitative effect as sentences for rob-
bery. A robber taken off the street is not re-
placed by a new robber who has suddenly found
a market niche, but a drug dealer sent away is
replaced by a new one because an opportumty
has opened up. . .

‘
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We are left, then, with the problem of reduc-
ing the demand for drugs, and that in_turh re-
quires either prevention programs on a scale

-heretofore unimagined- or treatment programs

with a level of effectiveness, heretofore un-
achieved. Any big gains in prevention and treat-
ment will probably have to await further basic
research into the biochemistry of addic¢tion and
the developmen[ of effective -and attractive drug
antagonists that reduce the appea of cocaine and
similar substances.”

In the meantime, it is necessary en;her to build’
much more prison space, find some other way of
- disciplining drug offenders, 6r both. _There is very
little to be gained, I think, from shortenmg the’
terms of existing non-drug inmates in order to
free up more prison space. Except for a few eld-
erly, nonviolent offenders serving very long’
terms, there are real risks ‘associated with short
‘ening the terms of the typical inmate.

Scholars disagree about the magmtude of
those risks, but the best studies, such as the one
of Wisconsin inmates done. by John Dilulio of.
Princeton, suggest that the annual costs to soci-
ety in crime_commitied by an offender on the
street are probably twice the costs of putting him
in a cell. That ratio will vary from state to state
because states differ in what proportion- of con-
victed persons is imprisoned—some states dip
deeper down into the pool of convictees, thereby
imprisoning some with minor criminal habits.

But I caution the reader to understand that
there are no easy prison solutions to crime, even
if we build' the additional space. The state-prison
population more than doubled between 1980 and'
1990, yet the victimization rate for robbery fell by -
only 23 percent. Even if we assign all of that gain
to the increased deterrent'and 1ncapac1tatwe ef-.
fect of prison, whichis 1mplau51ble, the iraprove-
ment is not vast. Of coursé, it is possible that the

_victimization rate would have risen, perhaps by a

large amount, instead of falling if we had not
increased the number of inmates. But we shall
never know. ‘

Recall my discussion of the decline in the costs

,of crime to the criminal, measured by the num-

ber of days in prison that result, on average,
from the commission of a given crime. “That cost
is vastly lower today than in the 1950's. But much
of the decline (and since 1974, nearly all of it) is
the result of a drop-in the probability of being
arrested- for a crime, not in the probablhty of
being imprisoned once arrested. - . !
Anyone who has followed my writings on crime
knows that I have defend: the use of prison both
to'deter crime and mcapacuate criminals. I con-
tinue to- defend it. But we must récognize two
facts. First, even modest additional reductions in

7 [ anticipate that at this point some readers will call for
“legalizing ‘or det,nmmaltzmg drugs as. the “solution” 1o the
problem, Before tell ing me this, [ hope they will read what 1
wrote on that subject in the Febmary 1990 issue of COMMEN- .
tary. I have not changed my mind.
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crime, comparable to the ones achievéd in. the
carly 1980’s, will require vast increases in correc-
tional costs and encounter bitter judicial resis-
tance to mandatory sentencing laws. Second,

America’s most troubling crime problem—the

increasingly .violent behavior of disaffected and

impulsive youth—may be especially hard to-con-

trol by means of marginal and delayed increases
in the probability of punishment.

Possibly one can make larger gains by turning
our attention to the unexplored area of juvenile

justice. Juvenile (or family) courts deal with
young people just starting their criminal careers -

and with chronic offenders when they are often
at their peak years of offending. We know rather
little about how these courts work or with what
effect. There are few, if any, careful svudies of
what happens, a result in part of scholarly neglect’
and in part of the practice in some states of

. shrouding juvenile records and proceedmgs in

secrecy. Some studies, such as one by the Los
Angeles Times of Juvemle justice in” California,
suggest that young people found guilty of a seri-
ous crime are given sentences tougher than
those meted out to adults® This finding is so
counter to popular beliefs and the testimony of
~many blg-cuy Juvem]e court Judges that some
‘caution is required in interpreting it.

There are two problems. The first lies i in defin-
ing the universe of people to whom sanctions are
applied. In some states, such as California, it may
well be the case that a juvenile found guilty of a
serious offense is punished with greater rigor
than an adult, but many juveniles whose behavior
ought to be taken seriously (because they show
_signs of being part of the 6 percent) are released
*by the police or probation officers before ever

~ seeing a judge. And in some states, such as New,

York, juveniles charged with having committed
certain crimes, including serious ones like ille-
gally carrying a loaded gun or committing an as-
sault, may not be fingerprinted Since persons
with a prior record are usually given longer sen-
tences than those without one, the failure to fin-
gerprint can mean that the court has no way of
knowing whether the John Smith standing before
it is the same John Smith who was arrested four
times for assault and so ought to be sent away, or
a different John Smith whose clean record en-
titles him to probation.

The second problem arises from the deﬁm-
tion of a “severe” penalty. .In California, a juve-

high-rate criminals at a time when their offenses
were not yet too serious. Perhaps early and swift,
_though .not necessarily severe, sanctions could
“deter some budding hoodlums, but we have no
eviderice of that as yet.

OR as long as I can remember, the .
, debate over crime has been between
those who wished to rely on the criminal-justice
system and those who wished to attack the root
causes of crime. I have always been in the former
group because what'its opponents depicted as
‘root causes”—unemployment, racism, poor
housing, too little schooling, a lack of self-es-
teem—turned out, on close examination, not to_
be major causés of crime at all. '

Of late, however, there has been a shift in the

debate. Increasingly those who want to attack root
causes have begun to point to real ones—tem-
perament, early family experiences, and neigh-

borhood effeets. The sketch 1 gave earlier of the
typical high-rate young offender suggests’ that
these factors are‘indeed at the root of crime. The
problem now is to decide whether any can be

~changed by plan and at'an acceptable pnce in

money and personal freedom.
If we are to do this, we must confront the fact

"that the critical years of a child’s life are ages one
to ten, with perhaps the most important being -

the earliest years. During those years, some chil-
dren are put gravely at risk-by some combination -
of heritable traits, prenatal insults (maternal drug
and alcohol abuse or poor‘diet) weak parent-
child attachment, poor supervxsxon and- disor-
derly family environment.

If we knew with reasonable confxdcnce which

children were most seriously at risk, we might

f

nile found guilty of murder does indeed serve a

longer sentence than an adult convicted of the
same offense—60 months for the’ former, 41
months for the latter. Many people will be
puzzied by a newspaper account that defines

five years in prison for murder as a “severe” sen-

tence, and angered to learn that an adult serves
less than four years for such a crime.-

The key, unanswered question is whether
prompt and more effective early intervention
would stop high-rate delinquents from becoming
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intervene with some precision to supply either

medical therapy or parent training or (in extreme

cases) to remove the child to a better home. But
given our present knowledge, precision is impos-
sible, and so we must proceed carefully, relymg,
except in the most extreme cases, on persuas:on _
and incentives.

