
How to Improve the Advanced Payment of the EITC 

Issues 

1. 	 To what extent is the failure of the EITC as an 

advanced payment.aresult 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 l.b. is true, what changes in the EITC could be made 

to reduce the possibility of overpayments being made? 


4. 	 .If l.c. is true, should the federal government attempt 

to alter these preferences? 


, 

5. 	 If l.d. is true, should the Federal government attempt 

to reduce employee reluctance? 


6. 	 If I.e. is true, are there employer concerns that 

should be addressed" especially for small businesses? 


7'. 	 What factors account' for over-claiming of EITC? What steps 
should be taken to assure that fraud and abuse are minimi~ed 
in the reform proposal? 

8. 	 How can EIC and AFDC income disregards be integrated to 

minimize excessive tax rates and work disincentives? 


Tasks 

1 .. 	 Determine what information is available to ascertain 

the causes of low uptake of the advanced payment. 


12. If necessary, develop information through surveys. 
I' 

I 



i 

3. 	 Develop and cost out options for information 
dissemination, operational improvements, e.g. 
simplification, helping employers over~ome I> 

.administrative and financial problems in providing

advance payments. 
 > : 

4. 	 Address Whether options should be tested or implemented
nationally. 



state Incentives' in the Child Support Program 

ISSUES 

1. Should there be an alternative.funding structure for the arud 
Support program? I 

2. 	 Should a minimum lev~l of performance be expected from State 
Child Support pr()grams with respect to AFDC and Non-AFDC 
collections, cost effectiveness ratIos, delivery of services, 
staffing ratios, etc., as acondidition of Federal funding? 
Should states be required to increase their funding until they 
reach an acceptable level of performance? . I 

I 

I 

3. 	 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? 

4. 	 Should the incentive: payments currently in place be changed 
or eliminated? Should states be required to reinve:st 
incentive payments in the program? I . 	 , 

5. 	 Should non-custodial parents or even non-AFDC famili'es 
receiving IV-D services be required to shoulder more of the 
cost of providing services? 

6. 	 How are costs contained if total reliance is placed on open
ended Federal financ~al participat~on? 

7. 	 If the distinction between IV-D and non-IV-D cases is removed 
who (States, Federal Government, individuals) should pay ~or 
providing services in all cases? 

Tasks 

1. 	 Formulate options .regarding what would be desirable and 
acceptable performance for State child support enforcement 
programs. . 

2. 	 Review suggestions from all sources concerning the funding 
.structure of the Child Support Enforcement program. 

3. 	 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. 

4. 	 Develop options regarding matching rates and incentives :in 
the C~ild Support Enforcement program that would show various 
ways of motivating and helping State programs. 



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

6. 	 Estimate costs and effects of alternatives. 



'Central Registries and New Hire Reporting by Employers 

Issues 

1. 	 Should the use of new hire information be limited to wage 
withholding? 

1 

2. 	 Should employers report new hires to a State or Federal level 
repository? 1 

3. 	 How should the system be designed to maximize its 
effectiveness in interstate cases? 

4. 	 Should there be state registries or a Federal registry of 
child support cases ~hat the '~ew hire information could be 
matched against? ' ' 

5. 	 What are the broader uses for a Federal registry of child 
support cases beyond matching with new hire data? ' 

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

7. 	 How significantly would a new hire reporting system improve 
collections relative to the cost of creating and maintaining 
it? 

8. 	 Which system and registry configuration would be most cost 
effective and efficient? 

Tasks 

1. 	 Explore the benefits of and issues relating to additional us~s 
of new hire/registry information beyond wage withholding, 
including location and enforcement, such as suspension/denial 
of professional 1licenses. i 

2. 	 Review current State approaches to employer 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 options regarding different 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 design issues surrounding various 
options. 

d 
6. 	 Conduct cost/benefit analyses of different approaches. 



Enforcement Techniques 

. Issues 

1. 	 Should the Federal government mandate that states adopt 
additional. enforcement procedures such as suspension of 
drivers, professional, or other lic~nses for failure to pay 
child support? To, what extent 1.S a national .registrY 

. necessary to facilitate suspension of licenses? 

2. 	 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 widespread 
reporting of up-to-date information? 

3. 	 Should the Internal R~venue 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? 

4. 	 What should be the volume of cases that are enforced through 
Federal mechanisms, such as the Federal criminal nonsupport 
statute or full collection services of the IRS? 

5. 	 Should UIFSA be mandated at all? As a Federal law or State 
law? How quickly can all States be expected to e i the r 
adhere to, or adopt, UIFSA? 

6. 	 How should interstate case processing activities best be 
accomplished during transition from URESA to UIFSA-based 
actions? 

7. 	 What role would UIFSAplay in a system designed 
to emphasize Federal-level collection activities? 

1. 	 Develop options concerning possible additional Federal 

mandates that may be required of States, such as license 

suspension.programs~ 

2. 	 Develop options concerning how existing State enforcement 
techniqUes, such as credit bureau reporting, can be 
strengthened. 

3. 	 Develop options concerning possible expansion of the role of 
the Federal government, particularly IRS • 

. 4. . Formulate options fo~ improving the establishment and 
enforcement of support obligations against non-resident 
obligors. . 



", 
5. 	 Develop models to'estimate the costs (includit:lg savings) 

. and efiectiveness of the various alternative approaches to· 
enforcement and intez:state case processing. . 

6. 	 Research the automated system implications of all 
alternatives, particuliarly for alternatives requiring an 
increased.Federal role .. 

I • • . 



Paternity Establishment 

Issues 

1. 	 . What should the Federal/State roles be in paternity 
. establishment? 

I' 

2. 	 Should paternity establishment be mandatory for all out.-of
wedlock births? 

3. 	 What more can we do to promote voluntary paternity 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 . 	 . . 

1. 	 Brainstorm, review literature, identify state practIces and 
identify models ,and experiences from other countries. 

2. 	 Identify optional ways to promote voluntary paternity 
establishment. 

3. 	 Identify optional ways to improve mandatory paternity 
establishment. 

4. 	 For each option, identify costs, implementation issues, 
political issues, legal implications, ethical implications, 
societal costs and benefits. 



Child Support Assurance 

Issues 

<1. Who would be eligible? What would be the basis for 
determining eligibility? 

2. 	 What wClUld be the structure of the guarantee? What option~ 
exist in terms of:< 

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? 

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. 

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 labor supply, family structure and other 
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 administration of the program. 

r 

I 



Restructuring the Child Support Enforcement Program 

Issues i
'., 

1. 	 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? 

2. 	 If the Federal-State 'partnership is maintained, should 
states be required toimove ~owards a central, unified state 
administration? . 

3. 	 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 a~y 
distinction in progra~ requirements (like tax offset : 
thresholds) for AFDC and non-AFDC IV-D cases? 

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

Tasks 

1. 	 Assess the effectiveness and the efficiency of the current, 
State models for chil'd support enforcement, e.g., adminis-: 
trative versus judicial, State-operated versus county
operated. 

2. 	 Estimate the potential administrative cost of a federalized 
system. 

3. 	 Develop pros and cons for providing universal services under 
title IV-D. 

4. 	 Develop pros and cons for decoupling child support and AFDC 
for the different administrative options. Include 
discussion of distribution and different program
requirements. 

5. 	 Determine the cost of· the various options. 



Employment .. Education 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 independently? 

2. 	 How flexible should the federal government be with 
regard to state program design? 

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

4. 	 Should participation be mandatory or voluntary? 

5. 	 How should the needs of teen parents and other youth be 
addressed? 

6. 	 How should the program be phased in? 

7. 	 Should preventive 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. 



Post Welfare' Issues 

Issues 

1. 	 How should the post AFDC jobs program be structured? How mu.ct( 
emphasis should be given to public jobs, CWEP, and privat~ 
jobs? 

2. 	 How should it be financed? 

3. 	 What incentives for employers should be used? , ,I 

4. 	 How universal should these jobs be? For former welfare 
recipients only or for other,poor as well? , 

5. 	 How will this program, be coordinated with other employment 
and training/education programs? (applies to both front end 
JOBS and post-welfare employment st:ta~egies) 

Tasks 

1. 	 Seek input from representatives of state and local welfare 
and employment groups, employer groups, labor unions, public 
interest groups,' economic development agencies, community 
organizations, client advocacy organizations, business 
organizations to obtain recommendations for creating 
transitio,nal jobs and private sector jobs., : 

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

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

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

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

6. 	 Identify implementation issues such as: 

o 	 Legal issues 

o 	 Assess what if any strategies may be needed for ruial 
areas. 

o 	 Examine post-time, limit benefit options for their 
potential costs and impacts (including vertical and 
horizontal equity issues). 

. i 

I 



o Examine return spells and develop options for treating! 
people who return to AFDC. 

7. 	 Identify alternative financing sources for employment programs .: 
and coordination strategies. 

, 
I 

" 



I . 

I 

Child Care 

Issues 
, 

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

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

3. 	 What is the adequacy of supply, particularly the availability 
of child care in the very low income neighborhoods of central 
cities? . 	 ' 

I 

4. 	 What is the adequacy of supply of child care for infants and 
toddlers? 

5. 	 Should we rely on state licensing activities and procurement 
standards to ensure quality in child care? 

6. 	 Do we want to reduce the number of child care programs and 
consolidate them to give states more flexibility to target 
the 
programs to reformac,tivities? 

7. 	 Are the various Federal financial participation matching rates 
supportive of the initiative's objectives and do they target 
funds to priority activities/groups? 

I 

8. 	 How should we integrate welfare reform proposals 'with the tax 
. provisions? ' 

Tasks: 
. I

1. 	 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 using I and not using, publicly
financed child care. I 

2. 	 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. 

3. 	 Review other nationa: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. 

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



!I .,' 

5. 	 Look at Child Care ..Tax Credit options and use TRIM to 
model/simulate cost and distributional impacts of tax andAFIj)C . 
reform propo~als. .'. I 

n 	 , 

6. 	 Investigate program 'linkages and determl.ne potential barriers 
and· problem areas . ~Work with Head start to assure thCit 
expansion plans are consistant with and further welfare reform 
plans.··· . ' . .' ..' . . I . 

. 	 : , 
7. 	 Review and analyze . state data on· child care' reiinbursemeilt 

rates. Identify problems and consider minimum rates or other 
~otential modificatio~s. . 

8. 	 Review state licensing standards and Federal regulations f6r 
centers and family day care to determine whether standards are 
an issue. (barriers to operation as a state system, quality, 
etc. ) 

i 
i 
I . 

I 
.. I 

) 

! 


'1 

.1 

I 
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Support Services other Than Child Care 

Issues 

1. 	 Should State flexibil'ity in the choice of support services, 
continue. or should certain support services be mandated? 

2. 	 Should states be allowed to require participation in certain 
support services, e.g. drug and alcohol treatment. : 

,3. 	 Should other support services not strictly work related but 
which may have positive effects be funded, e.g., parenting: 
skills and parent support groups? I 

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

I , 

5. 	 If FFP for services is broadened or mandated, would funding 
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 federal 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 identify support services being 
provided currently. 

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

3. 	 ,Review program data regarding effects of support servicesi 
survey ,states re: their views. 

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

5. 	 Develop cost estimates for various options proposed. 



Transitional Welfare strategies 

Issues: 

1. 	 How long should the time limit be? Should there be a single: 
time-limited policy? . Should there be different strategies i' 
tailored to subgroups? Should returns to welfare be a110wed i
and under what circumstances? 

I 

2. 	 Who should be expected to work? What· groups should be! 
emphasized? What groups would be exempt? Under what! 
circumstances might individuals be eligible for extension on: 
time limits, e.g. to complete education, training, or other: 
treatment goals? . I 

3. 	 How should we treat those who are unable or unwilling to work?! 

4. 	 How can we ensure that the welfare initiative enhances 
successful transition of youth from school to work? 

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

6. 	 What do we do about food stamps? What linkages should there 
be with SSI, GA programs, refugee assistance programs,: 
housing, etc.? 

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

Tasks 

1. 	 Develop\Refine caseloa:d models: Collect and analyze data to 
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. ' 

2. 	 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 creation 
strategies, caseload dynamics literature and data. . ' 

3. 	 For youth in particular, analyze what we know about successful 
transition to work programs and identify options and linkages. 

4. 	 Assess the prevalence of barriers among recipients that m~y 
need treatment to maximize employability (e.g. physic~l 
limitations, prevalence of drug and alcohol abuse, depression, 
race discrimination, location, etc.). 1. 



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

6. 	 Update costmode,ls and develop cost estimates. 



AFDC Improvements 

Issues 

1. 	 Should increased earned income disregards and 
i· 

elimination of the 100-hour rule be part of a make work 
'pay strategy? 

2. 	 Should elimination of categorical requirements such as 
the AFDC-UP attachment to work rule be part of a 
strengthening families agenda? 

3. 	 Should increasing the asset limit and the equity value 
of a vehicle be part of an agenda to encourage work and 
savings? 

4. 	 Should we consider a uniform minimum benefit? 

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

Tasks 

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

2. 	 Review literature regarding likely effects of potential 
changes. 

3. 	 Assess effects of potential changes on caseload and 
costs. 

4. 	 Analyze trade-offs regarding caseloads and costs 
'between AFDC improvements and non-welfare solutions. 



Welfare Simplification arid Consistency 

Issues 
, , 

,1. 	 How can program ,simplification and consistency beachieved'r 
while providing the ,appropriate level ,of benefits/services 
and cost containment? ' 

J 

2. 	 ,Should the separate categorical, income and assets tests, and 
administrative requirements of the public assistance programs 
be uniform? ' 

3. 	 Should legislation providing broad waiver authority for all 
programs 'be enacted to permit States to ,test a variety of , 
consolidated program approaches? ' 

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

5. 	 Should simplification': and con~istency among programs be 
attempted (in view of the difficulties) or should alternative 
strategies be supported? ' 

Tasks 

1. 	 Review regulatory and legislative, changes . reco~ended by 
States and APWA. 

2. 	 Review existing research findings regar~ing welfare: 
simplification and consistency. 

3. 	 Develop, and analyze options 'that promote welfare I 
simplification and consistency., 

, 4. 	 Develop a siinulation model ,to compare the costs and benet'its i 
of alternative proposals. 

, , 

5. 	 Review organizational structures at .all levels of government: 
that impact on the delivery of welfare, programs~ I' 

I 
I , 



Financing Welfare Reform 

Issues 	
" 

1. 	 How much in Federal funds is needed/available 'to imple~e~t 
the President's welfare reform proposal? 

2. 	 How can Federal matching rates be structured to: 

a. 	 maximize incentives for cost-effective programs: , 

b. 	 max1m1 ze incentives for state commitment of 
expenditures for administration priorities: and I 

c. 	 minimize supplantation 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 
services and employment opportunities? 

5. 	 What programs should be included in the proposal (e. g ., JOBS,' 
Child Care, AFDC, Medicaid, Food stamps, housing assistance) 
and should the current method of Federal funding be altere~? 

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.)' 

7. 	 Should there be separate funding for experimental projects 
that test the proposed appro~ch (or test alternatives to the 
one implemented nationwide)? If so, how much funding should 
be committed to such experimentation? ' 

8. 	 How should changes in financing the proposal be phased in? 

Tasks, 
I

1. 	 Develop a budget for the welfare reform proposal, at least 
five years into the future. 

I 
2. 	 Develop matching rate 'options consistent with Federal 

objectives ~ , 

3. 	 Review research on state responsiveness to changing Federal 
matching' rates., 



" 


4. 	 Develop fiscal impact estimates state-by-state; review 
existing state funding and_budget constraints. I 

5. 	 Develop a model to estimate costs and effects of various 
options. 

6. 	 Develop options for increasing private sector resources in 
,the provision of services and employment opportunities (e. g. , 
reforming programs like the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit to 
stimUlate new employment opportunities). .: 

i 
7. 	 Develop and R&D budget for testing alternative experimental 

approaches. 

8. 	 Develop options for phasing in the proposal.' 

9. 	 Look at maintenance of effort strategies to encourage 
supplementation rather than supplanting resources. Which. 
strategies have been most successful in the past? How can we 
monitor this? . . 
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INFORMATION AGEl By WIWAM M. 8uuw.Ev 

Get Ready for 'Smart Cards' in Health Care 

Michael Kaye. a surgeon in Stillwa but only sections applicable to the profes· 

ter. Minn.. used to go crazy trying to sionals. says Elsbeth ~lonod of the French 
assemble complete records on his heart Ministere des Arfaires Sociales. who r~ 
and lung transplant patients, cently spoke at the CardTech industry

But six months ago, he started equip show in, Arlington. Va. Pharmacists. for 
ping patients with free optical cards that' example. could see current 'prescriptions
hold their entire medical histories, includ but not diagnost's. Congre~s's Ornce of 
ing angiogTams. Now. when a patient sees Technology Assessment is currently study·
Dr. Kaye for a follOW-Up, "individuals can ing the French system. ' 
generate their own charts. A great deal of One' way to balance dficiency and 
time and !)'loney can be saved by avoiding privacy is to require people to carry a 
the duplication of t~sts," says Dr., Kaye, ' smart 'card with administrative informa
who helped develop the system with Sum tion. Patients could then VOlunteer to carry
mit Medical Systems that used equipment a more comprehensive optical card: espe
donated by Canon Inc. cially if they have medical conditions such 

as pregnancy or organ transplants whereBacking From Clinton 
follow·up reportin~ is valuable. Recenth'.Dr. Kaye's system may presage the Germany laun(;hed a national health card , key role "smart cards" will play under data. but look like silve'ry credit cards, An program with administrative data only. Inthe national health care system envisioned optical card now holds about 2.000 pages of the future. a second card with. healthby the Clinton. administration. During data. There's enough space to hold a information will be added,the campaign, candidate Clinton said, number of digital images, such as ultra· Amelican Telephone &Telegraph Cll.' 5 "Everyone will carry a smart card. en· .. sound pictures of a fetus. electrocar' smart card unit is demonstrating a multi·~ coded with his or, her personal medical diograms or even a low-resolution chest purpose card that could be used for ~'ari(lusinformation:' SUt'h a card could authorize ' X'ray. The cards cost about S5 to S20 each. functions. including automatically fl!!in~payments and hold medical histories. con but the systems that display the informa in medical insurance forms; "The plan istributing to fairness. I!fficiency and quality tion and record new data added by a doctor for it to be a records loc:l.tor" that couldin health care. or druggist cost S3.000 - a big expense "speed-dial insurance carriers or other doc, But to some people. this vision of the when spread through the medical system. tors to authorize procedures, says Diane R.future looks like a nightmare: a national Still, because they can cram so much Wetherington. president of AT&T's Smartidentification card that holds your key information into so little space. optical Cards Systems and Solutions division_perSonal information. Moreover. card cards may be attractive to consumers. "You should always be able to see everyholders might not want any medical staffer Donald Specht. president of Argenta Sys thing that's, in your card. and nobodvto see all of their medical history. An tems Inc•• which is installing optical li should be forced to carry information heAIDS patient might fear that a dental brary-card systems in Ontario. predicts doesn't want to," adds Ms. Wetherington.'assistant who saw the record might refuse that many patrons.will pay S15 to store a lot , The Pentagon also is looking at theto help in oral surgery. An emergency of personal information on their library benefits of putting extensive records on,patient mightn't want an admissions clerk cards. such: as images of birth certificates. smart cards as a replacement for thein a CathOlic hospital to see that she had , insurance policies and other documents. traditional dog tags, Besides medical inhad three abortions. The most popular card technology in formation. they could include service andPrivacy advocates worry that medical the U.S. is that used on most credit family data. But that poses risks. Michaeldata also could be obtained by employers, cards, a magnetic stripe that holds just Noll. of the office of the secretary ofinsurers, government workers and mar half a page of data. Itcosts less than Sl and defense. says, "To send S9mething likeketers. Privacy expert Mary Culnan. asso the reader costs about S-400. America has that with a pilot who may have to bail outciate professor at Georgetown University's been slow to embrace smart cards because. over Baghdad would be a mistake."business school, isespeciaUy concerned of the installed base of magnetic stripethat if the card is tied to the individual's 

readers and an abundance of phone linessocial security number. "the question is. for retailers to use to check on cards', Incan all the medical information be merged many countries where phone lines arewith other stuff?" Groups including Com scarce. merchants prefer smart cards;puter Professionals for Social Responsibil because they carry their own spendingity and the American Civil Liberties Union 
limits and can be shown to be valid whenhave written to Hillary Rodham Clinton the owner keys in a personal ID number.urging that privacy restrictions be de

Stephan Seidman. editor of Smart Cardsigned for cards, Proponents claim protec !\{onthly. a newsletter based in Montara.tions can be built in to ensure privacy. 
Calif" doesn't worry about unwanted


'Smart and Optical Cards readers looking at data on a chip-based

Right now, health planners around the card. because "nobody has ever pene


world are considering two different types trated a smar-t card:" Optical-card advo

of cards. smart and optical cards. cates say that optical data could be en


Smart cards with a microprocessor and cryptedor a chip could be added to the card 

memory chips currently hold the equiva to contrpl access;' , 

lent of 30 pages of data .;.. not enough fot an In France. where the smart card was ' 

X-ray, for example. The cards cost S10 to invented and is used for pay phOnes 

550; they can be secured so that a user has and bank cards, medical insurers are 

to give a password, a fingerprint or voice experimenting with a number of different 

print to open up the, contents: and' the ~mart cards for patients. The government

reader that displays the contents on a is starting to distribute practitioners' 

screen costs just Sl00. cards to 1.3 million doctors. medical teCh


Optical cards use the same type of nicians and pharmaCists that would allow 

technology as a compact disk for music or 'eachto r~ad any patient's medical card



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.oftheir 
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 I 

feasible. (Who'd know unless it were tried?) 

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

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

stays on wei fare. 	 . 
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 accumulates 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: 

1) 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 systen! has made to the client, 
but at this point there will be one less wclf~U'e 
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 then!. But a program begins with a concept. 

Just as with IRA, government 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 about this apP1'9ach 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 worbble reform of our falling welfare systeIll, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 

Freen!an D. Blake 
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End theWelfa.reDelivery Mon~ .! .' 
. . _". 	 t 

. .' '. .... .. ", 
By STEPHEN Go~Mm{ isting neighborhoOd-level institutions. and . round Mr. 'SkllteS ajob as· a ,line cook at • 

'INDIANAPOLIS-Even Ir Congress and cause existing government weltare~ffices .. hotel restaUrant. a position that the 2S 
:hepresident could find a magic bullet to . to produce results or go out of buslnes5. year-old still holds almost a year later~ 
'end welfare as we know it.': the gun that . With no penalUes for failure and no re . ., The immense variety of problems e~.I"'f '. 
vouldfire the bullet-the..vadiUonai wei wards for success,You get cases like that r:ienced by those who must at one tlllle 01 

are delive11' system-is in sucb a state of of J:arnes Stokes. To the .....elfare system. other apply for welfare should be reflecteq .. 
l1srepalr that misfires would be the order 	 Mr. Stokes was 492108552701. his case num~ . in thedeUvery system. One size does nOI 
)ftbe day. . , . 	 ber. VYhenthewelfare ottice passed'him fit all. America Wor:ks gets paid for putting , .1 

. I recently spent an. afternoon working off to the local un~mploymem oCfiee-the recipients in jobs. But there Is a widq' . 
qjth intake officers in the county welfare welfare office provtdednu job placement range of performance measures,that ooulq 
1eparnnent bere. The caseworkers I spoke help of its own-Mr. Stokes t09kanother be p.mployed. Depending on the desired' 

number and waited in line. When' an In	 Outcome. government could reward cbar-,vith were well-intentioned. dedicated and 
take worker ~amc Q\·a.ilable. Mr. Stokes 	 ter weltare offiCt:s for every cuslomer wbc:aring. But their comments were reveal· 

ng. Although most caseworkers want to 	 would hand over his 1.0. canl. and would ,obtains a OED, or for every teenage , . 
be aSSigned yet another number. If the' mother who attends se~ool regUlarly, or;ee their clients become self·sufficient• 

.hey stresse.d that their job is to figUre out vhat bene'ftts the people who cOme into the 
lCtlce are eligible for, and to make sure 
hit the right amountof money gets to the. 
ighl people with the fewest errors. This. 
ocus makes aU the diCrerence. . 

America Works; a private cumpany 
nat fillds jobs lor people on weltarc. re-' . " " 
:enU), opened an office in Indianapolis. Its computer did not show any jobsfor·which . for everY mother whose ldds attend school 
,Iggest challenge? Getting welfare offices' Mr. Stokes' appeared to be qualified. his regularlY. A' chartered wfHare delivery 

.() send it enough potential clients. The Visit wuuld be dutUUlly logged in. and he system would aisolet government take ad
ompany has jobs lined up and waiting for would be sent on his way. If l!. match did vantage of some of thestrollgcst forces for 
lorkers. but it has received an average of occur • Mr. Slakes .would recei vc a notice hI good in troubled neighborhoods. ' 
ust 20 referrals a month from local case- the mail a few! days Illlertcll1ng hlni to . The Care Center. a Jjonproflt organiza· 
Tolkers. Meanwhile. Indianapolis has .show up at a certain place at a certain time tion ·r.losely af!l1iated wltb It lotalchurch: 
i,OOO families on welfare. . . for an interview. ," . ,~;. is one such organization iii Indianapolis.' . 

.. . Explains Mr. Stokes: "I would have no Cramped into,1t 96-year-old tormer lichool, 

lest Dealln ToWn '. idea what the job was. or who I was sup' .building adjacent to the chUrch. the Care 


,\VhalllTe tbe consequences for Ule wei· posed to talk to. or how I was supposed (0 Center provides health care. shelter for the 

ire office when welfare recipients don't fmd transportation there." He was sent . homeless and battered. counseling. child 

.ndjobS? There aren't any. By reimbucs· unprepared to intervtewfor jobs that were care. a kitchen. and a food pantry. 

