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DRAFr PROPOSAL OUTLINE 

mGHLIGHTS 

This Is • plan wblclt fulfill' the President's pledge to end welfare as we know it, by reinforcing 
traditional values of wort, family, opportunity and <espollSlbUlty. Key features include: 

• 	 PrtvenlUm. A prevention _gy designed to redu,", welfare and poverty by reducing teen 
preguancy, promoting _ible pllffllting, and .....".ging and sopportiog two-yareDt 
families. 

• 	 Supportfor W<>rklng Familia with 1M ElTC. Het1lth Riiform tmd ChJI4 care. Advance 
psyment of the EITe and bealth rerorm to _ure worltiog families are not poor or medically 
insecure. Child care both ror the working poor and for families in work, ed_, or 
training as part of public assistance. 

• 	 ChJI4 Support. D.....ade improvements In the chUd sapport e_.ystem designed to 
significantly reduce the $34 bHlion annnal chUd sappan collec:tion gap, ensure that chUdren 
ean count on support from both parents, and reduce pebli. beoefit costs. 

• 	 Nonautotllt1J Ponntr. Steps to In<:rease economic opportunities fur needy noncustodial 
parents expec:ted to pay child .opport and to help them become more involved in pareming 
their children. 

• 	 Simplifying Public oi"/stance. Significant simplification and coordination of public assistance 

programs. 


• 	 Promoting Sdf-8!jfJicieney "lIIrough JOBS. MalUug the JOBS program from the Family 
Support Act the core of casb assistance. Changing the culture of the welfare offices from one 
of enforcing seemingly endless eligibUity IUld paym..t rules to one focussed on helping people 
achieve se1f... upport. Involving able-OOdied recipient in the education, training, and 
employment aoUvilles they need to move toward independeoce. Greater funding and reduced 
State match. 

• 	 Tune-limlts tmd Jobs. Convening cash assistance to • system with two-year timelUnils fur 

those able 10 wort. People still unable to flud work after two years would be supported via 

..<>-displacing community service jobs, not welfare. 


• 	 lncrused State FIaibIl/ty WIJhi1t a Qeanr Fedtrtll Frametrorlc. Increasing Ilexibility over 
key poliey and impl_inn issues, providing tho opportunity fur States to ndjust to lOea! 
needs and conditions wilbin more clearly ddined Federal objectives. 

• 	 Deficit New'" Ftmding, Grndual ph.....in of lb. pi.... fully funded by offsets and savings. 
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It is ....y It> Atet'COtype and finger-point. "Us" versus "them" thinking often pervades welfare debates. 
Ugly. racist, and mean-spirited images are sometimes loudly proclaimed. That catIJl()t be a productive: 
part of this discussion. Nor can we obscure the reality that the welfare system Itself is flawed. It 
fails to support those who need and deserve help. This plan proposes a fundamental ebange in 
direction so thai an Americans tan participate in buUding the future. 

A DISCREDITED SYSTEM 

nere is near universal consensus across party~ social. and racial tines that the welfare system simply 
does not work. Conservatives complain th .. it fosters illegitimacy and dependency. Liberals I ...ent 
that it leaves millions of ebildren poor. Taxpayers reaent investing their tax dollars in a system thaI 
produces so little apparen< result or rerum. And perhaps the angriest people of all are welfur. 
recipients themselves. They talk of the humiliation. the stigma. IIlld the Indignity of a system that 
."""'" designed It> maintain them in poverty rather than move them toward indapendence. Most 
importlu>tIy. millions of ebildren and their parents languish in poverty within. system that off ... IiUle 
hope for the future. 

Americans hold powerful values regarding work and family and opponunity and ....ponslbUity. Yet', 
the current welfare system reinfurces none of these. People who go to work: are often worse off than 
those 00 welfare. Too often. noncustodial parents provide little or no economic or social support to 
the children they parented. Meanwhile••Iogle-parenl families often bave access It> casb and services 
that are unavaUable It> equally poor two-parent families. _ of exploring ways to give people 
access It> tho education, training. and eraploymenl opportunities they need to become ""f-sufficient, 
the welfure system is driven by numbingly complex eligibility rules. and staff resources are spent 
overwhelmingly on ellgibUity de<ermlnation and benefit caI""latlo•. 

A NEW VISION 

It is time to restore basic values and forge a new social contract between: the government and its 
citizens. Govomment bas a respnnsibility to provide opponunity, People have. roaponslbility It> 
make the most of it. 

This plan calls for a genuine end to welfare as we koow it. It is buUt On fundamental American 
principles of OOIIl1l1On opponunity and mutual obligation: People wbo bring ebildren inlt> the world 
must take responsibility for them, because govemments·don't raise children, famities do. Those who 
receive help fmR.J rhe government can do something in return. No one who works full-time with a 
family at home should be poor. And no on. who can work should stay on welfare forever. Only by 
fundamental change in current policies can we achieve long-term economic security for our children. 

There are six key elements in what we propose: 

PromoIe Parental RespensiblUty nnd Puvont Teen Pregnaney 
If we are going to end long-term welfare use, we must start doing everything we can to prevent 
people from going 0nU> welfure io the fitst pi.... Teen pregnancy is an enduring tragedy. And the 
number of ebildren bom-of-wodlock bas grown dramatically. We are approaching the point wben one 

" 
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out of every th.... babies in American will be born '" lUI unwed mother. The poverty rate in fllmIlles 
headed by an unmarried mother is 67 percent. 

We must find ways to send the signai that men and women should not become parents until they are 
able to nurture and support their c:bildren. We need a prevention strategy built around clear signals 
about delaying se.x.ua1 activity and responsible parenting. We need to offer the same support to two-­
parent families as .inglc-p ...... t fllmIlios receive. Men and women who parent <:bildren must know 
they have respnnsibmties. And we must redouble our efforts '" reduce teen pregnancy. Families and 
communities must work; to ensure that real opportunities are available for young people and teach 
them that <:bildren who have <:bildren face a dead end. 

Mlike Work Pay 
A basic tenet of this plan is that any job ought'" be better than welfare. Yet the current welfare 
system sets up • devaswlng amy of barriers '" worlc:. It penalizes welfare recipients who ..gage in 
W<>rIc: by !>king away benefits dollar fur dollar. It imposes ,tricter and more intrusive reporting 
requirements fur those with earnings than for th... without. It prevent! ..ving fur the future. It 
stigmatizes and humiliates the working poor who must still apply fo, assist.ance. Part of the lo.g..... 
answer must be to improve the economy. But we must also ensure that familles can support 
themselve. adequately through work. People who choose W<>rIc: over welfare ought to ha """larded 
with higher incomes, positive support rather than stigma, simplicity rather than nightmarish 
bureaucratic roles. 

Our strategy requires that we improve the economic and soeiaI security of working families and that 
we simplify and bumani,., th. adodolstration of support systems. Wo have already expanded the 
EITe to make work pay. Now w. must also simplify advance payment of the BITe. W. sbeuId 
guarantee health security to all A_ieans with health reform. . 

With I>x credits and health ,eform, the final critical 01_ of miling work pay is child care. W. 
seel: to ensure that ponr worlc:ing families have access to the quality child care they nued. And we 
cannot ask ainlllelllOlhers to participare in training or to go to worl: unless they have care for their 
children. 

Enf""", ChIld Support 
Our current system of child support enforcement is heavily bureaucratic and legalistic. It is 
unpredictable and maddeningly incomlstent for beth custodial and noncustodial parents. It lets maay 
noncustodial pareots off the book, while frustrating those who do pay. It seems neither to offer 
security for <:bUdren, nor to focus on tho difficult problems faced by custodial and noncustodial 
parents alik.. It typleally excuse. the fathers of child,en bern out of wedlock from any obligetioo and 
offers DO support fur their child,en. And the biggest indictment of all Is that only. fraction of wbas 
could be collected is actually paid. 

Ou, plan strongly co.vey> tho m....g. that both parents are responsiblo fur supporting tI1elr children. 
Government cao "",ist parents but cannot be a substitute fur them in meeting those responsibilities. 
One parent sbouid not be Oltpected to do the work of two. Through universal paternity IllOIhlisllnleat 
and improved child support ••furoeIDenr. we sued an unambiguous signal that beth parents share Ibo 
responsibility of supporting their children. We explore strategies for ensuring that single'{)l1rents can 
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count on regular child support payments. And we also incorporate policies that acknowledge the 
struggles of noncustodial parents and the desires of many to help support and nurture. their children. 
OppOrtunity and respOnsibility oUght to apply to bulh molh.rs and fath.rs, 

Reinvent Go_I Assistance 
At the core of this plan is our commitment to reinventing government. A major problem with the 
current welfare system is its enormous complexity. Jt consists of multiple programs with different 
rules and requirements Ihat confuse and frustrate recipients and casework.... alike, It is an 
unnecessarily inefficient system. This plan would simplify and. streamline rules: and requirements 
across programs. reduce the potential for program error or frand. give States more flexibility to 
determine program design and operation, and implement new performance standards. 

I'roInote Self-Sufficiency 
Despite the impressive reforms of the Family SUPpOrt Act, 0 •• of the clearest 1""".. of the site visits 
and hearings held by Ibe Worldng Group is !bat Ibe primary Iilnction of the current welfare system is 
I1Q( gelling peopl. access to the jobs. lnIining. job pi_lor work supports !bat would allow them 
to gain indapenderu:e and control. 

We need to bond on the visinn and atalmplisbments of tbe Family SUppOrt Act, wbieh put an 
impOrtant new empbasis on giving prople the .tnis to lesve welfare and enter the work foroe. 
Ullfortullately. the current JOBS program ....... only. fraction of the caseload. We don', .eed • 
welfare program built around iMome maintenance;, we need a program built around. wort. This will 
require much increased participalio. requirements and additional JOBS ,...U.... to meet the needs of 
the expanded JOBS pOpnl&tiO•• 

The wbole system needs Ie be based on • pnUnsopny of mu!Ulll obligation: the government provides 
oPpOrtunities. support services and I....tlves to allow individual, to move toward self-sufficiency•. 
and the recipient agrees to accept respOnsibility for working toward tbat and. To implement that 
pbnosophy. we must transform the culture of the welfare bureaucracy. Its mission sbuuld be to 
expect and encourage entry into the labur market. by providing access to education and training 
services. job listings and job .earcIJ assistance, and parenti.g and .elf.... teem classes. And all those 
who need education and training-whether or not they have children-sbould have access to the same 
high quality investments that the nation needs to compete in the 21st century. 

TIme-Untit Assistance nod Follow with Work 
This plan is designed to move people off welfare and lruo self....sufficieney quickly and with fasting 
results. Msking work pay, dramatically improvi.g child sUppOrt enforcement, and improving access 
to job training and. placement will ensure that the vast majority of reeipiems will leave welfare in less 
than two years. Most people on welfare want to work, and these reforms will give them a much 
better chance to do so. 

No system wnich hopes to co..urage work and respOnsibility can allow people wbo are able to work 
to collect welfare for.ver. People mould b ...peeted to tate stePs to help themselves from their first 
day on welfare. We+U ask them to sign a contract that spells out their obligations and what the 
government will do in return, After two years. those who can work: wUl be expected to work: in the 
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private sedOr or community service. This plan includes a concerted effort to expand private and 
public investment and i_work opportunities•. 

The system must be ....itive to those who fur good reason cannot work-for example, a parent who 
needs to take care of a disabled ehild. But at the same tim~ we should not exclude 8n)'{'oe from 
great expectations. Everyo.. has something to ooDtribute. 

__ w. tum now to the specifics of lb. plan. 

s 
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PROMOTE PARENTAL RESPONSmILITY AND 

PREVENT TEEN PREGNANCY 


NEED - Approximately fony percent of a1l women will become pregnant before the age of 20. 
Uowed teenage mothers are at high risk: of long-tenn welfare dependency. Their earnings ability is 
limited by lack: of education, work experience, job skills. and self-esteem. Eighty percent of unwed 
teen mothers drop out of high school. Teen mothers are the least likely to receive child support. 
increasing the likelihood that they will need public assistance. Young unwed fathers, who are often 
unemployed and undersUiled, face equally difficult obstacles to self-sufficiency. As a result, in 1991 
the cost to taxpayers for assisting families begun by a teenager rose to about $29 billion. 

More broa(Uy. aU too often the current economic, social, and welfare systems send the wrong signals. 
Men who father children out of wedlock: are rarely expected to pay any child support. There are also 
inequitable distinctions between the support available to si.ogle-parem families and t\Y01>arent families. 

STRATEGY - 'Responsibility and prevention are key elements of the Administration's welfare 
reform strategy. This refonn plan incorporates three major themes for preventing the onset and 
perpetuation of dependency. 

First, we seek to shift the focus of social policy to underscore the message ojpartfIJaI responsibility 
and to emphasize that people must delay childbearing until they are prepared. to provide the necessary 
social and economic support for their child(ren). Throughout this proposal, we address parental 
responsib~ity, calling for-removing distinctions in cash assistance between one- and two-parent . 
families, for policies that will promote universal establishment of paternity in out-of-wed.lock births, 
and for policies that hold parents and States accountable for not only the establishment of paternity 
but also the economic support of their children. Second, the plan seeks to reduce teen preg1Jll1JCY and 
to address the special challenges posed. by teen parents. It does so by incorporating efforts to promote 
education, delayed. sexual activity. and other measures. And, third. the plan underscores the critical 
role 0/communldu in the provision of opportunities and incentives for young people to engage in 
socially responsible behavior. 

There are no clear or easy answers to either the problems of teenage childbearing or the welfare 
dependency patterns that so often go hand in hand. Below we outline a number of options. This set 
of options is quite controversial. Some might be tested on a limited basis prior to widespread 
implementation. Many of these options could present an opportunity to take bold steps and learn how 
to best promote parental responsibility and prevent teen pregnancy. While not explicitly stated within 
each option, it is intended that all interventions will reach youth at the earliest possible time. 

Option: Con""/le a highly publlciud Presidentlal-l"",/ co'!ference to address the pronwt/on oj 
responsible behavior in the media industry and the effects ojthe media on youth. 
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Oplwn: O>nduct • natiolUJi cmnpaign that utI/ius ~ medIaIentertaiJlnwrt Indumy. 

115 goals would be to promote messages about responsible. sexual behavior. staying in school~ 
and avoiding the use of drugs and alcohol. Sensitive and responsible television advertising for 
contraception could be encouraged. 

Option: Support challenge gratlls to Stllles and communllie. for a vari"Y of innovadll£ approache. to 
promoting responslbUIIy. 

Th... could include a raoge of initiatives from broad efforts to reward and require responaible 
bobavior 10 1I10r. narrow effurts 10 $Uppott sp«iti. early interventiom with Middle ScI!ool 
youth. 

Opl/Qn: Support Slate __ lhallnnlll nsponsIbIIlIy through ~ use ofCOlUrOCtS and 
provide comprt!lotmslve case """"'8_111 that focuses on allfamily m<mbers. 

AFDC r"ipienlS and their families would be presented with a clear expeaation of their 
re.sponsibilitiest and comprehensive case management could support them in meeting these 
goals. WhU. _ would be targeted in this effort, the boeader AFDC recipient population 
would be incloded. The""", __services would expand beyond the individoailO 
talc•• more bolislie approach to family oeeds in striving 10 prevent intergenerRtional 
depeoden<y as well as assisting current recipients to get off welfare, 

Option: Makt: family planniJlg servlces would be I1II1ii<! available to all atioIesc<nt and adull ,{FDC 
recipients wIw req_ t/Jem. 