We do, however, know enough about the early .

causes of conduct disorder and later delmqueqcy

to know that the more risk factors exist (such as
parerntal criminality and poor supervision), the
greater the peril to the child. It follows that pro-
grams aimed at just one or a few factors are not
likely to be successful; the children most at risk
are those who require the most wide-ranging and
fundamental changes in their life circumstances.

The goal of these changes is, as Travis Hirschi of

the University of Anzona has put it, to teach self-
“control,

Hirokazu Y()Shlkaw’l of New York University has
recently summarized what we have learned about
programs that attempt to make large and lasting
changes in a Chlld $ prospects for improved con-

B “A Nation's Chxldren in Lc)ck up, Los Angeles Times,
August 22, 1993,

:
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duct, better school behavior, and lessened delin-

quency. Four such programs in particular seemed:

. valuable—the Perry Preschool Project in Ypsi-
lant, Michigan; the Parent-Child Development
‘Center in Houston, Texas; the Family Develop-
ment Research Project in Syracuse, New York;
and the Yale Child Welfare PI’OJCCI in New Haven,
Connecticut.

All these programs had certain. fewtures in
common. They. dealt with low-income, often mi-
nority, families; they intervened during the first

five years of a child’s life and continued for be-’

tween two and five years; they combined parent

“training with preschool education for the ¢hild;

and they involved extensive-home visits. All were
evaluated fairly carefully, with the follow-ups Tast-
-ing for, at least five years, in two cases for at least
ten, and. in one case for fourteen. The programs
produced {dependmg on the project) less fight-

mg, impulsivity, disobedience, restlessness, cheat- -
ing, and delinquency. In short, they 1mpr0ved.

self-control. -

They were experimental programs, which
means that it is hard to be confident that trying
the same thing on a bigger scale in many places
will produce the same effects. A large number of

welltrained and hlghly motivated caseworkers

dealt with a relatively small number of families,

with the workers knowing that their efforts were .
being evaluated. Moreover, the programs oper-

ated in the 'late 1970’s or early 1980’s before the

advent of crack cocaine or the rise of the more -

lethal neighborhood gangs. A national program

mounted under current conditions might or

‘might not have the same result as the experlmen—
tal efforts.

Try telling’ that to. lawmakers. ‘What happens.

when politicians encounter experimental- suc-
cesses is amply revealed by the history of Head
.Start they expanded the program quickly with-
out assuring quality, and stripped it down to the
part that was the most popular, least expensive,
and easiest to run, namely, preschool education.,
Absent. from much of Head Start are the high
teacher-to-child case loads,

things that probably account for much of the
success of the four experimental programs.

IN THIS coumry we tend to separate pro—

grams deésigned to help children
from those that benefit their parents. The former
are called “child development,” the latter “wel-
~ fare reform.” This is a great mistake. Everything

we know about long-term welfare recipients indi-
cates that their children are at risk for the very
problems that child- helpmg programs later try to
correct.

The evidence from a variety of studies is quite
clear: even if we hold income and ethnicity con-
stant, children (and especially boys) raised by a
single mother are more likely than those raised

by two parents to have difficulty in school, get in

the extensive home -
visits, and the elaborate parent training—the very
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trouble with ihe law, and experlence emotional
and phys:cal problems9 Producing 1lleg1t1mate

children is not an “alternative life-style” or simply

an imprudent action; it is a curse. Making moth-

ers work  will not end the curse; under current

proposals, it will not even save money.

The absurdity of divorcing the welfare prob—
lem from the child-development problem be-
comes evident as'soon as we think seriously about
what we want to achieve. Smaller welfare expen-
ditures? Wcl_l‘, yes, but not if it hurts children,
More young mothers working? Probably not;
young mothers ought to raise their young chil-
dren, and work interferes with that unless two
parents can solve some dlfﬁcult and expenswe‘

~ problems..

What we really want is fewer szggztzmate chzl—
dren, because such children, by being born out
of wedlock are, except in unusual cases, being
given early admission to the underclass. And fail-
ing that, we want the children born to single (and
typically young and poor) mothers to have a .
chance at a decent life.

Letting teenage girls set up their:own house-
holds at public expense neither discourages il-
legitimacy nor serves the child’s best interests. If
they do set up their own homes, then to reach
those with the fewest parenting skills and the.
most difficult childrein will require the kind ‘of
expensive and intensive home visits and family-
support programs characteristic of the four suc-
cessful exper\ments mentioned earlier.

* One alternative is to tell a glrl who applies for

) welfare that she can only receive it on condition

that she live either in the home of two competent

.parents (her own if she comes from an Intact fam-

ily) or in a group home wheré competent super-
vision and parent training will be provided by
adults unrelated to her. Such homes would be
privately managed but publicly funded by pool-

ing welfare checks, food stamps, and housing al-
~lowances.

-A model for such a'group home (albeit one
run without public funds) is the St. Martin de

Porres House of Hope on the south’ side of .~

Chicago, founded by two nuns for homeless
young women, especially those with drug- abuse
problems: The goals of . the home are clear: ac- .

" cept personal responsibility for your lives and

learn to care for your children. And these goals

‘in turn; require the girls to follow rules, stay in

school,- obey a' curfew, and avoid alcohol’ and

‘drugs. Those are the rules that ought to govern a

i

group home for young welfare mothers. -
Grou;’ "»»mes funded by pooled welfare bene-

fits would make the task of parent training much -

.easier and provide the kind of structured, consis-

“tent, and nurturant environment that children
- ‘néed. A few cases might be too difficult for these

homes, and for such chil dren boardmg schools—

9 1 summarize this evidence in “The Famnly Values De-

}bale COMM&NIARY Apnl 1993
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once common in American cities for disadvan-

taged children; but now almost exunct—umlght
be revived.

Group homes also make it easier to supply'

quality medical care to young mothers and their
children. Such care has taken on added impor-
tance in recent years with discovery of the lasting
damage that cau be done to a child’s prospects
from being born prematurely and with a very low

birth weight, having 4 mother who has abused -

drugs or alcohol, or bemg exposed to certain
dangerous metals. Lead poisoning is now widely

acknowledged to be a source of cognitive and.

behavioral impairment; of late, elevated levels of
manganese have been linked to high levels of vio-

lence.'® These are all treatable conditions; in the

case of a manganeqe 1mbalance easily treatable.

MY FOGCUS on changmg behavnor wﬂl(
annoy some readers. For them the
problem is poverty and the worst feature of single-
parent families is that they are inordinately poor.
Even to refer to a behavioral or cultural problem
is to stngmatlze " people. '
Indeed it is. Wrong behawor-—neglectful im-

mature, or incompetent parenting; the producm

tion of out-ofwedlock babies—ought to be stig-
matized. There are many poor men of all races
who do not abandon the women they have im-
pregnated, and many poor women of all races
who avoid drugs and do a good job of raising
their children. If we fail to stigmatize those who

‘from those who resist them. This becomes all the
more important when entire communities, and

not just isolated households, are dominated by a-
culture “of fatherless boys preying on innocent

persons and exploiting immature girls.