Ig.almost all admln1stnltive costs In· often filled long before he arrived. He The director of the center. Ernie Med· . 

urred by local offices while imposing 110' noated 011 and (lff welfare (or ~igh{ years.' calfe. says~e would be interested in con· 

leaning-ful performance requirements. and no one was held accoul1table: '. £racting to provide welfare services be-

l!! federal government offers the best deal l\tr. Stokes's story is a rea.l'IiI~ example' .. cause the Care Center's S!.lbili:!ing infiu· 

I town: The more you spend. the more . of why ··two years ,tOO oUt" fails as are- eoce in the neighborhood. irs nE'twork 

ou geL Don't worry about reSUlts. fonn' unless Ule delivery .system itself i~ through the church •.and its Understanding 


No matter what reforms ;Ir~ passed at cbanged. Mr. Stokes would continue to re- of the partic.ular needs of ule poor: families· 

Le federaJ level. they must be accompa· ceive ineifcttive assistance in obtainin~ in its neighborhoOd .would mukc it a much 

ied by reform. of thedellvery sysl.em. We .p.mpioymenl. while the feden\1 govenl' bencr provider than government, He 

~ed a competitive; perf(lrmance~based menr would (~ontinlle fO evalua.te the per- thinks htcan dO;lsupcriorjob finding work 

Tstem wlrh many different providers. . formam:e of local oCfices based un such for his neighborhood's welfare recipients 
 • I 

hey must be paid for how many people nonproductive IUell.:mres as how many pa· and providing them. wit11 the suppa" (0 

leygetou(ofthewelfaresystem.nothuw ~ perwork errors they mllke in a month. At keep working. And he is right. 'l'here are 

,any pOOple they keep in It.' . . rhe end of two years. he would either be de· thousands of institutions like the Care Cen· 

_ A useful model Is sctJ.ool reform-gov.,nied benefits Of. 'more likel\,. wUllld lie terintrQUbledncigllborl100dsac:rClSsAmer~ 

nmenl could "chaner" local welfare oC- given a job at taxPayers'cxpense lh.'1t of· iea. We natter about welfare reform while 

:~.. with pay based on perfonnance. This' lers him Iittlc cliance of advancement. allowing thes~ rCOOUfces to go untapped. 
 ,
l)u1d allow. innovative private providers· InStP-an. Mr. Stokes foUnd America What of the (unent employee;; of wel~ 

" 

welfare to exist. take· advantage o( ex· Worlt.'i, And in one week. America Works fare offices'! Although government is prol>
. ,j 

America Worh has jobs lined up' and waiting io1' 
worken, but it has received an average of just 20 referrals 
a month from' welfare department caseworkers. 

http:evalua.te
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,ably the worst possible proVider of welfare 

,'delivery services. existing government of· 

fices could be given the opportunity to ~: 

tic:ipate in a. diverse pay-far-performance' 

system. To succj:ed. they would have to' 


,fundamentally change their mission and . 

culture.. But Bccountabillty and compeU

lion are powerful catalysts. 

, . In Jndianapolts we itSed such catalysts I' 

to dramatically improve our child-.mpporl 

collections. F91' ,12 years. I,served as 
 If

, county pr:osecutor. which made mere-. 
sponsible for collecring child .support. Un· ., .. 


. like welfare and virtually every other gov
, crnment operation, local cbild·support col· I

I , 
~ 


,1 

lection offices receive a srri<1.11 incentive 

payment from the federal government for 

performance: G9r to 9'7( of collt:'Ctions. ' 


•We. decided to make tYro fundamental 

(:hanges in our office to change our culture 


. , and Ollr mission. First. we decided to treal 

mothers who were trying to collect child 

support as our customers. Second. and 

most imporiam. t.eatns of employees were 

given an opportunity for f1na{lcial bonuses 

based on the amount of money they col

, Jetted for their customers. ' 
.>,"

Surge tnC~Uectlons ' 

Dozens of changes followed. We cre' 
 , " 

, ,.ated. evening and .SatUrday hours. We let, \ 
, our. customersJDake appointments":"we 


wltnted to resemble a private law firm as 

much as JIOR~ible. We tried vlrtually every 


" enforcement technique we coUld find. and, 

e\'en invented a few new ones. We used 

"most wanted" ,lists., Wr. held amnesty

,progr'lms. We Ilscdcredit burea~ reports. 

We put liens Oil Muses and cal'S, We In

tercepted e..-erything ·,from {ax che~w 


lonery winnings. And in 12 years. collec· 

tions went from S9OO,OOO per year to S36 I'

: •.
J , 

, milllun. Whim you free good government . 

elllIJloyees (rom the bad 'systems, they 


, work in. miraculous things can hilppen.. , 

, The existing welfare delivery system is . 

a weU-meani,llg but misgu1det1 monopoly. '. 

Hreak it up. encourage new and innovative i' 

p,roviders. pay for the right re'sults. lind ' 
 ! 

,more people like 'Mr. Stokes will become , . ; 
producers ofweallh instead, of recipients
'of welfare. .' 

, 

'Mr. G<Jltismitll. {j llejJl;blicwl. i$ Ole, 
; . 

l1ln.f!OT 0/ llldimlflpolis. 

" 

\. 
i 
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" THE PRrnDENT HAS SEE-H . 
~\~" C, (, . 

.~~IC? 
'. .' ...... • c ..,. 6 .', 

,'HE ISSUE ISNOWELFA, E 

bUJthe disappearance :of " 
workin the ghetto.Theprobl~m , 
•has now reached catastrophic " 

, • I . 

,',proportions,,· 

, and if it isn't 


. '; , " 

addressed " 

i twill ha.ve" 


,'lasting and',' 
harmful consequences for the 
qualityo,fl ife in, the cities· and, 
ieventua~ ~y),for the lives of all' 
~\f)nef~CaIlSv' WHEN WORK DISAPPEARS ' 

,"-".. " ... , .. , ....-".. ",."-".,,,,,.,, "." .... " ...."."."" .. --..-.-----.-....-, I .. I: .. "\Y!:I.,,.R"Wl;II;.,~ 
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, 1946 Chicagp's Woodlawn neighborhOod once f,dasted more than 80p buiinesses: 

, " 

What explains, the catastrophic descent of 

America's ghettos into ever-deeper poverty 'and misery? 


The disappearance of jobs, says a leading'sGholar. 

What's the remedy? 


By William Julius Wilson 

P hoI 0 g r ~ ph s b y ;\ II dr" I, III I. c r I , " Il 



.1996 O~ly about 100 businesses ~n. 

, 

T
he disappearance of work in the ghetto can-Mrican-Americans '- would prefer that more atten

. ., not be i,gnored", is,olated or played 'd.own. tionbe devoted to the successes·andstruggles of the 
Employment in America is up. The economy black· working class and the expanding black middle 

.has churned out tens of millions of new jobs . class. This is understandable. These two groups, many 
in the last two decades. In that same period, joblessness 'of whom have .recently escaped from the ghetto, 
among inner-city blacks has reached catastrophic'pro;': represent amajority of the African-American popula
portions. Yet in this Presidential election year, the tion. But ghetto joblessness still afflicts a substantial
disappearance of work in the ghetto is not on either and increasing -. minoritY: it's a problem that won't 
the Democratic or the Republican agenda. There is go away on its ,own. If it is not addressed, it will have 
harsh talk about work ~tead of welfare but no· talk of . lasting and harmful consequences for the qualify 'of life 
where to find it. in the cities . and, eventually, ·for the lives of all 

The current employment woes in the inner city. Americans. Solutions will have to be found _.. and 
coritinue to be narrowly defined in term~ of race or those sohltions are a,t hand. < '. , 

lack of individual initiative. It is argued that jobs are For the first time in the 20th cen~ury,' a sigruficimt 
widely available, that the extent of inner-city poverty is majority of adults in many inner-city neighborhoods 
exaggerated. Optimistic policy analysts. ~ and many are, not working in a typical week. Inner ci~ies have 



Uquor stores and check-cashing places thrive in high-joblessness neighborhoods. 

residents, who· theri 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 mcinner become the domain of 
the inner-city residents. Upscale business are replaced by feist-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 
fonnal economy; they no longer expect work· to be a regular, and 
regulating, force in their live~. In the case of yoting people, they may 
grow up· in an environment that' lacks the idea of ~ork as a central 
experience of adult life - they have little or no labor-force 
attachment. These circumstances also increase the likelihood that the 
residentS Wil\ rely on illegitimat~ 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 .rileet condemned the attitude toward work of some 
inner-city black males: 

"They try to find easier routes and had been conditioned over a 
periodof time to just be lazy, so to speak. Motivation nonexistent, 
you know, and the society that they're affiliated with really don't 

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 simply a way to. make a living and support one's 

family. It also constitutes a framework for daily behavior because it 
imposes discipline. Regular employment detennines where you are 
going to be and when you are going to be there. In the absence of 
reguhiremployment, ·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: . . . 

It's a :mnh 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 t9 get a job: "I was working and then I had two kids. 
And I'm struggling. I was making, like, close to $7 an hour.... I 
had to pay :).baby-sitter. Then I had to deal with my kids when I 
got home. And I couldn't even afford medical insurance .... I was 
so scared, when my kids were sick or something, becaiIse 1 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 
wh,at do I do with my kids when the kids get sick?" 



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

',',"yougot~' ", 
, ' "oii~guy,.n~ally~You" : 

:i'WhenI movedm 

, " ,~" . r ' 
" '.~ .. :( ~~?';"Y, :,>:':. ::.' \' ;,:'F:',:~?" "~-:C'i;':""'!~':"';;'~~' 

sS~f~ J.11~~~1 
low-wage jobs do not provide 
health-cire benefits, and most 

,Working mothers have to pay , 
for transportation and spend ' 
more for child care. Working 
mothers also have to spend 
more for housing because it is 
more difficult for them to :,t11ough extramarital'~ by 
qualify for housing subsidies. ' :men are tolerated, ,unmarried. ' 

, It ,is not surprising. therefore, P:.ptegnantw~ are ~a Solm:e 
that 'many welfare-::rdiant,' •of9PProbrium,anguis1l:9r'~ , 

,:~~~~:~~:it~,~',::,;:=~(jt~~~~~~~" 


~:§~I~E:. . " ..',,:~mdiiif'$ll;iiij);;,cpril~;t.·~iir.;·i.·

27-year-old welfare mother ottltr~e Childretl " "irrtp<):Vet~: " ~~ " 

have no significant effect on the likelihood that African-American . many are reluctant to hire them. The white chairmari of a car 
girls and women will have children outside marriage. Likewise, ,transport company, when asked if ~were differences in the work 
welfare rates have either no significant effeCt or only a small effect ethic of whites, blacks and Hispanics, responded with great certainty: 
on the odds that whiteS will have children outside marriage. The rate ."Definitelyl I don't think. I know: rve seen· it over a period of 30 
of otit-of-wedlock.teen-age childbearing has nearly doubled since years. BasiCally, the Oriental is much more aggressive and intelligent 
1975 - during yearS when the value of A.FD.C., food stamps and and studious than the Hispanic. The Hispanics, except Cubans of 
Medicaid fell, ·after adjusting for inflation. And the smallest in- course, they ,have the work ethnic [sic]. The Hispanics are maiiana, 
creases in the number of out.:of-wedlock births have not occurred maiiana, mdnana - tomorrow, tomorrow, tomorrow." As for 
in states that hive,had the largest declines in the inflation-adjusted native-born blacks, they were'deemed ~'the laziest'of the bunch." 
value of A.F.D.C. benefits. Indeed, while the real value of cash If some employers view the work ethic of inner-city poor blacks 
welfare benefits has plummeted' over the past 20 years, out-of- as problematic. many also express concerns about theii: honesty, 
wedlock childbearing has increased,· and postpartum marriages cultural attitudes and dependability Continued on page 40 

!shed W est SideneighbOr1ioOdj~\1t.iri 'f} waD.t.~61"'6~J49;~0,t;' ' ' , , ',' ': 

work but I want to wOr~l~\~·twan~·to~ust'r"~n ,p~~~.~cL~~;' 
'A5lr~~~ 

one-quarter of~black~Wilose ~I¥,wid(t11~iri.l':'exp~;sed f'htc:.,'V1PW",,' 

inner-city neighborhoOds'iri:Chicago, ," ,hiisband-wife-<~ 

today, cOmpared with'~o~the :ion'er.oo/MexiCI,n ': 

&milies, more than one-half ofthe white fatiillies and neirlyoiie:-haif: • s~ " 

of the Puerto Rican families. And in ceDSUStr,lctsO\vith poverty,rates' know,' ",:tber¢'s',more women ' 

of at least 40 percent, only'16.5 percent ofthe l>Iack families with out here nlOsw:thaii men. BeCause ' 

children in the household arehiisban&wifefarililies. '", , , ' ',", ': 'rriostdUdes aroluid,here 'are killing. 

, There are. many faaorS~irivolved in the precipitous aecIkein, each other like (ools~drugs.or all.' 


IDairiagerates and the s~ rise in single-;-parent families. The.;' this other stiiH." "... ,... 

explanation most 'often heard in the public debate associates the, , "1'he faa that blacks reside· in' 

ina::ease of out-of--w;edlock births and single-parent famili~ with neighborhOods and are 'engaged, in' 

welfare. Indeed, it is widely aSsumed among the general publi~ and .social networks ,~dhouseholdS.that ' 


, reflected mthe recent· welfare reform that a direct connecnonare less conducive· to employment 
eXists between the level of welfare benefits and the likelihood that' ., than those of other ethnic and racial 
a yoUng woman will bear a child outside marriage. ,groups in the inner city clearJ:Y has a 

However, there is little eVidence to support the claim that Aid.to negatiVe effect on their search for 
F.amilies With Dependent Children p1;tys a significant role in work. In the eyes of employers in 
promoting out-of-wedlock. births. Research examining the associa- metropolitan Chieago" these differ
tion between the generosity of welfare benefits and out-of-wedlock ences render inner.oty blacks less . 
childbearing and teen-age pregnancy indicates that benefit levels desirable as workers, and therefore 

bJ3.ck wOOlen ~, ; 
", : &ikrsana thai:i:/,"; 

' ••,q::Uch,'.~,inL.:,·,e.,~':.e~I~_.•,;~,.o&_,'~,:,~,""':',',:,',,'., '"',',, 

we..~.·· .., 
" ' 

',the'I1~ighborhoo( 
.. '.. wa:dritact ItWru 
"intactwithhomes· 

, beautiful homes 
mInI-manSIons 

with stores 
Laundromats, will. 
Chinese cleaners. 

http:drugs.or


;eontinued from page 31 

- traits that are frequently 
associated,with the neigh:: 

these applications from· 

. blacks as sooQ as the day is . 

over?' They say, 'We rip· 

them and throw them in the 

garbage.''' In addition' to . 


· borhoOdS ...in which they . concerns about being reject- ' 

live.·A. white'suburban re:.... .ed because of race, the fearS . 

'tail drUgstore, manager ex~··' that some inner-ciJ:Y resi
•pressed . hiS .reluctance . to' dents h;lve ofbeiri.g denied 

.' hire someon~. from a poor' , employment simply because 

',inner:-city neighborhood!, of their inner:-city addresS 

'., ou'd 'be .afraid they're,or neighborhood are not , ~ 

going to'steal from you," . unfounded. A welfare . 
. ,he Stite,d.:''1'hey grow up' mother who lives in a large 
, .~thatwaytThey grow up public housing project putit 

.. .' ,'and I gUess this way: , 
, . . ·like,. gee~.· how' . "Honestly; I belie.ve they 


. ':;u-ethey,g~ii1gto be honest, . look at the address and the 

:':'here?", >,'.:::. , ," ,.' -:- your attitudes, your ad

::: In. ac.lditiorito qualrris' dress, yoUr surround- you 

,iallout tlie.jv'6i-k:ethic,}:hai-:. ,kn()w, your environment 


'aaer, ~iDfIueriCeS,Cul:~ bas' a lot to do with your 


hout color is a lot like an'~rdiriaryradio, siricebotM:leny ydu,i'senses ' ' 
:perience. That's why w~createdthe noseewaveeriidio~ It P:i09uees rich; , 
:banks to our paten~ 3:ooUsnc waveguide speaKer ~~logy. It even 
lttO~ and it's avai1abledir~y from BoSe forjust $349. '. 
'tri Sc4mce .caUed the.Wave radio "a Some IIiarvel~Call, .or return the, 
how much better aradio caD.sOrind. '. . 

.Askabout 
It. I' I '. .our intereSt-free 


. six-month, 

.. p(zyment,p/at:r. 


45-BOSE, ext. R2894., 
:1mTld"-"'. Fromiudwa. MA OJ7ili·'J61, ... 1air IIIl.SOH8Hm. 
,plio ..... is ... III be ""'" in «IOIbin;Doo wid>..,. ocb:r ofm..... ...v.r . 
........sa-.IlamberJ"l, .".': '/ .". .. . 'to ariiriiter-city a er-,

=jijiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii\ rising •. ·agen:ci· highlightedII the ,probl~:9f spelling: , . '. 

'fNaturaimst~ry:)!: 
ged hat worthy:oC';:,· 
;is...onethatcould, 
.•in blazing sun or '. 
goodlooking, well'-;' 
·made hatc,au'be" 
worn by .men 'or,' 
women. ItcruShes 
for easy travel,. 
anywhere.Aportion' 
of each 'sale will 
supportcontinuing, 
AMNHex.peditions 
ofdiscovery around 
the world. 

tW()brii<;~'Pm'mrrle·I:.·"· t~bec6m~'a!~:,,;' •... 
rhi"cm>n rf,"r,f~'n~1" whidydays), but; "~ 

,tuckS'neatly hatwhennotneedi:d:· ,: :.::;: 
" ·.Just $29 plus $4 Shipping & Handling.. .' 

, :Hat ..comes with leathercord & cordlockas,shown .. 

Optional accessories includecolorbandanas 


at$4. (red & whiteorblue& white) and braided 

'lcatherettehatbands(blueorkhaki)at$S: : 

Complete Satisfactjon Guaranteed! If not' 
satisfied, return within 30 days for refund. 

""""'". 
NY rcsideilL'i . HARRISON.H.,gpE INOUSTRIES~[7Jl? 9a.m-6~Ill. 

turalpr~itions and the 
neighborhO<Xi.:,' milieu of 
ghetio"residents. the em.:.'" 

~ ployers.cfrequentlymen
tioned oon~"about .ap
plicaritS' .~. skillsandr 
edU~tional •. training.They , 
"just' don't have the, J.an~. 
guage slcill¥"'~swed a subrir,. 
ban 'employer. The presi-'den f ' .. '" . dv 

'. '1 nee4eda tempor.uy' a 
couple months ago, and 
they sent :me" a black man. , 
And.I diCtated a letter to 
him: 'f:Je ,took . shorthand, , 

'which waS good. Something 

like 'Dear Mr. So-and-So, I 

am writing to ask about how 


· your business is doing;' And 

· then he typed the letter, and 

I read the letter. andit's 1 

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 iI!ner-eity residents 
have a strong sense of the 
negative "attitudes thai: em
ployers tend to have toward 
them .. A 33.;year-old em
ployed janitor fr~m a poor 
South Side neighborhood 
had this observatton: "I 
went to a couple jobs where 
a couple of the receptionists 
tOld me in confidence: 'You 
know what they do with 

emploYment sta~~. The' ; '; 
people with the b~t' ad- "~ 
dresses have the best , 
~ces. !feel so, Jfeel so." .: 

' 

I T IS INSTRUCTIVE TO 
study the fate of the dis
advantaged in Europe. 

There, tC?Q, poverty and job
lessness are on the increase; 
but individual deficiencies,' 
and behavior are not put 
forward as the culprits. Fur
thermore, '~are 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 
unemploymeilt insuiance' 
have. been finnly institu
tionalized in many Western 
European democracies. Ef
forts to cut back on these 
programs in the face of 
growing joblessness have 
met fmn resiStance from 
working- and middle-class. 
citizens. 

,My own belief 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 tmage persists 
even though roughly equal 
numbers of black and white 
families received A.F.D.C. 

Continued on page 48 
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..dRKft...·....·:.,;_!·J~':·,·frO;:ji.:..::. ::l..~ _ ~..... :.".... in anarchic and murderoUs :iSob:~ 
..,,_._ "tV - symptomatic' orStiChIarg~,;p.ri#<.·cO'iitih~'i~(i::exist~Ce and expansion cion in some of the riChest Citid'bb 