Many _ teeelving AFDC do not want to have more children until they are able 10 
adequately provide fur them. This option would ensure that access to family planning was not 
• barrier to theso women. As part of this offutt. Title X funds could be used to develop a 
speoiaI outteaeb to AFDC moth... will> daughtera in their early teens. 

Option: Under ~ Surgeon General's auspices. increase fomIIy planning services to the brander 
pupulatlon. 

BIlUding on current initiatives. this would include utilizing enhanced counseling services and 
increased ouu:eaeb efforts by family planning agencies. in.luding increasing their accessibility. 
both in location and houn of operation 10 teens through school-based aod school~inked 
senlices. Many of these measures are provided for in the Administration's health care reform 
package, 

Option: O>nduct demonstrations /0 huId schools accoulIlable for "tracking" both fe1tll1le and 1tII1le at 
risk youth and drop-olllS and for supporting lhem In malllStream eduClllWnal opportunltll!S or 
providing them willi good Iralning or education alternoJllI£•. 

This option could build upon the resources of other Administration initiatives such as the 
Department of Labor's Youth Fair Chan .. Program. wbich targets a smali high- poverty 
geographic area with a large amount of resour.... aod School-to·Work legislation. 

Option: Require lhat minor mothers live In ~Ir porents' household ...ceplln exapt/Q1UJi 
circumstances. and Include parelllallncotrUI In determining ellglblllly for benefits or ca/ca/Ille • teen 
parent's AFDC benefit /Jesed on lhelr parelllS' ability te colllrwure 10 their support. 
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0plWn.' SuppOrt demorutratlons that moire Q portion ofAFDC /H!Mfits condlt/oMd 011 proactlvt efforts 
ofall odoluC41IIS and adults In ,'" _ to prorrwk ,"'I, se/f-srjfJiclency (for example. 'hrou~h 
eduaui(}n and job training). 

For example. all dependent children would be required to attend and finish high school or tile 
families benefit level will be reduced. 

OptIon: Allow li/aJU the option 10 IImiJ additional /H!ntfiJs for addltJoIllli chUdren concetve4 while .n 
welfare. 

When benefits are limikd, if tile mother's child support award or earnings offset the reduction 
in AFOC, tile family will not be penalized. 

Option: Promote programs'fadults _gto ""'* with disodvanlllged chUdren • ....,.",... 
such as Big BrothersISWer; and mtntoring programs lied to colleges and bustM". Provide Q White 
House _light on. and dacumtnt succusfuJ _In recruiting and trolnlng voIunt..,.and 
reaching disadvantaged chUdren. 

This could be done throngh the Cotporation on Nadonal ned Community Service. 

OptIon: ProvIde suppOrt. such os phmnIng, org_g. and coord_nfUnds. to non-proflt 
cvmmunIIy-bosed orgoniultlons (e.g. churches. ?TAl. and 1xJy. and girls SctlUU) that foster 
mpolUible bduMor and prepore youJh for the 0Jl'P0I'fUIIIti awaiting dwn. 

Option: Recruit and train older recipl<m# who ""'" on w.(j!Ire as teen rrwthe,. to _ as COUlUCJon 

as port of their communby "Nice 'QStignmtnl. 

Option: Initiate demolUrratWlU of~ nelg/llJorlwod-bosed approaches jiu:us/ng on aJ-risk ' 
youth. 
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. MAKE WORK PAY 

A. CHILD CARE FOR WORKINO I'AMlUES 
B. OTHER SUPPORT FOR WORKINO I'AMIUES 

I. Advance Payment of the EITC 
2. Work Should Be Better than Welfare 
3. Demonstrations 

. 
NEED - Even full-time worIt can leave a family poor. and the situation bas _ as real wages 
have declint<! significantly over the past two decades. In 1914. some 12 pereent of full-time. full· 
year workers earned 100 little to keep a family of four out of poverty. By 1m. the figure was 18 
perceor. Simultaneonsly, the welfare system sets up a devastating array of barriers to peopl. 
rrealving assistance who wane to worIt. It penalizes those who won: by taking away _ts dollar 
for dollar, it Imposes arduous reporting requlrem .... for tho.e wilb eaminga. and It prevents saving 
for the future with a meager limit on assets. Moreover, working poor families are often without 
adequate medical protection and face sizable day care costs. Too ofie., parents roay choose welfare 
Instead of worIt to ensure that their children hav. health Insurance and rrealv. cbildcare. If our 
goals are to ern:ourage won: and independence. to help families who are playing by the rules, and to 
reduce both poveny end welfare .... then wor. m..t pay. 

STRATEGY - There are three elements to maldng work pay: working family tax crndl"'. health 
reform. and child eare. The Presideot bas already _ed Ibe fum two of these. A dramatic 
expansion i. lb. Earned Income Tax Credit (BITC) _ enacted in the last budg1!t legisladon. When 
fully implemeotnd. It will have the effect of maldng a $4.25 per hour job pay nearly $6.00 per hour 
for a par.nt wilb two or more cbildren. This very nearly ........ that • family of rour wilb a full· 
time worker will no longer be poor. However. we Mill must find better ways to deliver the EITC on 
a timely basis throughout the Yeal. Ensuring that all Americans can count on health"insUl'allCe 
coverage is essential. We expect the Health Security Act will be passed next year. 

With the EITC and health reform in place. the major missing element necessary to efi$Ure that work: 
really does pay is cbild care. 

CHILD CARE FOR WORKING FAMILIES 

The Federal government c.rrently subsidizes child care d1rougb a number of differenr programs. 
Each of the programs bas differeor eligibility rules and regulatio... making for an extremely 
complicated syStem that is hard for both providers and recipients to navigate.. For low..moome 
families. programs include an entidemeor to child care for AFDC recipients (title IV·A); monsitional 
child care (fCC) (also an enridement) for people who bave left welfare for work in the past year; a 
third entitlement (capped at $300 minion) for those the State determines to be at-risk of AFDC receipt 
(At-Risk); the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG); and the SoelaJ 8ervicea Block 
Grant (SSBG). Middle- and upper-income people benefit from the dependeot care tax credit and cbUd 
care deductions using fl~iblc spending accounts. While these multiple programs provide valuable 
resources needed for child care. more will be needed if parents ate to work:. Other initUltives that 
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work with parents~ such as Head Start, >can be Hnked to child care in ways that can encourage more 
comprehensive services. 

The goal is to create a more consolidated and simplified system. to increase funding so that low 
income working families have .cuss to the care they need, and to ensure safe and healthy 
environments for children. Given the current structure of programs. it makes the most sense to 
divide the populations needing child care into two groups: those oollecting AFDC cash assistlnce 
who are working, in school, or training and the working poor who are not collecting cash assistance. 
If we fail to help those people who are not on AFDC, it will he impossible to ensure that working 
people .void poverty and that people are able to leave welfare fur work. If we fail to provide child 
care coverage for those On AFDC. we cannot realistically elPect parents to work: or train for 
entploymenl. W. also need additional resources to expand supply and to improve quality. The 
options fur providing child care are as fullows: 

Op/Wn 1: c.nsolidDt. and upand uisting {JrogtrlltlS. 
Th. plan would consolidate the existing entitlement programs into two programs and expand 
the CCDBa block grant. 

Maintain IY-A child care. The existing entidement of d!ild care (IV-A) fur perrons on 
AFDC would remain largely unchanged, though somewbat simplified, to ensure that 
recipients gening education, training, or in work slots have access to hlgb qnality child care. 
Require eare to meet minimum health and safety .tsedards lie! by State law similar to those 
included in the block grant. 

Consolidated and ExpiIIJdOO AI-Risk &2mm•. The othet ..isting emidements--TCC and At­
Risk-would be folded into an expanded program of high quality d!ild care for at-risk working 
families. Key provisions would include: . 

• 	 Allow families with income low enough to be eligible for food stamps to be deemed 
at-risk and qualify, i.e. families below 130 percent of the poverty level could be 
served. 

• 	 Require States to ensure seamless coverage for persons who leave welfare for work. 

• 	 Expect States w sbaie in the cost, with. match rate eqnal to the new reduced lOBS 
matd! rate (discussed elsewhere in this paper). States could count as match funds 
other monies spent to provide child care to low-income families, such as private and 
local government funds. 	 . 

• 	 Require care to meet minimum health and safety standards set by State law of the sort 
now required for care funded under the blocl: grant. 

• 	 Require States to set maximum rates and cowpayment (sliding fee scale) requirements. 

10 
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Since Ibe at-risk child care program would be created by combining a capped and uncapped 
entitlement. a major question is wbedlcr to cap the combined program. and if SOl at what 
level. 

Child Cat. and Soola! Smi<es Blook Grants. CCDBG funding would be g",dually increased 
from its current level of about $900 minion. States would continue to have considerable 
nexibility in using this gram for servk.es and al", for quality and supply investments, with a 
requirement Ibat they .pand at 1_ some proportion (correntJy 2S percent) for quality and 
,upply enharu:ements. They could use CCDBG funds to provide child care services to 
working poor famili.. up to 75 percent of State median income (current law) but Ibey would 
n<Jt be permitted to use CCDBG money to provide services to welfllre recipients. States could 
COIllinue to use Ibe SSBG for child care, but would be required to use lb. same rules for all 
subsidized child care. 

Quality eebancements to be enoo."'ged under Ibe blook grnots would be those now in curreot 
la.w with some additional items such as parent information and education, investments in 
facilities and equipment, the development of family day care networks, and ties between Head 
Start and child care programs:. In addition. special programs would be developed to increase 
the training of low income parents interested in entering tbe child care workforce. to assure 
consumer education, and to stimulate special ,initiatives such as building the supply of infant 
care. 

(JpIW1I1: CompIoIutuiw Child CaN ElIIiIltnum. 
Combine the existing ."tidement progrnots into a comprehensive ch~d care progrnm fur all 
low-ineome working families and AFDC recipients. Rul.. could be similar to those .uggested 
for the at-cisk progrnm in option I, or a more unifurm set of eligibility and payment rules 
could be mandated Federally. The prngrnm would be adminis...oo by the Stale. The existing· 
CCDBG money (which i. not an entidement) would remain with. clearer focus on expanding 
supply and quality. 

Option 3: Mak. iJt/H/ldt1U Cart Tar Credit RefwultJhl•• 
Create a refundable dependent care laS crediL This could be combined with anmber option. 
The current credit of up to 30 percent of child care costs does not belp low income families 
because it can only be used to offset taxes, whi<\l low income families rarely owe. Making it 
refundable would ensure that all families would benefit from the crediL 

OTHER SUPPORT FOR WORKING FAMIUES 

Two other poUeies .- to be addressed to adequataly encoumg. work and support Ibe working poor: 
advance payment of the BITC, and ensuring that work is always bet!er than welfllre. W. also suggest 
demomtrations of innmtative ideas. 
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Advance Payment or the EITC 
For the overwhelming majority of people who receive it. the BITe comes: in a lump sum at the end of 
the year. People who are working fur low payor who are considering leaving welfare for work: must 
wait as long as 18 months to see the rewards of their efforts:. Others either fail to submit tax returns 
or fail to claim the credit on the rerum. Strategies to expand the effectiveness of the EITC include: 

, 
• 	 Adopt Treasury's ideas fur expaoded use of employer-based edv,""", payments, the most 


important of whil:h is to seed W-5 forms aod infunnatiun to all workers who r=:ived an 

EITC in the past year. 


• 	 Automatic ca!ca!ation of EITC by IRS 

• 	 loint edministratiuo of fuod stamps and EITC to working Iiunilies using existing State fuod 

stamp edministration, utilizing EBT te<boology whenever possible. 


Work Should Be BeUer than weir.... 

The combination of d>. EITC, health reform, and child care will largely ensure that people wid> 

fewer !han two cllildren can avoid poverty with. full-time full-year worker. But full-time work may 


. not always Ile feasible. espeoially for single mothers with very young or troubled children. And for 
larger families, welfare in ....y States may still pay better than work. Some Working Group 
members beHeve that families: in which someone is working at least balf-time ougbt to be better off 
than families who are receiving welfare in which no on8 is working .. (f this goal were accepted. there 
would be three options fur achieving it: 

Option J: ililow (or r<quire) SliJIes to suppllll/lelll tht ElTC or food $lamps for working familil!s wlu!n 
work peys less than welflJl'e. 

Stites could supplement ""Isting EITC, food stamp or housing benefits. Already some States 
have their own BITe. In most cases, a modest State EITe would make work: better than 
welfare. Alternatively. States oould supplement the food stamp program or housing assistance 
for working families after they have exhausted transitional assistance. 

Option 2: Allow (or require) SliJlts to comlnue 10 provide :romt! AFlJC/cash assislance to working 
families after l)W) years, 

One straightforwerd way 10 ensure that part-tinte work is better than welfare is 10 allow or 
require States 10 cominue 10 provide some cash aid tD part-time workers who have _ted 
transitional aid. Other alternatives would be tD simplify the existing earnings dlsregerds i. tho 
AFDC program or to not count months towards a lime limit if the adults were working at 
least part time. 

Option 3: Use odWlllCe child support paynu:nts or child support asSUl'lllla< (See the child support 
enforcement section for rrwre details). 

Ensuring that women with child support award, in place get some child support through 
advance payments or child support assurance could effectively guarantee that even single 
parents wllo work at least IlaIf time can do better than welfare with • combination of EITC 
aod cIlild support. 
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Demonstrations 
In addition, a series of demonstrations could be adopted to test ways to further support low-income 
working families. We propose the following demonstrations: 

• 	 Worker Support Offices. A separate local office could be set up offering support specifically 
for working families. At these offices. working families could get access to food stamps. 
child care. advance EITC. and possibly health insurance subsidies. In addition. employment­
related services such as career counseling and assistance with updating resumes and filling out 
job applications would also be available. 

• 	 Temporary Unemployment Support. Demonstrate alternative ways to provide support to low­
income families who experience unemployment. Low-paying jobs are often short...J.ived and 
low-income families often do not qualify for UI and may come onto welfare when they only 
need very short term economic aid., 

• 	 Restructured AFDC Emergency Assistance programs, as in Utah, to provide tempOrary 
economic assistance to families who have lost a job. 

13 
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ENFORCE CHILD SUPPORT 

A. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
B. ENHANCING RESPONSIBILITY AND OPPORTUNITY FOR NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS 

NEED - In spite of the concerted efforts of Federal. State and local governments to establish and 
enforce child support orders, the current system fails to ensure that children receive adequate support 
from both parents. Recent analyses suggest that the potential for child support collections exceeds 
$47 billion. Yet only 520 billion in awards are currently in place, and only S13 billion is actually 
paid. Thus, we have a potential collection gap of over $34 billion. The typical child born In the 
U.S. today will spend time in a single-parent home. The evidence is clear that children benefit from 
interaction with two supportive parents-single parents cannot be expected to do the entire job of two 
parents. If we cannot solve the problem of child support, we cannot possibly adequately provide for 
our children. 