We need not merely stigmatize, however. We
can try harder to move children out of those
‘communities, either by drawing them into safe
group homes or facilitating (through rent supple-

ments and housing.vouchers) the relocation of

them and their parents to neighborhoods with

. intact social structures-and an ethos of family

values.

Much of our umquely American crime prob-
lem (as opposed to the worldwide ‘problem of
general thievery) arises, not from the faxlmgs ‘of
individuals but from [he concentration in disor-

derly neighborhoods of people at risk of failing.

That concentration is partly the result of prosper-
ity and freedom (functioning families long ago
seized the oppertunity to move out to the periph-
ery), partly the result of racism (it is harder for
- some groups to move than for others), and partly
the result of pohtlcs (elected officials do not wish
to see settled constituencies broken up).

I seriousiy doubt that this country has the will
to address either of its two crime problems, save
by acts of individual self-protection. We could in
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theory make justice swifter and more certain, but

. we will not accept the restrictions on liberty and

the weakening of procedural safeguards that this
would entail. We could vastly improve the way in °
which our streets are policed, but some of us will
not pay for it and the rest of us will not tolerate it.
We could alter the way in which at-risk children
experience the first few ycars of life, but the op-
ponents of this—welfare-rights activists, family
preservationists, budget cutters; and assorted

ideologues—are numerous and the bureaucratlc

problems enormous.
Unable or unwilling to do such things, we take
refuge in substitutes: we debate the death pen-
alty, we wring our hands over television, we lobby
to keep prisons from being built in our neighbor-
hoods, and we fall briefly in love with trendy
nostrums that seem to cost llttlc and promlse
much.
Much of our ambivalence is on dlsplay in the
1994 federal crime bill. To satisfy the tough-
minded, the list of federal offenses for which the

death penalty can be imposed has been greatly-

enlarged but there is little reason to think that
executions, as they work in this country (which is
to say, after much delay and only on a few offend-
ers), have any effect on the crime rate and no
reason to think that executing more federal prls—
oners (who account, at best, for a tiny fraction'of
all homicides) will reduce the murder rate.-To
satisfy the tender-minded, several billion dollars

are earmarked for prevention programs, but
" give way to temptation, we withdraw the rewards .

thére is as yet very little hard evidence that any of
these will actually prevent crime.

In adding more police officers, the bill may -
make some difference—but only if the additional
personnel are imaginatively deployed. And Wash-
ington will pay only part of the cost initially and
none of it after six.years, wh;ch means that any
city getting new officers will either have to raise
its own taxes to keep them on theforce or accept

the polmcal heat that will arise from turning
down “free” cops. Many -states. also desperately

need additional prison space; the federal funds
allocated by the bill for their construction will be
welcomed, provided that states are willing to meet
the cpnditions set for access to such funds.
*Meanwhile, just beyond the horizon, there
lurks‘a cloud that the winds will soon. brmg over
us. The population will start getting younger

. again. By;the end of this decade there will be a

millibn more people between the ages of four-

-téen and seventeen_than there. are now. Half of

this extra million will be male. Six percent of

-them will become: high-rate, repeat offenders—
- 30,000 more ‘muggers, killers, and thieves than"

we have now.
‘Get'ready.

10 1y'is not clear why manganese has this effect, but we
know that it diminishes the availability of a precursor of .
serotonin, a neurotransmitter, and low levels of serotonin '’
are now strongly linked to violent and impulsive behavior.
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Educational Opportunities Comrmttee which will debate job
programs for welfare recipients.

Both Democrats and Repubhcans agree on some basics of
welfare reform: that fathers should be made more
ﬁnanclally responsible for their children; that the ‘

 length of time a family can receive benefits should be -
. limited; and out-of-wedlock births should be curbed.
President Clinton's plan had many of those elements, but it

_was picked apart by critics ever since the,presxdent outlined it

" last spring. Now, the president plans to invite mayors and
.'governors to attend & bipartisan task force meeting in-
. mid-January to reshape his welfare bill. =
" The president expressed the hope that the meeting would
bring an end to ° "partisan bickering" and mark the * begmmng
" of a new day, not just for the welfare system but for how our
' government works."

- If Clinton can use the meetmg to win some consensus on
elements of reform especxally from Republican govemors
the administration has allowed to do their own ’

- welfare-reform experiments .that agreement could be used
~ to push a bipartisan welfare compromise with key Senate
. Republicans who already have doubts about the House
Republican bill.
But Shaw is not waiting for Clinton to do his deal
Shaw said that after 14 years in Congress, he ﬁm_ally ,
. has the power to improve the welfare system, and that he -
. is determined to do it. The president had his chance, but
made health-care reform a priority, Shaw said. -
. 'I'm glad the president has gotten back on the

bandwagon, but we are going ahead independently on our own .

bill," said Shaw. *'Clearly, at this point, the
: responsxbxhty for welfare reform is in the House."
Voters seem to agree. In a recent poll by The New York

" Times and CBS News, 60 percent of those surveyed said they

trusted the Republicans to make good decisions on welfare.
That compared, with 28 percent for Clinton.

But Shaw insists that such political points are
secondary to his determination to produce a subcommittee
vote on winni’ng welfare-reform legislation by the middle .

" of February. *'I want to pass legislation, not mak: o
political statements,” he said.

To meet that ambmous goal, Shaw will have to resolve
a number of volatile issues. (

Perhaps the hottest issue would be decxdmg how far to .
go-in denymg benefits to mothers who .are minors.

Under the House GOP contract's welfare plan, states

;'would be required to deny cash benefits to unwed mothers

| under 18. States also would have the optxon of denymg
" benefits to those 18 to 20 years old. ‘

A mother would still get Medicaid .and food stamps, but

. cash benefits would go to the states to be used to
*discourage teen.pregnancy, encourage adoption or set up.
" group homes for the mothers and their children. None of
- the money could be used for abortion funding or counseling.

The provision also includes the option of setting up '
orphanages, but that suggestion which generated negative
publicity when endorsed by incoming House Speaker Newt
" Gingrich probebly will be omitted from the bill.

Even without the **O" word, denying benefits to minor

B

mothers concerns some GOP lawmakers who worry it would -

feed criticism that the welfare plan is heartless. Voters
overwhelmingly reject the idea of denying benefits. to
minor mothers, according to several recent polls.

Some governors and social-service professionals also
_worry that this idea would shift the costs of caring for
these young families to states and local communities that
" cannot afford it. In addition, the governors bristle at
- federal lawmakers' mandating that they do anything.

But those who support this provision see it as one way .
to reduce out-of-wedlock births, now about one-third of
* all thé births in the country. Sending the message that.
~ having a baby does not entitle young mothers to a check or

compromise: Let states pay cash benefits, but require them to -

-out-of-wedlock birth rates..

housing subsidies, they argue, would go a long way toward
" making paremhood less attractive to those wanting to grow up
- fast. -

me Repubhcan lawmakers and staffers are ﬂoatmg a.

meet some goals in reducmg teen pregnancy and

i

iother contentious proposal would deny federal

benefits to legal immigrants.