lemSasthe decline.in fanillyv.du~;·::pfWhllfbascOme to be called the the eanh.. As a repO~er;r"';'~"oovi
i1~4~ a:ri4 .theiew;i~~oa~od and the dissolution:ofth':.fanUlY.Iil ·:Uridei~s.{:.. ttappedin cycles of . ered their miseries for more thati·,~ 
ayHisparucson,thewel£are rolls. ". ,an article pub~hed in £Squire,Pe~e:-: ~:4ependency. drugs, alcoho~ quarter of acentury.. : ;A.nd in th~ 
revertheless;' the nscf of. black Hamill wrote: . . ·.~~{illiteracy and disease, living 
~~~~--~~~--------~------~--~--~~----~'~'~'~'~--~~~'---------

, .;. 
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. 

. " 

When you read the labels, you'U see that there labeled a dessert, We haven't for years. 
really .is a difference between baby fobds. Some If you want baby foods without unnecessary 
:>rands. like Gerber, use additives like chemicaUy ad9itives, now 'and alWays, just keep reading the 
:nodified starch, retmed sugar or salt in dozens.of . labels. Or simply choose Beech·Nut!' 
:heir products. . ' 

But we at Beech·Nut don:t add chemically .~ECH·NUTmodified starch or salt to any of our baby foods. And 

we don't add sugar to any baby food that'S not dearly The si~ple choice,: 

1IeSIions? Call our Helpline at 1-800-523-6633 Monday·Friday, 9 am. to 8 p.m. (F.astan Tillie) or visit our wrosite hltp'JIwww. 00:dHrut rom 

last decade, rve watched this groUP 
. of American ci~~dm and 
. condense, moving even furthet 

away from the· basic .requirements 
.of a human life: work, family. safe
· ty. the law." , 

One has the urge to shoot, 
"Enough.is enougW" 

W
HAT CAN:BE DONE? 1m:, 

. lieve that. stepS must be 

. ' taken to galvanize Ameri
cans from all walks,of life who m 
concerned about human suff~ 

'. and the public policy. direction in 
.. which we are now moving. We neec 
.t9 generate ?l public~riva:te P:J:t1Iler~ 
ship to fight. soc¥. inequality. The 
following policy frameworks' pro
vide a' basis for further.disCussiOti 
and debate. Given the CUrrent~ 
cal climate,. these proposalslnight 
be dismissed as'unrealistic. Nor am 

· I suggesting that weean Or 'shOOlC 
simply import the sOcial policies 01 
the Japanese, the Germans or ome! 
Western Europeans~The question il 
how.we Americans' i::an address the 
problems of social:inequauty,; in: 
eluding record levelsofjobles~ 
in the inner city. that threaten du 
very fabric of our society.· . 

.' . 

Create StandaidsforSc:bools 

Ray MarShall, f~er Secreta.Iy 0: 

Labor, points out that Japan ane 
Germany have. developed pow 
designed to increase the number 0: 

workeni with."higber-order think 
ing . skills." These'p~cies requin 
young people to meet high per
formance standards before they cu 
graduate from secOndary schools 
and they hold each school responsi 
ble for meeting theSe standards. 

Students who meet· high stand 
ardsare not only pr;epared for wod 
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 u 
the United States. Accordingly. stu 

dents who are not in college-prepar 
atory courses have, severdy limit~ 
options with respect to pursuirl; 
work after high school. A commit 
ment to a system of perfonnano 
standards for every,public school u 

Continued on page 5: 
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WORK'· . "::'" ./~~~oup public-health nurses 
. , ;,,!,,'. " ,:;?r 

.' neapOlis-St. P~UI)'a>Uaborative met:" ." construction, and roral electtif 
.. ... ','.. ,. , ...o' specialize in: .child welf~e:.~ . ropolitan pl~~~:--andthe crea.tion · '10....·.Wh •. tion: As KiliIs, poin~ out:

Continuedfoom pa;"e 48 . ~ h A:ft;"0/\',' . ' '. ' . ' of n-oional.llUt:horitiesto devdopeig t:"year existence. ::aa::or""'"'fj 
the United StateS. would be iri"~~EStablishCity-Suburban " sol~tfuhs;t~ \~ommon problems if official records,;the'W..PX b1Al 
portant first' step ina~dressing:d,i'~':,,· . '. Partnerships. '. • com:munitieS fajlto reach agreement. . iolproved -6S1,0001niles of::i;9 
huge gap in educational perform-': . Amo~ . the problems shared by'" ,953 airports, 124,000 bOdges';~ 

,_ce between the'$choOkin:adYan~ ':)If the otberiridtistria1deniOCia~ manY metropolises is a weak public/ViaductS, 1,178,000 ailvertsj~ 
taged andciisadvantaged{~eigb~r~'~ des',~fferlessons 'Jor,'.a l~ng'::~ ,tl'atlSit system. A commitment to ,parb, 18,000 playgrouOds and'; 

. hoods. '':,;>(,',;>:> :f;:'" ,'. ~olution,tQtbejobs,prPbleininYolV+, address this problem through a form ,leric fields anci 2,900 )wirilg 
, A .syStemc?f:it;:'l~d~l;.p~~i,':ing 'relationShips benveen emplpy~ . of "city~burbaD collabOration. pOOlS. It c:onsttUc:tAici-40.000 bj 

, fonnances~d:lrds.:sh~iiI.a:iJ:i~hi~:(ment, edu6itionana~y-~up~rt' would bene6tresidents of both the . '. ings (including,S.~ Schools)! 
the kind· ofsuW.<>.h ldiat."'"Wo.,'.Ul(t.~:1}SYSt.ems, they ,',also offer ,;ariother 'city,and the 'subUrbs., ' , ' .- repaired 85,000 moi:e.MIidl9f~ 
enable .sch~ls. ' m_disadVimtage~Llesson: the imponance of. cio/:-sub- ' . The mismatch between residence York City ~ including u,Gu;a 
neighborhoods to,meet the stand-' ~-'.2uiban integration and' cOOperation. . and'th~ lOCation 'of jobs is 'a problem. '.' Airport, F .D.R. Drive,,ptus'J. 
ards that are set. State governments, ,': ~one of the ,other, .industtia1ized ' for some workers in America be- 'deeds of parks!and~:,.;; . 
with F~,deral' suppo,rt",.n9t , 9r.W. ,~~~j!S baye iillow.ed their city cause, unlike the system in Europe"bUiltby the Wj>.A.,'._, ;:: ~ ..:,'; 

, would have to'Create'eqiUty ii:doCar~'4centers to' dej:eriorllte as has ..the public trai:lSportation is weak' and· ~ A neo-W .P.A.pi~?:C;>f.}. 
school financing (tI:iiOugh loans a,QdtTnitedStat#;;'~;;,,( . . . '. '/.;~' i:', expensiVe., It's a' parcicuIar problem, . ploylrient, fo~ eYer:y~iij 
scboImhips ,to attr-t~ :~Qre high-' It. WillH~1~cultto'ad<tr~$ ~ for,mnci.:aty blacks. because$ei ~n over 18' Vfho;:~ ~:'WI 
qUality teach!!rs, in~~:fupport, grcrWing;~~tensions in AmciiCiin .' baveless access to private'automo.: provide usefulpubJicjabS:a,tw 
for , teacher training,and refo~ in citiesiJ@eiS""~ tac~eme prob.l~: biles'ruid,Un.1ilre Mexicans, do not. slighdy below·t,he~um." 
teacher certification) but woUld ilio . ~ofshriilking reveri~eand inadequate . have a network system that sup-, . Like the work relief uixJet. ~ 
have to insure,tIta~hi~ItIY,u:¥ied ~~~services andt.hegrad.~~: . portSorgaDiUd car tx>?ls.Aci:or<!;.. v~t's W.P.A., it woWd~~ 
teachers are more eqwtably ,.dis~ ",p~ce of work~ ,Certam neagh-:, mgly,they depend heavily on public '. Stlgma of a cash dole. ~e:w.' 
utedin local school districts~ :"bOrhoods. Tbecity: has become ~'; tianspo~on and. therefore have be earning th,eii rilooq:. ~~ 

'. Targetirif.,t!ducatjoI?;;i~~a~:;:ps;x:,;lessdesirable';p,Ia:¥;~'whichtQ'UV~ . difficulty getting to the ,.subutbs,< $Qme womers in,~;W.PA:J, 
part of a natiQnal efforttoJl).is,e~e: and the.economic.::ind ,social gap ,,!,here jObs are more plericifuLUntiF· jobs '~could be prOmolJ!d to hi!! 
performanCe standards'of aJJp\1blic between tbe'cities aiid suburbs is . public,transit systems are improved.\ paying pob~c servn' positic 
schools in, the,U,riited,§~t~i~iO a growing. The groups . left behind in metropolitan areas,the creation, says Kaus, most of .dIem. w 
desirable leve1,m.clud1iig~~.at'6Qlsiiico.mpete,o~enalong a.ci,a1 ~es, for. o.£privatdy subsidized car-pool apdadvance occupationally'hi,me 
the inDer city. The Hsuppoit'ofth('dedining; reso#~;\;Pduding the' ;~;pooLnetWOrks ~o Carry inner'::': to'the private sector. ""lfyoub:r 
private sec,tor sho~d,JJe:'enlisted in· . remainirig d#¥t~CltoolS, hoUsing· citYresiderits to the ar~ of em'; . work anyway," he 5aJS, "'why \ 

tub!~~:o~;cl~~7::::·. ···=r!e~:!:~~~r~~:·.~~~~p~ei;b=;:i: f0;fn: t:.:·~ ~ 
munity'centeis,and Ch~h~ sho.j;dd bas worsened thesep~blems~ Their way to increase work opportunities< Certain date, able-bodied reQP 
be encouraged' to;wprk.with,th~bigh rates of joblessness and :social· '. Thecn!ation of for-profit infor~" on wel&re would no Ioogefre 
schools to iniproYe~mput~.,com-· diSorganization bavecreated prob-·, . mation and placement centers in . cash payments.HOWC'R:l; uDJik,' 
p~ency.training.·; . . lerns that often spill over into oth~.various parts of the inner city not welfare-reforin bill thaClintos 
'. " "parts ofthe city. Allofthese fact01"$' ,'only oorild, significantly improve' agreed to s~ ~s plan '\IiI 

Imp~~GhiIdCare. ~vate ,race: relationS and elevate' awareness; of the availability ofem- make public jobs available tot 
racial tenSions.··.· . ploYmeDt. mthe metropolitan area who moVe off welfarr.. Also, : 

The French system of child wel- .' Ideally, we would, reStore the , but could also serve to refer work- argues that to allow poor mo' 
fare starids in sharp .contrast to the FederaIoontribution to city r~ '. ers to 'employers. 'These centers to work. government-financee 
American system. In France, chil- . nues that existed in 1980 and sharp- '. would recruit or accept inner-city care must l:?e provided for 
dren are supported by three inter- . lyincrease the employment base. workers an.d try to place them in children if needed. Bur this Sf 

related government programs, as Regardless of changes in Federal jobs. One of their main ,purposes has to be integrated iDEo the I 
noted by Barbara R. Bergmann" a urban policy, however, the fiscal would be to make persons who have system of child care for other 
professor of economics at Ameri- crisis in the cities would be signifi- been persistently unemployed or ; ilies in the United Stttes to ; 
can University: child care, income . candy eased if the employment base out of the labor force "job ready.". creating a "day-care ghetto" 
support and . medical care. The could be substantially increased. In- low-income ,children. 
child-care program includes estab-, deed, the social dislocations caUsed Reintroduce the w.pA . A W.P.A.~style jobs progran 
lishments for infant care, high- by the steady disappearance of work not be cheap. In the sltort run 
quality nursery schools (ecoles tnd.- have led to a wide range of urban Thermal proposal underconsid- considerably cheaper u> give p 
ternelles) and paid leave for parents social· problems, including racial eration here was advanced. by the cash wel£are than it is toa-eate I 
of newborns. The income-support tensions.,. Increased employment .perceptiVe journalist Mickey Kaus jobs. IndUqing the c.cal3 of SUJ 
program includes child-support, would help. stabilize the new pov- of The New Republic, who has long sors and materials, each sub 
enforcement (so that the absent erty neighborhoods, halt the precip- been concerned about the growth in mum-w.tge W.P.A.... job " 
parent c~ntinues to contribute fi- . itous decline'in density and ulti- , the number of welfare recipients. COSt an estimated $u.ooo. moo 
nancially to his or her child's wel-' mately enhance the quality of race Kaus's proposal is modeled on the the public cost of st:ayEg on WI 

fare), children's allowances and . relations in urban areas. Works' ,Progress Administration That wooldrepresentS12 billie 
welfare' payments for low-income Refonns put forward to achieve (W.P.A.), the. 'large public-works every 1 million jobs ClI:eated. 
single mothers. Finally, medical the objective of city-suburban co:. program initiated in 1935 by Presi-The solutions rhave outlined 
care is provided through a. univer-: operation range from proposals. to . dent FrankJin D. Roosevelt. The developed With the idez of pro 
sal system of national health care creat~metropolitan governments to public-works' jobs th,at Roosevelt a . policy framework dttt cou 
financed by social security, a pre- .proposals for metropolitan tax~base had in mind included highway con- easily adopted by. a nfurm coa 
ventive-care system for children sharing (currently in effect in Min- struction, slum clearance, housing A broad rat;Jge of grotps woul( . 
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port the . long-term solutions - the devel~pilient '.' 
of a system of national performance s~d:iidS 'in 
public schools, family policies'. to 'r~~?&>iJI~ 
learriing system in the. schools, a: nanoruu~,ieiD of 
school-to-work tratisition and the,proinonort of 
city-suburban integration and cooperation.-·, ~e 
short-term solutions, which,range'fronl jobinfor-' 
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 Of all racial ' 
and class backgrounds tend to suppo~ , ....• •.... 

Although my policy framework is 4esignedto 
appeal to broad segments of the population, I 
firmly believe that if adopted, it woul~ alleviate a 
good deal of the economic and soc:p1 distress 
currently plaguing the 'inner cities. Thig'immediate 
problem of the disappearance of. w(j~ in many 

, . inner~ity n~hborhoods would be~¢Onfronted. 
. The employment base in these ne~rh9Qds 

would ~e incr~ed imritediately by'tthe JleWiy 
created Jobs, and mcome levels wouldqse ~use 
of the expansion of the earned-inConi~~taX·qedit: . 
Programs like universal health care alii{ day'care . 
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ANSWERS TO PUZZLES. 
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OF AUGUST 11.1996 . 

.. -=="==:'=I"~~I=AI.I""Al 
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MIXED SIGNALS The following :ire the anagrams 
of the words in the clues. Across: Lrev-erse 5. 
chore 9. ushers 10: hissed 11. Roman 12. sobs 14 . 
spectrum 16. genuine 19..peers 21. haqJists 24, . 
raincoat 25. American 26. rose 27. sergeants. .' 
Down: 1. canoe 2. pie<:rust 3: pests 4. muralist. 6. 
asleep 7. mattress 8. gardenia p. recitals 15. 
Athens 17. quartets 18. Hardy'S 20. ecru 22 .. 
attender 23. wagered, 

. 

. 

.*LaoI.nIVp 
(Jr.ROTC) 

*f>iscitJIine 
*CoIIqc Prrp 
*Sbad7T~ 
*SATPr<jJ
*nn.,Awartnas· 
'*Computer . 
*lnmmamr1I 
l~ 
SjJom 

..a...d Qrad<s SoIl 
*HorstmaruIUI> 

A PREPARATORY SCHOOL FOR IMPROVED ACAIiEMIc PERFORMANCE 

*LEARNING CENTER ON CAMPUS* 
5Mila Writei Pcur C. Wida-, Dira:IOr a[AdmIssIDns .n., 
Mum· 28 Aa.Iem; AwnKe, eon.....fI.on..HuiIson, NY 12520 Scud<nrs 

Wac Point Td:(914) 5340:3710 Fcze (914) 534-7121 W.bnc 

Fall and Spring Admissions A...ailable . 

.:: .' ,.' ',: .. ~, C ': '.' '".''' . 
" C" 	 .AMPS,. 

.'t _ -'. '. :. .' _ . ,1 •• -'.. .' 

TRAVEL CO-ED. 

JUMP STllIT lang Island Skating Academy
COLLEGE TOURS and .. 

.Far blab Id>oal adcoIIqe tnaofcr Timber lake Camp .' . 
IIUdcatI. Vlliullo CIIIIpIII<I)'IIU . present .are pIaaaiDji'lO live 011 for Il1o Dell four 

... IM)'CIIS, BI!l'ORB YOU GEl' Intense Roller Hockey
1HI!RB Ie I'1ND 11"S NOr I'QllYOU. 

. cit one of the Northeost's>(203) 680-6006 
finest sleepoway camps 

6 hours rink time dally . 
Two power-Packed sessions 

Aug.20-Aug.26 :. 
or 

Aug.26-sePt~1 

SPACE IS LW.ITED·CA~L TODAY 

aOO-a2a-CAMP 

http:Aug.20-Aug.26
http:eon.....fI.on
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II 17,576 Combinations 
•• ~ilid;hl~e':th~~~~~~~;~i : 

.. ·lov.V-:~e jobs and "m3Fe work pay." •. ' 
!:ll~:t~nd fA ~s~~i5ilYir '., InCreasing the,employment?~e . 
$44.00 ,11ft .fllonogrzuns '. would: ha.ve. an,~ormo~ JX?Sluve .'. 
'I""....... " ' c ~!J:!.I.c:- impact on the socialorgamzatlonof. 

IFREECA1'ALool ,ghetto. neighlx.>rhoods., &, more .. 
1800-884~5478 Fax: 212-302-2748 

BRAND NAi\IE ,TOP DESIGNERS 

LINGERIE, UNDERGARMENTs, 
. SLIPPERS & HOSIERY 

.ALWAYS A 20% SALE······ 

'.' '. became employed, crime and . 
. use would subside;. families 

'. . ·.be. str~~ed .and~elf~, . 
receipt 'Vo~d. declimisig#icantly;. , 

'. ghetto-related culture and behavior, '. 
no longer sustained and noupshed ' 

• by persistent joblessness, ~ w~uld . . 
, gradually, fade. ~ lJ!ore people be-, . 

caine ,emp'l()yedan.d, ga,ined work:: 
. . experience,theyw,o~d l:iaye.abet;ter . " 

------'-----'-----..,.---...;......;...,.. ,'chance of finclingjoJ?S' ~~*ep~te . 
. ' .whetl tltey be~~:a~le.: 

1-888-BUY BRAS (289-2727) TOLL' FREE 

.. ,The ~ttitudeS of-employers toward.' 
inner,-city \'\.rorkeJ::s: 

steady 
10Il2:;;lterin'solutioDs .. that I 

amranlcca:· woUld: redu~: the 
';,:Ul\.Qlll\J.OUU ..~ ~~generatibn of 
··'''·~'''''-~~·woiiters'''ilL&··.pr6dilced .' :Guess:la..d~I"', . 
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Aia the 'Senate begins tormal coneiaerat.ion of welfare :teform 
loqialation, we must maximize the 1mpact,of the Administration's 
patticip'at1on in, any neqctiatiotis, or ,discussione on key policy , 
iS8uea~ Our sucu:e •• in ahapin;the Setiate bill (and, ultimately,
the l;Dealure .ent to, the 'president) will depend on timing and. on , 
the "inside/o:L1tsiden strategy that,we develop for ,key issues that 
are. unlJ.kely to be resolved in intra Senate negotiations. ", 

Timingi. esllential. Premature 819nals that the Administration' 
is too ,"hungryll tor an agr'.amant, or that the Pr.sident will .iin 
whatever Congress sends him, ,woulcl unciou]:)ted.ly harden the posture
of the sonate Republican leadership. We also want to avoid " 
squ.andarincj scarce political capital on ancillary issues that, , ' 
mi;ht atill be resolved satistactorily in bipartisan talks ,among 
senatora prior to the S.nate Finance COll\mit~.e mark-up. " 

One apprQach would be the following': firfit, U198 the tw'" weeks 
prior to the Finance Committe. markup to maintain and sharpen our 
public fOCU8 on a core set of is.ue.. At the lame t,ime ~ 'we' 
should. continua privately to eduoat. and provide technioal 
as.istance to xey Senators and. IItatf, and begin preparations tor 
amendments on major. issues like the automatic stabilizer, work; 
proVia1onl, etc. ,These activities will enhance pressure on :' 
Republican Finanoe Committ•• members who have not yet •••n any,
kind. of Dole/Packwood welfare,blu.print. This also will prc>vid.e 
a critical "wirid.ow" for OtUl1ooratic lead.rs to announc'. and. 
position their alternativ. , and torD.mooratic committ•• members 
to work out agreements with their Repu~lioan oounterparts on a, ' 
range aAoon4ary issues. Bipartisan agreements are possible in! 
the ateas of child. protective services, SSI,' ohild. supp'ort 
enforoement, ana even child care. 

Once the contours of the Oole/Packwood. markup plan .;. as wellaa 
any bipartisa.n I.qrcuamants on secondary issues -- are clear, we: 
will b. in the be.t poa1tion to fight or negotiate, as 
appropriat., on a select let of oora "issue's. Resolution o.f these 
key issueswoul4 play out both 1n committee marK-Up and on tbe, 
'Senate floor, based en the i.sue and poiit1oal considerations 

.. involved. 	 . 

. The 	advantaqe. of this strategy are as follows: 

1. 	 As the Senata Republicans beqin to make decisions abeut , 
strateqy and pelicy , we must avoid tbe appearance t.hat th'a 
Ac1miniatration ia toe eagar to negotiate or willlnq to 81;n 
any welfare measure. Such ai/ilnels could. convince the Sonat.. 

'leadership that any negotiations are unnecessary, and that 
Senate Democrat.' can be "pickac:1 otf,1I . to suppcrt any
Republican measure that they choo.. to. move thr¢uqh the 
senate. . 

http:wirid.ow
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2. 	 This tilling also ansures ,that we will not pre.mpt the 
.ntitlem.nt"'b&.s~a alternat.ive. to be announoed by Sonate:! I 

Democrats, or undercut any ahart-tam 'political leverage
that might acorue from these alternatives. We will also I 

~void A, potential "trainwreck,I with Senator Moynihan I who' 
'haa yet to aiqnel any interest in bipartisan discu8aidna. 

3. ' 	 Perhaps most important, this atrategy wl1lprovide a 
, critioal window for Sanate Democrats to negotiate, agreements 
,on .econdary i ••uea, while ,we conserve the Adminiatration'8 , 
political capita~ for later discu••ions on major outstanding
Issu... By preventinq senate Republicans trom ltbuying inn 
Senate Democrats and the A4mlnistration with the .ame deals 
early on, w& inorease the likelihood that they will be 
forced to negotiate with us later on core issues like 
funding. work provision.. , etc. With muoh of the 
"unaerbrushu removed, we will be,in l)etter shape to 'tram. ,
and draw political contrasts. on these i ••uea as well. . .. 
Should neqotiated agreements 'fail to materiali •• , we will be 
in a l)etter position to promote l)ipartisan amendments that' 
aohieve ,desired polioy q0818. 

, 
", 
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DRAfT· 
ISSllE: How can one craft time limits, accountability, and work requirements within a I 

context of considerable state flexibility? 

The goal is to create a system where persons cannot receive cash welfare beyond a certai~ 
point without working. But states need flexibility to adjust to individual needs and to ex~mpt 
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 
descripIion: 

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 working.; 


Option 1: Overall participation standard, but what counts as adequate participation varies 
with dllration on welfare: 

This option offers perhaps the most flexibility for states and would be the easiest to 
administer. 

. 	 I 

o 	 Set an overall participation standard which grows over time, perhaps starting at 20% 
and rismg 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 tlngaging in job search, training, education, or work 
for at least 20 hours per week. 

o 	Recipients who have ieceived aid for more than two years count towards the 
participation standard of they are working in unsubsidized work, work i 

supplementation, CWEP, or some other subsidized work program for at least 20 h<;mrs 
per week. [Query: does volunteer work count ala Michigan?] 

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). 

o 	States are free to set higher participation standards and work hours if they choose.; 
I· 	 ' i 



Option I B: 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 match 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 I C: 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. 

Option 1 D: After 4 years, support for the adult would end. States would have the option of 
extending subsidized work beyond this time for l0-15% of the caseload. 

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



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

\Jearl!i 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: i 

All bill~ 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 parti cipate in mandatory work or training will lose benefits'
 

i 

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

Options after 2 years: 

Option I: 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 portion 
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 tlie 
~ntire 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: If Option 1 above is chosen, then similar 
questlons arise 2 years later. Options include: 

Option IA: After 4 years, an intensive period of supervised job search would be required . 
.-\ny person who turns down a private sector job offer or who failed to make a good faith 
~ffort 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 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. ] 



Option 2: Panicipation standard which applies only to a non-exempt group. What counts as 
adequate panicipation varies with duration on welfare 

This is similar to Option 1 except that a participation standard applies only to a group deemed 
employable. 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. 

I' 

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). 

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 
sfmcfllre for program pal1icipation, and states could 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". 

2 




o 	States would have to meet participation standards for the number of persons in Work 
First, or particular phase-in strategies might be mandated. III 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, eWEP, 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. 

3 
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STATE FLEXIBILITY: OPTIONS 


Background. Any credible welfare reform proposal at this point 
needs to incorporate considerably 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 individual entitlement. 

Option 1: specify discrete arenas 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 flexibility in the following 
areas: 

o 	 earnings disregards, to provide more incentive for 

working; 


o 	 two-parent provisions, to allow states to serve working 

two-parent families; 


o 	 asset and vehicle limitations, to allow families to own 

a workable car and to accummulate savings; 


o 	 family caps; 
o 	 incentives for good behavior; e.g., immunization, 


school attendance; 

o 	 changes in income definitions, eligibility rules etc. 


to increase coordination with Food stamps; 

o 	 sanction regimes for non-cooperation with JOBS or work 


rules. 


The approach of identifying specific areas of state flexibility' 
was incorporated into the WRA and the Deal bill. It has the ' 
advantage of clarity about what actually is allowed, and allows 
for both reasonable estimation of costs and the possibility of 
federal monitoring. It has the disadvantage of keeping in' place 
a basically prescriptive framework, and of not being perceived as 
real change in the federal~state relationship. 

option 2: Rewrite section IV-A. An alternative approach is to 
remove many of the current restrictions on states that were 
incorporated over the years into IV-A, and replacing them with ~ 
much streamlined set of assurances and performance measures. 
This approach would repeal most of the federal madates defining: 
eligibility, income and assets. 

sections repealed would include: 402(a)7-8, 11-14, 17-18, 21-24, 
28, 31-32, 34-36, 38-42,and 44; 402(e), 402(h), 402(i), 403 
(major portions), 401 (major portions), 407, 409, 410 and 412. 
The remaining sections would be revised and simplified. Retained 
would be requirements for a statewide program, a state match, 
serving all eligibiles (402(a)10), 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 providing much more flexibility. 
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. Another 
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, 

I 



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 wi'll 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 eitheF 
1) receptive to block grants or 2) inclined to think they are , 
inevitable~ Others are more focussed on medical care, ,children's 
services (f~ster care, adoption) or nutrition than on welfare per 
see 

In the ~idst 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 away 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. 1,

Alice Rivlin 
Ken Apfel 
Martha Brophy 
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FEDERAL/STATE WELFARE REFORM. 


I. . Objective. 

Provide a middle-ground combination of federal entitlements to! 
individuals and block grants to states asa bridge from the 
current AFDC system to a future more oriented 'to adult work~ 

<child wellbeing and state authority. I, 

\'II., Structure. 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, latt~r,provide~ 
directly or by voucher. 

B. UnemploYment Credits.' 

Same benefits as entitlement, available in, 26-week tranches to 
those who, have earned them in regular private sector employment. 

C. State Backstop. 

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 phildren. 
Ancillary benefits -- stipend, services -- to parents/guardians 
of children in care,' as state chooses. ' 

III. Rationale. 

'A. Entitlement endowment plus credits establish national one,
time, f.ront-end "hand up" followed by an ongoing unemployment
insurance-like ,system. 

Emphasises 'individual empowerment and responsibility in 
preparing for and getting an initial job; addresses 
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subsequent' chronic churning in the low-wage labor market by" 
adopting a familiar UI approach that expre~ses 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 
capacity, including cyclical buffer, for new entrants into 
the system; immediately and unequivocally ends welfare as w~ 
.know it. 	 . ' 

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

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 vie~ of '; 
childr.en 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 
for 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 ,builtin two'
year transition fOr states to get their backstop programs up and 
running, and represents a pruderit first step away from the 
present system which can"be rev'isited in the future and adjusted, 
as appropriate toward' grea~er or lesser devolution based on 
experience. ' 

D. Three-part structure provides useful degrees of freedom in 
ta:rgetting resources and arranging .incentives~ [Like UI, 
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 allocating whatever. funds from whatever pockets 
are' available. 

NEC/HLR/4APR 
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Welrare Rerorm' 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 illegitimacy, control welfare spending, and reduce 
Ii welfare dependence" (the PRA definition)? n.. Should States have to keep a minimum safety net for children? (If so, what would 


this be?) 

Or is Food Stamps the only minimum safety net? 


State responsibilities. 

Can States end assistance when they have not established paternity and obtained child 

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 mqst 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? 

Interplay with Other Entitlements: 

.. Food Stamps. Will the relationship between AFDC and Food Stamps be changed? 
. States could ·increase annual Food Stamp costs by $3 billion to $5 billionby cutting 
AFDC benefits and/or converting them to in-kind assistance. 

Foster care. AFDC supports as many children away from their parents as Foster 
. Care. Could States shift these children to Foster Care (assuming it remains an 
~~~ . 

- Medicaid. Would AFDC remain a gateway to Medicaid and other programs? Would 
States be allowed to modify AFDC benefit rules to leverage Federal Medicaid 
matching funds? 

I 
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Money Flows: 

Allocation offunds. A performance partnership distributing funds based on historical 
spending would give some States (e.g., Michigan, California, New York, Wisconsin, 
and Massachusetts) more money than southern States because they used to spend more 
State funds to help poor people. 'Population has beeq shifting south and west for . 
years; should Federal funds continue to shift with the population? 

Economic change. 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 recess~on 
and the'last to get rehired. To be timely and responsive to economic conditions, an ' 
adjustment factor other than unemployment rates would be needed. C~uld Food 
Stamp applications b~p.r.DXY.?-

'W:!- ,---

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 th~ 
statutory goal of supporting children get higher Federal funding. Would this reward: 
be ended? Would th~re be higher Federal funding for States that post good 
achievements in other areas of the' system. such as moving ~d 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: 
services? 

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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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. 