The problem is threefold: First, for many children. a child support order is never 
established. Roughly 37 percent of the potential collection gap of $34 billion can be traced to cases 
where no award is in place. This is largely due to the failure to establish paternity for children born 
out of wedlock:. Second, fully 42 percent of the potential gap can be traced to awards that were either 
set low initially or never adjusted as incomes changed. Third, of awards that are established. 
government fails to collect any child support in the majority of cases. The remaining 21 percent in 
the potential collection gap is due to failure to collect on awards in place. 

STRATEGY - There are two key elements within this section. The first major element involves 
numerous changes to improve the existing child support enforcement system. For children to obtain 
more support from their noncustodial parents, paternity establishment must be made universal, and 
paternity must be established as soon as possible following the birth of the child. A National 
Guidelines Commission will be formed to address variability among State levels of awards. and 
awards will be updated periodically througb an administrative process. States must also develop 
central registries for collections and disbursements which can be coordinated with other States, and 
enhanced tools will be available for Federal and State enforcement. One major question involves the 
possibility of guaranteeing some level of child support. The second major element is demanding 
responsibility and enhancing opportunity for noncustodial parents. They should be required to pay 
child support, and in some cases, offered increased economic opportunities to do so. 

CIDLD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

The options under consideration are listed below: 

A Universal and Simplified Paternity Establishment Proass 
• 	 Require States to immediately seek: paternity establishment for as many children born out of 

wedlock: as possible, regardless of the welfare or income status of the mother or father. 
• 	 Establish perfonnance standards with incentive payments and penalties. State perfonnance 

would be based on ID! cases where children are boni to an unmarried mother. . 
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• 	 Conduct outreach efforts. at the State and Federal levels to promote the importance of 
paternity es!al>lisbmenl both as a parental responsibility and • rigbt of the child. 

• 	 Provide expanded and simplified voluntary acknowledgment procedures. 
• 	 StreamHne the process for contested cases. 
• 	 Impose clearer, stricter cooperation requirements on parents to both provide the name of the 

putative father and verify information so that the father could be loeated and served the papers 
necessary to commence the paternity action. Good cause exceptions would be granUd in, 
certain cases. 

The major options in this area relate to the role that government programs sbould play in encouraging 
or requiring moth"", and fathers to cooperate and in enonuraging States to _Usb paternity: 

Option 1: Deny mt!fPIJI-testlid benefits to persons who have not met onoperatlon requiremems. Good 
cause except/DIU woold be grtJnttd In certain cases. 

OptIon 2; Provi<fg a -usOf$5() more per month In AFDC paymeIUS to cas.. whore palemt.ty Is 
established. 

Optian 3: Reduce Federal match on benefits paid to Stoles which fail to establish patemt.ty In a 
reasonable per/tJd oflim< In C<ISt$ whore the mother has COOpt!rt1l1idfollY. 

Appropriate Paymeot Levels 
• 	 Establisb • National Guideli ...·COmmission to explore the verIatiao in Stare guidelines and to 

determine the feasibility of • uniform sa of national guidelines to remove inconsistencies 
across States. . 

• 	 Es!al>lisb universal and periodic updating of awards for all cases througb _eproce­
dures. Either purent would bave the option to ask for an updated award wben there is •. 
significant change in circumstance. 

• 	 Revise payment and distribution rules designed to strengthen families. 

Collection and Enforcement 	 , 
• 	 Create a central registry and c1earingholl.'~e in all States. All States would maintain a State 

staff in conjunction with a central registry and centralized collection and disbursement 
capability. The State staff would monitor suppon payments to ensure that chHd support is 
being paid and would be able to impose certain enforcement remedies at the Stat. level 
administratively. A hlgber Federal match rate would be provided to implement new 
technologies. 

• 	 Create a Federal Cbild Suppnn Eoforcement Clearinghouse. This clearinghouse would 
provide for enhanced location and enforcement coordination, particularly in interstate cases. 
Frequent and rourine matches to various Federal and State da!al>.... including IRS, Social 
Security and Unemployment Insurance. 

• 	 Require routine reporting of all new bires via national W-4 reponing. New hires with unpaid 
orders would result in immediate wage withholding by the State. 

• 	 Eliminate most we1farelnon~welfare distinctions in service to achieve broader, more universal 
provision of services. 
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• 	 Increase tools for Federal and State enforcement. including more routine wage witbhoJding.. 
suspension of driver's and professional licenses and attachment of financial institution 
accounts. 

• 	 Enhance administrative power to take many enforcement actions. 
• 	 Simplify procedures fur interstate coUection. 
• 	 Create new funding formula and place emphasis on performance4>ased incentives. 

Guaranlt<lng Some Leffi of Child Support 
Even with the provisions above, enforcement of child support is likely to be uneven for some time to 
come. Sume Stales will be more effective at collecting than others. Moreover. there will b. many 
cases wbere the noru:ustodial _ cannot be expected to contribute much due to low pay or 
unemployment. An Impottant question is wbeth... child .... in singl<>1'arent families should be 
guaranteed some level of child support even wben the State falls to oolleet It. The problem is 
especially aeute for eustodial parents who ate no< on AFDC and trying to make ends moot with a 
combination of work: and child snpport. The President has not endorsed child support assurance, and 
there is comiderable division within the Working Group about its merits. 

Options under ",nsideratinn inclnd. the following: 

Option 1: Advance pay1IlI!IIt a/up 10 $50 per child (or $100) per monJh In child support <>wtd by the 
noncustodial portnt. even """'" .he mt!J!e)I h4s "'" )'<. heed coIleCltld. 10 eustodlal porDII no/ on 
AFDC. 

Advance pay.,..." could not exceed the amount _ally owed by the noru:ustodial _. 
States would have the option of creating work programs so that noocustodial parents could 
work: off the support due if tbey had no income. 

Option 2: A system 0/child support ..swooce which guarontus minimum pay1IlI!IIts for all ClIStodlal 
parents with awards in place. 

Minimum payments might exceed the actual awardt with government paying the difference 
between ..!Iections and the minimum assured benefit. Gua/amend plIyments might be tied to 
work: or panicipation in a training program by the noncustodial parent. Benefits would be 
deducted entirely or in part from AFDC payments for those on AFDC. 

Oprlon 3: S.ate demon:srrmion:s only. 

ENHANCING RE'SPONSlBILrrY AND OPPORTUNITY FOR NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS 

Under the present system, the needs and concerns of noncustodial parents are often ignored. The 
system needs to focus more attention on this population and send the message that "fathers matter." 
We ought to encourage noncustodial parents to remain involved in their chUdren's lives-not drive 
them further away. The child support system. while getting tougher on those that can pay but refuse 
to do so. sbeuld also be fair to those noncustodial parents who show responsibility towatd their 
children. Sume elements described above will help. Better tracking of payments will .void build-up 
of arrearages. A simple administrative process will allow for downward modifications of awards 
when a job is involuntarily lost. But other strategies would also be pursued. 
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Ultimately expectatioru; of mothers and fathers should be paraJlel. Whatever is expected of the 
mother should be expected of the father. And whatever education and ttaining opportunities are 
provided to custodial parents, similar opportunities should be available to noncustodial parents who 
pay their child support and remain involved. If they can improve their earnings capacity and maintain 
relationships with thelt children, they will be a source of both financial and emotional suppon. 

Much needs to be learned, partly because we have focused less attention on this population in the past 
and partly because we know less about what types of programs would work. Still, a Dumber of steps 

, can be taken. Some possible options include: 

• 	 Provide block: grants to States for access- and visitatioo-re1ated programs, including mediation 
(both voluntary and mandatory), counseiing, education, and enforcement. 

• 	 Reserve a portion of JOBS program funding for education and training programs for 

noncustodial parents. 


• 	 Make Targe<ed Jobs Tax Credit (rJTC) available to fathers with children receiving food 

stamps. 


• 	 Experiment with a variety of programs in which men who participate in employment or 

training activities do not build up arrearages while they participate. 


• 	 Conduct significant experimentation with mandatory worle programs for noncustodial parents 
who don't pay child support. 

• 	 Malee the payment of child support a condition of other government benefits. 
• 	 Provide additional incentives for noncustodial parents to pay child support. 

.' 
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REINVENT GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 

A. 	 SIMPLIFICATION ACROSS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 
B. 	 PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND STATE FLEXIBILITY 
C. 	 REDUCING WASTE. FRAUD AND ABUSE 

NEED - The current welfare system is enormously complex. There are multiple programs with 
differing and often inconsistent rules. The complexity confuses the mission~ frustrates people seeking 
aid, increases administrative cost. confuses caseworkers, and leads. to program errors and ineffielen­
des. We have created perverse incentives whereby single--parent families get support. and two-parent 
famiiies are ineUgibfe. Partially as a result of this complexjty. the administrative system now largely 
focuses on meeting every detlliled Federal requirement and calculating checks quite precisely. If ever 
there were a government program that is deeply resented by its customers. it is the existing welfare 
system. 

SI'RATEGY - The I....,,,, of reinventing government apply clearly here. The goal should be to 
rationalize. ronsolidatet and simplify the existing social welfare system. Creating a simplified SystOOl 
will be a major challenge. Clearer Federal goals with greater State flexibility are also critical. 
Finally. a central Federal role tn infonnation systems and interstate coordination would both reduce 
waste and fraud and also improve services. 

SIMPLIFICATION ACROSS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

The simplification of assistance programs at all levels of gnvenunent bas been the "holy grail" of 
welfare reform-always sought, never realized. The reasons are many: different goals of different 
programs, varied constituencies, departmental differences, divergent Congressional coDlDlittee 
jurisdictions, and the inevitable creation of winners and losers from changing the status quo. Yet 
everyone agrees that recipients, administratOrs, and taxpayers ace aU losers due to the current 
complexity. There are f:w<) basic options for reform: 

Option 1: Sinq1lIfy anti <tIordilUJl.' ruIn in existing programs. 
Considerable improvements oould be achieved by modifying existing rules in current 
programs. Such changes could include the following: 

• 	 Simplify ..set rules and liberalize AFDC rules to conform to food stamps. 
• 	 Adopt APWA regulatory and loglolative proposals, including application, redetermina­

tion, and reporting streamlining. 
• 	 Implement a reduction of rules and regulations and reduce reponing requirements to a 

minimum. 
• 	 Eliminate the l(}(l-bour rute and the quarters-of~work: rule in AfDC which exclude 

many two--patent families. 
• 	 Sase eligibility for new or expanded programs. such as child care fur working 

families, on existing program rules such as ~ stamps. 
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• 	 Enhance use of Electronic Benefit Transfer (EST) technology for food stamps~ EITC 
and other benefits with most cash and food aid provided through a single earo. 

• 	 Change housing subsidies to provide less a.."lsistanee to a greater number of households 
by having housing count for food stamps or by designating part of AFDC as housing 
assistance. Also, freeze rents for a fixed period of time after the recipioot takes a job. 

OpIUm 2: Rtplace uist/ng A.FDC .ystem wIlh a training and tl'llJtJ1itU>lIlII oss/$t4n« p"'gmm linked 
closely _ food JUJmp tligibi/itJ tulu. Stri.. to bring otktr aiJJ programs into tI1tifomlily. 

Probably the hardest problem to solve is the fact that AFDC and fuod S!JImps use very 
different filing units. AFDC is designed tD support chUdren -deprived of parental suppon-" so 
it is focused on single parents~ it excludes other adult members in the household, it treats 
multiple generation households as different units, and it excludes disabled persom with SSI or 
SSDI income from the unit. Food stamps by contrast, instead defines a filing unit as all 
people in the bousebold wbo sh.... cooking facilities. 

This option includes: 

• 	 A new training and transitional assistllOee program to repiau AFDC for ail able­
bodied recipients. 

• 	 A common set of definitions of filing units, asset rules, Income definitions. and other 
rules for food ,tamps and """h aid. Most definitions would conform to CUlTent fuod 
,tamp definitions. SUItes would set benefit levels and disregards. 

• 	 Require States ttl nalculate need in the Stale acoording ttl a staodatd procedure and 
ailow States ttl dooid. wbat fraction of need would be met. 

• 	 Encourage other low~inoome programs to stalldardize around the coordinated income 
and eligibility cui.. used in fuod stamp. and training and transitional assistance pro­
gram. 

• 	 Other improvements from option 1 which .still apply including: EST. simplified rules" 
adopting of key APWA simplification ideas~ and taxation of benefits. 

PERFORMANCE SlANDARDS AND SlATE FLEXIBILITY 

A reformed welfare system requires clear objectives to aid policy development and performance 
measures to gauge whether polley intent is being achieved. With unambiguous and measurable 
expectations. the Federal role can shift from prescribing what ought to be done to ensuring that the 
job is done. The exact methods for accomplishing program goals are difficult to prescribe from 
Washington. given variation in tooai circumstances. capacities. and philosophies, States and localities 
must have the flexibility and resourees to achieve the programmatic goals that have been set. 

• 	 The Federal government should transition from being largely prescriptive to one wbich 
primarily identifies and es!llblishes perfurmance standards. 

• 	 The FooeraJ government should provide technical assistance to States for achieving these 
standards. This bas two "'peetS: l) to evaiuate program innovations and identify what i, 
working; and 2) to assist in the transfer of effective strategies. 
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• 	 There are many issues to be examined througb looaJ experimentation and innovation. To 
facilitate this.. enhanced waiver authority will be grantt'd througb a Community Enterprise 
Board. 

REDUCING W Al>TE, FRAUD AND AJlUSE 

Multiple programs, compJex regulations, and uncoordinated programs invite waste. some fraudulent 
behavior and some simple error. Too often~ individuals can present different information to various 
government agencies to claim maximum benefits with virtually no chance of detection. First, the tax, 
child support. and welfare systems should be better coordinat.OO.. Second, reinventing government 
must exploit current and emerging technologies to offer better services targeted more efficiently on 
those eligible at less cost. As a starting point, we should devote resources to the conceptualization 
and development of a National Benefits Coordination and Fraud Elimination Data Base. 
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PROMOTE SELF-SUFFICIENCY 

A. FOCUS ON ASSISTING RECIPIENTS TO FIND EMPLOYMENT 
B. 	 ENHANCED FUNDING FOR JOBS 
C. 	 IMPROVE ACCESS TO MAINSTREAM EDUCATION. TRAINING AND SELF­

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

NEED - The Family Support Act set forth a bold new vision for the social welfare system. AFDC 
would be a transitional support program, and the focus would shift from unlimited cash support to a 
system geared toward helping people move toward independence. 

Unfortunately, the current reality is far from that vision. Part afthe problem is resources. States 
have been suffering under fiscal·constraints that were unanticipated at the time the Family Support 
Act was passed. Most States bave been unable to draw down their entire allocation for JOBS because 
they cannot find the money for the State match. In 1992. actual State spending totaled only 62 
percent of the $1 billion in available Federal funds. Money·problems have also limited the number of 
individuals served under JOBS and, in many cases, limited the services States can offer their JOBS 
participants. Participation in the JOBS program - the program designed to move recipients into 
training and employment - is around 15 percent of the AFDC caseload nationally. 

Another part of the problem involves a lack of effective coordination among the myriad of programs 
run by both State and Federal departments of education. labor. and human services. Progrsms from 
different agencies often have conflicting goals, eligibility rules, and requirements. And infonnation 
about the full array of services that people are entitled to is rarely available. 