Legal immigrants, under the contract's welfare plan would

" mo longer be eligible for benefits under 60 different federal
- programs nearly all social services, cash- beneﬁts housmg and’

food assistance, except for emergency medical services. |
* Opponents see this provision as playing into the
anti-immigrant attitude that fueled California's passage

of Proposition 187, which denies illegal immigrants public:

schooling, welfare and non-emergency medical services.

That law, now being challenged in court, was attacked by

some top GOP leaders as unconstitutional and un-American. -
The issue is even more controversial when dealing with

legal immigrants . those who did all the right things to
* come into the country, many of whom work and pay taxes.
- The provision would exempt those over age 75, and would

allow the immigrants a year to become citizens.
Supporters say denying the benefits would raise $20.
billion over five years, money needed to prepare welfare '

_ recipients for jobs. Those who don't like it should come

up with another way to raise the money, they say.
‘GOP congressional ‘staffers are looking for a comproxmse
based on recent proposals by a bipartisan commission on

* *immigration. The commission, headed by former Rep. Barbafa

Jordan of Texas, denounced any plans to cut beneﬁts to

- legal immigrants.

Instead, the commission saxd, the govemment should ty
to enforce the contracts that sponsors sign promising to

be financially responsible for legal immigrants.

The largest issue in the welfare debate is likely to be

| ‘whether to pass responsibility for reform to. the states.

. Some GOP lawmakers and strategists are shifting away

 from the contract's welfare plan to the idea of letting
“the states do the reforming. After all, 20 states are now

tinkering with some aspects of the welfare system or

Atrying to overhaul it.

That's what the governors want, and they say they could

~ do the job with less federal moriey than is now being
' spent. Republicans champion the idea of a less intrusive
. federal government, but some wonder whether this would
S ,mean ‘abdicating tesponsxbxhty to oversee taxpayer.money.

- Even among those who agree on more state control, the
debate focuses on how the money should be packaged and

. what strings, if any, should be attached.

.-Some like the idea of putting a reduced amount of money.

for welfare ptbg'rams into nearly uarestricted, block
. grants to the states. The contract’s welfare plan already

proposes doing that with money from food stamps, school
lurich programs and other food programs. .
But to do that could require that these programs would

5o lenger be entitlements programs availabie. to all those

wheo qualify. Every year, moncy would have to be budgeted
and set aside. ‘

That makes even Republican governors nervous that

‘social service programs would be susceptible to further
_cutbacks in bad economic times, especially if a consutunonal

amendment requiring a balanced budget passes. g i
Others like the ides of allocating money to the states' -
for a five-year period. Congress would set some goals for

the reduction of the welfare rolls and job placement.

But abandoning the contract plan in favor of state
control presents
a sticky political question: Wou.ld House Repubhcans still
get credit for reforming welfare?

XXX
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110,000-employee staff being reduced to 99,000. Congress-

" and the USDA will also be wrestling with implementing the
North American Free Trade Agreement and the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade accord, deciding the future .
of huge soil-conservation programs, and debating whether
food stamp programs should be overhauled or tumed over to
the states.

. Many food and faxm groups praised his nomination. “Dan -
" Glickman understands agriculture and farmers,” said Dean
Kleckner, president of the conservative American Farm
Bureau. The more liberal National Farmers Union also
lauded Glickman, as did consumer groups, livestock

. organizations and food processors.

Glickman, 50, was born in Wichita, the son of a
scrap-metal dealer. He has dn undcrgraduate degree from

. the University of Michigan and a law degree from George
Washington University Law School. He was first elected to

- Congress in 1976, and served 18 years on the House

Agriculture Committee. He was chairman of the House

Intelligence Committee for the last two years, and was.

. upset last month in his bid for a 10th term. -~

The White House had hoped to announce Glickman's

' nomination last week, but Glickman won a postponement. He

had promised his daughter, Amy, that he would attend her

- graduation from the Umversxty of Anzana at Tucson.

XXX

Sen. Lugar proposes trimming farm

subsidies to pay for middle-class tax cut

" By Doug Palmer . o

' nght—RJdder Financial News ,

* WASHINGTON ' Incoming Senate Agnculture Commmee
Chairman Richard Lugar, R-Ind., said Wednesday that
cutting subsidies paid to farmers would be one ‘
-*“responsible” way to pay for a middle-class tax cut.

"My own views on this ... is that probably we should

be doing much less governmental (farm) subsidies,” Lugar
said at 8 news conference called to unveil his plans for
confirmation hearings on President Clinton's selection

Wednesday of outgoing Rep. Dan. thkman, D-Kan,, to be the .

. next agriculture secretary.

*'T think that the amount of money spent in this area
is not well spent,” Lugar said. ""In a time in which
there is a calling for a middle~class tax cut, for
example, and responsible ways to pay for that ...

_farm programs) is one of the ways to do that"

' However, Lugar said other members of the Senate farm'
panel may not share his views on cutting farm programs. At
the end of the upcoming 1995 farm bill debate, it could be
**the will of the committee and the Congress will be '

(cutting

sunply to' do what we've always been doing and add 5 perccnt'

. more,’ Lugar said. *'That could very well be it." )
“'But I'm saying this time," .members are gomg to’
have to vote for that, straight up” on a -
program-by-program basis for the various commodities that
Agriculture Department subsidizes, Lugar said.
In that regard, Glickman's confirmation hearings will
~ be "'a warmup" to the farm bill debate, Lugar said,
noting that he will ask Glickman to answer a number of -
quesuons that go to the heart of USDA farm programs.
- “He very well may have views that are different from
‘my own and [ may be persuaded by what he says,” Lugar
said.

But, at the very least, Glickman wxll be expected to .
answer such questions as why ennual grain acreage set
asides are good farm policy and why the United States
should restrict sugar productionr and unports to boost
prices for farmers, Lugar said.

Ghckman Wlll also be asked té outline how he \v:l]
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continue efforts to reorganize and streamline the
department, Lugar said. Last year, Congress approved
legislation authorizing the agriculture secretary to cut -

_ the number of USDA agencies from 43 to 29 and to close

more than-a 1,000 county field offices. -

Outgomg Agriculture Secretary Mike Espy, whose last
day is Saturday, already has begun that process. But
Glickman must show he will be a *“strong manager” who i is
comumitted to downsxzmg USDA, Lugar said. y -

Despxte promising to ask tough questions, Lugar also :

had warm words for Glickman, who has received the:
‘endorsement of fellow Kansan and incoming Senate MaJonty

Leader Bob Dole, a Republican.

- Lugar descnbed Glickman as an able legxslator who has .
compiled **an impressive record” during his 18 years'in
Congress, and said Glickman's sense of humor had proven to
be a valuable asset during previous cong:essmnal

' .negotiations on farm legislation. .