I 

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 paternity 
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? 
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JOB PLACEMENT VOUCHERS: 

A PROGRESSIVE ALTERNATIVE 'TO BLOCK GRANTS 


Ed Kilgore and Lyn A Hogan 

, , ' 

, Refocusing Welfare Refo""'" on Wo':k 

The national welfare reform debate should focus on how to move recipients 

from dependance on public assistance into work in private-sector jobs. That focus 

has all but been lost since the November elections. Less central issues have 


: captured ,tpe lion's, sh8Ie,o(atte~tion,jncluding the efrect.ofwelfare1on : '" 
, illegitimacy ;andmechar#sms for,lIdevolving'!,adm:inistrativff responsibility for':,,' 
w~lfare away-:from npcroinana.gementby:W ashi.ngton.~ Butthe',key to 'genuine '!: 
welfare reform: remains work,' and,,:none oftheiqutstanding ,proposals supplies a, 
practical solution.:.' "" ;': ' ',' ",',:-: "':' ':"':':~'. G":> ~,j, ': :' " ,,:'1; 

, " '. . "; . ~"' " ," .. " ' j - " • 

Last year's CliIiton Administration proposal supplied an incentive to. work 
, 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 

,work,but provided no mechanism for linking recipients with private jobs, implying 
a vast publicjobs program. The latest Republican congressional leadership 
proposal evades ,the issue by shifting the problem to the states, with no framework 
for welfare reform whatsoever.' ' " , 

, ,The Progressive Policy Institute (PPI) now ,offers a proposal that refocuses 

the debate oil weifare-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 employnlent. The proposal calls for a complete 
o.verhaulof the welfare: system to rnakerapid placement i:J.nd r~tention: iIi ,private 
jobs the overriding objective for both the governme:nt and therecipient;-\vith,an 

emphasis on immediate job ,placement wherever possible: More specifically, PPI 

proposes the use of state-:issued ,'''Job Placement Vouchers'" that would, be given 


, ' 

, , 
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directly to recipients to tap (and build) a growing competitive market of public. ,', 
agencies'and private firms providing placement and'support services. 

. 	 '"' . . .. :-)'_1:'.· JJ:*.I 	 '.:"h ... '. , C' :~.' ~'~"'~ _,,~ .J .'; . 
, Existing public subsidies for welfare recipients wotild be used; to finance the 

new system. Matchrateg' for employmerit\'and training dollars\vould become ' 
performance-based, with placement ·and· retention of recipients· in private jobs;'not 

. ":.t_ h_ part,icipation levels, the key to enha.nced federal funding.' Use and design of Job 

. ,Piacement Vouchers would be a state option, but states tllat adopted this 


1:4 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 perforniarice incentives . 

.,. 	 accompanying the federal funds, and by direct competition with private providers 
for voucher benefits. It is assumed that states would be allowed to impose a time 
limit on cash assistance, and an "outside" tim~ limit on public subsidies, to 