Yet another part of the problem involves the culture of welfare offices. Despite the progress achieved 
since the Family Support Act, the AFDe program is still basically a check-writing operation. As 
long as the focus of public aid remaim writing public assistance checks rather than moving people· 
toward pay checks in the private sector, most of the administtative costs and energy of the program 
will be dissipated in verification and bureaucracy. 

STRATEGY - The strategy is threefold: First, the focus of welfare administration needs to shift 
from determining who qualifies for welfare and dispensing checks to those persons, to helping 
recipients move toward self-sufficiency through work. More resources need to go to finding jobs and 
less to managing eligibility rules. Second, a substantial increase in JOBS funding is needed if we 
really expect recipients to be job-ready and to be employed in the private sector. Increased funding 
would also permit States to increase their overall levels of participation in JOBS. Finally. access to 
mainstream education, training, and self-employment opportunities must be improVed for w~fare 
recipients. 
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FOCUS ON ASSISJ1NG RECIPIENTS TO FIND EMPLOYMENT 

One of the most important changes we envision is a dramatic change in the focus of the welfare 
bureauctacy. The mission of the welfare system must become assisting recipients to find 
employment. The whole system needs to reflect a new philosophy of mutual obligation: the 
Government provides througb the reformed welfare/worl: support system the .""""'ary opportunities, 
support services, and incentives to allow individuals to move toWJt(1 self sufficiency. and the recipient 
agrees to acapt responsibility for working toward that end. QUality control and aUdits must be based 
on participation rates and outcome measures. petformance standards shoWd be geared more toward 
measures such as long«tetm job placements. rather filan merely errors in e.ligibility determinations; 
outcomes rather than process atandards. Sanctions would be impoeed fur persons who fail to meet 
JOBS rules (as under current law) or the 'terms of the 'co_' they enter into with the State. 
Sanctions would gradually increase in severity. and be curable upoo compliance, with some additional 
State flexibility. Likewise, a S!>Ie would be prohibited from imposing time limits on parti.ipants if it 
failed to provide the opportunities. services, or incentives it agreed to in the contraCt with the 
particip&ll. 

Options include: 

• 	 Expand the Federal Government's role in evaluation end teclmieal assistance to take a 
leadership role i. state-<>f-the-art evaluation of effective practices, in developing il!!II sharing 
effective systems. in developing automated systemS~ and in assisting States to redesign their 
intake processes to emphasize employment or other work preparation activities, rather than 
eligibili!y. Fund such activities by • ! percent tap o. Federal JOBS funds. 

• 	 Permit State initiatives that"would promote miC«Hmterprise development~ and allow 
demonstrations of program."rules to encourage saving and asset accumulation fur future 
schooling~ home buying, or small business start-up. 

• 	 Permit States to provide JOBS services to noncustodial parents. 

• 	 Require all applicants to maintain signed contracts specifying the responsibilities of both the 
State agency and the recipient. 

ENHANCED FUNDING FOR JOBS 

This plan envisions a substantial increase in the overall level of participation in JOBS. To make this 
possible, ndditional funding is critieal. States currently receive Federal matching funds fur JOBS 
expenditures up to an amount allocated to them under a national capped entitlement. The cap was 
established at $600 million for FY 1989, in.r..... to $1.3 billion for FY 1995, end d..r..... to $1 
billion fur FY 1996 end beyond. The cap needs to be i.creased. 

States are also required to expend their own funds in order to receive Federal matching funds. The 
lack of State funds has been a primary barrier to JOBS expansion. The Federal matching rates will 
be increased~ and a provision included to increase it even funher if a State's unemployment rate 
exceeds a specified target. 	 . -' 
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With increased Federal resources available, it is reasonable to expect dramatically increased 
participation in the JOBS program. Recipients ought to be expected to immediately and continuously 
engage in activities to promote their movement to independence. Most new applicants would be 
required to engage in supervised job search from the date of application for benefits. Rules for what 
constitutes active participation need to be revised. The definition of ·participation" should be 
broadened to include eonunuDity service, as well as other activities such as parenting/life skills 
classoo. substance abuse treatment, domestic violence counseling? etc. States mUSt bave the flexibility 
to determine in individual cases which activities Gob search. education. training, etc.) will be most 
effective in helping recipients achieve seif..sufficieney. 

IMPROVE ACCI1SS TO MAINSTREAM EDUCATION, TRAINING AND 

SELF·EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES 


The mission of the JOBS program will not be to create • separate education and training system tor 
welfare recipients, but rather to ensure that they bnve access to and information about the broad array 
of existing programs in th. maiosttesm system. Th.l0B5 program needs ttl be redesigned to permit 
Stateo to integrate other employment and ltlIining programs into thomBS program, and ttl implement 
•on.... top shopping" education and ltlIinlng programs. Options inelude: 

• 	 Fas .... linkag .. with DOL o....rop shopping initiatives, more effective use of Pell grants, and 
other programs. 

• 	 Create • ltlIiniog and educatinn waiver board, consisting of th. s.crelllrios of DOL, HHS, 
Education, aed other interested deparunems, with the aothority to waive key eUgibaity rules 
and p_ur.. for demonstrations of a more coordinated education and training system. 

• 	 Pennit States tD integrate other empioymeot and ltlIinlng programs (e.g., Food Stamp 
Employ...'" aed Training Program) into themBS program and to implement "o.<>-Stop shop­
ping" education and training model,. 

" 
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TIME-LIMJT ASSISTANCE AND FOLLOW WITH WORK 

A. TIMIJ.UMITED ASSISTANCE 
B. WORK 

I. Economic Development 
2. Work Program Structure 

NEED - Two Qut of every dtree persons who enter the welfare system leave within two years. 
Fewer than one in five remains on welfare for more than five consecutive years. For many persons 
who receive AFDC. the program serves as temporary assistance, supporting them until they regain 
their footing.' . 

However. a significant Dumber of recipients remain on welfare for a prolonged period of lime. While 
long..:tenn recipients represent only .a modest percentage of aU people who enter the system. they 
represent a high percentage of those on welfare at any given time. While a significant number face 
very serious barriers to employment, including physical disabilities. others are able to work: but are 
not moving in the direction of se1f~sufficiency. Most long-tenn recipients are not on a track: toward 
obtaining employment that will enable them to leave AFDC. 

STRATEGY - The welfare system would be revamped into two distinct components: 

• 	 A transitional assistance program limited to two years and focused on helping recipients move 
into private sector jobs. 

• 	 A work program making work opportunities available to recipients who have reached the time 
limit for transitional assistance. 

Making worle pay. improving chUd support enforcement. ensuring universal health car. coverage and 
expanding access to training. education and child care should maximize the number of recipients 
leaving welfare within two yeors. Most of Ill. people on welfare want to work. and these refurms 
would give recipients a better chance to find employment and ensure that it makes economic sense to 
take. job. 

Some employable. persons. would, however, reach the time limit without finding private sector jobs. 
A recipient wbo could not find employment after _ years of transitional assistance would be 
requK'" to work in return for further support. Individuals wbo reach'" the tboe lbolt would bave 
"""""" to work assignmentS. for which they would receive wages rather than a welfare check. 

T1ME-UMITI!D ASSISTANCE 

The time limit is part of the overall offuet to shift the focos of the welfare systenl ftom disboming 
funds to promoting self-suffiniency throogh worle. This time limit gives both reclpient and 
caseworker a structure that encourag.. slOady progress toward obtaining employment. 

24 



~~PRAFT-For Discussion Only 

Upon entry into the welfare system, each pmon would design. in conjunction with the caseworker~ a 
contract which would de<ail the obligations of bom the recipient and the Stat. agency. Obtaining 
employment would be the explicit goal of ea.eh contract. 

The oontrawcase plan would describe the services to be provided. by the State agency and a tlIne 
frame for achieving self~sufficie.ncy. This time frame would vary depending on the skills and the 
circumstances of the recipient, but would not exceed two years for employable persons. The case 
plan could be adjusted in response to changes in a family's situation. 

The system must be sensitive to those who for good reason cannot work, such as individuals who are 
physically disabled or ill or who are oaring for a disabled child or relative. For those who canoot 
work, other expectations would be more appropriate. The case plan would be designed to, for 
example, improve the hcalth status of the family. including both udul.. and children, or stabilize the 
family's boul;ing situation. 

states would he permitted 10 grant u .....in.. of me time limit for oompletion of high school•• OED 
program or other education or training program expected to lead directly to employment. The 
number of eAtensions would be limited to a fIXed percentage of the caseload. 

Time spent on a waiting list for the JOBS program would not be oounted against the time limit. In 
addition, we would propose the following provisions concerning time limits: 

• 	 Allow recipients who have left the rolls to earn additional months of casb assistance for 
months working andlor not in the welfare system, 

• 	 . Require recipients 10 participate in job search during the period (45-90 d.ya) hmttediately 
prweding the end of the time limit. 

• 	 At State option~ months in wbich a recipient worked an average of 20 hours per week: (more 
at State option) or reported over $400 in earnings would not be rounted against the time limit. 

WORK 

Helping people move from welfare 10 self-support through work is me primary focUs of the 
transitional assistance program. However, there will be people who reach the time limit without 
baving found a job, and we are committed to providing these people with the opportunity to work to 
support their families. 

Economie DeveloprneJlt 
Emphasizing movement into private sector employment requires recognition of the reality that in 
many communities private sector jobs are in very short supply. There is a need~ particularJy in 
distressed areas, to invest in economic development to ¢feate jobs. Economic development efforts 
could include the foUowing: 

• 	 Integrate the public sector work: program with other Administration economic deve10pment 

initiatives, including empowerment zones and microcnterprise loan programs. ~. 
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• 	 Create • special equity fund '" invest in businesses, Community Development Corporations, 
non"'Profits and other entitles which hire the parents of chUdren on welfare (this wou'd include 
the AFDC recipient as wen as the noncustodial parent). 

Work Program Structure 

We are considering two options for the structure of the work program: 


Option 1: Wort/or wagu. 

Wages: Participants would be paid the minimum wage (higher at State option). States would 


b. mandated to ,upplemem these earnings (possibly with continued AFDC benefits) if 
wages were not equal to the AFDC benefit for a family of that size with no earned 
income. 

HOUI!: 	 All wort assignments would be for a minimum of 15 hours per week (65 hOllIS per 
month) and no more than 35 hours per week (140 hours per month). The required 
number of hours would be set by the S<= 

Capacity: 	 Each State would be required ro create. minimum number of work assignments, with 
the number to be based on the level of Federal funding received. If the need for work 
program positions exceeded the supply. work: assignments would be allocated on a 
fitst:-come~ fltstooServed basis. 

Sanctions: 	 Wages would be paid for hours worked. Not working the required number of houl'S 
would result in a corresponding reduction in wages, except in instances of illness or a 
family emergency. Benefits would not rise to offset the drop in work program eam~ 
jngs. 

An individual who refuses an offer of unsubsidized private sector employment without 
good cause would not be eligible for the work: program for sil: months and AFDC 
benefits would be calculated as if the job hnd been talten. The sanction would end 
upon aeceptance of a private sector job. 

Job Search: 	 Wort program participants would be required ro engage in job search either 
concurrently or periodically (i.... one week every three months, or for a fixed peried 
after completing an assignment). 

Other: 	 Wages from work program positions would be treated as earned income with respect 
to Worker's Compensation, FICA and Federal assiSlAIlce programs. Earning. from 
work program positions would not count as earned income for the purpose of the 
Earned Income Tax Credit. in order to encourage mOvement into private sector work:. 

Waiting List: 	 If the number of recipients subject to the work,requirement wece greater than the 
number of positions available. recipients who had reached the two-year time limit 
would be expected to find volunt.... work in Ibe community for at least 20 boul'S per 
week in order to receive benefits (distinct from wages). SUItes might be required to 
absorb a greater share of the cost of cash aSsistance for recipients in this-'category. 
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Private Sector/Community Inyolyement. States and localities would be required to involve the private 
sector. community organizations and organized laoor by. for example. establishing. joint pub­
lic/private governing board to oversee operations. Local Private Industry Councils could be tapped to 
identity and develop unsubsidi2ed private sector jobs. 

SuDDOTlive Servl.... swes would he required to provide child care. transportation and other 
supportive services if needed to enable participation in the work program. 

Anti~DisD1acement: Proyisions. States would be required to operate their work: prOgl;'aInS such that 
displacement of public sedOr wOtk:ers would be minimized. Anti-displacement language is currently 
under development. 

Natjonal Service. All efforts would be made to integrate the work program with the President's 
national and community service initiati\'e. 
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CONCLUSION 

This welfare reform pJan calls for fundamental changes in the current system of welfare. It seeks to 
replace a flawed system with a coherent set of policies Utat improve the Hyes of poor children and 
their families in ways that reaffinn and support basic values concerning work. family. opportunity and 
responsibility. The pian has six key elements: 

First, this plan seeks not only to get people off welfare, but to keep them from needing il in the rmlt 
place. We focus on prevention measures. particularly the prevention of teenage and unplanned 
pregnancies. Thus, the pJan calls for increasing resources directed at preventing teen pregnancy, 
promoting parental responsibility and strengthening oommunity institutions to work with at~risk: youth. 

Second, this plan seeks to significantly imProve the lives of impoverished children and reimorce the 
value of work by ensuring that working people are not poor. The current patchwork system of child 
care assistance prograros, all with differ ..t eligibility rules and regut.tiolUl, would be streamlined aod, 
in some cases~ consolidated. Increased resources would be available for subsidies and investments in 
the quality of child care. These child care chaoges would beoefit those r"",iving ...1_wblle in 
training or education as wen as low-income working families. The me wiU be delivered on a 
timely basis. And bealth reform will reduce perbaps the greatest source of insecurity faoing the 
working poor. 

Third, the plan suppom chUdren and reinfur«s the val•• of parental responsibility through tho 
realization of universal paternity establisbment, improved administration of chlld support awards, and 
tougher 'child support enforcement. Mor. resources will also be directed -.providing training 
and other support to noncustodial pareots SO that they are better prepared to meet their chHd support 
obligations. 

Fourth, we intend to reinvent public assistance. Simplifying and streamlining the myriad of roles, 
regulations and requirements across assistance programs will signifieantly enhance the ability of 
agency staff to refocus their efforts on moving people off weirue. The welfare office will assume a 
new mission, serving as an effective link: between cUents in need of education. training and 
employment resources in the community. 

Fifth, increasing numbers of welfare recipients will be allowed and expected to participate in activities 
leading to employment, Further, welfare cannot go on indefinitely. Expanded education and training 
services wHl be made available to recipients for two years. 

Finally, welfare really wi!! be converted into a time limited cash assistance program. Before cash 
benefits have been exhausted, most reeipierrts would have found private sector jobs. But for those 
who have not.- support would come in the fOnD of community service work-not welfare. 