(EDITORS: STORY CAN TRIM HERE)
" Lugar said he was reluctant to speculate on what

- specific farm policy proposals thhnan rmght make as -

agriculture secretary. )
While the Clinton adm1mstrauon might use the

confirmation hearings to outline its proposals for the .

1995 farm bill, it also might wait until the hearings sre

" concluded to finalize its ideas, Lugar said.

Lugar repeated Wednesday that Glickman's ‘vote m late

‘November against the new world trade agreement was _
.disappointing, but did not disqualify him for the USDA
“secretary job. At the time, Glickman said the vote on the

General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade was too unportant‘to \

:  'be held in a lame-duck session of Congress The pact was.
. subsequently passed. ’

(EDITORS: STORY CAN TRIM HERE)
Meanwlnle, ‘the American Farm Bureau Fedcrauon issued a
statement praising Clinton's decision to tap Glxckman
**As we head into debate on 1995 farm legzslatzon it
is important that the president appoint a person
knowledgeable about the needs of American farmers," AFBF
President Dean Kleckner said. *I think President Clinton

‘has done that through his choice of Dan Glickman."

Outgoing Rep. Jill Long, D-Ind., also said she “'fully
supported” Glickman's nomination. Long, who has taken a.

teaching post at Harvard after losing in the Nov. 8 election,

had actively campaigned for the job of agriculture secretary.

GOP leaders have no illusions that agreeing

~on details of welfare reform will be easy

By Vanessa Gallman °

Knight-Ridder Newspapers
WASHINGTON Even though the idea of reshapmg the -

. nation's welfare system-is popular with the American people,

Republican leaders say they have no illusions that agreeing on
the details will be easy even within their own party. .
Proposed legislation in the House Republicans' Contract

With America that would deny benefits to unwed mothers

under age 21 and to all legal immigrants is especxally
controversial among Republican senators. .
. And some Republican governors are pushing lawmakers to

: forget ‘about reforming the national system and just tum '

responsibility for welfare over to the states. .
**You are not going to find a party in lockstep,” said
Rep. E. Clay Shaw Jr., R-Fla.; who will be chairman of the -

. Humsi Resources Subcommittee that will hold the first

welfare-reform hearing on Jan. 6, during the first. week of
the new Congress. ""No one's going to come out of this -
process entirely pleased with the end product”
“‘Every issue that we deal with will be controversial,
because over the last 25-30 years, these programs have
built up & huge constituency” said Rep. William F.
Goodling, R-Pa., incoming chairman of thé Economic and '
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. attorney .in Falrfax, Va. ‘ ‘ o

" Jones filed her suit in May, charging Clinton with C
making unwanted sexual advances in-a‘Little Rock, Ak,
hotel room while he was governor. Clinton's attorneys have

- denied the incident took place. -

* Davis predicted that the presndent‘s attorneys would
"appeal Wednesday's decision. '*Their strategy is to

" prevent what is their greatest fear, and that is a -

deposition of the president,” he said.

Clinton prompted Wednesday's ruling by contenchng, ina

- inotion to dismiss the suit, that *'there is.an overriding
national interest in insulating the presidency from the :
distractions of private civil litigation." '

. 'Earlier U.S. Supreme Court rulings had estabhshed a

consutunonal protection for the preszdent from pnvate
civil litigation, his attorneys argued. -
" In the June filing, Clinton's attordeys rehed heavxly
on the case of Pentagon whistleblower Ernest Fxtzgemld
who filed suit over his firmg by President Rxclm'd M.
Nixon.

The Supreme Court ruled in Fntzgerald‘s case that '

: courts should prevent a president from * numerous
.. vexatious lawsuits,” the motion said.

In her ruling Wednesday in Little Rock, U.S: Dlstnct
Judge Susan Webber Wright said she found no constitutional
support for presidential immunity. She cited English
Common Law in concluding that*'no one, be he king or
_president, is above the law®
- The earlier Supreme Court ruling had protected leon
only from civil actions arising from actions taken while

in office, she wrote. : .

Clinton's case, in contrast, arose from events alleged
to have occurred before he took office.

‘Acknowledging the difference, Clinton attorney Robert

‘ .Bennett had not sought absolute. immunity for Clinton, but .

rather a limited immunity that would allow the case to be o
reinstated after he leaves office.
"(EDITORS: NEXT 5 GRAFS OPTIONAL TRIM)
In a similar case; a Los Angeles judge had ruled -
- against then-President John F. Kennedy, who sought
" immunity in a case arising from a motorcade accident
‘during his 1960 presidential campaign. Kennedy did not -
“appeal that ruling and instead settled the case.
Nonetheless, Wright said she recogmzed that t.he ‘
presidency offered '
a tempting target for civil litigants. :
The officeholder needs protection from the dxstractxons
of the potential flood of suits, she wrote. Earlier
Supreme Court decisions, including the Fitzgerald case,
had recognized the ' smgular importance of the . )
president's duties" and that dxversxons would raise unique .
" risks to sound government. :
+ Also, Jones' case carried no apparent urgency, the
judge wrote. Jones herself had said she sought 8 trial .
. only to clear her name, and had filed suit two dsys before -
the three-year statute of limitations would have expired.
**Obviously, plaintiff Jones was in no rush to get her i
case to court,” Wright wrote. : . o
"(END OPTIONAL TRIM) o
If Clinton leaves office after one term, her ruling ..
would delay the trial only two more. years the judge
- noted.
That wouldn't prove a great delay beyond a normal
- schedule for the case, Davis said. “'If we were to seek a
- trial date today in Arkansas, ‘
" 1 understand it would take a year." ) :
. Should Clinton win re-election, the trial would have to o
wait until 2001. But Davis said he understood the desire
* to protect the president from the distractions of a trigl. -
-(EDITORS: STORY CAN TRIM HERE) :
At any rate, Jones probably could not win an appeal of
the judge's scheduling: decxs:on, a legal scholar said. -

**District court judges have tremendous room to maneuver

‘in setting the schedules for a case,” said Harvard

University law Professor Charles Fried, who was solicitor -

o general under President Ronald Reagan.

But Clinton also has slim chance of overturning the

" judge's decision to allow the gathering of evidence to -
. proceed, Fried said. The president's attorneys would more

likely succeed in winning an order from Wright to seal
Clinton's testimony, he said.

In her suit, Jones charged that Clinton kissed and
touched her and asked her to perform a sex act in the
alleged encounter at the Little Rock hotel.

-She says she refused and left, but feared for her job
and later was denied promotions and pay raises. In her

R smt, she is seekmg damages of $700,000.

Welfare specialists say GOP plan
rests on false assumptions

‘By George Rodrigue

Dallas Morning News :

- WASHINGTON Untxl now, welfare reform has foundered

‘on several political and economic contradictions:

 Most Americans want to help people who cannot find ‘
work, but doing so can dlscourage those people from even

~ seeking jobs, pollsters say. ‘ ,

Most people want to focus hmxted resources on the A
poorest families. But those are the families without . ,
fathers present, and helpmg them can nge mothers |

" incentives not to marry.