~' 	 reinforce ·the individual's incentive to go to work. ' 

~~~t•. 

." 

~/ 	 This ,proposal would firmly commit the federal government to a clear 
.!.. strategy for welfare reform, based on the principle that work experience is the 

b~st path to permanent private employment. It would also spur a more serious 
devolution ofpower than any block grant proposal, leapfrogging both federal and 
s~ate bureaucrats.to place resources in the hands of the actual recipients in a· 

~, competitive job placement market, while giving each state the flexibility to .tailor.,t,he . 
new system. to, its particular. economic and social circumstances. . 

I 	 ' 

"'. 
• ' 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-~ut approach that 
abandons fiscal responsibility for the welfare population without supplying 
incentiyes to work. 

'< 

Spf!cifics ofa Voucher System 

... Each recipient would sign an employability contract upon entering the 
AFDC system and would receive a voucher after undertaking job 
search' . ', ..\, 	

.. ReCipientS would have 'access to c;m:' array' of job pla~eme.nt·an.a' work , .' 
• ..' :... •• >J " •• , ' , I" • ,'W' , ,. • •• • • J " ,'" • ~ "'!' ..;! ,,~ "J ", ' • . . '. ':expenence servIces" ,,', " ," " ,".' -" .' . .. , 

. . 	 . . .~..,.. ." J.. ~'. ".. .... "~t""" ........ ~ .. ~ 


... State boards would accredit service providers and . publish names··artd ; 
descriptions of the providers 
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.. Service providers would redeem vouchers only upon successful job 
placement and retention 

.. Existing public subsidies would gr,adually beconve~d to-vouchers. ;. " . 

.. Match rates for employment and training dollars would become 
'. performance-based , . i . 

.. States' would keep savings realized from implementing a voucher system" '; 

.. States .also could convert post-welfare public employment'dollars and ;. 
General Assistance. resources into vouchers 

A Job Placement Voucher system would immediately shift the emphasis of 

welfare from income maintenance to work. Before receiving a voucher, every 

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 ofthe 

recipient, a voucher-would· oiferquickaccessto 'placement 'and"supportagencies 


. 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 traimng programs; and other employment-based 

services. 


States would develop a list of service providers-'. placement agencies, private. , . 
employers, employmen,t-based 'JOBS programs,. etc.-available· to welfare, '\ . " 
recipients once they have applied for public ,assistance and'undertaken ajob ~.: J::~> 

, search. Recipien:ts would use the lists to make their service choices . 
. . .~ 

.' I' 

Payment to' public and private placement agencies; employers, and other' . i 
, 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 deternrined by the states. . 

As noted earlier, existing public subsidies for welfare recipients ,would be 
': used tofinal'"lce the new system. Match rates for empioyment and training dollars 
would become performance-based, with placement and retention of recipients in' 
private jobs, notpart;icipation levels, the key to enhanced federal funding, States 
that adopt a voucher system would retain the savings: . 

Finally, Job Placement Vouchers should not be limited to AFDCrecipients. 
The states should also be encoUraged to convert post welfare public emplpyment 
dollars and General Assistance resources into Job Placement Vouchers. Wherever 
possible, vouchers should be used to place in jobs not only ,the ~omen on AFDC 
but the men on General Assistance.' I.. " .'

-' '. '. ~ . ,: '. - . ... '. 
:..,-' ".' 
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PLAN TO END WELFARE 

i 

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 supplem~nts to low 
income working families. 

PROGRAM #1 - INCOME SUPPORT FOR THOSE UNABLE TO WORK 

States must establish income support programs for mothers who 
cannot work for as long as the state certifies that they cannot, 
work. 

Program enrollment 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 

I 

o should consider interaction here with SSI kids 
program 

child under one; subsequent child for 12 weeks 
No time limit. Benefits, conditions at state discretiqn 

PROGRAM #2 - WORK SUPPORT 

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

A. Basic Work Support Package: Health care, child care, EITC 

State MUST provide work support package to any family where 
one parent has a job for.~at 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 coverag~ 

! 
I 



through employer or purchase 
- CC: block grant child care S 

expand S 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 filling 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 payments 
after three months - including work, training, etc. 

C. Additional cash assistance to working families 

State MAY provide additional income 8upport,toworking 
families below, % of poverty. Income, asset tests at state 
discretion as well as levels of payments and duration. 

***************************************************************** 

COST/BUDGET 

Capped Entitlement State may claim annually for PROGRAM #1, 
PROGRAM #2 and CHILD CARE up to the amount previously claimed 
under IV-A (AFDC, admin, JOBS, and child qare) AND CCBG. 

Escape Clause The proposal would 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 OMS/CBO do not recognize economic 
effects.] 

Health Care The coverage expansions for kids and for Medicaid 
transition would be financed as proposed by the health care 
reform team. 

I 



ISSUES 

WR Fraud 
Those who commit serious crime while on AFDC lose future eligibility 

-- No welfare for prisoners, fugitives, or parole violato~ (brady bill waiting period) 
-- No welfare for those who fail drug test (mandatory treatment) 

No Medicaid coverage of fertility drugs 

Work requirements for fathers (antidote to cutoff mot~ers) 

Paternity requirements for food s,tamps, 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 


ConsolidationlREGO 

-- 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, changing the culture (CEA) 

-- child care work slots 
 . . ,I . 
.:..- Job-ready -- require to work sooner;. express track (eg go off for 2 yrs after 9 mos) . 

~OU~I..J"" ...: c..u.~os. 

i 
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111 Virginia 

Waxflhachie, 'Texas 

January 18, 1995 

Bruce Reed' 

Deputy, As~istant to the President 

Old Executive Office Building 

Washington, D. C. 20500 


FAX: 202456-7739 

D'ear Mr. Reed: 

Ms. Regina Montoya, here in Dallas,\,e~c:ou;~'ged'me to submit lhis proposal to you. r was 
elliboldened to contact her because of an abiding'desire to see President Clinton !'uc.c.eed, 
preferably by beating back the fools with his own (better) ideas and agenda. I was a member 
of the Clinton Team and have become c()Itc~rne4 .that his original very good intentions 
appear to be losing ground in all the com:rriotion. 

If the idea described below is as good cIS I think it is, and if you and the President believe it to' 
be worthy of pursuit, I offer it to you free, gratis, .no strings attached, to be approprialed, . 
adopted/updated, and/or whate,veT else you care to do with it. 

,Io,.r~ceiveIiA.fQCf:!Jl.~~Y',.y~~~~, ago" when I was a single p·arent. I wanted to be al home with 
9ly,;"c~g~t~n.':Vh.He" ,they were very young, rather than turn them over to d ..lycare toi be 
"raised" by someone else. The program worked for me; 1 was (lble to use the assistance v-;eU, 
start my own business, and become self-supporting. Tcouldn't have done it without the 
~~lpland,it ~as not an easy time. My children's father received student loans while he ~as 
'in: college, and 1used to wjsh there were su.ch a thing for singJe parents. : 
'; .. ", 1; ,"h': ",,,~,!,:,t,:I":l\/~'~:>' _"H'r ,Yi11 ..\;.;;~~"".,,,;,'j;~,,"\' .';':,:,.:-,~:I:'. (:,: :,' j:"""",',,: ;,r"/' ·';;',""'1 ',!. '.i_ '< ... 

This, lit,tIe ~~t:Qf.bafkgr~I:1.l)clj~ ,:tq):W!p YP~i:Wt9.erstaI}d t~e Ptr()po~al and ~e sig.nifica~CliOit, 
could~avem .the effof~ ~o g~t, P~,9PJ~,ofr.p(,~elfare, ~,n~ Into productive hves. I call1Hhe 
Telliporary . Assist~I}~e ~an, Priogr~tm~J1,ut~r~.o.11r:~e ittcould, 'be called j·ust.. abo,ut· anything; it 
,is: rnodeled after th.~ ,~e_~eral~~u~,~nfl.9at!.,. prggrarn that has helped so many AmeriCans 
obtain a college education. . , ' , , . 

" .,;~" , .. d . ", • ' '. " .' ;" 1.',\ J. ':\ .;.I:~; ; ;,.;' ': -f 1 n::' :' i . .' ,_.,' 'I " . < 

AFD(: consist!> of f~ilcial;aid,.medjg~lc;are (lncl.:l~od stamps~ This prop,?sal is to, replace the 
,financ,ial grant \\I'ith~ TeT1\Ppr~ry A~sis~~':l~e Loan. , In the case of a single mother ,of two 
child.ren. for example: . ' , 

II .::,).:'~\~t' ..,: ,..:, :... .'; .. ~J';., },.,,;,;~,:. .'~.:Jrl"·, r.,f;"'f.:, ",.~"'i';:,,:. ,. \"":".~~~,;" ';;',,',,:' " ,... ·::1'. _. ;~ ',Y':' ',\1' \. . .~ .• , , 

.,' 1}t~, .~pplic.an(\VOpld-, rn.~et .. ~~t~ }}:te i,in~a~e.: ,so~~al, worker.:rnore, ,than onc~1 as is , " 
, ",.. p~es~nt1y,dqlW:" By;, the::eJ;1,d. 9r'.~~~f:~ntak,e,'pro~~ss"sh~.~()1l1d,perequiredt.0 5\J,bmita, " 

. '. plEIn for, .be~(,)T1?:~ng seH-su(qp~N, .~I1d :,thflJ pl,C)1\would become, an inforrnal contrLld 
wi~h the S~ate:, written up and ,signed.,with· a copy placed into. •the: file. Since her " 

:,youngest ~hi.1d)~Hhre~, StleTp.igN,Sllb..mit a.2 1/2-ye!lr,pl~1 :I~questing assistance 
until that child enters kindergarten arid detailing' her planned preparations, 

I" -including training '01 formaJeducation, hit Suppol'ting herself after thnt., W;th the '. , 

. . help of her social worker-she'would: ,plan-for full-time· work' with child: care, or part+ . 

" . time, 'work, ,;or''':'perhaps l:ah6me",based::.business.: Together they would design a 


, workable plan; and agree'otf"i1h;enddate tfotthe 'assi.stance loan. ' . " . ; , 

,," . ~ I'. '" ,'. .'.', ' ''''.,:: "', I. i/': I' \~.' ~ 

,"Six mo'nths 'after the end ofthe loan period, she would be required to begin 

',.; :repaymentofthe loan. !·She;could,:ireduce"the:an\ount due,f.\sstudent-loan,recipients' 

< ; do, by:·teaching or other public: service' wor.k~ Her pay,m.ents; when they 'do begfu~ 


might he$50'-a'Inonth or some greater amount, depending on her income. : . -'. ~" .. .' 

~.- "'. ;;,~': ' .....: , " ~,.i;' f.;'~'" 1/ 

,; .'. ~. ':'" ',' . .. '~ .:: :; .. 
'I ' 
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. Proposal for Temporary Assistance Loans 

January 18, 1995 - Page 2 

ADVANTAGES, IN BRIEF: 

The end of the "dole." Those receiving assistCtoce would be required to ~ep(ly it, tl)us 
returning money to the taxpayer. They would be. obliged to lake personal responsibility :for 
resolving their drcumc;tance,' a big "hot button" for the Republicans~ : 

• I 

Self-esteem. KnOWing he is applylJ.lg for a loan for which he will be responsible,: an 
applicant will think more about the amount involved and wh~t it will ti:lkP. 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 ca.n't or won't try to be independent. 
But I honestly believe that the self-esteem and sodal acceptability to be found· in this 
propo~al 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 electronically rather than with 
coupons, an idea whose time hascom~. Medical care should. continue to be offered .to 
AFOC clients as well, though I recommend.it high~r,income leveJ be allowed if the aim is to 
get people back to Lhe work force, because the .fear of the high cost of medical. care really can 
prevent people from leaving the safety net.) . . 

'; " Sinc~relYI 

. 't ~~~ 
Na'thalie G~ ( 

214 .923-2..~7 (home/msg) 
214 935-9000 x3502 (work) 
FAX: 21492..":)-7510 

cc. Ms. Regina Mo~toya 

" 

, 
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PROCESS 

Bipartisan cast 
-- Govs: Engler, Thompsorr!F 
-- House: Gingrich, Shaw, Castle, -Molinari 
-- Senate: Dole, Packwood, Chafee (Roth?) 

WH lead 
Business outreach -- NAM, Chamber, NAB, Bus. Rndtable 
Communications strategy 
Budget 

KEY POLICY QUESTIONS 

Financing ( & Costs) 
Relation to Health Care 

VULNERABILITIES/GAPS 

Likely Attacks 
Possible Compromises 
(Examine GOP provisions) 
Necessary Strengthening 

WR Fraud 

Group Home state option 




WR IDEAS 

OIW Births _. 
1. Ex'pand teen mDmS to all unwed under 20 . ' . 
2. 	State DptiDn to. phase in D/W 1st .:..- sharP cDntrast' biw cutoff and wDrk 

..:.- Do. sense Df CDngress 'Dn phase~in' 
3. Is unwed distinction in GOP K cDnstitutio.nal?' (Ask CDnservative cDnstitutiDnal schDlars, ' , 
fDr 	o.piniDn) _ . ' . 

:.-- dDes it. deny ,child,; Dr child and parent? 
4. HDusing under 21? 	 ' ' . ,. 
5. CDst estimates o.n grDUp hDmes and Drphanages 

~" 

-- what is a cDmmunity setting? 

AdDptiDn . 

L cDmpare GOP K w/ESEA 


CDmpariSo.ns w/GOP , 

1. Are Dur sanctiDns tDugher?:. ' 
2. 3 strikes and YDu're Dut -- SanCtiDnS ' 
3. Ho.W dDes their state match wDrk:? 
4. What's the CDSt Df their UPprDgram?," 
5. can we attack cap/cut in CSE in GOP K? 
6. Attack ssi nDn-entitlement? . immunizatiDn 
7. ODes their provisjDn Dn p. 27 regquire SSI $ for deficit, reductiDn, nDt tax clit?' 
8. Do. nDn-displacement prDvisiDns' ' " 	 . 
9. CDPY their asset pro.visiDn 

.. .,,., '~I~, ~" • 

10. Any effect Dn m-c familieso.f fDDd c;uts 
11. Analysis Df CSE,prDVisio.ns 

IMMIGRANT FUNDING 
L A~k Belle abo.ut deeming fDr Dther programs 
2. Can we deny to Prucol illegals who get caught? 
3. Do. we let states cut Dffillegals? ' 
4. CDuid we deem illegal, alien private incDme? 
5. Deny hD~sing to' ho.usehDlds w/illegal alien? 
6. DepDrt public charges (time limit Dn sustaineduse) 
7. Require spDnsDrs to. Po.st bo.nd 
8. Can we require repDrting to. INS? 

http:CSE,prDVisio.ns
http:CDmpariSo.ns
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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. . 

Doing so, however, would cause serious problems. The problems are of 
sufficient gravity to ,make' these undesirable policy options from the standpoipt 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 thatwould retain the desirable features of a block grant 
without its drawbacks. 

Problems with Block-Granting AFDC and Food Stamps 

\ Turning AFDC and food stamps into block grants would pose significant 
problems. 

• 	 Insufficient federal funds would likely be made available for the block 
grant. These block grants would likely be structured by Congress as . 
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 of a 
block grant that would reduce the AFDC funds which states receive by 10 
percent to 20 percent, the actual reductions would almost. certainty be much' 
larger than t".at over time. ; 

The block grant legislation might include an appropriations ceiling that 
represents a 10 percent to 20 percent cut. But the actuai 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' 
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competition for the shrinking pot of funds that will be available under the 
spending caps. Qver 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 AFD,C 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 prog:r:ams 'is' 
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 concern 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 matching 
funds for AFDC - and an increase in 100 percent federally funded .food 
stamp benefits -' automatically 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 percentto 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 ofany additional cash and food 
assistance costs itself. 

This would pose serious problems for states. State revenues shrink 
dUIing 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 lost their jobs on waiting lists for aid. 

If states instituted waiting lists, two-parent families could be significantly 
affected. The subpopulation 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 arid 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 ~n. 
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 automatic; 
stabilizer in the federal government's recession-fighting arsenaL . 
Converting these.programs to block grants tl).at fail to respond to 
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 receiv~ more funds than warranted, while stqteswhere 
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 additional 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 morebroadly. 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
sufficiency unless they were willing to cut AFDC benefits to pay for the 
reforms. . 

3 
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• One final problem deserves mention as well. There would inevitably 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 benefitlevels.and risA< 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, demographic 
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,economicand demographic 
data (such as the number of poor families in each state) rather¢anon 
current expenditure patterns, the distribution of funds among states 
would be substantially altered. Some states that pay above-average 
benefits could suffer heavy losses of federal funds and be driven to cut 
benefits significantly even though their current benefit levels leave 
children below the poverty line. 

, ' It should be noted that once these programs lose their entitlement status and are 
converted to block grants, there will be no turning back, despite whatever problems 
I , 

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 Administrative Savings? 

I A responSe sometimes offered to these funding problem issues is that states 
Would reap large savings fn administrative costs if federal rules were.loosened. This 
tesponse 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 
~bout 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· 
I . . 

ithe proposed cash and food block grants now being developed; the cuts in federal 
!funding would be far larger - at least 10 percent to 15 percent initia~lyand probably 
more in subsequent years. ' . 

'> 
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An,Alternative of Greater Benefit to States and Families 

The alternative is to give states extensive flexibility to design 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 

. without having to secure waivers. The federal government would continue to match 
state 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 to a block grant. It is in their 
.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 earnings 
are treated, what income is deemed, etc.); 

• 	 what resources would be permitted, and under what circumstances; 

• 	 what requirements (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; 

• 	 circumstanceswhere rules are varied in'a part of the state, so that states 
h~lVe broad freedom to attempt their own demonstration projeCts. 

Under this approach states would also have broad flexibility to design efforts to 
b90st self-sufficiency. For example: . 

...... k-:-----""""'
~\Qe.\t.. ~i"~ , • States would have much greater freedom in 

, 

deciding how to spend their 
:ru~S '$ JOBS funds. Federal rules governing JOBS expenditures would be 

~ 'fJo-a." t\ minimal so states could determine how best to use their JOBS resources; 
(l!o 1Ja('k. :r;,.(.IYI.-h;:'L ~" S 

~.,... \\~~: • States could opt to convert AFDC dollars into wage subsidies to ,create 
~ new employment opportunities for families; 

~ ~ ~tl v.J1~ 1..!~. e'~;"'j p~h'.JJJJ. 
~ "'I" ,:.. c.,,,,, .... :lsCd\<\c..t
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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 dear 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 providing 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 wh~n states would continue to have to pay their 

, share of the costs created by the choices they make? 

If, however, analysis shows there is som~ 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 
provisions (or modifications in the federal n;tatching 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 
funding would increase along with it. . 

Food Stamps 

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. 
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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 

l 	 , 

during the past quarter century, rather than eroding as AFDC benefits have. 

Still another of the food stamp program's attributes is that it moderates what 
wo~ld otherwise be extremely large differences among states in the benefits they 
pro;vide 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 limi,ted fiscal capacity and for the poor 
chi~dren living in these states. For example, the AFDC benefit level in Mississippi is 
one-sixth the level in COImecticut; when food stamps are taken to account, the ratio falls 
from 6:1 to 2:1. 

With food stamps being 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 problems for states. We suggest states be given more flexibility 
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 flexibility 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. i 

\ . 

• 	 States could be allowed to modify the rules on what counts as income and 
. resources in the food stamp program so that qne 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 
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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 responding to and cushioning the effects of recessions also would be 
retained. > 

Conclusion 

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 programsin certain ways without having the federal government shift costs to 

. them during recessions or through cuts to fit within a discretionary cap. This approach 
y.rould 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 provi,de 

that flexibility without the major pitfalls involved in block-granting AFDC and food 

stamps. 


It should be nQted that the issue of block granting food stamps ar9se 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 GovernorsAssociation opposed this proposal, 
which was defeated. NGA recognized that even as a.state option, this approach was 
dangerous Jor 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 entitlement 
basis. 

December 16,1994 
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E X E CUT I V E OFF ICE o F- THE PR E SID E IN T 


. 11-Nov-i994 11:55am. 

TO: Carol·· H •. Rasco 

FROM: Bruce N. Reed 
Domestic' Policy Council 

CC: Kathryn J. Way 
CC: Jeremy D~ Benami 

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 tha~ we need the following, as, 
quickly as possible: 

1. Cost/financing options to put in the budget, as we discussed 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 Oems 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 fa~th. 

3. Target list of moderate GOPs and Oems 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 Oems. 

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

Finally, in general, we need to reassure them that so long as , 
we're calm, measured, and sensible in our thinking an~ publici 
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 ,. 
•i 

. I I think it's good to have this 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'telfs me he.' s 'focusing" on' 
trouble in the,GOP ranks and'panic.on the Oem left. ' . 

.. ,.'. 

. . " 

, .~. 

http:and'panic.on


I. PROCESS' 


*CHR state that she will be chairing meetings 

basis - coordinating policy, legislative and 

strategies - and that this will be the basic 


II. 	 STRATEGY 

* 	 CHR review: the President and COS have made clear this is ~n 'ct \(~ 
area we are looking to find bipartisan agreement. We need, "M\~_ 
to work with both parties in the coming weeks to see if we, ~(~\, 
can get a bill produced that we can sign. ''I, 

III. LEGISLATIVE 	 , :Gf~'~' 
* 	 Discussion of who we should meet with and on what timetable 5~' ...R..."'.... 
* 	 CHR should request Bruce to come back to next meeting with a I 

plan based on discussions with Pat's and Jerry's offices ulLl' ~W· 	

'( : 
IV. 	 FINANCING 

, 
* 	 Review Panetta direction to develop a plan at less than 


$9.3b 


* 	 Rivlin/Sawhill report on status of options and budget. 

* 	 Restate assumption that we will re-intro same basic bill 

* 	 HHS to prepare for next meeting: 

- list of items for change in the Bill 

- Analysis of key (top ten?) items of likely contention 

specifically charting out Contract position, HR3500, and the 
administration bill 

- options paper on fraud 

VI. 	 INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

* 	 Marcia to report on status of contacts with governors and 

other groups 


VII. 	MESSAGE/COMMUNICATIONS 

* 	 Review (1) Rahm designated as lead 
(2) 	We will be speaking with one ·voice; no need to 

say anything at,this point. 
I 



WR mtg with COS -- 11.1.94 

I. COSTS & FINANCING 

-- How to make up the $5b gap (cost $11.8b, revenue $6.5) 


Options: 
1. 	Cut back program: 1) Separate track for child care (Moynihan) 

2) Eliminate demos (IDA, CSA, teen pregnancy) 

2. Immigrant $: 1) Deeming to citizenship (+$3.8b) 
2) Jordan --:- binding K for all benefits (incl medical) 

3. EITC 

-,.... If possible, offsets should exceed costs -"- rhetorical advantage 

II. LEGISlATIVE STRATEGY 

-- How to build bipartisan support w/o losing near left 


Don't know the players -- Gibbons, MatsuilFord, Packwood/Moynihan 

-- But we do know we can't get to 218 w/o significant number of GOPs 


-- cf Crime Bill -- more moderates, fewer libs 


porus'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 fot agmt) 


WH leadership is critical 

-- HHS are good salesman, but they shouldn't negotiate for us 


. ~- eg, family cap 


\111. HOW TO PROCEED 

1. 	 Early outreach to GOP -- President and staff lev~l 


-- Panetta visit . 


·2. Schedule December/January mtgw/govs, hill 

3. 	 Decision memo to POTUS in late November on' $$$ 

-- with any other cleanup (fraud, shorten the bill, etc.) 


4. 	 Communications and outreach strategy 

-- business; Afr-Americans 

-...:. Rahm -- communications . 

-- natl campaign on teen pregnancy .:..- porus on values of reform 




WELFARE REFORM·AGENDA 
November 22, 1994 

I. 	 PROCESS 

'" 	 CHR state that she will be chairing meetings on a regular basis -- coordinating 

policy, legislative, and other strategy -- and that this will be the basic group. 


II. 	 STRATEGY 
\' 

'" 	 CHR review: the President and COS have made clear that this is an area where we 
are lpoking to find bipartisan agreement. We need to work with both parties in the . 	 .. 
coming months to produce a bill we can sign . 

.. 
III. 	 POLITICAL OVERVIEW 

'" 	 . Legislative: Discussion of legislative timetable and outlook· 


Intergovernmental: Marcia to report on contacts with govern()rs and others
'" 

'" 	 Communications: Rahm and Bruce to discuss current communications posture 

Communications/Outreach Plan: CHRshould 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. 

IV. 	 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 J(athi will convene a policy meeting here at WH next week . 

. Research on GOP Contract: HHS to produce· analysis of key items of likely'" 
contention in GOP bill;c~st estimates on cost shifts to the states; comprehensive . 
analysis of orphanage issue; other areas where GOP bill may'be weak, such as child 
support enforcement and fraud. . 

V. 	 FINANCING 

Review Panetta direction to develop a plan at $9.3b or less .. • ' '" 

'" 	 Rivlin/Sawhill report on status of options. Possibly discuss question of whether to 
include WR in budget 

I 
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~~:-!1¥~Ne\iFWpprb'~,clrt9:Welfare Reform:. HumIlIty 
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By hldES Q. Wu..so:-; 
Ve are entering the last years of the 
, century with every reason to rejoice 
little inclination to do so, despite wide· 
~adprosperity. a generally healthy 
]omy. the absence of any immediate 
:ign threat, and extraordinary progress 
:iVil rights. personal health and school 
ollment. Despite all this and more~ we 
, that there is something profoundly 
Ing with oUl'$OCiety. 
rhat communal life is thought to be de· 
ent in many respectS. plagued by 
ne. drug abuse. teenage pregnancy. ' 
!fare dependency and the ,countless in' 
bilities of daily life. What these prob· 
IS havein common in the eyes of most 
lericans is that they result from the 
akening of the famlly; . ' 
Having arrived at something approach· 
: a consensus. we must now face the fact 
It we don't 1mow' what to do about the 
lblem. The American people are well 
ead of their leaders in this regard. They 
ubt very much that government can do 
lch of anything at all. They are not opt!· 
mc that any other institution can do 

·uch better. and they are skeptical that 
ere will be a spontaneous regeneration 
decency. commitment anp personal re
onsibility. " ' 
'ow to Cbange Lives . 
I do not Imow what to do either, But I 

.ink:we can find out. at least to the,degree 
at feeble hWlian reason is ,capable of un
~rstanding some of the most profound 
attIres of our condition. 
The great dehate is whether,' how and 

: what cost we can cllange lives. II not'the 
res'of this generation. ,the)) of the next. 
here are three ways of framing the prob·
'm. 

First. the structunll perspective: Ow· 

Ig to natural social forees. the goodman· 

facturing jobs that once eXisted in inner' 

ity areas have moved to the periphery. 

~aving behind decent men, and women 

Iho are struggling to get by without work 

lat once conferred ' 

oth reSpeCt and 

,lOney., Tl:leir place

) now :taken ' by 

treet-Wise young 

oen who find no 

oeaningtuJ, work. 

Lave abandoned the 

:earcb for work. and 
;corn' Indeed the 
lthiC of wciI'k. 

SecOnd is the ra· 
jo~ perspec' FOUNDATIONS 
:ive: Welfare bene· 
[its, including not only AJd to Families . 
with Dependent Children (AFDC). but also 
Medicaid. subsidized hO,using and Food 
Stamps. have become sufficiently gener
ousas to make.the fonnation of stable tWo', 
parent families either irrational orunnec· 
essary. These benefits have indUCed young' 
women .wanting babies and a home of their 
own to acquire both at public expense, and 
have convinced young men. who need very 
little convincing on thiS score. that sexual 
conquest need not entail'!-ny,personal reo 
spansibilities, , 

Third is the cultural perspective: Child 
rearing and family life as traditionally un· 
derstood can no longer, compete with or, 
tiring under prudent control a culture of 
radical self·indulgence and,oppositional 
defiance. fostered by drugs. television. 
video games. street gangs and predatory 
sexuality.

Now. a \isitor from another planet 
hearing this discourse might say that ob· 
viously all three perspectives have. much 
to commend themselves and. therefore. 

". 'M"; ,r-;:" .,' 'r'" 

lems so as to make them amenable to' 
those solutions that they favor for ideo
logical or moral reasons. Here roughly is 
what each analysis, pursued separately 
and alone implies: , 

J) Structural solutions. We must ere
, ate jobs and job·traimng programs in in, 

ner-city areas, by means eitller 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) Rationalistsoiutions. Cut or abolish 
AFDC or. at'a min.immn. require work in 
exchange for welfare. Make the fortD~tion 

The"'e "'e"""";n S"",'e"'al 
1 I' 11_' ""'" I' 

. p rt t p' le" th
1m 0 an , uzz sm, e' 
connection between welfare,'

'h;ld-bea'nng. One is"and C • 
the existtmce ofgreat dil+er

, 1J 
ences in illegitimacy rates 

. f .' 
across, et,hmc groups ac~ng 
similar circumstances. , 

of two-parent 'households more attractive 
than single parenthood and,restore work to 
prominence as the only way for the pllysi
cally able to acquire money.' ;, 

3) Cultural solutions, Alter the mner
city ethos 'by means of private redemptive 
movements. suppotiecl by a system of shel
ters or group homes in which at·risk chilo 
dren and their young mothers can be given 

,familial care and adult supervision in safe 
and drug'free settings.

Now. I have my own preference$ in 

all three oughuo,be acted upon. But the, ,.with higher payments tend to'be ones in 
public debate we hear tends to emphasize , !o'hich more babies are bOFD'to welfare re
one or another theory and thus one or an· ,Clplents; and when one expands the defi' 
other set of solutions. It does this because nition of welfare to include not onlv 
people. or at least people who are memo AFDC but Medicaid: Food'Stamps and 
bers of the political class. defille prob· subsidized housing, increases in welfare 

' 

' 

. 
this, menu of alternatives"but it is less jm- , 
portant that you Imow what these prefer·' 
'ences are than that you realize that I do 
not Imow which strategy would work. be- ' 
~ause so many people embrace a single 
strategy'as a way of denying legitimacy to 
alternative, ones and' to their underlying 
philosophies. 

Each of those perspectives; when taken 
alone, is full of uncertamties and inade
quacies. These problems go back. .first of 
all. to the structural solution. The evidence 
that IinIts family dissolution with the dis~, 
trfbution of jobs is. in fact. weak. Some 
people-such as many recent Latino immi· 
grams in Los Angeles- notice that jobs 
have moved to the periphery from the cit)' 
and board buses to follow the job~. Other 
people notice the very same thing and stay 
home, to sell drugs. 

Now. even if a serious job mismatc~ 
.	does exist. it will not easily be overeome'b)' 
enterprise zones. If the.costs Qf crime in in·, 
ner·city neighborhoods are'high. they can· 
not be ~mpensated for by very low labor 
costs or very high customer demand. 
Moreover. employers ,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, 
no matter how much we trv to enforce it. 
can completely or even largel~; suppress' 
these cues. because they hav.e substantial 
economic value. ' '. 

Second, 'let's consider some of the in· 

adequacies of the rational strategy. After 

years of denying that the level of welfare 

pa~~nts had 'any effect on child:bear
ing., many schollU'S 'now find that states 


were strongly correlated with iftcreases 
in illegitimate births from the early 1960s 
to about 1980. At that pOint. the value of 
the welfare package in real dollars n~t
tened out. but the illegitimacy rate, con
tinued to rise. ' 
, Moreover. there remain several im' 

portant puzzles in the connection between 
welfare and child-bearing, One is the ex· 
'istence of great cli!ferences in illegiti
macy rates across ethnic groups facing 
Similar circumstances. Since theCh'jJ 
'War at least. blacks have had higher iIle' 
gitimacy rates than whites. even though ' 

, federal welfare programs were not in
vented until 1935. " , 

These days. it has been shoWli that the 
illegitimacy' rate among black women.is 
more than twice as high as among white 
women. after controlling for age. educa· 
,tionand economic. status. David Hayes
Bautista. a researcher at UCLA. com·, 

, ,munity and the ebaraeter of the surround· 

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 blact ones to be 

on welfare. " 
EVen among blacks. the llIelPtimaey 

rate is rather low in states such as ldi!ho. 
Montana. Ma;ne and New Hampsrure. de
spite the fact that these states have 
rather generous welfare payments. And 
the illegitimacy rate is quite higt in 
many parts of the Deep South.' even 
thougb these states bave ,rather low wei· 
fare paymentS. " 

Clearly. there is some important cui
,tural or at least noneconomic' factor at 
work. one that bas deep historical roots 
and that may vary with the siie of the com· 

ing culture. 	 , 
Finally, the cultural strategy. Though 

I have a certain affinity foi' it, it has its 
problems. too. There are many efforts in 
many cities by public and private agen-

Though 1confess 1am 
attracted to the idea·of crr:· 
ating wholly new environ· 
ments in which to raise the 
next, generation of at-nsk 
children} 1 must also, con-' 
fess that 1 do not know: 
whether it will work.' 

des. individuals and ,churches' to per' 
suade young men -to be fathers and not 
just impregnators. to help drug addictS 
and alcoholics. to teach parenting skills 
to ,teenage mothers. Some have been 
evaluated. and a few sliow signs of pesi· 

,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, i1amily Development Researeh Pr0
ject in Syracuse. N.Y.: and the Yale 
Child Welfare Project in New Haven. 
Conn. All of these programs 'produce bet· 

, ter behavior. lessened delinquency. mor~ 
, success.in school. 

The Manhattan Institute's M~TOn Mag· 