Together~ these policies are not just an end to welfare as it is known today. They represent a new 
vision for supporting America's children and families. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 


WASHINGTON 


December 2, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 


FROM: Bruce Reed 
Mary Jo Bane 
David Ellwood 

THROUGH: carol Rasco 

SUBJECT: Dratt DiSCUBSt.OD Paper OD Welfare Reform 

The attached document outlines draft proposals developed by the Welfare Reform 
Working Group. This draft describes the basic direction and lays out key 
proposals, We believe it charts a bold new vision focussed On the values of work 
and responsibllity, 

We have not Included specific budgetary costs and offsets. As we noted in our 
prevIous memo. we believe we can find savings and offsets in entitlement 
programs to fund Ute proposed changes. Costs, especially over the first five years, 
can be relatively easily adjusted by varying the speed of phase-In. We are 
currently working with OMB, Treasury, and HHS to layout options for olfsels In 
phase-in for your consideration over the next few weeks. 

At some point in the near future, we will need to diSCUSS the details of these 
proposals wHh key members of Congress and Governors, We have already had 
numerous exploratory meetings, but ultimately the speclftcs are what must be 
djscussed. With a select few, we would like to actually share aU or parts of tile 
draft discussion paper. With most, we would like to begin orally vetting specific 
Ideas and options. 

We would Uke a signal from you as to whether you're comfortable enough with our 
baSIC direction before we begin the mOre detailed consultation process. You don't 
have to deCide any of the major questJons now. We'll make clear that no decisions 
have been made. and many things are stm on the table. But you should know 
that to get the feedback "'.. need from our likely allles on this Issue, we wlI1 have 
to run the risk tiltH some details may leak out. 

We would be happy to meet with you at this stage if you desire. In the comIng 
weeks. we will provide you with detailed decJ:sjon memos on the key unresolved 
Issues alluded 10 in this document, with a detailed list of pros and cons. We wlI1 
also provide a detailed memo 011 costs and phase-in options. 
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DRAFT DISCUSSION PAPER 

IDGHLIGHTS 

This paper discusses ideas and options for a plan which fulfills the President's pledge to end welfare 
as we know it by reinforcing traditional values of work, family. opportunity and responsibility. None 
of these options bas been approved by the Presiden', and the paper is designed to stimulate 
discussion~~not indicate Administration positions. Key features in this plan are: 

• 	 Prevention, A prevention strategy designed to reduce poverty and welfare use by reducing 
leen pregnancy, promoting responsible parenting, and encouraging and supporting two-parent 
famities. 

• 	 Support!or Working Families with the EITe, Health Re!orm and Child Care, Advance 
payment of the EITC and enactment of health reform to ensure that working families are not 
poor or medicaJly inseture. ChiJd care both for the working poor and for families in work, 
education or training as pan of publiC assistance. 

• 	 Prl)J1loti.g Se/fSufficlency Through Aecess 10 Eduem/on and Training, Making the JOBS 
program from the Family Support Act the core of cash assistance. Changing the culture 
within welfare offices from one of enforcing seemingly endless cljgibility and payment rules 
to one focused on helping. people achieve self~support and find jobs in the private sector. 
Involving able~bodied recipients in the education, training and employment activities they need 
to move toward independence. Using a socia! contract which spells out what their 
responsibilities are and what government will do in return. Greater federal funding for the 
JOBS program and a reduced State match rate. 

• 	 TIme..fimited Welfare Fallo""''td By Work. Convening cash assistance to a system with two~ 
year time limits for those able to work. People still unable to find work after two years 
would be supported via non-displacing community service jobsRKnot welfare, 

• 	 Child Support, Dramatic improvements in the child support enforcement system designed to 
significantly reduce the S34 hillion aMual child support collection gap, to ensure that children 
can count on support from both parents and to reduce public benefit OOsts. 

• 	 Noncusrodial Paron/so Taking steps to increase economic opportunities for needy 
noncustodial patents expected to pay child support and to help them become more involved in 
parenting their children. 

• 	 SimplifYing Public Assistance. Significant simplification and coordination of public assistance 
programs. 

• 	 Increased Stale Flexibility Within a Clearer Federal Framework. Increasing flexibility over 
k.ey policy and implementation issues and providing the opportunity for States to adjust to 
local needs and conditions within more clearly defined Federal objectives. 

• 	 DefiCit Neutral Funding, Gradual phase-in of the plan, fully funded by offsets and savings, 
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INTRODUCTION 

THE V ALVES OF REFORM: 

WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY 


Americans share powerful values regarding work and responsibility. We believe work: is centraJ to 
the strength. independence and pride of American families, Yet our current welfare system seems at 
odds with these core values. People who go to work are often worse off than those on welfare. 
Instead of gjving people .access to edueation, training and employment skills, the welfare system is 
driven by numbingly complex eligibility rules, and staff resources ate spent overwhelmingly on 
eligibility determination. benefit caJculations and writing cheds. The very culture of welfare offices 
often seems to create an expectation of dependenee rather than independence. Simultaneously, 
noncustodial parents often provjde little or no eC{lnomlc or socia.! support to the children they 
parented. And sjngle~parent families sometimes get welfare benefits and other services that are 
unavailable to equally poor two-parent famiJies, One wonders what messages this system sends to our 
children about the value of hard work and the importance of personal and family responsibility. 

This plan calls for a genuine end to welfare as we know it. It builds from the simple values of work 
and responsibility. It reshapes the expectations of government and the people it serves. Our goal is 
to move people from welfare to work and bolster their effortS to support their families and to 
contribute to the economy, One focus is on making work pay-by ensuring that people who play by 
the rules get access to the chUd care, heaJth insurance and tax credits they need to adequately support 
their families. The plan also seeks to give people access to training for the skills they need to work 
in an increasingly competitive labor market, But in return, it expects responsibility. Noncustodial 
parents must support their children. Those on cash assistance cannot collect weJfare indefinitely, 
Families,sometimes need temporary cash suppOrt while they struggle past personal tragedy. economic 
dislocation or individual disadvantage. But no one who can work should receive cash aid indefinitely, 
After a time-limited transitional support period~ work.--not we1fare--must be the way in which families 
support their children, 

These reforms cannot be seen in isolation, The social and economic forc~ that influence the poor 
and the non-poor run deeper than the welfare system. The Administration has undertaken many 
close)y linked initiatives to spur economic growth. improve education, expand opportunity, restore 
public safety and rebuild a sense of community: worker training and retraining~ educational reform. 
Head Stan, National Service. bealth reform. Empowennent Zones. community development banks, 
community policing, violence prevention and more. Welfare reform is a piece of a Jarger whole, It 
is an essential piece. 

FROM WELFARE TO WORK 

The vision of welfare reform is simple and powerful: we must refocus the system of economic 
support from welfare to work. However. changing a system that bas for decades been focused on 
calculating eligibiHty and welfare payments will be a taU challenge. Still, we have already made an 
important beginning. The Family SUPPOI1 Act of 1988 serves as a blueprint for III. futur..... 
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foundation on which to build. It charted a course of mutual and reciprocal responsibiJity for 
government and recipients alike. 

We recommend five fundamental s.teps: 

1. 	 Prevent the need for welfare in the first place by promoting parental responsibility and 
preventing teen pregnancy. 

2. 	 Reward people who go to work by making work pay. Families with a full-time worker 
should not be poor. and they ought to have the child care and health insurance they need to 
provide basic security through work. 

3. 	 Promote work and self-s.upport by providing access to education and training, making cash 
assistance a transitional, time-limited program, and expecting adults to work: once the time 
limit is reached. No one who can work should stay on welfare indefinitely. 

4. 	 Strengthen child support enforcement so that noncustodial parents provide support to their 
children. Parents should take responsibiHty for supporting and nurturing their children, 
Governments don't raise children~~families do. 

S, 	 Reinvent government assistance to reduce administrative bureaucraey. combat fraud and 
abuse, and give greater State flexibility within a system that has a clear focus on work, 

Promote Parental Responsibility and Prevent Teen Pregnancy 
lfwe are going to end long~term welfare dependency, we must start doing everything we can to 
prevent people from going onto welfare in the first place. Teen pregnancy is an enduring tragedy. 
And the total numher of children born out of wedlock has mort than doubled in the last 15 years, to 
1.2 million annually. We are approaching the point when one out of every three babies in America 
will be born [0 an unwed mother. The poverty rate in families headed by an unmarried mother is 
currendy 63 percent. 

We must find ways to send the signal that men and women should not become parents until they are 
able to nurture and support their children. We need a prevention strategy that provides better support 
fur two-parent famities and sends clear signals about the importance of delaying sex.ual activity and 
the need: for responsible patenting. We mUSt intensify our efforu to reduce teen pregnancy. Families 
and communities must work to ensure that real opponunjties are available for young people and to 
teach young people that children who have children face tremendous obstacles to self-sufficiency. 
Men and women who parent chiJdren must know they have responsibilities. 

MakeWork l'1Iy 
Work. is at the heart of the entire reform effort, That requires supporting working families and 
ensuring that a welfare recipient is economicaUy better off by taking a job. There are three crltical 
elements: providing tax credits for the working poor, ensuring access to health insurance and making 
child care available. 

3 



"~L DRAFT-For Discussion Only 

We have already ex.panded the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITe), which was effectively a pay raise 
for the working poor. The current E.ITC makes a $4.25 per hoUT job pay the equivalent of $6.00 per 
hour for a family with two children. Now, we must also simplify advance payment of the BITe so 
that people can receive it periodically during the year, rather than as a lump sum at tax time. 

We should guarantee health security to all Americans through health reform. Part of the desperate 
need for health reform is that non~working poor families on welfare often have better coverage than 
working families. It makes no sen.lle that people who want to work have to fear losing health 
coverage if they leave welfare. 

With tax credits and health reform in place, the final critical element of making work pay is child 
care. We seek: to ensure that working poor fnmiHes have access to the quality child care they need. 
We cannot expect single mothers to participate in training or to go to work unless they have child 
care for their children, 

Provide Atcess to Educatinn and Training, Impose Time Umlts, and Expect Work 
The Family Support Act provided a new vision of mutual responsibUity and work:: government has a 
responsibility to provide access to the education and training that people need; recipients are expected 
to take advantage of these opportunities and move into work. The legislation created the lob 
Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program to move people from welfare to work. Unfortunately, 
one of the dearest lessons of the site visits and hearings held by the Working Group is that this vision 
is largely unrealized at the local level, The current JOBS program serves only a fraction of the 
caseload. The primary function of the current welfare offices is still meeting administrative rules 
about eligibility, determining welfare heneflts and writing checks, We must transform the culture of 
the welfare bureaucracy, We don't need a welfare program built around ~income maintenance"; we 
need a program built around work. 

We envision a system wherehy people will be asked to start on a track toward work and independence 
immediately. Each recipient will sign a social contract that spells out their obligations and what the 
government will do in return. We will ex.pand access to education, training and employment 
opportunities, and insist on higher pankipation rates in return. At the end of two years, people still 
on welfare who can work: but cannot find a job in the private sector will be offered work: in 
community service, Communities will use funds to provide non-<1isplac1ng jobs in the private. non­
profit, and public sectors. They will form partnersbips among business leaders, community groups, 
organized labor and local government to oversee the work program. The message is simple: 
everybody is expected to move toward work and independence. 

Exemptions and extensions wiU be limited. The system must be sensitive to those wbo for good 
reason cannot work-for example, a parent who is needed in the home to care for a disabled child. 
But at the same time, we should oot exclude anyone from the opportunity for advancement. 
Everyone has something to contribule. 

Enrorce Child Support 
Our current system of child support enforcement is heavily bureaucratic and legalistic. It is 
unpredictable and rnadd.eningly inconsistent for both custodial and noncustodial parents. It letS many 
noncustodial parents off the hook, while frustrating those who do pay, It seems neither to offer 
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security for children, nor to focus on the difficult problems faced by custodial and noncustodial 
parents alike. It typically excuses the fathers of children bom out of wedlock from any obligation to 
suppon their children. And the biggest indictment of all is that only a fraction of what could be 
collected is actuaJly paid. 

The child support enforcement system must strongly convey the message that both parents are 
responsible fur supponing their children. Government can assist parents but cannot be a substitute for 
them in meeting those responsibilities. One parent sbould not be expected to do the work: of two. 
Through universal paternity establisbment and improved child support enforcement, we send an 
unambiguous signal that ooth parents share the responsibility of supporting their children. We 
explore strategies for ensuring that single parents can count on regular child support payments. And 
we also incorporate policies that acknowledge the struggles of noncustodial parents and the desires of 
many to help support and nurture their children. OpportUnity and responsibility ought to apply to 
both mothers and fathers, 

Reinnnt Government Assistance 
At the core of these ideas is our commitment to reinventing goverrunent. A major problem with the 
current welfare system is its enormous complexity. It consists of multiple programs with different 
rules and requirements that confuse and frustrate recipients and caseworkers alike. It is an 
unnecessarily inefficient system. This plan would simplify and streamline rules and requirements 
across prograrru:, 

Waste. fraud and ahuse can more easily arise in a system where tax and inCQme support systems are 
poorly coordinated, and where cases are not tracked over time or across geographic locations. 
Technology now allows us to create a Federal clearingbouse to ensure that people are not collecting 
benefits in multlple programs or locations when they are not entitled to do so. Such a clearinghouse 
will also allow clearer coordinati<m of the child support enforcement and welfare systems and 
determination of which people in which areas seem to nave longer or shorter stays on welfare. 

Ultimately. the real work of encouraging work and responsibility will happen at the State and local 
levels, Thus. the Federal Government must be clearer about broad goals while giving more flexibiJity 
over implementation to States and localities. Basic performance measures regarding work and longM 
term movements off welfare will be combined with broad participation standards. States will then be 
expected to design programs which work well for their situation. 

A NEW BEGINNING 

Transforming the socia) welfare system to one focused on work: and responsibility will not be easy. 
There will be setbacks, We must guard against unrealis.tic expectations. A welfare system which 
evolved over 50 years wilt not be transformed overnight. We must admit that we do nOl bave all the 
answers. But we must not be deterred from making the hold and decisive actions needad to create a 
system that reinforces: basic values, 
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Three features are designed to ensure that this bold plan is only the beginning of an even larger and 
longer process: 

First. we see a major role for evaluation, technical assistance and information sharing. As one State 
or locality finds strategies that work. the lessons ougbt to be widely known and offered to others. 
One of the elements critical to this reform effort has been the Jessons learned from the careful 
evaluations done of earlier programs. 

Second, we propose key demonstrations in each of the plan's five areas. In each area. we propose 
both a set of paHties for immediate implementation and a set of demonstrations designed to exp10re 
ideas fur stiH bolder innovation in the future, In addition. we would enCourage States to develop their 
own demonstrations. and in some cases we would provide additionaJ FederaJ resources for these. 
Lessons from past demonstrations have been central to both the development of the Family Support 
Act and to this pJan. They will guide continuing innovation into the future. 

Finally. we intend to propose a realistic phase-in strategy, based in part on the level of resources 
available. Ideally, high participation requirements and time limits would apply first to people newly 
entering the system after legislation is Macted, with the rest of the caseload phased in over lime. 
Some States and communities may choose 10 start sooner than others. This phase-in period will 
provide ample opportunity to refine the system as lessons from the early cohorts and States inform 
implementation for others. 

In the end, this plan embodies a vision which was contained in the Family Support Act. It represents 
the next major step. But the journey will not end until work and responsibility enable us to preserve 
our children's future. 