Almost everyone ‘wants to help poor: chxldxen, but far
fewer want to help able-bodied adults.
Cong:res new Republican leaders argue that the

 contradictions can be resolved by ending welfare payments
. to most of the. 13.6:million Americans who receive them.

Freed from welfare, they say, adults will find' decent
jobs, and most young women will marry before havmg
children. And if some of the 9.2 million children on -

welfare do fall into dire poverty, they can enter :
orpbanages, group homes or foster care. =~ . '

Many specialists in welfare reform say the GOP'S plans
rest upon unproven or false assumptions. 3
""A lot of very smart people have studied these

_ problems for & very long time," said David Cordray,
: 'professor of public policy at Vanderbilt University.

**That suggests that the problem i is a lot more complex -

than cutting benefits and opening orphanages.”

He and others said that the Republicans' Personal
Responsibility Act, drafted under their Contract With
America, ‘could have grave consequences mcludmg an

»explosnon of poverty, homelessness and crime.

"You couldn't build walls high enough or move to

suburbs remote enough to escape this problem," said
Eileen McCaffrey, executive dxrector of the Orphan

Foundation of America.

Poverty researchers across the pohtxcal spectrum agree’
that the welfare system needs an overhaul, particularly to
reduce the number of unwed, unemployed ‘mothers and of
fathers who abandon their children. '

Unwed teenage mothers tend to drop out of hzgh school

" a virtual guarantee of future poverty, studies show. In

. 1992, 48 percent of all female-headed households,fell
" below the poverty line, compared with only 9.6 percent of
‘married couples with children, - ‘

From 1960 to 1990, births to single white mothers rose

from 2.3 percent to 204 percent of all births, said Kent

Weaver of the Brookings Institution, a nonpar‘asan

Washington research group.
Among blacks the percentage of babies bom to smgle

PRESERVATION. PHOTOCORPY"



. women rose from 21. 6 percent to 66 5 percent “ ‘
. The Clinton administration proposed a plan last summer"
that would reduce. benefits for young unwed ‘mothers. It -

-, would cut cash payments to younger recipients aﬁer two :

years and require them to begin work.
Some state and national Republican Ieaders propose a’
lifetime ban on welfare benefits for children born to
. young unwed mothers. Everyone ‘else would be barred for
life after-two to five years of public assistance.
They hope to pay for their plan by elxmmntmg federal
‘ beneﬁt.v. for legal immigrants. :
““We don't have to care for all the world's poor Just k
because they happen to live here,” said Rep Clay .Shaw,
R-Fla.
Cordray, a former critic of welfare programs for L
Congress' General Accounting Office, said the GOP's
"boldness has: at least drawn public attcntzon to the
_welfare system's problems. ‘
““Hopefully that will allow people who ‘are. more

reasonable or more aware of the facts to say, *This would R

be the wisest way to proceed,™ he said. *'I just hope
there's enough time to weed out the bold, bad ideas.”

He and other experts say the Republican proposals ralse '

several questions:
Does welfare cause out-of-wedlock births? * o
Welfare does guarantee that single mothers will have a -
survival income. A single Texas mother with two children

could get combined Aid to Families With Dependent Children

and food stamp benefits of $479 monthly, plus Medxcazd
beaith insurance. .
But whether welfare provrdes an incentive to have o
'chzldren outside of marriage is debated.
**If we eliminate these subsidies, we will cut the -
out-of-wedlock birthrate by half," said Robert Rector, a

welfare-reform expert with the Heritage- Foundatxon, a Ko :

‘conservative research organization. ‘ :
University of Washington professor Bob Plotmek has
concluded that welfare. plays virtually no role in whether ‘

poor young women choose to bear children. In some -
~ high-benefit states, he said, it may encourage pregnant
~ young women not to marry but only slightly.
Professor Christopher Jencks of the Umversny of
_Chicago estimates :
" a birthrate reduenon, but a smaller one than Repubhcansl
estimate 10 to 20 percent. :
“itsa quesuon of values,” Jencks said. ' Would you »
be wxllmg to make most of the kids suffer quite a bit in .
order to reduce the number being born by. a little bit?".
In any event, the GOP's proposed welfaré~cutting
- experiment already has been tried, said Mark Robert: Rank
"8 sociology professor at Washmgton Umversxty in- St '
Louis.
(NEXT 7 GRAFS OPTIONAL)

From 1970 to 1984, the average monthly AFDC beneﬁt to:

a family of four fell from $799 to $435. Meanwhile, the

proportion of out-of-wedlock births increased from. -
percent to 30 percent of all births.

- During thiat period, the birthrate among L.nmamed

University professor of public policy who _;ome,d the
_ Clinton administration to draft its welfare-reform bill.

At the same time, careers and contraception helped drop

the fertility rate for married women from 120 chlldren to
45 children per 1,000 women. '
. That alone would have increased the pcrcentage of all :

children bormn out of wedlock. But the couiitry also
underwent a massive shrft in attitudes toward sex outsxde
of marriage.

The National Opmxon Research Center found that 80

percent of adults opposed nonmarital sex in 1963 By 1975
only 30 percent favored abstinence.

Nowadays, hlgh school programs that teaeh you.ng peOple '

| to avoxli unwanted 'sex and. in-school clinics that dispense

information and contracepﬁves are among the few proven -
means of reducing teen pregaancy.
“I'd prevent pregnancies by preventing preg:nancres 1f

. . it were up to me. But I wouldn't eliminate the safety net .
S .for the children who are born," said Plotmek ' -

* (END OPTIONAL TRIM)
Does welfare harm children?
Supporters of the Republicans' Personal Responsibility

. Act say denial of welfare would not only cut S AP
‘out-of-wedlock births but also would be better for the
children themselves.

Conservative polmcal selenust Charles Mmray calls

- for putting the children in orphanages. Rector of the

Hentage Foundauon favors adoption. .
**There is no environment in the U.S. today that is

L worse for clnldren than being raised by a single young

mother alone in an apartment with a welfare cheek -
Rector said. '
Both say clnldren in these envnronments s.hould be moved

- DOW. -

Likely ineoming House' Speaker Newt Gmgneh.argued

~ during a recent television interview that funding

orphanages instead of welfare would increase the optxons -
available to young unwed mothers. .
. Debbie Weinstein, a family-income specialist thh the :

- hberal Children's Defense Fund, said parents have the

option of putting children up for adoption or foster care.

, Gingrich's plan would simply deny support to parents
~ wanting to keep their children.

Doug Besherov, a conservative analyst. thh the Amencan' -
Enterprise Institute, said it would cost $72, 000 ammally

~to put the average welfare family’s children in an

orphanage, compared with about $15,000 in current

per-family costs for cash, food stamps, Medicaid, housmg

and all other services.

That, alone, he said, makes orphanages at best **a
mirage.”

(NEXT 10 GRAFS OPTIONAL 'I'RIM)

, ‘Weinstein also said that reséarch challenges GOP

contentrons that welfare harms children.