net I author of "The Dream and the Night· 
,mare: The Sixties' Legac'), to the Under· 
class",) and I have both endorsed the idea 

, of requiring young unmarried mothers to 
, live in group homes with their children un· 

der adult supervision.as a condition of re
ceiving public assistance. I also have sug· 
gested that we might revive an instiJUtion , ' group homes in which the reCipients mUSl 

, ,that was common earlier in this century 
but has lapsed into disuse of late-the 
boarding school, sometimes mistakenly 
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, or 
something like them are what is avaiiable. 
how do we decide what to do? Before try. 
ing'to answer that question. let me assert 
'three precepts that ought to shape how we 

fonnulate that'answer, 

Save the Children " 


The first precept is that our overriding 

" goal ought to be to save the children, Other 
giJals-suchas, reducing the coSts of wei· 
fare. discouraging iUegitimacy. prevent· 
ing long-tenn welfare dependency. getting 
even with welfare cheats- may all be wor· 
thy goals.,but they are secondary to the' 

_goal of improving the life prospects of the 
next generation. '" . . 

, The second precep: is that nobod,l' , 
Imows how to do'this on' a large scale. 
The debate has begun about welfare re
fonn. but it is a debate. in large mea· 
sure. based on untested assumptions. ide' 
ological posturing and, perverse princi· , 
pies. We ,are told by some that worker i 
training and job placement' will reduce 
the welfare r.olls, but we now know that 
.worker training and job placement have 
so far had only a very modest effect, ~ \' 
few advocates of worker training tell us 
what happens to children whose mothers 
!lTe induced or compelled to ,work. other 
than to assure us that somebody '\\oill sup·
ply day care. ' , 

The third precept that should guide us 
, is that the federal government cannot ha\'~ 

a meaningful family policy for tlie nation. , 
'and it ought not to try. ;-iot only does it not 
Imow and cannot learn from experts what , 
to do. whatever it thinks it ought to do. it 
will try to do in the worse. possible way. ' 
Which -is to say. uniformly. systemati· 
cally. politically and ignorantly, 

Now. the 'clear implication of these 
three precepts., when applied to the prob· 
lem we face now.is that we ought to tuTn 
the task and the mon~r for rebuilding
lives. welfare payments. housing, subsi· 
dies. 'the whole lot. oyer to cities and 
states and private agencies. subject to. 
only two conditions, FirSt. they must ob· 
serve minimum but fUlidamental precepls 
of equal prolectjo~. a~d second. eveI'}' 
,major new initjillll'e must be evaluated 
by independent. obsE'rw!'S operatinl!' in 
accordance wit h accepted scientifk 
canons. 

Some states or coUnt!E'S in this regim!" 
may end AFDC <;; \',e knqw it. Others 
may impose a mandatol'}' work requirE" 
ment. A few may reowre welfare reclpi· 
ents -to tum their ch~ks'over to thf." 

' 

, 

cailed an orphanage. lor the children of 
mothers who cannot cope. At, one time' 
'such schools pro\ided homes and educa· 
tion for more than'100.000 young peo~le,in 
large cities. !, 

Though I confess I am attracted to the , 
idea of creatin!r wholly new' en\1~on· 
ments in which to raise the next genera· 
tion of at·r.sk children. I must 'also con· 

" fess that I do not know whether it will' 
work, The programs that we know to be 
successful. like the ones 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 arrival of 
crack on the streets of our big cities. 
Can even the best program salVage pe0
ple from that viciously destructive drug? 
We don't Imow. ' , 

There is evidence that such therapeutic 
communities as those run by Phoenix 
House, headquartered in New York. and 
other organizations can salvage people 
who remain in them long enough. Holll .do 
we get peoJlle to stay in them long enough'? 
We don't Imow. ' 

Now. if theSe three' alternatives 

reside or the boarclinl!' schools that their 
children must attend. 'Some, may, g1ve the 
money to private agt'ncies'that agree to 
supply parent training. job skills and 
preschool education, Some may more 

'I welfare rel;ipients out of the inner eliy 
and to the periphery, , , 

Any given state g'O\'ernnient may. do no 
better than washington, but the great \'i,' , 
riety of the fonner v;iJJ make up for the' 
deadening unifonni~' of the latter, And 
within the states. 'the operating agencies 

, will be at the city and county level. where 
,the task of improving li.es and developing 
character will be informed by the proxim
ity of governmenuo the voices of ordinary 
people. 

Mr. Wilson is jIrojessur of '/1IIl1I.IlgE'IeI!t 

and public policy at r:CU. A Il11I9er versi011 
Of this essay will appear in the ManlUIttan 
institute's City Jou:mal., 
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ACHIEVING GREATER FLEXIBILITY IN AFOC 

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 gr~_nt structure. This memo discusses the , 
problems with block-granting AFDC anddesaibes an alternative that would retain the 
desirable features of a block grant without its drawbacks. 

Block-Granting AFOt 

Turning AIDe 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 sW'ely lead to inadequate funding in soine years. Capped ' 
mandatory programs that serve low-income families have not done well 
historically; consider how much the SodalServices 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 automatic~y to recessions. 
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In sholt,losing the entitlement featu~e of AFDC under which federal 
funds are automatically made availa~le to'match state expenditures 
would create some serious problemsJ

I 

,. I 


• 	 This leads to a second issue. As just ~oted, increased federal funds 
generally would not become available during economic downturns. The 
result would not only be increased ~rdship, but also a weakening of the 
automatic stabilizers the federal gove~nment employs to cushion . 
economic slumps, i 

Moreover, the lack of adequate fundihg during recessions would be likely 
to intensify the anti-marriage bias in .f\FDC. The AFDC subpopulation 
whose participation in AFDCrises 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, tl}e state might have to limit ,!. 

participation by two-parent families Qr place new applicants - who 
would be disproportionately ~omposed of tWo-parent fam.i.iies - on a 
waiting list.' . . I 	 ' . 

• 	 These problems are aggravated by anbthet shortcoming of a blockgrant : 
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; t~e formula would not be able to 
reflect economic and demographic ch~mges since that time. States whose; 
economies had grown robustly since ~he year in which the data were 
collected would receive more funds than warranted, while states where i 

I 

economic conditions had deteriorated would receive too little. , 
: 
i 

Of particular concern is the fact that d,uring a recession, the hardest-hit I 

states would likely be subject to a."triple whammy." First,'there would 
be insUfficient federal funds nationally, since the federal fw1.ding level 
would not automatically rise with a r~cession. Second, the allocation , 
formula would not recognize the depth of the downturn in states that had 
been hit hard. Finally, the states hit h~rdest 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 

I 
! 

The likely outcome consequently wo~d be that during recessions, the 
level of aid provided would decline significantly relative to the need for 

. 	 Isuch aid. I 

2 
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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, mak.ing some categories of needy families and 
children ineligible for the remainder of the year, and instituting waiting· 
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 AFDe 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 probabJy be a big fight among the states 
over the formula for allocating block grant funds among them. If the formula reflected 
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 to a block grant. It is in their 
fiscal interest to do so. . I 

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 earnings 
are treated, what income is deemed, etc.); 

3 
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• 	 wh.at resources would be permitted, and under what circumstances; 

• 	 what requirements crOBS, 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 mirUmal); 

• 	 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 eligibility 
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. 

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. 

4 
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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 AFDe 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 
government 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 capacity. ' 

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, 

States should not be forced to take a block grant to get greatly enhanced 
flexibility. This approach seeks to provide that flexibility without the major pitfalls .; 
involved in block-granting AFDC. 

December 3, 1991 
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CENTER ON BUDGET 
AND PoueyPRIORITIES 

THE KASSEBAUM fEDERALISM PROPOSAL: 

IS OT 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 Wle 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 dUIing 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, AFDe or WIe 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 secUIity 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 
proponents of realigning federal and state roles have traditionally called for a strong~r 
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 19805, the Committee on Federalism and National PUIpose, on which Daniel Evans, 
Charles Rabbi 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 hom 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 deficit to swel.1 significantly 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-Directors 
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The tim~ng 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 Committee on Federalism and National Purpose, chaired by then-Senator 
Daniel Evans (R) and then-Governor Charles Robb (D), called in 1985 for a major 

" realignment .of federal and state roles. The Committee proposed a much larger federal' 
role in financing and setting national standards for Medicaid and AFDC, accompanied' 
by the devolution of scores of federal programs to the states. In issuing its 
recommendations, the Committee affirmed a principle that has undergirded most 
thoughtful examinations of federalism issues -, income security for the poor should 
largely be a federal responsibility. The Committee 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 damaged 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.lO states in 1984, and the median level of benefits was 73 
percent of the poverty line. [These levels are lower today.] 

1l0nly the federal government can effectively bring about greater 
wtiformity 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." l 

Trends in welfare programs since 1970 support the Committee/s conclusion. 

Even though the federal goverrunent matches every state AFDC benefit dollar with 


Daniel J. Evans and Charles S. Robb, Chairmen, To Form a More Perfect Union: The RepoTt of the Committee 
on Federalism and National Purpose, December 1985, pp. 13-14. 
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between $1 and $3.65 in federal funds (depending on the state), MDC benefits in the 
median state have fallen 47 percent in realterms since 1970. APDC 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.2 

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 S5I program - there has 

. been no benefit erosion over the past 20 or 25 years. By contrast, in AFDe, where states 
set the benefit levels and pay part of the costs, benefits have fallen sharply. In the state 
component of SS!, where states set benefit levels and pay 100 percent of the cost, 
benefits have fallen even more steeply. (See Table!.) 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 , 
55!, and don't qualify for MOC because they either don't care for children or live in ; 
twoMparent 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 backgroUlld is essential for assessing the Kassebaum proposal. Once the 
five-year transition period ends, the Kassebaum plan would place AFDe, food stamps', 
and MC under a structure similar to that used for general assistance (and to a lesser , 
extent, for state 551 benefits). States would decide whether to provide benefits, which 

2 When fedElral and state SSt benefits are examined together. the combined benefit package shows a 
decline because of the large drop in state 55} benefits. In the median state that provides state SSt benefits, 
combined federal and state benefit:; have fallen about 10 percent in real terms since 1975. This translates 
into sizeable benefit declines. Combined federal and state S5) benefits for elderly couples are now about 
$100 a month - or $l,2(}O a year -lower than in 1975 in the typical state that provides 551 benefits. This is 
a large loss ftlf people living below the poverty line. 

3 
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Table I 

Trends in M..ximum Benefit levels 

Over the Past Qwuter Cent\ll'Y 


(percentage changes reflect changes in real dollars) 


State-Prescribed Bemifit Levels 
AFDe (1970-1994) -47% 
55I State Supplements (1975-1994) 

elderly individuals -63% 
elderly couples -75% 

Federally Prescribed Brneftt Levels 
Food stamps (1971-1994) +3% 
551 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 stamp 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 Merucaid 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 MOe recipients. Despite the broad interest in welfare reform at the state levet most 
AFDe recipients remain outside the JOBS program today in no smail part because state 
legislatures, faced with competing priorities, have placed state resources elsewhere. 
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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 cllificulty 
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. 

. 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 w~en 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 siumps and 
most states have no ability to borrow to meet these needs. If AFDe 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 falIlilies, 
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 ilia t funding for these programs will be cut than increased during hard times; 
indeed, general assistance benefits and S5I supplements were cut in numerous states 
during the recession of the early 19905 (and were not restored during the subsequent 
economic recovery). 

Not only would state inability to boost funding during recessions result in greater 
hardship, but it also could weaken the national and state economies. The food stamp 
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 AFDe. As Alice Rivlin wrote in 1992, over the past several decades "social: 
insurance and weUare 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 weUare would be able to buy necessities and pay their rent or 
mortgages. nus 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 stabilizersfor the economy:'3 

3 Alice M. Rivlin, Reviving the AmericimDream, 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 MOC and Medicaid. The federal 
government pays about 79 percent of AFOC and Medicaid costs in the state, along with 100 
percent of food stamp benefits. IfMississippi were relieved of paying Medicaid costs but 
received no food stamp, AFOC, 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 
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 WIe 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 already 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 fun:ds. 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 concerns are borne out and state aid is reduced significantly after the 
maintenance-of-effort period ends, it is extremely unlikely that parts of the AFOC, food 
stamp, and WIC programs could be refederalized or the maintenance-of*effort requirement 
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 substantially 
to help achieve budget balance, it will be in no position to reimpose or extend a 
maintenance-oi-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 Wtique features, a factor that has 
led Senator Robert Dole on more than one occasion to call food stamps the most important' 

.. sodal program since Social Security. 

The food stamp program provides the only national benefit floor in the United 

States under poor clilldren. If the national benefit structure is scrapped and federal funding 

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 pardy 

attributable to an apparent public preference for in-kind benefits over cash aid, especially 

for the non-elderly poor. 


The program's political strength and durability stem 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 poor under Q 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 along with poor childreni this makes the program less vulnerable and more resistant 

to cutbacks. Various proposals to cut food stamp benefits advanced in the early 19805 by 

President Reagan or then-Agriculture Committee chairman Jesse Helms were turned 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. 

othetwise 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 COIU\ecticut 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, 
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Table II 

The Impact of Food Stamps on State Variations in Benefit Levels 

State 

Maximum 
Monthly 
MDe 

Benefit'" 

Monthly 
AFDCand 

Food Stamps 
BenefitsU 

Maximum 
AFOC 
as %of 
Poverty 

AFDCand 
Food Stamps 

as % of 
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% 


• 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 I 

largest states  California and Texas  is cut in half when food stamps are added to the .. 
package. (See Table II.) 

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 caregories 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 iricrease in food benefits if food prices climbed. I 

Nor would the number of people receiving benefits automatically rise if 
poverty and unemployment mOWl.ted. 

" 	 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 
(i.e., the increased gaps among states in benefit packages would increase 
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political pressures on °high-payment" sta tes to moderate their benefit 
payments). ' 

Moreover, the concept of a single benefit structur,e 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 APDC cash benefit level for AFDC recipients and the 55I 
state supplement for recipients of that program. Over time, these cash 
benefits would likely erode in purchasing power, just as state AFOC and SSt ' 
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 fOWld 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. 

II. Devolving the WIC Program 

Devolving WIC also would be unwise. A 1992 GAO 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, WlC'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 
i.mJ:nunization rates and increased use of prenatal and pediatric care. E~dence 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 WIe is "the health-care 
equivalent of a triple-A rated investment" and called for the program to be fully funded in: 
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 sOWld policy-

There are two reasons why devolving WlC is likely to compromise its effectiveness. 
First, funding for it would probably decline over time. In no year Wlder Ronald Reagan's 
tenure - or that of any otherPresident - has federal WlC 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 featwes what may be the 
most effective set of cost-conta.inment measures of any federally-supported health program. 
Federal law requires every state to use competitive bidding to purchase infant fonnula for 

., 	WIe. 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, 

Wants, 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 nwnber 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 Want 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 Me 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 fOf, 

the purchase of infant formula for WIe. This increases savings; the infant formula 
. " 	 companies offer larger price reductions when a greater volume of sales is at stake under a 

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 federalleveJ, Republican and Democratic 
administrations alike have stood fum 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 childxen a.re served._ 

In short, devolution of WIe 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, 
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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 weUhere. 

III. 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 significantly 
exceed $100 billion in fiscal year 1999. Federal AFOC, food stamp, and WIC costs will be 
less than $55 billion that year. While the federal government 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 a 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 child'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. Shi.fting cases to 
the foster care system would financially benefit a state, but increase the drain on the federa,l 
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 transition 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 accurately. Disputes and extensive 
litigation would be likely. 

IV. 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 return for increased federal Medicaid funding may be worth exploririg. 

But this does not mean any federal program is an appropriate candidate for 
devolution. Various community and economic development, infrastructure, education, and 

I 
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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 during the 1970s and 1980s 

while Washington kept federal benefits whole." ' 


Devolving food stamps, AFDC, and MC - 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 iri 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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,What To Do About Crime' /' ~c>~ • 

. :1~n....- p(",....t,....<. 

~ ~(.~"'- ~ ~ 
j(lmes Q. Wilson' 

'.',. 

few of thernajor problems facing ,1\ merican' society today are entirely new,' but in recent y~ars 

most of them have either taken new fqrins.or reached new levels oj urgency. To make matters 

more difficult, in many cases the soluti0n.$ formerly relied upon have proved to be ineffect~ve, 


leaving us so frustrated that we.seiz.e desperately on proposals which promise much but deliver 

huh, , , . 
. In the hope o/bringing greater clarity 'to the understanding of these problems, and of fr'rim

ing workable solutions and policies, we are inaugurating 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 ~as lived with and studied it for a long time and who will then 

proceed to suggest "What To Do About'" it. A mong those already scheduled for publication in 

the coming months are Charles Murray and Richard I Herrnstein on welfq,re,' Gertrude 

Himmelfarb on the. universities; William J. Bennett on our children; Robert H. Bork on the 

First Amendment; and Richard Pipes on Russia. . . 

JAM~S Q. WILSON, professor of management and public policy at UCLA, is the author oj 


many books, and articles oneTime, including Thinking about Crime; Varieties of Police Behav

ior; and Crime and Human Nature (written with Richard]. Herrnstein}.'He is also the editor 

of Crime and Public Policy and co-editor, with Jocm Petersilia, of Crime (jorihcoming from 


, ICS Press). ' 

'. , 

WHEN the,United States experienced declining during" most ofthe 1980's in th~,United 
the great increase. in crime that States, they were rising elsewhere. I 

began in the early 1960's and continued through America, it is true, continues to lead the indus
the 1970's, most Americans were inclined to at trialized world in murders. There can be little 
tribute it to cOhditions unique' to this country. doubt that part of this lead is to be explain'ed by 
Many conservatives blamed it on judicial re the greater ~vailability of handguns here:. Argu
straints on the police, the abandonment of capi-. ments that once' might have been settled with 
tal punishment, and the molIyco~dling of offend insults or punches are today more likely to be 
ers; many liberals blamed it on poverty, racism, settled by shootings. But guns are not the whole 
and ,the rise of violent television ·programs. Euro story. Big American cities have' had more homi
pe<lns,to the extent they noticed at all, referred cides than comparable European ones for almost 
to it, sadly or patronizingly, a~ the "America.n:' , as long as anyone can find records, New York and' 
problem, a product of our disorderly society, Philadelphia have been more murderous than 
weak state, corrupt police, or imperfect welfare London since the early part of the 19th century.
system. . This country has had a violent history; with re

Now, 30 years later, any serious discussion' of spect to murder; t~at seems likely to.remain thecrime must begir with the fact that, except for 
case.homicide, most industrialized nations have crime 

But except for homiCide, things have beenrates that resemble those in the United States. All 
getting better in the United States for. over a dethe world is coming to look like America. In 1981, 
cade. Since 1980, robbery rates (as reported in victhe burglary rate in Great Britain was much less 
tim surveys) have declined by 15 percent. Andthan that in the United States; within, six years 
even .with regard to homicide, ther:e is relativelythe two rates were the same; today, British homes 
good news: ir 1 ')90, the rate at which'adults killedan . are likely to be burgled than American 
one another was no higher than it was in' 1980,ones. In 1980, the rate at which automobiles were. 
and in many cities it was considerably 19wer.stolen was lower in France than in the United 

.This.is as it was supposed, to be. St,arting.States; today, the reverse is true. By 1984, the bur
glary rate in the Netherlands was nearly twice that 

1These comparisons depend on official police statistics, 
in the United States.' In Australia and Sweden There are of course errors in such data .. But essentially the 
certain forms of theft are more common than same pattern emerges from comparing nations on the basis 
they are here. While property-crime rates were of victimization surveys, 
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around 1980, two things happened that ought to grated the markets for clothes, music, automo~, 

have reduced most forms of crime. The first was biles-and drugs. 

the passing into middle age of the postwar baby 'There are only two restraints on behavior-

boom. By 1990, there were 1.5 million fewer boys morality, e'nforced by individual conscience or 

between the ages of fifteen and nineteen than social rebuke'~ and law, enforced by the 'police' 

there had been in 1980, a drop that meant that and the courts. If society is to maintain a behav
this youthful fraction of the population fell from iqral equilibrium, ?!w decline in the former must 

9.3percelll: to 7.2 percen t of the total. -be matched by a rise in the latter (or vice versa). 


In addition, the great increase in . the size of If familial and traditional restraints on wrongful 
the prison population, caused iIi. part by the grow-. . behavior arc'eroded, it becomes necessary to in
ing willingness ofjudges to send Offenders to jail, '- crease the. legal restraints. But the enlargeq spirit 
meant that the dramatic reductions in the costs of freedom and the heightened suspicion of the 
of crime to the criminal that occurred· in the state have made it difficult or impossible to use 
1960's and 1970's were slowly (and very partially) the criminaljustice system to achieve what cus
being reversed. Until around 1985, this -reversal tom and morality once produced. I 

involved almost exclusively real criminals and This is the modern dilemma, and it may be an 
parole violators; it was not untii after 1985 thaC insoluble one, at least for the West. The Islamic 
more than a small part of the growth in prison cultures of the Middle East and the Confu
populations was made up of drug offenders. _, dan culture~ of the Far East believe that they have 

Because ofthe combined effect offewer young a solution. Ii: involves allowing enough liberty for 
people on the street and more, offenders in economic' progress (albeit under general state" 
prison; many'scholars, myself included, predicted . direction) while reserving to the state, and its' 

, a continuing drop in crime rates throughout the allied religion, nearly unfettered power over per
1980's and into the early- 1990·s. We were almost 'sonal conduct. It is too soon'to teII whether this· 
right: crime rates did decline. But suddenly, start- _ formula-best exemplified by the prosperous but 
ing around 1985, even as adult homicide rates' puritanical city-state of Singapore-will, in the 
were' remaining stable or c;lropping, youthful ho- . ,long run, be able to achieve both reproducible _ 
micide rates shot up. ' . , . affluence,'and intense social control. 

Alfred Blumstein of Carnegie-Mellon Univer- Our other crime problem 'has to do with the 
sity has estimated that the rate at which young kind of felonies we have: high,levels of violence, 
males. ages fourteen to seventeen, kill people has especially youthful violence, often occurring as 
gone up significantly for whites and incredibly part of urban gang life, produced dispropo'rtion
for blacks. Between 1985 and 1992, the homicide ately by a large, alienated, and self-destructive 
rate for young white ~ales went up by about 50 underdass. This part of the crime problem, 

\ percent but for young black males it tripled. though not uniquely American, is more impor
. The public perception that today's crime prQh- tant here than in any other industrialized nation: 

lemis differen t from and more serious than that Britons, Germans, and Swed,es are upset, about 
of earlier de~ades is thus q'uite Correct. Young- the insecurity of their' property and 'uncertain 
sters are 'shooting at people at a far higher rate about what response to make to its theft,. but if 
than at any time in recent history. Since young American!;o'nly had to worry about their homes .' 
people are more 1ikely than adults to kill strang- being burgled and their autos stolen, I doubt that ' 
ers (as opposed to lovers or spouses) '. the, risk to' crime would be the national obsession it has now· 

. innocent bystanders has gone up. There may be " become. 
some comfort to be had in the fact that youth- Crime, we should recall, was not a major issue 

'" ful homicides are only a small fraction of all kill- in the 1984 presidential election arid had only 
. ings, but given their randomness, it is not mu<;:h begun to be ,one in the 1988 contest; by 1992, it 
solace.wasohallenging the economy as a popular con

cern and today it dominates all other matters. 
.T'. HE Ur: ited States, th.en, does not have The.. reason, I think, is. that' Americans believe . 

, . a Crime problem, It has at least two. somethin'g fundamental has changed in our pat-· 
Ol;lr high (though now slightly declining) rates terns of ~rime. They are right. Though we :were 
,of property crime-reflect a profound, worldwide unhappy. about having our property put at risk, 
cultural change:,prosperity, freedom, and mobil we adapted with the aid of locks, alarms, an'd se
ity have emancipated people almost everywhere curity guards. But we are terrified by the' pros
from those ancient bonds of cl!stom, family, and pect of innocent, people being gunned down at' 
village that once held in check both some of our random, without war,nin'g and almost without mo- , 
better and many of our worst impulses. The tive, by youngster:s who afterward show us. the 
power of the sta'te has been weakene,d, the status blank, unremorseful faces of seemingly feral, 
of children elevated, and. the opportunity for presocial beings. ' 
adventure expanded; as,a consequence, we have 
experienced an explosion' o( artistiC creativity, . CRIMIN9LOGY has learned a.grear deal 
entrepreneurial zeal, political experimentation- ., about who these people are. In 
and criminal activity. A global economy has inte- studies both here and abroad it has been estab-
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, ' , 

lished. th~t about 6 percent of the bol's of a g~ven 
age will commit half or mQre of all the sen~us 
c[ime produced by all bby~ o~ tha..1.llge. Allowmg 
for measurement errors, ,.It IS remarkable how' 
consistent this formula is-6 percent causes 50 
percent. It is roughly true in places as different as 
Philadelphia, London, Copenhagen, and Orange 
County, California. ' ' , " 

We also have learned a lot about the char~cter
istics of the 6 percent. They tend to have criminal' 
parents, to live in cold or discordant families (or 

, pseudo-families), to have a low verbal-intelligence 
quotient and to do poorly in schoo~,to b~, emo
tionally cold and temperamentally ImpulSIve, to 
abuse alcohol and drugs at the earliest 0PPC)I:'tu
nity, and to reside in poor, disorderly,cotnniuni
ties. They begin their miscon~uct 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 w~o 
might, owing to bad luck, be an unrepresentatIve 
sample of all highcrate offenders), but a~ong 
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, 1001g beforethey'com
mit any serious crimes-not with enough pred- ' 
sion to predict which individuals will comm!t 
crimes, but with enough accuracy t9 be a fair 
depiction of the group as 'a whole. 2 , 

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 arid, rising? ' 
The answer, I conjecture, is that the traits of the 
6 'per'cent put them at high risk for whatever 
criminogenic forces operate in society, As the 
costs of crime decline or the benefits increase; as 
drugs arId guns become more available; as the 
glorification of violence becomes, more common
place; as families and neighborhoods lose s?me 
of their restraining power-as all these thmgs 
happen, almost all of us will change our ways to 
some degree. For the most law-abiding among us, 
the change will be quite modest: a few more too.ls 
stolen from our employer, a few n10re traffIC 
lights run when no police office'r is watching, a 

, few more experiments with fashionable drugs, 
'and afew more business deals qn which we cheat. 
But for the least law-abiding among us, the 
change w'iII be dramatic: they will get drunk daily 
instead of just en Saturday nigHt, try PGP or 
crack instead of marijuana,join gangs instead of 
marauding in pairs, and buy automatic weapons 
instead of making zip guns. . " 
, A metaphor: when' children play the 'school

yan:I' game of crack-the-whiE, the child at the head 
of the line scarcely moves but the child at the far 
e,nd, racing to keep his footing, often stumbles 
and t~llls, huded to the ground by the cumulative 
force of many smaller movements back along the 
line, When a changing culture escal;Hescriminal
ity, the aHIsK DOYS are at tl1'e end of the !i.ne-;a~d 
....... . ., ---

. the conditions of American urban life-:-guns, 
drugs, automobiles, disorganized n:eighbor- . 
hoods-m;;tke the line very long and the ground 
underfoot rough and treacherou~: " 

M UCH is said these d~ys about prevent
, ing or deterring crime, buti,t is ir.n

portant to understand exactly what w~ 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-chjldhood impulsivity, low ver
bal facility, incompetent parenting, 'disorderly 
neighborhoods-it must also be massive in scope. ' 
Deterrence~ 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 present-orientedness of the youthful 
would-be offender will· discount the threat so 
much th~t the promise of even a'small :gain will 
outweigh its large but deferred costs. ' ~ , 

In this country, however, and in mos~ Western 
nations, we have profound misgivings about do- . 
ing' anything that would give prevention or deter