We turn now to the specifics of the plan. 
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r!' 
PROMOTE PARENTAL RESPONSmILITY 


AND PREVENT TEEN PREGNANCY 


A. CHANGING THE WELFARE AND CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS 
B. ENGAGING EVERY SECTOR OF SOCIETY IN PROMOTING RESPONSIBILITY 
C. ENCOURAGING RESPONSIBLE FAMILY PLANNING 

NEED - The best way to end welfare dependency is to eliminate the need. for wclfare in the first 
place. Accomplishing this goal requires not onl), changing the welfare system. but also involving 
every sector of our society in this effort. 

Poven)" especially long-term poverty. and welfare dependency are often associated with growing up 
in a one-parent family. AJthough most single parents do a heroic job of raising their children. the 
fact remains thlit welfare dependency could be Significantly reduced if more young people delayed 
childbearing until both parents were l'I.~ady to assume the responsibility of raising children. 

Unfortunately, the majority of children born today will spend some time in a singJe-parenl family. 
Teenage birth rates have been rising since 1986 because the trend toward earlier sexual activity bas 
exposed more young women to the risk of pregnancy. Teenage chUdbearing often leads to school 
drop-out, which results in the failure to acquire skills that are needed for success in the labor market. 
and this leads to welfare dependency" The majority of teen mothers end up on welfare. and taxpayers 
paid about $29 billion in 1991 to assist families begun by a teenager, 

STRA TEGV .... The ethic of parental responsibility is fundamental. No one should bring 3 child ioto 
the worid until be or she is prepared to support and nurture that child, We need to implement 
approaches that both require parentaJ responsibility and help individuals to e,;ercise it. 

To this end, we propose a three-part strategy. First, we suggest a number of changes to the welfare 
and child suppon enforcement systems to promote rwo·parent families and to encourage parental 
responsibility. Some of these options are quite controversial. but we note that they are already being 
adopted by a number of States. Second, we seek to send a clear message of responsibitity and 
opportunity and to engage other leaders and institutions in this effort. Government has a role to play. 
but the massive changes In family life that have occurred over the past few decades cannot be dealt 
with by government alone, We must not only emphasize responsibility; we must break the cycle of 
poveny and provide a more hopeful future in low·income communities, Third and finally, we need 
to encourage responsible family planning. 

CHANGING THE WELFARE AND CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS 

Throughout this draft paper we emphasize the responsibility of both parents to support their children. 
Through an improved child suppan enforcement system and efforts to achieve universal paternity 
establishment, noncustodial parents will be held accountable for providing greater support to their 
children. Mothers receiving cash assistance will become better prepared to enter the labor force 
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through required participation in activities intended to increase their employment and earnings 
capacity. Through time limits on assistance followed by work, parents will have the incentive to 
move toward self-sufficiency. The details of these measures can be found in subsequent sections of 
this proposal, but in addition to these steps, we need to change the welfare system to encourage 
responsible parenting and support two-parent families. 

Suppon Two-Parent Families. First, we propose to eliminate the current bias in the welfare system 
in which two-parent families are subject to much more stringent eligibility rules than single-parent 
families. Under current law, two-parent families are ineligible for assistance if the primary wage­
earner works more than 100 hours per month or has not been employed in six of the previous thirteen 
quarters. In addition, States are given the option to provide only six months of benefits per year to 
two-parent families, whereas single-parent families must be provided benefits continuously. These 
disparities would be eliminated. 

Minor Mothers Live at Home. Second, we propose requiring that minor parents live in a household 
with a responsible adult, preferably a parent (with cenain exceptions--for example, jf the minor parent 
is married or if there is a danger of abuse to the minor parent). Parental support could then be 
included in determining cash assistance eligibility. Current AFDC rules permit minor mothers to be 
"adult caretakers" of their own children. States do have the option under current law of requiring 
minor mothers to reside in their parents' household (with certain exceptions), but only five States 
have exercised this option. This proposal would make that option a requirement for all States. We 
believe that having a child does not change the fact that minor mothers need nurturing and supervision 
themselves and are rarely ready to manage a household or raise children on their own. 

Meotoring by Older Welfare Mothers. Third, we propose to allow States to utilize older welfare 
mothers to mentor at-risk teenagers as pan of their community service assignment. This model could 
be especially effective in reaching younger recipients because of the credibility, relevance and 
personal experience of older welfare recipients who were once teen mothers themselves. One recent 
focus-group study of young mothers on welfare found that virtually all of the parents believed it 
would have been better to postpone the birth of their first child. Training and experience might be 
offered to the most promising candidates for mentoring who are currently receiving welfare benefits. 

Demonstrations. Finally, we propose to conduct demonstrations which condition a ponion of the 
assistance benefit, or provide a bonus, based on actions by parents and dependent children to achieve 
self-sufficiency. These demonstrations would include comprehensive case management focused on all 
family members, assisting them to access all services necessary to meet their obligations. The case 
management services would take a holistic approach to family needs in striving to prevent 
intergenerational dependency as well as assisting current recipients to get off welfare. 

In addition, the following option is under consideration: 

Option: Allow States the option to limit benefit increases when additional children are conceived by 
parents already on AFDC if the State ensures thai pareNs have access to/amily planning services. 

Non-welfare working families do not receive a pay raise when they have an additional child, 
even though the tax deduction and the EITC may increase. However, families on welfare 
receive additional suppon because their AFDC benefits increase automatically to include the 
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needs of an additional child. This option would reinforce parental responsibility by k.eeping 
AFDC benefits constant when a child is conceived while the parent is on welfare. The 
message of responsibility would be further strengthened by pennitting the family to earn more 
or receive more jn chHd support without penalty as a substitute for the automatic AFDC 
benefit increase under current law. 

ENGAGING EVERY SEcTOR OF SOCIETY IN PROMOTING RESPONSIBILITY 

'While it is important to get the message of the welfare system right. solely changing the welfare 
system is insufficient as a prevention strategy. For the most pan, the disturbing social trends that 
lead to welfare dependency are not caused by the welfare system but reflect a larger shift in societal 
mores and values. Individuals, community organizations and other governmental and non­
governmenuJ institutions must. therefore. all be engaged in sending a balanced message of 
re;ponsibility and opportunity. Many Administration initiatives already underway are intended to 
increase opportunity for children and youth. including Head Start increases. implementation of family 
preservation and support legislation. a major overhaul of Cbapter 1, deveJopment of Scbool~t<rWork 
and an expansion of Job Corps. In addition to these building blocks. the fonowing could be adopted 
to focus more on children and youth, especially those in high·risk siruations: 

Cummunity SUDoort. We should challenge all Americans, especially the most fortunate. to work one­
on--one with at-risk children and adults in disadvantaged neighborhoods. We recommend working 
with the Corporation on National and Community Service to extend a wide variety of prevention­
oriented programs employing volunteers-rather than paid employees-at the neighborhood and 
community level. This effort could include programs such as Big Brothers/Big Sisters for at·rlsk 
children and men10ring for adults at risk of welfare dependency. 

National Campaign. We propose that the President lead a nationro campaign against teen pregnancy. 
which involves the media, communit)' organizations, churches and others in a concerted effort to 
instill responsibility and shape behavior. 

J&monstrations. We also propose to conduct demonstrations for local communities to stimulate 
neighborhood-based innovation. The purpose of these demonstrations would be to provide 
comprehensive services to youth in high-risk neighborhoods which could help change the environment 
as well as provide more direct support services for these youth. Efforts to coordinate existing 
services and programs would provide greater support for 3Hlsk youth, as wen as make the best use 
of Federal funds. Communities receiving demonstration funds would be expected to bring together a 
consortium of oommunity organizations, businesses. colleges, religious organizations, schools, and 
State and local governments. 

We further propose to conduct demonstrations that bold schools accountable for early identification of 
students with attendance and behavioral problems and for referra1 to and cooperation with 
comprehensive service programs which address the family as a unit. Early indications of high fisk 
for teenage childbearing and other risky behaviors, such as substance abuse, include school absern:e. 
academic failure and school behavioral problems. This option would demonstrate the effects of 
providing middle schools and high schools with the responsibility and resources necessary to identify 

9 




~DRAFT-For Discussion Only 
'l' 

early warning signs and make referrals to comprehensive service providers. Schools would be 
responsibte for appropriate follow~up to ensure that appropriate education or training opportunities are 
available to these youth. 

ENCOURAGING RESPONSIBLE FAMILY PLANNING 

About 3S percent of aU births result from unintended pregnancies, and the percentage is much higher 
for teen parents. Yet. funding for family planning services declined by approximately 60 percent in 
constant dollars over the last decade. This proposal strives to ensure that every potential parent is 
given the opportunity to avoid unintended births througb responsible family planning. 

Health Initiatives. In the President's health care reform proposal, family planning, including 
prescribed contraceptives, is part of the overall benefit package available to all Americans. regardless 
of income. However. insurance, while crucial, is not enough. Access and education must be 
improved, To this end, funding for Community Health Centers, a major source of primary care 
(including family planning and pre-natal care), is expanding. Also, traditional public health efforts 
through Title X and the Maternal and Child Health Block Grant will continue, 

DeffiQn£tratIQns. We would also propose to conduct demonstrations to link family planning and other 
critical health care prevention approaches to welfare reform efforts. AFDC mothers overwhelmingly 
sUite that they do not want to bear more children until they can provide f()r them, This option would 
improve lnowledge about and access to appropriate family planning services for these recipients. and 
other low-income individuals. 
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MAKE WORK PAY 

A. CHILD CARE FOR WORKING FAMILIES 
B. ADVANCE PAYMENT OF THEEITC 
C, OTHER SUPPORT FOR WORKING FAMILIES 

L Work Should Be Bener than Welfare 
2. Demonstrations 

NEED ~~ Even fun-time work can leave a family poor, and the situation has worsened as real wages 
have declined significantly over the past two decades. In 1974~ some 12 percent of fuJI-time, full­
year workers earned too linle to keep a family offour out of poverty. By 1992, the figure was 18 
percent. Simultaneously. the welfare system sets up a devastating array of barriers to people who 
receive assistance but want to work.. It penalizes those who work by taking away benefits dollar for 
dollar, it imposes arduous reporting requirement~ for those with earnings, and it prevents saving for 
the future with a meager limit on asSets, Moreover, working poor families often lack adequate 
medkal protection and face sizable child care oosts. Too often. parents may choose welfare instead 
of work to ensure that their children have health insurance and receive child care, If our goals are to 
encourage work and independence, to help families who are playing by the rules and to reduce both 
poverty and welfare use, then work must pay, 

STRATEGY - Three of the major element., that make work pay are working family tax credits. 
health reform and child care, The President has already launched the fitst two of these. A dramatic 
expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) was enacted in the last budget legislation, When 
fuJly implemented. it will have the effect of making a $4,25 per hour job pay nw-Iy $6.00 per hour 
for a parent with two or more children, The EfTC expansion is a giant step toward ensuring that a 
family of four with a full~time worker will no longer be poor, However. we stiU must find better 
ways to deliver the EITC on a timely basis throughout the year. Ensuring that aU Americans tan 

count on health insurance coverage is essential, and we expect the Health Security Act will be passed 
next year, 

With the EITe and health reform in place, anolher major missing element necessary to ensure that 
work really does pay is child care. 

CHILD CARE FOR WORKING FAMILIES 

Child care is critical to the success of welfare reform. It is essential to provide child care support for 
parents on cash assistance who will be required to pankipate in education. training and employment 
activities. Child care suppon is also pivotal for the working poor to enable them to stay In the 
workforce. Substantial resources are required to expand the child care supply for both populations 
and to strengthen the quality of the care. 

The Federal Government subsidizes child care for low-income families through the title [V~A 
entitlement programs (JOBS Child Care, Transitional Child Care, and At-Risk Cbild Care) and the 
Child Car. and Development Block Grant. Middle· and upper-income people benefit from the 
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dependent care tax credit and child care deductions using flexibJe spending accounts. Because the 
dependent care tax credit is not refundable, is paid at the end of the year and is based on money 
already spent on child care. it is not now helpful to low-income famiJics. 

The welfare reform proposal should have the following goals related to child care: to increase 
funding 80 that both those on cash assistance and working families are provided adequate child care 
support. to ensure children safe and healthy environments that promote child development. and to 
create a more consolidated and simplified child care system. Our plan includes the following 
strategies to achieve these goals: 

Maintain lV-A Child Care, We propose to continue the current IV~A entitlement programs for cash 
assistance recipients. These programs would automatically expand to accommodate the increased 
demand created by required participation in education, training and work, 

Expand Child Care for Low·Income Working Families. We also propose significant new funding for 
Jow~income, working families. The At-Risk. Child Care Program, currently a capped entitlement 
which is available to serve the working poor, is capped at a very low level and States have difficulty 
using it because of the required State match. We propose to e,;pand this entitlement program and to 
reduce the barriers which impede States' use of it. 

Maintain Child Care Development J}IQck Grant, We would maintain and gradually increase the Block 
Grant, allowing States greater flex.ihility in the use of the funds to strengthen child cate quality and to 
build the supply of care, However, no families receiving cash assistance would be eligible for 
services under this program: 

COQrdinate Rules Across All Child Care Programs. For all three of the above strategies, we would 
require States to ensure seamless coverage for persons who leave welfare for work, The requirement 
for health and safety standards would be made consistent a<:ross these programs and would Q)nform to 
those standards specified in the Block: Grant program, States wi1l be required to establish sliding fee 
scales. Efforts will he made to facilitate linkages hetween Head Start and ehild care funding Streams 
to enhance quality and comprehensive services. 

Several questions must be answered in order to complete a child care strategy; 

1. 	 How much new investment in child care is reasOMble'! Significant new investments are 
essenrialtD ensure tlw both AFDCfamilies and the working poor can accers soje and 
4/fordabJe care. We need to assess how much t.XpaliSion of child care for the working poor 
can be '!/forded. 

2. 	 Should we reduce jUnher, or eiimifUlJr, the State match requirements for child care jUr the 
working poor under the lV~A entitlements? The welfare reform initiatiVe will put greater 
demands on States to ensure child care for tlwse tlJlitled under the Family Suppon Act. 
RedUCing or eliminating the maJch rate requiremems for providing child care suppon to the 
working poor would provide a strong incentive for States to jwuJ child care for families 
transitioningfrom wrlJare or at risk ojentering welfare, 
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3. 	 Slwuld we also propose makiog the Dependelll Care Tax Credit refundable? 1II/s approach 
will oot help lhe lowest-Income families wIw still would not have the up-jrolll money 10 pay 
for child care,' therefore. If should only be considered in tandem with other proposals. 

DemonS((atjQDS. We also propose to create two demonstration programs. One would allow a 
specified number of States to use rV~A funds to provide comprehensive services to children in IV~A 
child care programs and linkages to Head Stan. Since the greatest identified shortage of child care is 
infant care, the second demonstration would focus on increasing the supp1y of infant care and 
enhancing its quality in a variety of settings, 

ADVANCE PAYMENT OF 11fE EITC 

For the overwhelming majority of people who receive it, the me comes in a lump sum at the end of 
the year. People who are working for low payor who are considering leaving welfare for work must 
wait as long as 18 months to see the rewards of their efforts, Many others either fail to submit tax 
returns or fail to claim the credit on the return. 