" Partly because welfare families live in some of

~’‘America's most deprived and dysf\mcnonal areas, they face V
* troubles and stresses unknown to middle-class families,
- she said. Roughly half of all children in the foster-care

system came from AFDC households. _ L
But only about 2.5 percent of all ¢hildren on' AFDC have"'

e ‘been taken away from their parents by chxld-protectnon

workets .

Nor are most chxldren on welfare ensnared for hfe

A 1988 study found that one-fifth of the girls who grow
up highly dependent on welfare continue to lean upon it

- heavily as adults. Almost two-thirds of the women who- grew
-up on welfare received 'none as adults.

Weinstein said that 14 percent of all children on

. "welfare have been suspended or expelled from school.

That's twice the rate of children who aren't poor, but

- only a percéntage pomt above the rate for poer children
" nonwhite women fell, said Dav:d Ellwood, a former Harvard

not on welfare. Welfare chxldren also are as healthy as

- poor children in general.

On the other hand, studies in Denver and Seattle found

" that raising welfare benefits cut school dropout rates by
- one-fifth.

" Child-welfare advocates also questxon GOP proposals to
put more poor children into adoptive or foster homes. ™ o
**There are 50,000 kids in foster care now, awaiting

* adoption. Buit they do not tend to be the healthy white

infants that childless couples are waiting for,” said
Deborah Smith, director of.the National Adopuon S
Information Cleannghonse :

Foster care is “"overloaded slready ‘and not domg a .

‘very good job,” said the orphan foundation's McCaffrey.
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Indeed, the system has been racked over the past decade by
reports of neglected and abused elnldren .
(END OPTIONAL TRIM) '

Will work replace welfare? ,
Including the loss of Medicaid mmmum-wage j(}bs pay
$4.25 hourly and generally lack health insurance many

recipients actually find their families worse off once
- they start working, accor_dmg to an annual congressional
- statistical summary. of welfare programs.
. Even so, most welfare recipients do get jobs. Half of - -
"those entering the systein leave within two years. :
Seventeen percent stay on'for more than eight years, and
at any given time they account for roughly half the adults
on welfare, according to the summary. ‘
The Clinton administration's welfare reform bxll would ‘
‘Tequire younger, able-bodied parents to attend school or .
job-training classes. After two years of cash assistance,
" they would be required to seek private-sector jobs.
' Those who abided by program rules but failed to find a
job would be guaranteed a slot in a public jobs program.
The GOP's Personal Responsibility Act would apply to
- all AFDC heads-of-household. It would require that they be
pushed out of **workfare* after two to five years, to
sink or swim ini the private job market,
Several researchers saxd the Republxcan proposal falls
“to allow for y
* a shortage of low-skilled jobs- nanonwxde parbcularly in
some rural and inner-city areas as well as huge. '
differences in the skills and ebilities of adult welfare
recipients. : : ‘
(STORY CAN END HERE) ~
* A'small share of people on AFDC are college educated. -
But 5 percent are eighth-grade dropouts, and almost °
-one-fourth did not finish high school. vae percent are
classified as "incapacitated.” '
**Half the welfare population now gets off the ‘rolls because
of work. But two-thirds of them come back on," said Demetra

- Nightingale, a labor-market specialist for the Urban Institute, a

nonpartisan, nonprofit research group in Washington..'"The -
trouble is keeping them’ employed getting them. wages lngh
enough to stay out of poverty."
A flat benefits cutoff * *flies in the faoe of _
reality,” said Mr. Rank, the Washington University -
sociologist. “'People lose jobs. They get sick. You are
going to make it much harder for them 1o get out of
poverty, because they'll become homeless 'l’hexr lives will
' fall apart." : : :

White House readying response .
to GOP plan on welfare -
By George Rodrigue
" Dallas Morning News
 WASHINGTON - Recovermg from its elecuon humxhatxon,
" the Clinton administration is preparing a comprehenswe

* response to Republican plans for steep cuts m health and .
welfare programs,

Senior White House and government agenoy ofﬁcmls foresee
. a combination of advances and retreats as the
o ~somet1mes—conﬂ1enng demands 'of policy and polmos pemut

In interviews last week, they predicted that as Congress
" begins work in January the administration will: '
Push new health-insurance, housing and welfare
- initiatives aimed at giving the poor a ladder out of
welfare dependency.
Seek to maintain a federal **safety net" under the -
poorest American households, prxmanly through the food
stamp program.
Give the states more ﬂexxbxhty in ad:mmstenng the

~ ’pQESEQVATyCN

‘ 1much-less-popular oash-based program Axd to Farml:es w1th -
Dependent Children.

Fight to regain the' pohucal hexghts of the welfate

~ debate, by stressing issues that polls show even -

welfare-wary Americans care about: hunger, homelessness
and protection of children. -

So far, White House aides concede, likely incoming:
House Speaker Newt Gingrich, R-Ga., and his allies have
dominated the welfare-reform debate by branding almost all
poverty programs as expensive incubators for poverty,
crime and out-of-wedlock births. .

Clinton already has said that he agrees with some of -
the GOP's eriticism, pamcularly that welfare programs do

~ too little to help parents enter the workforce

The president introduced a welfare reform bill-last . :
summer that was more far-reaohmg than anything suggested -

by former Presidents Ronald Reagan and George Bush.

It would require that teenage unwed mothers stay home "

* and finish school. Other young parents would be required

to work for their benefit checks, in government—pald jobs
if necessary, after two years of cash assistance.

But the administration opposes many of Gmgneh‘
proposals which it regards as too punitive. The GOP's

**Personal Respons:blhty Act” would ban AFDC payments to
young unwed mothers and cut off’ benefits forever to.
families that have received as little as two years of aid.

The plan also bans welfare and government-funded

~*workfare" jobs for those who have received more than

five years of benefits. .
In coming months, Clinton's andes say they mtend to -
stress the costs of adopting such a program, including the
hkehhood of increased homelessness, hunger and crime.
*‘We're arguing that people who play by the rules
should know they'll come out ahead," said one :
administration .official. **The Republxcans are basically ,
saying, ' Sink or swim.” e
White House ofﬁcmls speakmg on condmon of ‘
anonymity, saxd many details of their final package will

.ot be settled until after an early January sumrmt meetmg

mvolvmg the president and governors,

**It's ‘extremely unlikely we'll announce a.nythmg
before then,” said one senior administration official.
"We mean for this to be a genuine working session."

But, be said, ""We have a philosophy, and we are” - .
putting proposals on the table that reflect that s
philosophy.” LY
~ Some in the administration hope to provzde health
insurance to the children of lower-income working

' families, perhaps by issuing vouchers to help them buy '

private oovemge i
That is a retreat from last year's effort to reform all

| U.S. health care, but supporters of the idea say it: has

two major advantages. -.