rencea chance to make a Iarg!,! 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, worryingaboutthe unemploymentrate, 'or 
(as in the proposed 1994 crime bill) funding 
midnight basketball leagues. There ~ay be some
thing to' be said for all these efforts, but crime 

,prevention, is not one' of them. The typical hig};l-' 

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 in'difference ,to him. ' ' 


Prompt deterrence h;;ts' much to recommend 

it: the folk wisdom that swift and certain punish

ment is more effeCtive than severe pepalties is 

almost surely correct. But the greater the swift

ness and ce'rtainty, the less q,tiention 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 increase 

. severity: if the penalty is 10 years, let ils make it 
20 o'r 30; if the penalty is life i!'l1prisonment, 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 average) the chan'ceofits being imposed; 

plea bargain~ see to that. And the most draconian 

sentences will, of necessity, tend to fallon adult 

offenders n~aring the end of their criminal ca

'reers and not on the young ones ~ho are in their 


~. 2 Femaie' high-rate offenders are much less 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 ate between sixteen and eighteen; 
the average age of prison inmates is ten years 
older:) I say "of riecessity" because almost every 
judge will give first-, second,-, or: even third-time 
offenders' a break, reserving the heaviest sen
tences for those 'men wh0 have finally exhausted 
judiciaL patience 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 life imprisonment. 

Prevention and deterrence, albeit hard to aug
ment, at least ar,e plausible strategies. Not so with, 
many of the other favorite nos'trums, like reduc
ing the am,ount 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 9f programming we' had around 1945, 
because the few studies that correlate program
ming with the rise in violent crime find the big
gest changes occurred between that ear and 
1 . not er avorite, boot camp. makes good 

copy. 'but so fa'r no one has shown that it reduces 

the rate '!:t 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 pointwhere their 

availability to criminals would be much affected. 

And even if there were, law-abiding people would 
lose a means of protecting themselves long bee 
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-evaluiHe'd) 

programs have minimal, if any, effects; collec

tively, the best estimate of the <;rime-redilction 

value of these programs is quite modest, some

thing on the order of 5 or 10 percent. 3 


W HAT, then, is to be done? Let us'be
, gin with policing, since law-en

forcement office~s are that part of the criminal
justice system which is closest to ,the situations 
where criminal activi ty is likely to occur. 


It is now widely accepted that, however impor
. ' 

tant it is for officers to drive around waiting for 

911 calls summoriing their help, doi'ng that is not 

enough. As a supplement to such a reactive strat 
egy-comprised of random preventive patrol and 

the investigation of crimes that ha,ve already'oc

. curred-many leaders and students of law en
forcement now urge the police to be "proactive": 

to identify, with the aid of citizen groups, prob
lems that can be solved so as to prevent criminal
ity, and not only to respond to it. This is often 
called community-based policing; it seems to en
tail something more than feel-good meetings' with 
honest citizens, but something less than allowing 
neighborhoods to assume control ~L' the pplice 
function, 

The new strategy might better 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 fundame'ntal liberties, the 
opportunity for high-risk persons to do, those 
things that increase the likelihood of their: vic
~imizing others. 

, For example, the police might stop and pat 
down persons whom they reasonably suspect may 
becarrying illegal guns.4 The Supreme Court has 
upheld such fl'isks when an officer observes "unus
llal conduct" leading him to conclude that "crimi
nal activity may be afoot" on the part of a person 
who may be "armed aryd 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 .basls ot their past conauct and 
present legal status, subJed to pat-aowns tor 
weapons. The statutes can, as is now the case in 
several states, make all probationers and parolees 
subject to nonconsensual searches for weapons as 
a condition of their remaining on L>rQbation 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 

. an iven day over three million criminals on the 
streets un er correctlona su erVlSlOn. a~y are 
likely to oecome ,reCI Ivists. Keeping them' from 
carrying weapons will materially redlKe the chanq:s 
that they will rob or kill. The courts migh t also 
deClare certain dangerous street gangs to be con
tinuing criminal enterprises. membsa:ship..jn, 
which constitutes grotlQds for police frisks. . 

Second, since I first proposed such a strategy, 
I have learned t~at there are efforts under way in 
public and private .research laboratories to de
velop technologies that will permit the police to. 
de~ecrfrom a distance persons who are carrying 
concealed weapons on the streets. Should these 
effor.ts bear fruit, they will provide 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 technology works, the po; . 

3 Many individual programs involve so few subjects that ,\ 
good evalualion will reveal no positive effect even if one 
occurs. By a t.echnique called met.a-analysis, 'scores of incli. 
vidual swdies can be pooled into one mega-evalualion; be
cause there are now hundreds or t.housands of subjects, even 
small gains can be identified. The besl of these mela·analy· . 
"es, such as t.he one by Mark Lipsey, suggesl modest. positive 

effects. 
4 I made a fullerargumenl along t.hese lines in ']ust Take 

Away Their Guns," in the Ne';; Yorl, Times Magazine"March 
20, 1994 . 
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lice can also o~fer, immediate cash 'rewards to 
people who provide information about .individu" 
als Iilegalry carrying weapons, Spending $100 on 
each good tip will have a bigger impact on dan
gerous gun use than will the, same amount spent 
on another popular nostrum-buying back guns 
from law-abiding people.s 

Getting illegal firearms off the streets will re
quire that the police be motivated to do all of., 
these things. But if the legal, technological, arid 
m9tivat'ional 'issues can be resolved, our streets 
can be made safer even without, sending many 
more people ,to prison, ' , 

T HE,' same directed~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 cities 
the enforcement of such probation conditions is 
casual or nonexisten t; in many states, parolees 

'are released back into drug-infested communi
ties with little effort to ensure that they partici
pate in, whatever treatment programs are to 'be 

'found there~ 
.' Almost everyone 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 incen,tive to be steadfast. To cope with 
this, patrol officers could enforce random dWg 
tests on probationers and .E!rolees on their pe,ats; 
failing to take a test when ordered, or failing the 
test when taken, should be grolinds for immedi
ate revocation of probation or parole, at least for 
abrief 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 need~d to buy d'rugs, 
and reduce their likelihood of committing crimes 
because they are on a drug ,high); it is also to 
diminish the demand for drugs generally and 
thus th,e size of the drug mai·ket. ' , 

, 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 
mllch. Something akin to this strategy, albeit one 
using 'probation instead of police officers, has 
been tried under the name of "intensive-supervi
sion programs" (ISP), involving apanoply ofdrug 
tests, house" 'arrests, frequen t' <': rveillance, 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 assigned 
to ISP with those of offenders in ordinary proba
tion. There was no difference. 

, ,Still, thi~ study does not settle the matter. For 
one thing, since the ISP participants wer,e l\l1der 

\ 
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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,result:ed in a return to 
prison, which would mean, if true, a net gain in 
public safety. For another thing, "intensive" su
pervision was in many cast:s not all that in ten

, sive-in five cities, contacts with the probation
ers only t<;>ok place about once a week, and for all 
cities drug tests occurred, on average, about once 
a month. FinaJly, there is some indication that 
participation in treatment programs was associ
ated with lower recidivism rates. 

Both anti~gun and anti-drug police patrols will, 
if performed systematically, require big ~hanges 
in police 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 otficers have at 
pre~ent no incentive to search for guns or en
force drug tests; many jurisdictions, owing to 
cr,owded 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 
out of con trol, "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 
m-;:;ch crime is opportunistic: idle boys, usu'ally in 
small groups, sometimes find irresistible ,the op
portunity to steal or the challenge to fight.'Deter
ring present-oriented youngst~rs, who, want to 

, appear fearless in the eyes of their cor,nrades 
while indulging their thrill-seeking natures is 'a 
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 f~r 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 reW,rn all 
youngsters 'violating an eyening-curfew 'agree. 
ment to their parents. As a result, grOlips of 

, school-age children were no lon'ger to' be found 
hanging, out in the shopping malls or wan?ering 
the streets late, at night. ' , ; 

There has, been no 'careful evaluation of these 
efforts in Charleston (or, so far as I am aw;>re, in 
any 'other big city), but the rough figure:; are 
impressive-the Charleston crime rate in 1991 
was about 25 pe,icen t J'o\Ver than the rate in, 

5 In Charleston, South Carolina, the police pay a reward 
to any~~e identifying a student Cil,UWg a w~1ll,o~ to sch201 
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 poten tial informer. I 
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South Carolina's other principal cities and, for the largest and most immediate impact on the 
most offenses (including ,burglaries and larce-, quality of urban life. But given the 'vast gulf be
nies), lower than what tha't city reported twenty tween what the public believes and what many 
years earlier. experts argue should be our penal policy, 'a few 

All these tactics have in common putting the comments are essential.' ' : 
police, as the criminologist Lawrence Sherman The public wants more people sent aw~y, for 
of the University of Maryland phrases it, ·.-~''!re longer sentences; many (probably most) crimi
the "hot spots" are. Most people need no poli!=e nologists think we use prison too' much and at 
attention except for a response to their calls for ,'too great' a cost and that this excessive use has 
help. A small fraction' of people (and places) ·had little beneficial ef(ect on the crime rate. My 
need constant attention. Thus, in Minneapolis, views are much closer to those of the public, 
all of the robberies during one year occurred at though I think the average person exaggerates 
just 2 percent of the city's addresses, To capital~ze the faults of th~ present system and the gains of 

, on- this fact, the Minneapolis police began devot- some altern'ative (such, as "three' 'strikes and 
ing 'extra patrol attention, in brief but frequent you're out"). 
1;lursts of activity, to those locations known to be The expert view, as it is expressed in countless 

, trouble spots. Robbery rates eviden tly felt by as op-ed essays, often goes like.this: "We have I;>een 
much as· 20 percent ,and public distur.bances by, arresting more and more people and giving trem 
even more. . longer and longer sentence~, producing no de-

Some of the worst hot spots are outdoor drug crease in crime hut huge' increases in prison 
markets. Because of either ,limited resources, a populations. As a 'result, we have become the most 
fear of potential corruption, or a desire to cCitch, punitive nation on earth." 
only the drug kingpins, the police in some cities Scarcely a phrase in those sentences is a~cu-
(including, from time to time, New York) neglect rate. The robabili of bein arrested for a iven 
street-corner dealing. By doing so; they get ,the crime is ower today than it WilS in 1974. Th~ 
worst of all worlds. ' . amount of time servedin state prison has been 

The public, seeing the police ignore drug deal-' ,declining' more, or less steadily since the 1940's: 
ing that is in plain view, assumes 'that they are Taking all crim~s together, time served fell f~om 
corrupt whether or not they are. The drug king- 25 months in 1945 t913 months in 1984. Only 
pins, who are hard to catch and are easily re- for rape are prisoners serving as much time today 
placed by rival smugglers, find that their essential as they did in the 40's, ' , 
retail distribut:ion system remains intact. Casual The nl':t effect of lower arrest rates and shorter' 

,or first~time drug users, who might not use at all' effective sentences is that the cost to the adult, 
,if access to supplies were difficult, find access to perpetrator of the average burglary fell from,!Q. 
be effortless and so increase their consumption. dais in 1960 to 15 days in1980. That is to say, the 
People who might remain in treatment programs Chances of being caught and convicted, multi-
if drugs were hard to get drop out upon learning· plied by the median time served if imprisoned, 
that they are easy to get. Interdicting ~ithout was in 1980 less than a third of what it had been 
merely displacing 'drug markets is difficult but . in 1960.6 

not impossible, though it requires motivation Beginning around. 1980, the costs of crime to 
which some departments lack and resources, the criminal began to inch up again-the result, 
which many do' not have. " . chiefly, of an increase in the proportion of con-

The sheer number of police on the streets of a victed persons who were given prison terms. By 
city probably has only a weak, ifany,relationship 1986, the "price" ofa given burglary had risen 

'with the crime rate; what the police do is more to 21 days. Also beginning around 1980, as I not-
i,mportant than how many. there are, at least ed,at the outset, the crime rate began to decline . 

. abOve some minimum level. Nevertheless, patrols <:It would be foolhardy to explain this drop 'in 
directed at hot spots, loitering truants, late-night crime. by the rise in imprisonment rates; many 
wanderers, probationers, paroiees, and' possible . , , other factors, such 'as the aging of the population 
gun carriers, all in addition to routineinvestiga- and the s~lf-protective measures 'of potential vic
tive activities; will require more Qfficers in many . tims, were also at work. Only a con,trolled experi
cities, Between 1977 and 1987, the number of 'ment (for example, randomly allocating prison 
police officers declined in a third of the 50 larg~ terms for a given crime among the states) could 
est cities and fell relative to population in manye hope to untangle the causal patterns, and hap-
more. Just how far behind police resources have pily the Constitution makes such experiments 
lagged can be gauged from this fact: in 1950 there unlikely.'

/ was one violent ';crime reported for every police Yet it is worth noting that nations with differ-
officer; in 1980 there were three vi'Olent crimes ent penal policies have experienced differeT)t 
reported for every officer. 

6 I take these 'cost calculations from Mark Kleiman. 
, e/ ai.. "Imprisonment-to-Offense Ratios," Working Paper

I HAVE said little so far about p,enal' 89·06-02 of the Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Man· 
policy, in part because I wish to focus ,agement at the Kennedy School of Coverrpncm, Harvard 

attention ori tliose'things that are likely to have University (August 5, 1988)~ • 
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crime rates. According to David Farrington of 
Cambridge University; property-cr.ime rates rose 
in England arid Sweden at a time when both the 
imprisonment rate and time served fell substan
tially, while property-crime rates declined in the 
United States at a time when the imprisonment 
rate (but not time served) was increasing. 

Though one cannot measure the effect of . 
prison qn crime wi th 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 imprisoned robber {Vould com
mi t five such'offenses pe r' year if ftee on' the 
street. This means that in '}986 there were, 
275,000 fewer robberies in America thaI} t}jere 
would hav'e been had these 55,000 meii been left 
on the street. 

Nor" finally, does America use prison to a de
gree that vastly exceeds what isfpund 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 wert: higher in England if 
you were found guilry of a rape,. higher in' 
America if you were, convicted of an assault or a 
burglary, and about the same if Y0t! were con
victed of a homicide or a, robbery., Once in. 
prison, you would serve a longer, time in this' 
country than in England for almost all offenses 
save murder. ' 

James Lynch of American University has' 
reached similar conclusions from his com para
tive study of criminaljustice policies. His data 
show that the chances of going to prison and the, 
time served for homicide and robbery are 
roughly the same in the United States, Canada, 
and E~gland. 

O F LATE, drugs have changed Ameri
can penal practice. In 1982, ,only 

about 8 percent of state-prison inmates were serv
ing time on drug convictio.ns. 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 
higher., ' " . , . 

This change can be attributed largely to the 
advent of crack cocaine. Whereas snorted cocaine 
powder was expensive, crack was cheap; whereas, 
the former was distributed 'through networks ca
tering to dite tastes, ~he latter was mass-marketed 
on street corners. People were rightly fearful of 
what crack was doing to tJ:1eir children and de
manded actic_; ~s a result, crack dealers started 
going to prison in record numbers. 

Unfortunately, these penal ties 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. opportunity 
has opened up. 
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We are left, then, with the problem ,of reduc
ing the demand for drugs, and that. in. turn re
quires either prevention programs.o~ a scale 
heretofore unimagined- or treatment programs' 
with a level of effectivenes~" heretofore un
achieved. Any big gains in prevention and treat
ment will probably have to await furtper basic 
research into the biochemistry of addiction and 
the deve1opmen,t of effective and attractive drug 
antagonists thc(t·reduce\ the appeal·ofcocaine and 
similar substances.1 

In the meantime, it is necessary either to build 
much more prison space, find some o,ther way of 

. disciplining drug offenders, pr both., Tnere is very . 
little to be gained, I think, from shortening the' 
terms c;>f existing non-drug inmates in order to 
free up more prison space. Except for a few eld
erly, nonviolent offenders servin'g very long:· 
terms, ther:e are real risks associated with short
ening the te~ms of the typical inmate. . 

Scholars disagree about the magnitude of 
those 'risks, but the best studies, such as the one 
of Wisconsin inmates done, by John DiIulio of, 
Princeton, suggest that the annual costs to soci
etr in crime conimitted b): 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 tha~ doubled between 1980 and! 
1990, yet the victimization rate for robbery fell by 
only 23 percen t. Even if we assign all of that gain 
to the increased deterrent and, incapacit~tive ef-. 
feet of prison, which' is implausible, the improve
ment is not vast. Of course, 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 
arre.sted for a crime, not ih .the probability of 
being imprisoned once arrested. t 

Anyone who has followed my writings on crime 

knows that I have defenG:: ':; ~he' use of prison both 

to deter crime and incapacitate criminals.'! con

tinue to defend it. But we must recognize two 

facts ..First, even modest additional reductions in 


7 I anticipate that at this point some, readers will ,call for 
legalizing ·or decriminalizing drugs as .the "solution ,. to the 
probler.n: Before telling me this. I hope they will read what I . 
wrote on that subject in the February 1990 issue of COMM~:N- , 

TAlty. I have not changed my mind. 
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crime, comparable 'to the ones achieved in the 
early 1980's, will require vast increases in correc
tional costs and encounter bitter judicialresis
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 mean's 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 swdies of 
what happens, a result iri part of scholarly neglect: 
and in part of the practice in ,some states of 

, shrouding juvenile records and proceedings in 
secrecy.' Some studies, such as one by the Lo,s 
A ngeles Times of juvenile justice in California, 
suggest that young people f~und guilty of a seri
ous crime are given sen tences tougher than 
those meted out to adults;8 This ,finding is so 
counter to popular beliefs and the testimony of 
many big-city juvenile-court judges that some 

'caution is required in interpreting it. 
There are two problems'. The first lies 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 Jound guilty oj a 

ser1.ous oJJense is punished with greater rigor 

than an adult, but many juveniles whose behavior 

ought to be taken seriously (because they show 


, signs of being par~ 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 havin'g 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 defini

tion of a "severe" penalty. In California, a.Juve

nile found 'guilty of murder does indeed serve a 

longer sentence th'an, 'an adult convicted of the 

same offense-60 mo'n,ths for the forn\er, 41 

months f~rthe latter, Many people will be 

puzzled by a newspaper account that defines 

five years if! 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 effe<;:tive early interventi.on 

would stop high-rate delinquents from becoming 
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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, bilt we have no 
evidence of that as yet. 

FOR 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 th~ root 
causes of crime. I have always been in the former 
group because what' its opponents, depided as 
"root causes"-unemployment, racism, poor 
housing, too little schooling, a lack, of s~lf-es-, 
teem-turned out, on close examination, not'to, 
be major causes of crime 'at aiL· . 

Of late, however, there has been a shift in the. 
debate. Increasingly thosewho wa~t to att4ck root 
causes have begun to· poilu to real ones-~ 
perament, earl famil ex eriences, and nei h
~orhood effeg~, The sketch I gave earlier ci ,t e 
typical high-rate young offender suggests that 
these factors are indeed at the root of crime. The 
problem now is to decide whether any ca!1be 

,changed by plan and at 'an acceptable pri~e in 
money and personal; freedom. . . ' 

If we are to do this, we must confront the, fad 
, that the critical years of a child's life are ages one 
'to ten, with perhaps the most iinportant being 
the earliest years. During tl:lose 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 supervision, and' disor
derly family environment., ' 

If we knew with reasonable confidence which 
children, were most seriously at risk, we might 
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 knowl~dge, precisi9n is impos
sible, and so we must pro~eed carefully, relying, 
except in the most extreme cases, on persuasion 
and incentives. 

We do, however, know enough about the early , 
ca.usfis of conduct disorder arid later delinquellcy 
tciknow that the more risk factors exist (such as 
parental criminality and poqr supervision), the 
greater the peril to the child. It follows that p~o
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 
f~mdamental changes in 'their, life· circumstances, 
The goal of these,changes is, as Travis Hirschi of 
the University of .Arizona has put it, to teach self

. controL' '. " 
Hirokazu Yoshikawa of New York University has 

recently summarized what we have learned about 
programs that attempt to make large and lasting 
changes in a child's prospects for improved corl. , . . 

R "A Nalio~'s Children in Lock-up," Los Angeles Times, 
August 22, 1993, ' 
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duct, better'school behavior, and lessened delih
quency. Four ~uch programs in particular seemed, 

,valuable-the Perry Preschool Project in Ypsi
lanti, Michigan; the Parent-Child Development 

'Center in Houston, Texas; the Family Develop

ment Research Project in Syracuse, New York; 

and the Yale Child Welfare Project in New Haven, 

Connecticut. . 


All these programs had certain, features in 
com·mon. They dealt with lo~-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 p~rent 

'training with preschool education for the 'child; , 
and th~y involved extensive, home visits. All w,ere 
evaluated fairly carefully. with the follow-ups last

. ing fo~ at least five years, in ,two cases for at least 
ten, and, in on<:,! case for fourteen. The programs 
produced (depending on the project) less fight
ing, impulsivity, disobedience, restlessness, cheat- " 
ing, and delinquency. In short, they improved. 
selt:con trol. ' , 

They were' experimen tal 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, s~me'effects. A large number of 
well~'trained arid highly motivated ca~eworkers , 
dealt' with a relatively small number of families, 
with th'e workers knowing that their efforts we~e ' 
being evalua,ted, Moreover, the programsoper
ated in the 'bite 1970's or early 1980's before the 
advent of crack cocaine or the rise of the more 
lethal neighborhood gangs. A riational program 
mounted under curre,nt conditions might or 
might not have the same result as the experimen
tal efforts. ' 

Try felling 'that t~ lawmakers', What happens 
when poli ticians encoun ter experimen tal, su,C
cesses is a!nply 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, the extensive home 
visits, and the elaborate paren t training-the very' 
things that probably account for much of the 
success of the four experimental programs. 

N THls'country we tend tosepara~e proI grams deSIgned 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 wt;lfare recipients indi

cdtes thai. their children are at risk for the very 

problems that child-helping programs later try to 

correct. 


Theevidence froin avariety ofstudies is quite 
clear: even if we hold 'income and ethnici~y con
stant, children (and especially boys) raised by a 
single mother are more likely than those raised 
by two parcn ts to have difficulty in school, get in 
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trouble with the law, and experience emotional' 
and physical problems.9 Producing illegitimate 
children is not an "alternative 'Iife-style",or simply 
an imprudent action; it isa 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? Well, 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 difficult and ~xpensive 
problems. , 

What we really want is fewer illegi.timate chil
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 1have a 
chance at a decent life. 

Letting teenage girls set up their own house
holds at publi<; expense neither discour~ges il
legitimacy nor serves the child's best interests, If 
they do set up their 9wn homes, then to reach 
those with the fewest parenting skills and the', 
most'difficult children will require the kind 'of 
expensive and intensive home visits and family
support programs characteristic of the four suc
cessful experiments mentioned earlier. 

One alternative is to tell a girl 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 lrita~t fam

ar) or In a group home where competent super

vision and parent trammg will De provided 6y 

adults unrelated to her. S~ch homes would be 

erivately managed but publicly fundeJi by, pool

ii1g welfare checks, food stamps, andhousi'ng al

lowances. 


, A model for such a' group home (aJbeit 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-a~use 
problems: The goals of the home are clear: ac- : 

" cept personal responsibility for your liveS ~nd 
learn to care for your children, And these goals, 
in turn; 'require the girls to follow rules, ,stay in 

, , • I
school, ,obey a curfew, and avoid alcohol and 

'drugs. Those are the' rules that ought to govt;rn a 

group home for young welfare mothers: ' 


Grou;'; L.0mes funded by pooled wel(are' bene
fits would make the task of parent training much' 

,easier and provide the kind of structured, consis
,tent, and nurturant environment that children 
need. A few cases might be too difficult for these 
homes, an? for such children, boarding schools"':" 

9 I summarize this evidence in "The Family.Value~ De-' 
bale," CQMMENTARY, Aprll J993. . I ' 

, " ' 
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~nce commo~ ,in American cities for disadvan
taged children; but now almost extinct-might 
be revived. , 

Group homes also make it ea'sier to supply· 
quality medical care to young mothers and their 
children.' Such care has taken on added impor
tance in recent years with discovery o'nhe lasting 
damage that La,1 be done to a child's prospects 
from being born prematurely and with a very low 
birth weight, having a mother who has abused 
drugs or alcohol, or being exposed to certain 
dangerous m~ta1s. Lead poisoning is now widely 
acknowledged to be a source of cognitive and 
behavioral impairment; of late, elev(}.ted levels of 
manganese have been linked to high levels ofvio
lence.1O These are all treatable conditions; in the 
case of a manganese imbalance, easily treatable. 

M y FOCUS on changing behavior will" 
, 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 "stigmatize" people. 

Indeed it is. Wr,ong behavior-neglectful; im
mature, or incompetent parenting; the produc-, 
tion of out-of-wedlock 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 mimy poor women of all races 
who avoid drugs and do a good job of raising 
their children. If we fall to stigmatize those who 
give way to temptation, we withdraw the rewards 
from those who resist thein. This becomes all the 
rriore important when entire communities, and 
not just isolated households, are dominated by a· 
culture of fatherless boys preying on in~ocent 
persons and exploiting immature girls. 

We need not merely stigmatize, however. We 
can try harder to move child~en 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 socials~ructures' and an ethos of family 
values. . 

Much of our uniquely American crime prob
lem (as opposed to the worldwide problem of 
general thievery) arises, notJrom the failings of 
individuals but from the concentration in disor
derly neighborhoods of people at risk of failing. 
That concentr,ation is partly the result of prosper
ity and freedom (functi'oning families long ago 
seized the oppor'tunity to move out to theperiph
ery') , partly the result of racism (it is harder for 
some groups to move than Jor others), and partly 
the result of politics (elected officials do not wish 
to see settled constituencies broken up). 

I SERIOUSLY doubt that this country has the will 

to address either of its two crime problems, save 

by acts of ind~vidual self-protection. We could in 


theory. make justice swifter and more certain, but 
we will not acc~pt the restrictions on liberty arid 
the weakening of procedural safeguards tha,t this 
would entail. We could vastly improve the way in ' 
which our streets are policed,' b"\lt some of us will 
not pay for it and the rest of us will noUblenite it. 
We could alter the way in which at-risk children 
experience the first few yearS of life, but the op
ponents of this--':"welfare-rights activists, family 
preservationists, budget cutters; and asso,rted 
ideologues-are numerous and the bureaucratic 
problems enormous. ' 

Unable or unwilling to do such things, :we pike 
refuge in substitutes: we debate the death pen
alty, we wring ou'r hands over television, we Iqbby 
to keep prisons ,from being built in our neighbor
hoods, and we fall briefly in love with trendy 
no~tn.ims ,that seem to cost little' and promise 
mU'ch.' , , 

Much of our ambivalence is on display in the 
1994 federal crime bill. To satisfy the tou'gh
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 th'a~ executing more federal pris

" I 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 
there is as yet very little hard evidence that any pf 
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, which means that any 
city getting new officers wi\r"either have, to raise 
its own taxes to keep them on the'force or accept 
the political 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. 

iMeanwhile, just beyond the horizon, there 
lurks 'a cloud that the winds will soon, bring over 
us. 'The population will start getting younger 
again. ~; the end of this decade there will be a: 
million more people between the ages of four
tc:en and seventeen tha ere, are now. Half of 
t IS extm million will be male. Six percent of 

·them will becorrie high-rate, repeat offenders
30,000 more 'muggers, killers, and thieves than' 
We ha~,e now. ' 

Get ready. 

10 It '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 a~d impulsive behavior. 
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Educational Opportunities Committee. which will debate job 
programs for welfare recipients. 

Both Democrats and Republicans agree on some basics of 
welfare. reform: that fathers Should be made more 
flnancially responsible for tlieir children; that the 

• length 6 f time a family can receive benefits should be ' 
, limited; and out-of-wedlock births should bec"lirbed. 
· President Clinton's plan had many of thpse ele~ents, put it 
, was picked apart by critics ever since the president outlined it 

last spring. Now, the president plans to invite mayors· and 
, 'gov,ernors to' attend a bipartisan task force meeting in: , ' 

,i mid-January to reshape bis welfare bill. ' 
· The president expressed the hope that the meeting would 

bring an end to "partisan bickering- and mark the "beginning 
, , of a new day, nofjust for the welfare system, but for how our 

government works." '. ' 
If Clinton can use the meeting to win some consensus on 

elements of reform esPecially from Republican governorS 
the administration has allowed to do their own .' 

· welfar~-reform'experimen~' ,thi!tagreement 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 fuially 


has the power to improve the welfare system, and that he ' 
; is determined to do it. The president bad his chance. but 


maae health.,.care reform a' priority, shaw said. ' 

, "I'm glad the president b8sgotten back on the 

bandwagon. but we are going ahead independently on bur own 
bill: said Shaw. ;'Clearly, at this point, the 
responsibility for welfare reform is in the House." , 

· . Voters seem to agree. In a recent poll by The New York 
• Times and CBS News. 60 perce~t of those surveyed said they 

trusted the Republicans to make good decisions on welfare. 
That compared with 28 percent for Cliilton. 

But Shaw insists that such political points are 
secondary to his determii:lationto produc.e a subcommittee 
vote on winning welfare-reform legislation by the middle 

· of February. "I want to pass legislation, not in.ake 

political statements," he said. 


To meet ,that ambitious goal. Shaw will have to resolve 

a number 'of volatile issues. ", ' 


Perhaps the hottest issue would be deciding how far to. ' 

gO'in denying.benefits to mothers who are minors. 


Under the House GOP contracfs welfare plan, states 

: 'would ,be required to deny cash benefits to unwed mothers 

• under 18. States also woUld have the option of denying 

" benefits to thQse 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 childTen. None of 
the mOl;ley could be used for abortion funding or counseliIlg. 

The provision also includes the option of setting up .' 
orphanages, but that suggestion which genemted negative 
pUblicity :when endorsed by incoming House Speaker Newt 
Gingrich prob8.bly ,,,ill be cmit+.ed frCIIl the bill. . 

Even without the "0" wor<i, denying benefits to minor, 