An essemia! part of making work pay is distributing the EITe in regular amounts throughout the 
year, To reduce the danger of overpayments. the credit could be partially paid on an advance basis 
with the remainder paid as a bonus at the end o-f the year after filing a tax return. Advance payment 
fosters positive work incentives because it provides an additional source of periodic and regular 
income to workers during the year, and it allows individuals to receive the credit as they earn wages~~ 
clearly illustrating the direct link between work effort and income. In addition, it provides greater 
economic freedom to low~income workers who may experience cash-flow problems and who need the 
EITC on an ongoing basis to improve their standard of Hving. 

Strategies to expand the effectiveness of the £fTC indude: 

• 	 Expanded use of employer-based advance payments, particularly sending W-5 forms and 
information to all workers who received an EITC in the past year, 

• 	 Automatic calculation of EITe by the Interna1 Reytnue Service (IRS). On the basis of 
information on individual tax returns. the IRS would automaticaUy calculate the EfTe amount 
and refund the payment to the family, 

• 	 Joint administration of food stamps and EITe to worting families using existing State food 
stamp administrations, Electronic Benefit Transfer (EST) technology would be utilized 
whenever possible, 

OTHER SUPPORT FOR WORKING FAMILIES 

One other policy needs to he addressed to adequately encourage work and support the working poor­
ensuring that work is aJways better than welfare. Several options for achieving this goal are listed 
below. We also suggest demonstr3tions of innovative ideas. 

13 



~ DRAFT-For Discussion Only 
'1'1 

Work Sboole Be Better than Weir.", 
The oombination of the EITC. health reform and child care will large1y ensure that people with fewer 
than three children can avoid poverty with a full-time. full~year worker. But fun~time work: may not 
always be feasible, especiaHy for single mothers with very young children or children with special 
needs. However. in combination with support from the noncustodial parent, the EITC, and other 
government assistance. earnings from half-time to three-quartersAime work should allow most single­
parent famifies to escape poverty. 

Nevertheless. for larger families and in high~benefit States. welfare may stilI pay better than work, In 
addition. in many instances welfare is reduced by One doUar for each donar of additional earnings. 
This results in situations where there is no economic gain from accepting part-time work. Some 
Working Group members believe that famities in which someone is working at least balf-time ought 
to always be better off than families who are receiving welfare in which no one is working. If this 
goal were accepted, there would be four options for achieving it: 

Option 1: Allow (or require) SlaleS 10 supplement the ElTC, food stamps or housing benefits for 
.....,orking families when work pays less than 'welfare, 

States could supplement existing EITC, food stamp or housing benefits, Already some States 
have their own EITC. In most cases, a modest State EITC would make work benet than 
welfare. Alternatively. States could supplement the food stamp program or housing assistance 
for working families after they have exhausted transitional assistance, 

Option 2; Allow (or require) Slates to cominue 10 provide some AFDClcash assistance to working 
families. 

One straightforward way to ensure that parHime work is better than weJfare is to allow or 
require States to continue to provjde some cash aid to parHime workers. This could be 
accomplished by simplifying the existing earnings disregards in the AFDC program, by 
eliminating their time~sensjtive nature, and by not counting months towards a time limit if the 
adults were working at least part time. 

Option 3: Use advance child suppon paymems or child support assurance (See tlte child support 
enforcement section jor more details). 

Ensuring that women with child support awards in place get some child support through 
advance payments or child support assurance could effectively guarantee that even single 
parents who work at least half rime can do bener than welfare with a combination of EITC 
anti child support. 

Option 4: Allow States to JMtch some portion ofthe earnings ofrecipients and place tire money in 
Individual Development Accounts (lDAs) to be used tf) jioonce inYtstmenls such as education. 
training, or purdwse ofa car or home, 
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Demonstrations 
In addition, a series of demonstrations could be adopted to test ways to further support low-income 
working families. We propose the following demonstrations: 

• 	 Worker Su~n Offices, A separate local office eQuId be set up offering support specificaHy 
for working families. At these offices, working families could get access to food stamps, 
chUd care, advance payment of the me and possibly health insurance subsidies. In 
addition, empJoymenHelated services such as career counseling and assistance with updating 
resumes and filling out job applications would also be available, 

• 	 Iemoorarv UnemplQYIDW Support, There would be demonstrations of alternative ways to 
provide suppon. to low~incorne families who experience unemp1oyment. Low-paying jobs are 
often shon~lived, and low-income families often do oot qualify for Unemployment Insurance 
(til), They may come onto welfare when they need only very short-term economic ald. 

• 	 ErontvEnd Emergency Al'siHance. One example is a component of the AFDe program in 
Utah which provides diversion grants upon application to some recipients who have lost a job, 
Based on a caseworker's assessment of the individual's family situation, a one-time payment 
is provided to prevent the family from becoming part of the long~term caseload. 
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PROVIDE ACCESS TO EDUCATION AND TRAINING, 

IMPOSE TIME LThflTS, AND EXPECT WORK 


A, ENHANCING THE JOBS PROGRAM 
J. Immediate Focus on Work and Participation in JOBS 
2, Expanding the JOBS Program 
3. Integrating JOBS and Mainstream Education and Training Initiative.'i 

B, MAKING WELFARE TRANSITIONAL 
C, WORK 

I. Administrative Structure of the WORK Program 

2, Characteristics of the WORK Assignments 

3. Economic Development 

NEED ~. AFDC currently serves as temporary assistance for many of its recipients, supporting them 
until they regain their footing. Two out of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave it. 
at least temporarily. within two years. Fewer than one in five remains on welfare for more than five 
consecutive years. 

However, a significant number of recipients do remain on welfare for 11 prolonged period of time. 
While long~term recipients represent only a modest percentage of aJI people who enter the system, 
they represent a high percentage of those on wetfare- at any given time. While a significant number 
of these persons face very serious barriers to employment, including physical disabilities, others are 
able to work but are not moving in the direction of self-sufficiency. Most long-term recipients are 
not on a track to obtain employment that will enahle them to leave AFDC. 

STRATEGV -- Changing the focus of the welfare system from determining eligibility and writing 
checks to helping recipients acbieve self-sufficiency through access to education and training and, 
ultimately. through work demands a major restructuring effort, Our plan for revamping the welfare 
system has three elements: 

(I) 	 Enhancing the JOBS program to make it the centerpiece of a welfare system focused on 

promoting independence and self-sufficiency. 


(2) 	 Making welfare transitional sO that those who seek assistance get the services they need to 
become self-sufficient within two years. 

(3) 	 Providing work to those who reach the time limit for transitional assistance without flrIding a 
job in the private sector, despite having done everything required of them. 

Each applicant would, within 90 days of entry. work out a plan to attain independence through work 
and would immediately thereafter begin taking the steps toward self-sufficiency laid out in the plan. 
Through expanded access to education and training, recipients would obtain the skills needed to find 
and retain private sector employment. Making work pay, dramaticaJly improving child support 
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enforcement and providing education, training and job placement services should maximize the 
number of recipients who leave welfare for work within two years. PersoR.c; who follow their case 
plans in good faith but are nonetheless unable to find private sector jobs within two years would be 
offered paid work: assignments in the public, private or non~profit sectors to enable them to suppon 
their families. 

ENHANCING THE JOBS PROGRAM 

Fundamentally changing the way individuals receive assistance from the government requires an 
equally fundamental cbange in the program delivering that assistance. The Family Support ACt of 
1988 set forth a bold new vision for the social welfare system: AFOC was to become a transitional 
support program whose mission would be helping people move toward independe~e. The JOBS 
program was established to deliver the education. training and other services needed to enable 
recipients to leave welfare. 

Unfortunately, the current reality is far from that vision, Part of the problem is resources. Another 
part is the absence of effective coordination among the myriad of programs run by both State and 
Federal departments of education. Jabor and human services, The culture of the welfare bureaucracy, 
however, represents perhaps the greatest challenge to true welfare refonn. Fmm a system focused on 
check-writing and eligibility determination. we must create one with a new mandate: to fulfill the 
promise of the Family Support Act by providing hoth the services and the ineentives to help recipients 
move toward self-sufficiency through work. 

Strong Federal leadership in steering the welfare system in this new direction wtn be critica1. To 
this end. we propose to: 

(I) 	 Structure the welfare system so that applicants, from the moment they enter the system, are 
focused on moving from welfare to work through participation in programs and services 
designed to enhance employabitilY. 

(2) 	 Dramatically expand the JOBS program through increased Federal funding, an enhanced 

Federal match rate and higher participation standards, 


(3) 	 Improve the roordination of JOBS and other education and train;ng initiatives. 

Immediate Focus on Work and Participation in JOBS 
The structure of the welfare system would be changed to clearly communicate to recipients the 
emphasis on achieving se1f~sufficiency through work, 

Social Contract. Each applicant for assistance would be required to enter into a social contract in 
which the applicant agrees to cooperate in good faith with the State in developing and following an 
employability plan leading to se1f~sufficiency. and the State agrees to provide the services called for in 
the employability plan, 

Up-from Job Sean;h. At State option. most new applicants would be required to engage in 
supervised job search from the date of applitation for benefits, 
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Employability plan. Within 90 days of application, each person. in conjunction with his or ber 

caseworker, would design an individualized employability plan. which would specify the services to 

be provkled by the State and the time frame for achieving self-sufficiency. 


We recognize that weJfare recipients are a very diverse population. Participants in the JOBS program 

do and will continue to have very different levels of work experience. education and skills. 

Accordingly. their needs would be met through a variety of activities: job search, classroom learning, 

on~the-job training and work experience. States and localities would, therefore. have great flexibility 

in designing the exact mix of JOBS program services, The time frames required WQUId vary 

depending on the individual but would not exceed two years for those who could wotk, 

EmployabUity plans would be adjusted in response to changes in a famUy's situation. 


Narrower E&emptiQn Criteria. We recognize that some who seek ttansitional assistance win, fot 

good reason, he unable to work. Persons in this category could include individuals who are disabled 

or seriously ill or who are caring for a disabled Ot seriously ill relative. The CUI'tent criteria for 

exemption from the JOBS program would, however. be narrowed. Parents of young children. for 

example, would be expected to participate. The question of participation requirements for 

grandparents and other relatives caring for dependent children is under study, 


E:maoded DefinjtjoD of "PaniciQation." As soon as the employability plan is developed. the 

recipient would be expecled to enron in the JOBS program and to engage in the activities called for in 

the employability plan. Enhanced Federal funding would be provided to accommodate this dramatic 

expansion of the JOBS program. The definition of satisfactory panicipation in the JOBS program 

would be broadtmed to include substance abuse treatment and possibly other activities such as 

parenting/life skills classes or domestic violence counseling if they are determined to be important 

preconditions for pursuing employment successfully. 


San~iQn$, Sanctions for failure to follow the employability plan would be at least as strong as the 

sanctions under current law, 


Expanding the JOBS Program 

Increased Funding. This plan envisions a dramatic expansion in the o ...eran leve) of participation in 
JOBS, which would clearly require additional funding, States currently receive Federal matching 
funds for lOBS up to an amount allocated to them under a national capped entitlement. The cap 
needs to be increased. 

Enhanced Match, States are currently required to share the cost of the JOBS program with the 
Federal Government, States have, however. been suffering under fiscal constraints which were not 
anticipated at the time the Family Support Act was enacted, This shortage of State dollars has been a 
major Obstacle to delivery of services through the JOBS program, Most States have been unable to 
draw down their entire allocation for JOBS because they cannot provide the State match. In 1992, 
States drew down only 62 percent of the $1 billion in availab1e Federal funds. Fiscal problems have 
limited the number of individuals served under JOBS and, in many cases, limited the services States 
offer their lOBS participants, Nationwide, about 15 percent of the non'"tixempt AFDC caseJoad is 
participating in the JOBS program. To address the scarcity of State JOBS dollars. the Federal match 
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rate would be increased. The match rate could be further increased for a particular State if its 
unemployment rate exceeded a specified Jeve1. 

Dramatically Increased PaojciPation. With increased FederaJ resources available, it is reasonable to 
expect dramatically increased participation in the JOBS program. Current law requires that States 
enroll 20 percent of the non-exempl AFDC oaseIoad in the JOBS program during fiscal year 1995. 
Under the proposal, higher participation standards would be phased in. and the program would move 
toward a full~particjpation model. As discussed abovc* participation would be deflMd more broadly 
and most exemptions eliminated. 

Fe!leraI iMlImhip. The Fe!leral role in the JOBS program would be to provide training and 
technical assistance to help States make the program changes called for in this plan, Federal funds 
would be used to train eligibility workers to become more effective caseworkers, Through technical 
assistance, the Federal Government would encourage evaluations of State JOBS programs, help 
promote state-(}fwth~art practices, and assist States in redesigning their intake proce.."ises to empbasize 
employment rather than eligibility. These activities would be funded by setting aside one percent of 
Fe!leral JOBS funds specifically for this purpose. 

Federal oversight of the welfare bureaucracy would change to reflect this new mission as weiL 
Quality control and audits would emphasize performance standards which measure outcomes sUl:.:h as 
long-term job placements, rather than just process standards, 

Integrating JOBS and Mainstream Education and Training Initiatives 
The role of the JOBS program is. not to create a separate education and training system for welfare 
recipients, but rather 10 ensure that they have access to and information about the broad array of 
existing training and education programs. 

Among the many Administration initiatives which should be coordinated with the JOBS program are: 

• 	 Natjonal Service. HHS would work with the Corporation for National and 
Community Service to ensure that JOBS participants are able to take full advantage of 
national service as a road to independence. 

• 	 ScbQQHo-WQrk. HHS would work to make participation requirements for School-to­
Work and for the JORS program compatible. in order to give JOBS participants the 
opportunity to access this new initiative. 

• 	 One-Stop Shopping, The Department of Labor would consider making some JOBS 
offices sites for the one-stop shopping demonstration. 

The plan wou1d also include pursuing ways to ensure that JOBS participants mate full use of such 
existing programs: as Pell grants, income-contingent student loans and Job Corps, In panicular. HHS 
would work with the Department of Lahor to improve coordination between State JOBS and Job 
Training Partnership Act (JTPA) programs. We would also encourage the development of training 
programs to prepare people to take advantage of the many jobs that would be available in the 
expanded child care system, 
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The plan would make it easier fur States to integrate other employment and training programs (e.g., 
the FO<XI Stamp Employment and Training Program) with the JOBS program and to implement ·one· 
stop shopping" education and training models. Specifically. we would create, perhaps under the aegis 
of the Community Enterprise Board. a training and education waiver board, consisting of the 
Secretaries of Labor, HRS, Education and other interested Departments. with the authority to waive 
k.ey eligibility rule..1i and procedures for demonstrations of a more coordinated education and training 
system. 

MAKING WELFARE TRANSmONAL 

People seeLing help from the new transitiona1 assistance program would find that the expectations.. 
opportunities and responsibilities have dramatically changed from those in the present welfare system. 
The focus of the entire program would be on providing them with the services they need to find 
employment and achieve self-sufficiency. 

Placing a time limit on cash assistance is part of the overall effort to shift the focus of the welfare 
system from issuing checks [0 promoting work. and self~sufficiency. The time limit gives both 
recipient and case manager a structure that necessitates continuous movement toward fulfilling the 
objectives of the employability plan and, ultimately. finding a job. 