First, studies indicate that the lack of such a program
keeps some women on welfare Most entry-level jobs do not"
include bealth benefits, and when AFDC families enter the
workforce they eventually lose their Medicaid health -
coverage. )

By covering the worhng poor, the Clmton plan could
keep some families from ever entering welfare and serve as.
an extra work incentive for those alresdy on AFDC,

Beyond that, polls indicate that a children's health

‘initiative is good politics. -

""The idea of putting children first was qmte popular
with the last session ‘of Congress so I'm sure that many

* there will be interested in looking at it again,” sau:l

one official involved with the planning process “But we

are still working out the details." .
AFDC, the chief welfare program, has been- targeted for
sharp cuts by some congressional Republxcans Others want

- to tumn it over to the states.

. Even before the GOP's Nov. 8 election romp, the
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. 8dministration's Department of Health and Human Services
had approved a record 20 waivers for state expenments '
-with AFDC..
Officials predicted tlmt t.he administration would agree to
further ' devolution” of AFDC responstbxhues to the states: .
-~ Food stamps are another matter, they said. The food
" program has substantial pohucal support among Repubheans .
and Democrats ”

* {
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If you thought '94 was a tumultuous year,
you should see what's in- store for '95
By Carl P. Leubsdorf ‘
Dallas Morning News
WASHINGTON The year 1994 was mmultuous lel 1995

- be different? .

XXX |
JANUARY In an unprecedented 26-hour session, the I-Iouse
passes Republ;can reform rules. Two weeks later, it approves

" balanced budget amendment. Texas Gov. George. W: Bush

urges prompt enactment by Senate - and states. In unusual
move, both Republicans and congressional Democrats get TV
time to answer President Clinton's State of the. Union speech.
Mr. Clinton's approval level drops to 36, but Sem Bob Kerey
* says be won't challenge his re-election. Cowboys outlast San
Francisco 49ers in triple overume to win NPC tttle and edge
‘Steelers 9-7 for third - : :
stratght Super Bowl
XXX ' ,
FEBRUARY: House approves a consututwnal amendment
limiting congressaonal terms by one vote after. Speaker

Newt Gingrich and Majonty Leader’ Dick Armey switch their -

“*no" votes. Civil war breaks out in beena, and

" President Boris Yeltsin asks Jimmy Carter to intercede..
President Clinton announces staff shakeup, naming Hxllary
Rodham Clinton as chief of staff and Barbra Strexsand as

© first lady Texas Sen. Phil Gramm announces that, if
elected president, he will decentralize federal agencies, -

moving the NASA to Houston and t.he Agnculmre Department

. to College Station.
XXX ‘ :
*MARCH: Vice' Presndent Al Gore admomshes Senator
Kermey . ‘
to support Presxdent Clinton. Despxte fervent speech for'
* term limits by 92-year-old Sen: Strom Thurmond, Senate
. rejects it.by the two “no" votes cast by GOP leaders Bob
Dole and Trent Lott. But it passes the balanced-budget -
amendment, sending it to the- states. Cowboys' Coach Barry
- Switzer quits to become BSPN analyst.
XXX i
APRIL: With his job approval at 2? percent, Premdem
Clmton asks for Vice President Gore's res:gnauon Mr.
Gore refuses. Seven states approve balanced-budget '
amendment. Baseball scason begins with replacement
players, and.fans flock to see White Sox outﬁelder .
‘Michaél Jordan: Texas Rangers, with Umvemty of Texas
 varsity players grab ﬁ:st place in the Amencan League
West. ’ T
XXX = - : : ‘
MAY: Speaker Gmgnch proposes new way o end

o legislative gridlock: he may run for both Congress and V

- president in 1996. Dallas Mavericks reach second round of
NBA playoffs before losing to eventual champion Phoenix
Suns. Former Secretary of State Jim Baker says he is: '
thinking of running for president. Governor Bush reverses

“support of balanced-budget amendment after Lt. Gov.
Bullock says it might force Texas to pass an income tax to

' pay for former federal programs

XXX "

- JUNE: Jesse Jackson warns Senator Kerrey against
running for president. Congress passes- 10 percent income
tax cut for all; President Clinton vetoes it and urges cut
limited to middle class. Senate fails to override veto.

" Rangers plummet after UT players quit to protect
-ehgxbthty for 1996 Olympics. Returning from Siberia

peace mission, former President Carter discovers President
Yeltsin has fallen from power and his suceessor has
recogmzed an independent Stbena .
XXX
JULY: Heedmg half of eandxdate Lama: Alexanders ples

to **cut their pay. and send them hoine,” Congress adgoums

for summer so members can take jobs in their home. states.
But it doesn't cut salaries. President Clinton's approval’

_reaches 19 percent, and he fires chief of staff Hillary .

Rodham Clinton, rebufﬁng her plea to return as first
lady. Mr. Clinton becomes liis own chief of staff. Mrs.

. Clinton then threatens a primary challenge and is™ ,
- admonished by Vice President Gore. Republican legislatures
" in Ohio, Michigan, Tllinois and Wisconsin re)ect :

balanced-budget amendment
XXX .
AUGUST -After one year, baseball stnke is settled. New

. commissioner Mario- Cuomo announces that because of the.

short time left in 1995, teams will resume the 1994 sedson

~ where it was suspended. Jim Baker says he is seriously

considering a presidential race. Instead of jobs in their
home states, Senators Dole and Gramm and Speaker Gingrich
are found working in Iowa as radio talk show bosts.. ‘
XXX. :
SEPTEMBER Returning to work, Congress again passes ‘

- ‘across-the-board tax cut, this time overriding Mr. .

Clinton's veto. Stock Market drops 500 points in -
expectation of increased deficit. On eve of season,
Cowboys name Tom Landry as their new coach. Senator
Gramm -

" announces he ‘bas raxsed SSO mxlhon for his presxdennal

campaign. -
XXX
OCTOBER: Rangers blow the 1994-95 pennant race in the
final game to Seattle Mariners. Yankees win World Series o
over Houston Astros. Former Oklahoma Rep. Dave McCurdy
announces he will challenge President Clinton in

" Democratic primaries. Though Mr. Clinton's ratings’

continue in low 20s, polls show public approval of

" congressional GOP is barely higher. Reépublican ¢onference

ousts Speaker Gingrich and replaces him with Majority

.Leader Armey. Jimmy Carter finally wins Nobel Peace Prize..

Ross Perot says he won't run for president i in 1996
XXX

NOVEMBER: White House announces Jimmy Caner has
been :
called in to end civil war in Demoerauc Party Former

- Speaker Gingrich announces presidential candidacy. So do .

12 other Republicans. Former first lady-chief of staff -
Hillary Rodham Clinton moves to Arkanses and becomes Paula
Jones' new lawyer

HXX '

DECEMBER: Wlth M. Clinton's approval at'an all-time

L

- lowof 16 percent, Vice Presxdent Gore and Jesse Jackson .-
. announce they will challenge his renomination. Ross Perot . -
" then announces he will run again.. Jim Baker decides not to

run for president. Tom Pauken res:g;ns as state GOP chairman
to challenge Senator Gramm for renomination to U.S. Senate
XXX

(Carl P. Leubsdorf is Washmgton bureau chief of The

. Dallas Mormng News)
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