mothers concerns some GOP lawmakers who worry it would. 
fe~d 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 thai 
cannot afford it. ID addition, the governors bristle at 
federal lawmakers' mandating that they do anything. 

But ,those wh9 support this provision see' it as one way , 
to reduce out-of-wedlock ,births, now about one-thiid of 
aJl the births in the country'. Sending the message that, 
having a baby does not entitle young mothers to a checkor 

housing subsidies, they argue, would go a long ';NaY, toward 
. ~ parenthood less attractive to ,those wanting ~o grow up 
• fast.' . . '. 

me Republican la~ers and staffers are flo~ting a 
compromise: Let states pay ,cash beneflts, but reqwre them to 
meet some' gOals in reducing teen pregnancy and . . 
out-of-wedlock birth rates ... 

"--'"".'='o~r~co~n:'lte~n=r.':o=:us~p:::ro:=::::po:::sal:::;:::w:::o::-:ul:r:dr:;de-:::n=y::-';fe:-:dLe::m::'il----
benefits .to legal immigrants. . 

Legal immigrants, under the contract's welfare plim. would 
no longer be eligible for benefits under 60 different federal 

,programs nearly all social services, cash· benefits, housing 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 p~blic' 
schooling, welfateand,non~mergencymedical 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 oyer age 75, and would 

allow the immigrants a year to become citizens. 


Supporters say denying the benefits would raiseS20, 

billion over five years. money needed to prepare welfare 

recipients forjobs. Those who don't like it should Come 

up with another way ~ mise the money, they say. :'. 


GOP congressional staffers are looking for a compromise 
based on r.ecent proposals by a bipartisan commission on 

' "·immigration. Tbecommission, headed by former R~p. Barbam 
'jordan of Texas,' denounced any plans to cl,1t~neflts to 
legal immigrantS. , . 

Instead, tp.e commission said, the government ,should try 
to' enforce the cOntracts that sponsors sign promising to ' 
be fmancially .responsible for legal immigrants. 

The largest issue in the. welfare d~bate 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 reformirig. After all, 20 ,states are 'now, 
tinkering with some aspects of the welfare system or 
.trying to overhaul it. ' ' 

Thatis what the governors want, and they say they coul~ 
do the job with less. federal money, thari is now' being 


' spent. Republicans champion the idea of a less intrusive 

·federal government, but. some wonder whether this: would 

~eanabdicatins responsibility to oversee taxpayer,money. 
',Even among those who agieeon 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 pro~ into nearly unrestricted, block 

, grants to the ,states. The con~t's welfare plan already 
proposes doing that with money nom food stamps, school 
lunch programs and othe~ food prognuD,s. . 

But to do that could require that these programs would 
no lenger be entitlem..."1.lts programs available to all those 
who qualify. Every' year, money would have to be budgeted 
and set aside. 

That niakes even Republican governors nervous that 
social service programs wopld be susceptible to further 
cutbacks in bad economic times, especially if a conStitutional 
amendment requiring a balanced budget passes. i . 

. Others like the idea ofallocating 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 contrac,t plan in favor of state 
control presents ' 
a sticky political question: Would House Republicans still 
get 'credit for reforming welfare? . 

X X X ' 
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110,OOO-employee staff bemg reduced to 99,000. Congress. 
· and the USDA will also be wrestling withimplementiIig 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 turned over to, 

the states. 


. Many food and farm groups praised his nomination. "Dan 
Glickman understands agriculture and farmers," said Dean 
li;leckner. president of the conservative American Farm 
:aureau. 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 ora 

scrap-metal dealer. He has lin undergraduate degree from 
· the University of Michigan and a Ia~ degree from George 
Washin~on University Law School. He was flfst elected to 
Congress in 1976, and served 18 years on the House ' 
Agriculture Committee. He 'was chai.rnuln of the House 
Intelligence Committee for the last two years, and was 
upset iast month in his bid for a lOth 'term.' ' , , 

The White House had hoped to annoimce Glickman's 
nomination last week, but Glickman won a postponement. He 
had promised his daughter, Amy, that he would attend her 
graduation from the University of Arizona at Tucson. 

XXX ' 

Sen. Lugar proposes trimming fann 

subsidies to pay for middle-class tax cut 


I By Doug "Palmer 
I Knight-Ridder Financial News 
, WASHINGTON Incoming Senate Agri~ulture Committee 
Chairman Richard Lugar, :R~Ind., said· Wednesday 'that 
cutiing 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 a news conference called to unveil his plans for 
conflrmation hearings on President Clinton's seleCtion 
Wednesday of outgoing Rep. Dan, Glickman, D-Kan., to be the 
next agriculture secretary. , '. 
. "I think that the amount of money spent in this area 


is not well spent," Lugar said. "In a time in whi~h 


there is a calling for a middle-class tax cut, for 

example, and responsible ways to pay for thaL.. (cutting 


, 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 
simply to do what we've always been doing and add 5 percent 
more," Lugar said. "That could very well be it." , 

"ButI'm saying this time," members are "going 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; Olickman's confumation hCarlngs will 

be "a warmup" to the farm bill debate, Lugar said, 

n~ting that he will ask Glickman to answer a number of 

questions that go to the heart of U~DA fami programs. 


','He very well may have views that are different from 
'my own and I may be persuaded by what he says," Lugar 
,said. . 

But, at the very least, Glickman will De expected to : • 

answer such questions as why annual grain acreage set 

asides are good farm policy and why the United States 

should reStrict ~ugar production apd imports to boost 

prices for fanners, Lugar said. 


Glickman will also be asked to outline how he will 

continue efforts, to reorganize and streamline the 

department, Lugar said. Last year, Congress approved 

legislation authoriiing the agricultUre secretary to cut 


, the number of USDA ,agencies' from, 43 to 29 and to close 
more thana 1,000 county field,offices. , 

Outgoing Agricultute' Secretary Mike Espy, whose 'last 

day is Saturday, already has,begun that process. But; 

Glickman must shQw he will bea "strong manager" who is 

committed to d9wDsizing USDA, Lugar said.' : ' 


Despite' promising to' ask tough questions, Lugar also ' 
had warm words for Glickman, who has received the 
. endorsement of fellow K8.nsan and incoming Senate Majority 
Leader Bob Dole, a Republican~ " 

Lugar described Glickman as an able legislator who has ., 
compiled "im impressive record" during his 18 years:in 
Congress. and said Glickman's sense of humor had proven to 
be a valuable asSet during previous congressional, 
negotiations on farm legislation. , . 
, (EDITORS: STORY CAN TRIM HERE)

, , 

Lugar S4lid he was reluctant to speculate on what 
, specffic farm policy proposals Glickman might make as' 
'agriculture secretary. 

While $e Clinton a~si:ration might use .the 

confH'mlltion hearings to outline its proposals for the ' 

1995 farm bill, it also might wait until the hearings are 

c,oncluded to fmalize its ideas. Lugar said. 


LUgar repeated Wednesday that Glickman's vote iIi late 

November against the new world trade agreement was 

disappointing, but did not disqualify him for the USDA 

. secretaiy job. At the time, Glickman said the vote o~ the 
General Agreement' on Tariffs and Trade was too important to 
be held in a lame-ducksessionof Congress. The pact was, 
sUbsequently passed. 

(EDITORS: STORY CAN TRIM HERE) 
Meanwhile,the A.Dlerican Farm Bureau Federation issued a 

statement praising Clint,?n's decision to tap Glickm.atl. 
.,As we head into debate on 1995 farm legislation, 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 do~e thlit through his choice of Dan Glickman." 

Outgoing Rep. 1illLong, D-Ind., also said she "fully 
supported" Glickman's nomination. Long, wpo 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 . 


'ByVanessa Gallman' ' . 
Knight-Ridder Newspapers 
WAS:H::rnGTON Even though the idea of reshapihg .the' 

, nation's welfare system-is popular with the Americail 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' C6ntract 
With America that would deny benefits to unwed mothers 
under age 2.1 and to all legal immigrants is especially 
controversial among Republican senators. , , I , 

< Acnd 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 fmd a party in lockstep," said 

Rep. E. Clay Shaw 1r.,R-FIa.; who will be chairman of the .' 
, Human Resources Subcommittee ,that will hold the first, 

welfare-reform hearing on 1an. 6, during the fY'St.week of 
the new Congress. "No one's going to com~out of this 
proce~s 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 a huge constituency" said Rep. William F. 
Goodling, R-Pa., incoming chairman of the Economic and ' 
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attorney in Fairfax, Va. 	 "District coUrt judges have trem:endous roOm to ~uver 
, Jones filed her suit in May,' chargiDg Clinton With mse~ the schedules' for a case," said HarVard' 

making ,unwanted sexual ,advances in a 'Little Rock. Ark., University law Professor Chades Fried. who was solicitor 
hotel room while he was governor. Clinton's attorneys have , general under President Ronald Reagan. , . ' 
denied the incident took place. ' But Clinton also has slim chance of overturning the 
, Davis predicted that the president!s attomeys would' 	 judge's decision to, allow the gathering of evidence to 

'appeal Wednesday's decision. "Their strategy is to ' , P~oceed. Fried said. The president's attorneys would more 
prevent what is their greatest fear, and ~t is ,~' . . . . , likc;:ly succeed in winning an order from Wright to seal 
deposition of the president," he said. ' Clinton's testiiD.ony, he Said. " .' 

Clinton prompted Wednesday's'ruling by contendirig, in a In her sui~ J~nes charged tbat Glinton kissed and 

motion to dismiss 'the suit"that "there is an overriding touched, her and asked her to perform 8 sex act in the 

~tional interest in insulating ' the presidency from the alleged encounter at the Little Rock hotel. " 

distractions or'private civil litigation. " , ',She says she refuSed and left, bu~ feared for her job 

"Earlier U.S. Supreme'Court rulings had established a 	 aDd later wa~ denied promotions and pay raises. In her 

,constitutional protection for the president from private' suit. she is seeking damages of $700,000. 

civil litigation, his attorneys argued. ' ' 

, In the June filing, Clinton's attorneys relied heavily 

on the case of Pentagon whistleblower Ernest Fitig~~ld, 

who filed suit over his fuing Oy President Richard M. 

Nixon. ' Welfare specialists.sayiGOP plan 


The Supreme Court ruled in Fitzgerald's case that' rests on false assumptions ' 
! ,
courts should prevent a president 'from "numerous, 
 By George' R.odrigue 

~exatious lawsuits," the motion said. " 
Dallas Morning News In her'rulingWednesday in Little Rock. u.s; District 
WASHlNGTON Untifnow. welfare reform'has foundered Judge Susan Webber Wright said she found no constitutional 


.on several. political and economic contradictions: 
support for presidential immunity; She cited English' , 
Most Americans want to help people who cannot fmd Common Law ,in conchiding that~'no one. be he king or 

work. but doing so (laD discourage those people from even president, is above the law. It ' 

, seeking jobs, pollsterS say. , ' . The earlier Supreme Court ruling had protected Nixon' 

. Most people want to focuS limited resources on the 
,only from civilactions arising from actions taken'while 

poorest fainilies. But those are the families. without, 
in office, 'she wrote. 

fathers present, and helping them can give mothers I
Clinton's case, in contrast, arose from events alleged 

in,centives not to m8rry" ' 
to have occUrred before he took office. " 

Almost everyone' wants' to help poor children, but far ' ,Acknowle9ging the difference,Clinton attorney Robert 

fewer ~t',to help able-bodied adults. 
Bennett had Qot sought absolute uiununity for Clinton, but 


, Co~ess.~ new Republican leaders argue that the ' 
rather a limited immunity that would allow the case to ~ , 
'contfadictions.can be resolved by ending. welfare payments ' reinstated after he leaves office. ' 
to most of the ' 13.6 ,million Americans who receive them. ,,', (EDITORS: NEXT 5 GRAFS OPTIONAL TRIM) " 

Freed from welfare, they say, adults will fmddecent ' , In a similar case; a Los Angeles judge had ruled 

jo~s. and most young women will marry before haVing 
, against then-President John F. Kennedy, who sought 

children. And if S9me of the '9.2 million children on ' 
, immunity in a case arising from a motorcadeacci~nt ' 

,welfare do fall into dire poverty. they can enter
, during his 196.0 presidential campaign. Kennedy did not ' ' 

orphanages, group homes or foster care.
. appeal that ,ruling and ,instead settled: the case. 

Many 'specialists ~ welfare reform say the GOP's plansNonetheless, Wright said she recognized that the ' 
rest upon unproven or false assumptions.· ' presidency offered' 


l'A lot of very smart people have studied these i
atempting target for civil litigants. 

, pr~blems ~or a very long time," -said David Cordray, ' 
The officeholder needs protection from the distractions 

~rofessor.,of public policy at Van~rbi1t University,
of the potential flood of suits, she, wrote. Earlier 


That suggests that the problem IS a lot more COmplex
Supreme Court decisions, ipcludibg the Fitzgerald case, ' 

than cutting benefits and opening orpharui.ges." ,
had recognized the "singular importance of the 


He and others said that the Republicans' PersOnal 
president's duties" and thal diversions would raise unique', 

, risks to soundgovemment. ' R~sponsibility Act, drafted under their Contract With 


America,'could have grave consequences including an
Also, Jones' case carried no apparent urgency, the , 
,explosion of poverty, homelessness and crirD.e. ' judge Wrote. Jones herself had said ,she sought a trial , , 

, "You couldn't bUild ,walls high enough or move to 
" onlyto clear her name,and had filed suit two days before' 

, suburbs remote enough to escape this proble~." saidthe three-year ~tatute of limitations would have expired. 
, "Obviously, plaintiff ~9nes was iil no rush to get her' 	 Eileen McCaffrey. executive ,director of the Orphan 


Foundation of America., ".' " ' 
case to court,.!' Wright wrote. 
. Poverty researchers across' the political spectrwD agree (END OPTIONAL TRIM) 

If Clinton leaves office after one tenD. her ruling , that the welfare system needs an overhaul, particularly to 
reduce the number of un~ed;unemployedmothersandof . , woul!i delay the ,trial oilly two more,years, the judge' 

fathers who, abandon theii- children. ' 
noted. 

That wouldn't prove a great delay beyond a normal , ,unwed teenage motherS tend to drop ~ut'of high school, 

schedule for the case, Davis said. "If we were to seek a , a virtual guArantee, of future poverty, studies ~ow. In ' 
trial date today in Arkansas, ' , 1992. 48 percent of all female·headed households ,Cell 

I understand it would take a year." , ,below the poverty line, compared ,With only ·9.6 perc;e~t ~f 
Should Clinton win re-election, the trial would ha~eto married couples with children. ' , 

wait until 200 I. But Davis said he underst~d the desire From 1960 to 1990, b~ 'to single white mo~rs rose 

to protect the president from the' distractions of a .trial. ' fro~ 2.3 percent'to 20.4 percent of alfbirths, said Kent 

, (EDITORS: STORY CAN TRIM HERE) Weaver of the Brookings Institution,' a nonpartisan 

At any rate, Jones probably could not win an appea1 9f ' Washington research group. . . . 

the judge!s scheduling decision, a legal scholar said. " , Among blackS, the percentage of babies born ~ single 
, 	 I 
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, , 

to avoid unwanted Sex and in-School clinics that dispense, women rose from 21.6 percent to 66.5 percent. 
inforn:Ji..tiop. and contraceptives are among the feW-provenThe Clinton administration proposed a plan last summer' 

means of reduciiig teen pregDai:acy.
'that would redUce benefits for yoUng unwed mothers. It 


., I'd prevent pregnancies. by preventing pregnancies, if
, would cut c~sh paymen~ to younger recipients after two 
it ,were up to me. },3ut I wouldn't eliminate the safety netyears and reguire them to begin work. 


, for the children who are born," said Pl()tnick. 
Some state and national Republican lel,lders propose a ' 

lifetime ban on welfare benefits for children'born to (END OPTIONAL TRIM) 


young unwed mothe~, Everyone else would be barred for Does welfare ba.Im children? 

SupPorters.of the, Republicans'Per~Jl81 Responsib~litylife after'two to five .years of public assistance. 


," Act say denial 'of welfare would not only cut \,
They hoPe ,to pay' for ,their plan by el~~g:federal ' 
, benefits for legal immigrants. ' , out-of-wedlock births but also :would ,be better for the 

"'We don~have, to care for all the wprld's poor just childienthemselves., " 

because they happen to live her~," ~id,Rep. Clay Shaw. Co~rvative political scientist Charles .Murray, calls 


R-Fla. for putting the children in orphRnages. Rector of the' 


, Cordray, afOrlner critic of welfare programs for •. HeritageF~undatiol) favors adoption. ' 
 ' 


Congress' General Accounting Office, said the GOP's ' '''There is no .environment in. the U.S. today that is 


'boldness,has;at leastdrawn public attention to the " 'won,e for children than being raised by a single young , 


welfare system's problems. mother alone man apartment with a' wel(arecheck," 

, .. t:Iopefully that will allow people who 'are more Rector sliid. ' ' , ' 


reasonable or more aware of the facts to say, 'This would BOth say children in these environments should be moved 


be the wisest way to proceed,'" he said. "Ijust hope now., 


there's enough time to weed out the bold, ~ ideas." Likely inComing House' Speaker Newt Gingrich argued 


, He and other experts say the Republican proposals raise during a recent television interView that funding , 

several questions: ' ' " orphanages instc:iad of welfare would increase the options 


Does welfare cause out-of-wedlock births? : available to young unwed mothers. .
' ' 

Welfare does guarantee that single mothe~ will have a ' , Debbie Weinste~ a family-income specialist with the 

survival income. A single Texas mother with two children liberal Children's Defense Fund, said parents have the 
could get combined Aid to Families With Dependent Children ' option of ,putting children up for adoption or foster care, 

and food stairip benefits of $479 monthly. plus Medicaid , Gingrich's plan would simply deny sUpport to parents 
health insurance. ' wanting to. keep their children. ' 

But whether welfare provides an incentive to have Doug Besherov, a cOnservative analyst with the American 
'children outSide of-marriage is debated.,' , Enterprise Institute, said it would cost 572,000 annually , 

"If we eliminate these subsidies, we will cut the . , to, put the average welfare family'S children in an ' 
out-of-wedlock birthrate by half," said Ro~rt Rector, a ' orphanage, compared with about S I 5,000 in current 
welfare-reform expert with the Heritage·Foundation; a . per-family costs for cash, food stamps, Medicaid, housing 

'conservative research organization. ' and all other services. 
University of Washington professor Bob Plotnick has ThAt,&lone, he said, makes orphanages at best '~a 

mirage~" ' . concluded that welfare plays virtually no role in whether 

poor young women choose' to bear children. ID. some . (NEXT 10 GRAFS OPTIONAL TRlM:) 

high-benefit states, he said,~'itmay encourage pregriant : WeinStein,also said'that research'challenges GOP 

young women not tolJian'y but only slightly. , contentions that welfaie harms children. 


,ProfeSsOr Christopher Jencks of the University of , , Partly because welfare families live in some of 
, Chicago estimates ' , , ' ' 'America's most deprived and dysfunctional, areas, they face 

, a birthrate reduction, but a smaller one than Republic'ans , troubles and stresses unknown to middle-class' families, 
estimate 10, to 20 percent. she, said. Roughly half of all children in ,the foster-care' 

"It's_ a qu~stion of values: Jenckssaicl"Wquld you system came from AFDC hoUseholds. . 
be willing to nlake most of the kids suffer quite a bit in ,', But only about 2.5 percent of all children on AFDC have" 
order to reduce the number being born by alittle bit?~, been taken away from'their parents by child:'protection 

In any ev~nt, the' GOP's proposedwelfare,..cutting . workers. " 
, , experinient already has been tried, said Mark Robert • Rank, ' Nor are ,most children on welfare ensnared for life. 
, a sociology professor 'at Washington University in ,St. ':, A 1988 study fouitd that one-fifth of the girls who grow 
Louis. up highly dependent on'welfare continue to lean upon it 

(NEXT 7'GRAFS OPTIONAL) heavily as adults. Almost two-thirds of the women who, grew 
From 197.0 to 1984, the average monthly AFoc benefit to ': ,up on welfare received 'none as adults. 

'a, family of four fell from $799 to $435. Meanwhile, the ' " Weinstein said ~t 14 percent of au children on 

proportion of olit-of-wedlock births increased from, 11 welfare have been suspended or expelled from school. 

percent to 30 percent of all births. That's tWice the rate of children who aren't poor, but' 


During that perio.d, the· birthrate tmlong 'WllIUlIl'ied, only II ~rc~ntage point aoove the rate for poor children ' 

"nonwhite w9men fell~said David Ellwood, a former Harvard not on welfare. Welfare children lilso are as healthy as 

University,professor of public policy who joiiled the , poor children in general.' ' ' 


CliIiton adIniriistration to draft its welfare-reform bill! On the, other hand, studies in Denver and Seattle found 

At the same time, careers and Contraception helped drop that raising welfare benefits cUt school dropout rates by , 

. one-fifth. ' .the'fertilitY rate for m:arned women from 120 chiidren to 

45 children per I,OO() women. " , Child.-welfare a,dvocates also question GOP proposal~ to , 


That alone would have increased the percentage of'all put more poor children into adoptive or foster 'homes. , 

children born out of wedlock. But the country: also ' "There 'are ~O,OOO kids in foster care now. awaitirig 

underwent a massive shift. in attitudes toward sex outside , adoption: ,But they do not tend to be the healthy white 

of marriage. , _ , infants that- childless couples. are waiting for," said 


The National ,Opinion,Resel:l.I'ch Center found that :80" ~borah Smith. director of. the National Adoption 

percent of'adults opposed nonmarital sex ~ 1963. By 1975, ' Information Clearinghouse. " ' 

only 30 percen~ favored abstinence. . , Foster care is "overloaded already and' not doing a 


Nowadays, high school programs that teach young people' . 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 cbildreti. ' , 

(END OPTIONAL TRIM) 
Will work replace welfare? , 
Including the loss of Medicaid min.U:xi.um-wq.ge jobs pay 

$4.25 hourly and generally lack health insurance many 
recipients actually fmd their fariillies worse off once ' 
they start working, according to an annUal congressional, 
statistical summary of welfare programs. 

Even so, most welfare recipients do get jobs. Half of 
, those entering the system. leave within two years. 

Seventeen percent stay on 'for more 'than eigh~ years, and 

at any given time they account for roughly 'half the adults 

on welfare, according to the swnmary. , " ' 


The Clinton administration's welfare reform bill would 
require younger, able-bodied parents, to attend school or , 
job-training classes. After two years of cashassjStance, ' 
they would be required to seek private-sector jobs. 

Those who abided by program rules but failed to fmd a 
job would be guaranteed a slot in a public jobs progrm 

The GOP's Personal Responsibility Act would apply to 
all MDC heads-of-household. It wouldreqwre that they'be 
pushed out of "workfare" after two to five years, to 
sink or swim in the private job market. 

Sev~ral researchers said the Republican proposal fails 
to allow for ' 
a shortage of low-Skilled jObS nationwide particularly in 
some rural and inner-city areas as well as huge' , 
differences in the skills and abilities of adult welfare 
recipients. 

(STORY CAN END HERE) . 
A'sniall share of people on AFDC ar~ cOllege educated. 

B~t 5 percent ar~ eighth-grade dropo'l,lts, and almost ' 
, one-fourth did not fmish high school. Five percent are 
classified as "incapacitated." 

"Half the welfare population now gets off the rolls because 
of work. But two-thirds of ~em 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 high 
enough to stay out of poverty." , ' 

A flat benefits cutoff "flies in the face of 
reality," said Mr. Rank, the Washington University 
sociologist. "People lose jobs.j'hey get sick. You are 
going to make it much harder for them to get out of 
poverty, because, they'll be~ome homeless: Their lives will 

, fall apart." ' 

White' House readying 'response. 
to GOP plan on welfare ' 


By George Rodrigue 

Dallas MomingNews 


, WASHINGTON, Recovering from its election humiliation, 
the Clinton administration is preparing acompr~hensive, 
response to Republican plans for steep 'cuts in health and ' 
welfare progtams, 

SemorWhite House 'and government agency officials foresee 
" a combination of advances and retreats as the 

sometimes~onflictfug deman.ds' of policy and politic~ PC;rmit. 
In interviews last week, they predicted that' as Congress, 

begins work in January the administratio~ 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. primarily through the food 
stamp program. ' 

Give the states more flexibility, iIi administering the 

much-less-popular cash-based program, Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children., " " , ' 

Fight to regain the political heights ,of the welfare 

debate" by stressing issues, that polls Show ~ven:' , ' 

welfare-wary Americans care about: hunger. bomelessness 

and protection of children. 


So far, White House aides concede, likely incqming' 
House Speaker,Newt'Gingrich, R-Ga., and his allies have 
dominated the welfare-reform debate by branding aimast all 
poverty programS as expeilsive incubators for poverty~ 
crime and out-of-wedlock births. . ' 

Clinton already has ~id that he agrees ,with some of , 
~ GOP's oriticism, particularly that welfare programs do 

, too little to help' parents enter the workforce. 
, ,Thepresi~nt introduced awelfare reform bill last ' 
Summer that ~a;;, morefar-reac~g than anything suggested 

, by former Presidents Ronald Reagan and George Bush. 
.It would require that teenage uD.wed motheIJI stay home 


and fmish school. Other, young parents would be required 

te work for their't>enefit checks, in goverm:ilent-paid jobS 

if necessary, after two years of cash assls~ce. ' , 


But the administration opposes many of Gingrich's 
proposals, which it regards as too punitive. The GOP's 
"Personal ReSponsibility Act" would ban AFDC payments to 
young unwed 1D0thers and cut off'benefiis forever to, ' 
families that have reCeived as little as two years of aid. , 

The plan also ~ welfare and government-funded ' 

, "workfare" jobs, for th~se who have received more than 

five yearS of benefits. ' 


In cOming months, Clinton's aides say they intend to ' 

stress the costs of adopting such Ii program,; including the 

likelihood of increased homelessness, hunger and crline. " 


"We're arguing that peo~l~ who play ,by the rules 

should know they'll come out. ahead," said one 

administration ,official. "The Republicans are basically 

saying, • S~ or swim. lit 


White Ho,~ officials, speaking on cOl;1dition of , 
anonymity, said many details of their fmal package will 

,not be settled until after an early January summit'meeting , 
involvms thepresideD.t and governors. "I 

'''It's extremely unlikelywe'n announce anything, 

before then," Said one senior administration official. ' 

"We mean for this to be a genuine working session." 


But, he said, "We have a philosophy. and we ,are 

putting proposals on the table that reflect that, " 

philosophy. " 


Some in the administration hope to providehe~ltb 
insurance to the children oJ lower-income working 

, families, perhaps by issuing vouchers,to help them buy 
private coverage. ' " 

That is a retreat from ~ year's effort to reform all 
U.S. health care. but supporters of the idea say it:has 

two major advantages. , " ' 


First, studies indicate ~t the lack of such a p~ogram 
keeps some women on welfare. Most entry-level jobs do not ' 
include health benefits, and when AFbc families' enter the 
workforce, they eventually lose their Medicaid health' 
coyerage. ' " ,. 

By c()vering the working poor, the CI~ton plan could' 
keep some families from eyer entering welfare an'd serve as, 
an extra work incentive for those already on A.FI)C. 

Beyond that, polls indicate that a chiidren's health 

initiative, is good politics. ' 


"The idea of putting children fIrst :was quite popular 

with the last session'of CongrejiS, so I'm sutethat many, 

there will be interested in looking at it again," said ' 

one official involved with the planning process. "But we 

are still working out the details:" ' 


AfDC. the chief welfare program, ha~.been,.targeted for 
sharp cuts by some congressional Republicans. Others want 
to twn it over to the states. 

Even ~fore the GOP's Nov. 8 election rOIIlP, the 
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, adm.inistration's Department of Health 'and Human Services JUNE: Jesse Jackson warns Senator Kerrey against, 

J1lDIliDg'for president. Congress,pa~s: 10 percent income 
had approved a recOrd 20 waivers for state experiments 


withAFDC., ' tax cut for aU; President Clinton vetoesit and urges cut 

limited to middle class. Senate fails to override veto. 
Officials predicted that th~ administration would agree to' 


, Rangers 'plummet after UT players qUit' to protect
further" devolution" of A.FDC responsibilities to the states: , 
, Food stamps are another, matter, they said. The food 'eligibility for 1996 Olympics. Returning from Siberia., 

, program has substantial political support among Republicans peace mission. fOmlei President Carter discovers PresIdent 
and Democrats. ,,' ," ' . Yeltsin has fallen from power and his successor has , 

>~ 
recognized an independent Siberia. 
'XXX, ',' 

JULY: Heedingbalf of candidate', Lamar Alexander's plea 
to "cui their pay and send them home," Congress ,adjourns 

, '. ," I ' " for suimner so members can take jobs in their home, states. 
If you thought 94, was a tumu,' tuous ,year, B, . doe' 't t, lari,' Pre' ident Clinton's approval' , d ,.' I. '95 ' ut It so cu sa es.", s ,
you shoul see wha~s 10 store lor reaches 19 percent, and he fues chief of staff Hillary , 


By Carl P. ~ubsdorf ,RodbJrin Clinton, rebuffmg her plea to return as,fIrst 

Dallas MO,rn'iog News' ,,' lady. Mr. Clinton becomes his own chief of staff. Mrs. 

WASHINGTON The year 1994 was twD,UltilouS. Will 1995 ' ,Clinton then threatens a primary challenge and is 


be different? " , admonished by Vice President Gore. Republican, legislatures 

X X X , ' , " " ' ' in ohio, Michigan,'nlinois and Wisconsin reject 

JANUARY: In an unprecedented 26:'hOursession, the House b8lanced-bwiget amendment 

pasSes'Repu.blican reform rules. Two weeks later, it approves XX X , ' 
balanced budget amendment. Texas Gov. George, Wi Bush AUGUST: ,After one y~ar, baseball strike is settled. New 
urges prompt enactment by Senate, and states. In ,unusual '" commissioner Mario'Cuomo announces that beca:use of the , 
move, both RepUblicans and congressional, DemocratS get' TV ' shOrt time left in '1995, teams wi1lresUtne the 1994 Season 
time to answer President,Clint~n's state of the Union speech. where it was suspended' Jim Baker says he is seriously 
Mr. Clinton's approval 'level drops to 36, but Sen. Bob Kerrey considering a presidential race. InStead of jobs in their , 
says he won't challenge his re-election. Cowboys outlast Sa~ home states, Senators,Dole and Gramm and Speaker Gingrich 
Francisco 4gers iii triple overtime to win NFC title and edge, are found working in'Iowa as radio talk show hosts., 
Steelers 9-7for third ' XX X ' ' 


straight Super Bowl. SEPTEMBER: Returning to work, Congress' again passes 

X X X ' , ,across-the-board tax cut, this time overriding Mr.. , 

FEBRUARY: House appr9vesa constitutionalamendi:nent Clinton's veto. Stock Market drops 500 points in ' 


limiting congressional terms by on:,vote after Spe~er '. expectation of increased defIcit. On eve of season; 

Newt Gingrich and Majority Leader'Dick Armey switch therr, Cowboys name Tom Landry as their new coach. Senator 

"no" votes. Civil war breaks out in Siberia, and Gramm, ' , 


, Presid(!nt Boris YellSin asks Jimmy Carter to intercede., ' announces he,has raisedS50 ~llion for 'his presidential 

President Clinton announces staff shakeup, naming Hillary, campaign. ' 
Rodham Clinton as chief of staff and Barbra Str~ikid as ' XXX 
frrst lady. Texas Sen. Phil Gramm announCes that, if OCTOBER:' Rangers blow 'the 1994~95 pennant race in the 
elected president, he will 'decentralize fec;l.eral agencies, ., flnal game to Seattle Mariners. Yankees ,win World Series 

movUig the NASA to.Houston'and the ,A8nculture Department 
 over Houston Astros. Former Oklapoma Rep. Dave McCurdy
to College Station. ' " ' 

announces he will challenge, President Clinton in ' 
XXX , Democratic primaries. Though Mr: Cliriton's ratings 

'MARCH: Vice'President Al Gore adm~xriShes Senator continue in low 20s, polls Show public approval of 
Kerrey '" 

, congressional GOP is barely higher. RepUblican coruerence 
to suppOrt President Clinton. Despite fervent speech for' ousts Speaker Gingrich and replaces 'him with Majority 
term limits by"'92-year-old Sen: Strom ThUrmond, Senate ,Leader Armey. J~y Carter fmany Wins Nobel Peace Prize .. 
rejects it. by ,the .two "no" votes cast by GOP leaders Bob Ross Perot says he won't ,run for president in 1996. 
Dole and Trent Lott.,But it passes the balanced-l?udget XXX 
amendment, sending it to the states. Cowboys' Coach Barry NovEMBER: white House announces Jimmy Carter has 

,Switzer quits to become ESPN analyst. " ' 
been , , ' ' ' XXX ' 
called in to end civil war in Democratic Party. Former 

APRil.: With his job approval at 27 percent, President Speaker' Gingrich announces presidential candidacy. So do ' 
Clinton' asks for Vice President Gore's resignation. Mr, 12 other Republicans. Former frrstlady-chief of staff ' 
Gore refuses. ~even states approve balanced-budget Hillary Rodham Clinton moves to Arkansas and becomes Paula 
amendment. Baseball season begins with replacement . Jones' n.Cw lawyer.
,pJayers. and,.fans flock to see White Sox outfielder ' , XXX', ' 
'Michael lordan:Texas Rangers, with Univirsi..y'of TeXas DECEMBER: With Mr. Clinton's app,roval at'an all·tilne 
varsity players, grab fIrSt plaCe in the American League low of 16 percent, Vice President Gore and Jesse Jackson,',
West. ,: ' 

announce they will challenge his renomination. Ro~s Perot , ' 
XXX, , then announces he Wru. run again. Jim Baker decides not to 
MAY: Speaker Gingrich proposes new way 'to end, 

, , run for presidelrt. Tom Pauken resigns as state GOP chairman.. 1 

, legislative gridlock: he may nm for both Congress and to chaJ.lengeSenator Graimn for Nnomination to U.S. Senate. 
president In '1996., Dallas Mavericks reach Second ro~d of XXX 
NBA playoffs before losing to eventUal chainpion Phoenix (Carl P.Leubsdorf is Washington bureau chief of The 

Suns. Former Secretary of State JiIn Baker says he' is' 
 ,'Dallas Morning News.) 

thinking of run:iling 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 PI;Ograms.

XXX . I "," , 

PRESERVATION PHOTOCOPY 