TWQ~YW Limit, A recipient who is able to work would be limited to a cumulative total of two 
years of transitional assistance. Those unabJe to find private sector employment after two years of 
transitional assistance would be required to participate in the WORK program (described below) for 
further government support. Job search would be: required for those in their final 45-90 days of 
transitional assistance. 

Any period during wbich a State failed to substantially provide the services specified in a participant's 
employability plan would not he counted against the time limit. 

At State option, months in which a reclpient worked an average of 20 houts or more per week or 
reported over $400 in earnings would also not be counted against the lime limit. 

Extensions. States would have flexibility to provide extensions in the following circumstances. up to 
a fixed percentage of the case1oad: 

• 	 For completion of higb scbool, a OED or other training program expected to lead 
directly to employment. These extensions would be contingent on satisfactory 
progress toward anaining a diploma or completing the program. 

• 	 For posHecondary education, provided participants were working at least part~time 
{i,e., in a work/study program), 

• 	 Fol' those who are seriously ill, disabled, taking care of a seriously ill or disabJed 
child or relative, or otherwise demonstrably unabJe to work. 
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Credits for Additional Assistance. Under the plan, the time limit would be renewable; persons who 
bad Jeft welfare for work: would earn months of eligibility for future assistance for months spent 
working and not on ass.istance. 

WORK 

The redesigned welfare system would be designed to maximize the number of recipients who leave 
welfare for employment before reaching the time limit for transitional assistance, There will. 
however. be people who reach the time limit without having found a job. and we are committed to 
providing these people with the opportunity to work to support their familles. 

Each State would be required to operate a WORK program which would make paid work: assignments 
(hereafter WORK assignments or WORK posidoll.'i) available to reclpienu; who had reached the time 
limit for cash assistance. 

The overriding goal of the WORK program would be to help participants find lasting employment 
Qutside the program. States would have wide discretion in the operation of the WORK program in 
order to achieve this end. For example, a State could provide shoft~term subsidized private sector 
jobs, in the expectation that many of these positions would become permanent, or positions in public 
sector agencies, or a combination of the two. 

Administrative Structure of the WORK Program 

EHeibility. RecipIents who reach the time limit for transitional assistance would be permitted to 
enroll in the WORK program. However. an individual who refuses an offer of full~ or part-time 
employment outside the WORK program without good cause would not be eligible for the WORK 
program for six months, and any cash henefits would be calculated as if the job had been taken. The 
sanction would end upon acceptance of a job outside the WORK program, 

funding, Federal matl!hing funds for the WORK program would be allocated by a method similar to 
the JOBS funding mechanism. A State's allocation C(iuld be increased if its unemp10yment rate rose 
above a specified leve1. 

Flexibility_ States would have considerable fle:dbility in operating the WORK program. For 
example, they would be permined to: 

• 	 Subsidize not~for~profit or private sector jobs (for example, through expanded use of 
on-the~job training vouchers). 

• 	 Give employers other financial incentives to hire JOBS graduates. 

• 	 Provide poSItiOns in public sector agencies. 

• 	 Encourage mlcroenterprise and other ecooomic development activities. 
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• 	 Execute performance-based contracts with private firms such as America Works or 
not~fur~profit organizations. to place JOBS graduates. 

• 	 Set up community service projects employing welfare recipients as, for example. 
health aides in clinics located in underserved communities. 

Capacity, Each State would be required to create a minimum number of WORK assignments, with 
the number to be based on the level of Federal funding received. If the number of people neOOing 
WORK positions exceeded the supply. WORK assignments. as they became available, would be 
allocated on a first»come. first..-served basis. 

Waiting List_ Recipients on the waiting list for a WORK position \\o'Uuld be expected to find 
volunteer work in the community at, for example. a child care center or community development 
corporation, for at leasl 20 hours per week: in order to receive benefits (distinct from wages), States 
might be required to absorb a greater share of the cost of cash assistance to persons on the waiting 
lise 

Administration. Stales and localities would be required to involve the private sector. community 
organizations and organized labor in the WORK program. For example. joint public/private 
governing boards or local Private Industry Councils might be given roles overseeing WORK 
programs. 

Ami·Pisnlacement, States would be required to operate their WORK programs sucb that public 
sector employees would not be displaced. Anti..displacemenllanguage is currently under 
development. 

Supportive Services. States would be required to provide chHd care, transportation and other 
supportive services if needed to enable individuals to participate tn the WORK program. 

Jub Search. Persons in the WORK program would be required to engage in job search . 

.An imponanr question remains as to whether States slwuld be allowed to place limits on the 10101 
length of time persons would be permilted to remain in the WORK program, 

One oplion would be 10 allow SlaffS to reduce cash benefits, by up to a certain percentage, to persons 
who had /Jeen In the WORK program for a set period oftime and were on the waiting fist for a new 
WORK position, St(ltfS would only be permined to reduce c(lsh assistance to the aJeN that the 
combined value ofcash and In-kind benefits did not faIl.elow a minimum level (a ftxi!d perceNage Of 
the poveny line). 
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Characteristics of the WORK Assignments 

~, Participants would be paid the minimum wage (or higher at State option). 

H.w.l.ci. Each WORK assignment would be for a minimum of 15 hours per week (65 hours per 
month) and no more than 35 hours per week (150 hours per month). The number of bours for each 
position would be determined by the State, 

~Qt Working. Wages would be paid for bours worked. Not working the set number of bours for the 
position would resu1t in a corresponding reduction in wages. 

Type of Wprk. Most of the jobs. whether private or public sector, are expected to be entry~Jeyel but 
should nonetheless be substantive work that enhances the participant's employability. Programs 
would be encouraged to focus their efforts on developing WORK positions in occupations which are 
currently in demand and!or which are expected to he in demand in the near future. 

Treatment of Wages. Wages from WORK positions would be treated as earned income with respect 
to Worker's Compensation, FleA and public assistance programs. Earnings from public sector 
WORK positions would not count as earned income for the purpose of the Earned Income Tax Credit 
(EITC), in order to encourage movement into jobs outside the WORK program, 

WORK positions in the private and oot~fQr~profit sectors would be requ.ired to meet the minimum 
standards described above with respect to bours and wages, but States would otherwise be granted 
considerable flexibility concerning the form of these WORK assignments. 

Under the WORK program as described above, participants would work for Mlges. Described below 
is a different rype oj WORK program, under which persons whQ had reached the (W(ryear lime limit 
for cash assistance would work for benefits. 

Option: Pennit (1 State to enroll all or a limited number of the recipiems who had reached the two­
year lime limit in communit)' work experience program (CWEP) positions. as opposed [() paid WORK 
assignments. These CWEP positions wouJd take lhe following form: 

Beneliu, Panicipams would be requited to work in order to continue 10 receive cash 
assisJance. The check received by the panicipam would be trecued as benefits ralher than 
earnings for any and all purposes. 

l:IJoiri.. 'file required hours of wrk fo, partlcipalllS WQuld be calculated by dividing the 
amount ofcash assistance by rhe minimum wage. up to a maximum of35 hours a week. 

Child Sutzpqn. At State option. the amount of the chUd suppart order could be deducted from 
the cash benefit for the purpose Of caJculming hours. A <kJinquent non-custodial parent could 
be required to work offthe child support arrearage in a CWEP position. 

SanctiOns. Failure to work the required number oflwUTS 'W()uJd be accompanIed by sanctions 
simi/(lT to those/or twnvparticipation in the JOBS program-a reduction in cash assistance, 
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Economic Development 
Empbasizing movement into private sector employment requites that serious attention be paid to 
investment and economic development in distressed communities to expand job opportunities and 
stimulate economic growth. Increasing capital investment could ex:pand the sustalnable private 
employment opportunities for graduates of the lOBS program. Strategies to pro11'JQte savings and 
accumulation of assets are also key to helping recipients escape poverty through work. 

Community Development, Initiatives that are under consideration to ensure that JOBS graduates are 
able to take full advantage of the Administration's community development initiatives include: 

• 	 Providing enhanced funding through the Community Development Bank: and Financial 
Institutions proposal to support the development of projects that create work: and self­
employment for JOBS graduates. 

• 	 Increasing the number of microenterprises by allocating additional funds to the Small 
Business Administration's Microloan and other programs for set-asides for JOBS 
participants . 

•, 	 Enhancing HHS job development programs which provide grants to community-based 
economic development projects to provide work for lOBS graduates. 

• 	 Ensuring that JOBS graduates are able to take advantage of the opportunities which 
would be created through the Administration's commitment to enterprise communities 
and Empowerment Zones. 

Individual Economic DevelQoment. We would also propose the following Steps to encourage people 
receiving transitional assistance to save money and accumulate assets, in order to help them escape 
poverty permanently: 

• 	 Raising both the asset limit for eligibility for \:ash assistance and the limit on the value 
of an automobile. Consideration would be given to exempting, up to a certain 
amount, savings put aside specifically for education. purcbasing a home or starting a 
business. 

• 	 Supporting demonstrations of the concept of Individual Development Accounts, 
through which participants would receive subsidies to encourage savings for 
education, training. purchasing a home or car or starting a business. The IDA 
demonstration would be linked to participation in the WORK program or taking jobs 
outside the work: program. 
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ENFORCE CHILD SUPPORT 

A. 	 CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
1. A Universal and Simplified Paternity Establishment Process 
2. Appropriate Payment Levels 
3. Collection and Enforcement 
4. Providing Some Minimum Level of Child Support 

S, 	 ENHANCING RESPONSIBIUTY AND OPPORTUNITY FOR NONCUSTODIAL 
PARENTS 

NEED - The typical child born in the U.S, today will spend time in a single-parent home. Yet, the 
evidence is dear that children benefit from interaction with twO supportive parents. Single parents 
cannot be expected to do the entire job of two parents. If we cannot solve the problem of child 
suppon, we cannot possibly adequately provide for our children. 

In spite of the concerted efforts of Federal, State and local governments to establish and enforce child 
support orders, the current system fails to ensure that children receive adequate support from both 
parents. Recent analyses suggest that the potential for cbild support ooUections exceeds $47 billion. 
Yet only $20 billion in awards are currently in place, and only $13 biUion is actually paid. Thus, we 
have a potential collection gap of over $34 bUlian a year. 

The problem is threefold: First, for many children a child support order is never estabJished. 
Roughly 37 percent of the potential collection gap of $34 billion can be traced to cases where no 
award is in place. This is largely due to the failure to establish paternity for children born out of 
wedlock.. Second, fully 42 percent of the potentiaJ gap can be traced to awards that were either set 
low initially or never adjusted as incomes changed. Third, of awards that are established. 
government fails to collect any child support in the majority of cases. accounting for the remaining 
21 percent of the potential collection gap. 

STRATEGY - There are two key elements within this section. Tbe first major element involves 
numerous changes to improve the ex,isting child support enforcement system. For children to obtain 
more support from their noncustodial patents, paternity establishment must be made more universal 
and sbould be completed as soon as possible following the birth of the child, A National GuiOelines 
Commission will be formed to address variability among State levels of awards, and awards will be 
updated periodically through an administrative process. States must also develop central registries for 
coUections and disbursements which can be coordinated with other States; enhanced tools will be 
available for Federal and State enforcement. A major question remains regarding the possibility of 
provjding some minimum level of child support. The second major element is demanding 
responsibility and enhancing opportunity for noncustodial parents. They should be required to pay 
child support and in some cases, should be offered increased economic opportunities to help them do 
s•. 
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CHILD SUPPORT El"FORCEMENT 

Components of the improved child support enforcement system are: 

A Unl .......l.nd Simplified Palernily Establishment Prouss 
• 	 Require States to immediately seek paternity establishment for as many children born out of 

wedlock: as possible. regardless of the welfare or income status of the mother or father. 
• 	 Establish performance standards with incentive payments and penalties. State performance 

would be based on .aU cases where children are born to an unmarried mother. 
• 	 Conduct outreach efforts at the State and Federal levels to promote the importance of 

paternity establishment both as a parental responsibility Blld a right of the cllild. 
• 	 Provide expanded and simplified voluntary acknowledgment procedures, 
• 	 Streamline the process for contested cases. 
• 	 Impose dearer. stricter cooperation requirements on mothers to provide both the name of the 

putative father and verifiable information so that the father can be located and served the 
papers necessary to commence the patemlf)' action. Good cause exceptions would be granted. 

The major options in this area relate to the role that government programs should play in encouraging 
or requiring mothers and fathers to cooperate and in encouraging States to establish paternity: 

Option: Provide a bonus of$50 per nwnth in addirional AFDC payments to mother.'i ifpatemitylor 
rhe child has been established (insJead af Jbe $50 pasSlhraugh under current law), 

Option: Deny certain government benefits to persons who have nOI mel cooperation requirements. 
Good cause exceptions would be granted. 

Option: Reduce Federal match on benrjiu paid to States which fail to establish paternity in a 
reasonable period oftime in C(lSes where the mother has cooperatedjulty. 

Appropriate Payment Levels 
• 	 Establish a National Guidelines Commission to explore the variation in State guidelines and to 

determine the feasibility of a unifonn set of national guidelines to remove inconsistencies 
across States, 

• 	 Establish universal and periodic updating of awards for all cases through administrative proce­
dures. Either parent W(}uld have the option to ask for an updated award when there is a 
Significant cbange in circumstance. 

• 	 Revise payment and disttibution rules designed to sttengthen families. 

ColJection and Enforcement 
• 	 Create a central registry and clearinghouse in all States, All States would maintain a central 

reglstry and centralized collection and disbursement capability. States would monitor support 
payments to emiure that child support is being paid and would be able to impose certain 
enforcement remedies at the State level administratively, A higher FederaJ match rate would 
be provided to implement new technologies. 

• 	 Create a Federal child support enforcement clearinghouse. This clearinghouse would provide 
for enhanced location and enforcement coordination. particularly in interstate cases, There 
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would be frequent and routine matches to various Federal and State databases including IRS, 
Social Security and Unemployment Insurance, The IRS role in full collections, tax refund 
offset, and providing access to IRS inrome and asset information would be expanded. 

• 	 Require routine reponing of all new hire$ via national W-4- reporting, New hires with unpaid 
orders would result in immediate wage withholding by the State. 

• 	 Eliminate most wel(are{non~weJfare dlsdnctlons to acbieve broader. more universal proviskm 
of services. 

• 	 Increase tools for Federal and State enforcement, including more roudne wage withholding. 
suspension of driver's and professionaJ licenses and attachment of financial institution 
accounts. 

• 	 Enhance administrative power to take many enfoft:cment actions. 
• 	 Simplify procedures for interstate coUection, 
• 	 Create a new funding formula and place an emphasis on perfonnanre-based 

incentives. 
• 	 Reinvest State incentive payments in the child support program. 

Providing Some Minimum Level of Child Support 
Even with the provisions above. enforcement of child suppon is likely to be uneven for some time to 
come, Some States will he more effef.."tive at collecting than others. Moreover. there will be many 
cases where the noncustodial parent cannot be expected to contribute much because of low payor 
unemployment, An important question is whether children in single~paref)t families should be 
provided some minimum level of child support even wben the State fails to coUect it. The problem is 
especiaHy acute for custodial parents whQ are not on AFDe and are trying to make ends meet with a 
combination of work and cbild support. The President has not endorsed CbUd Support Assurance. 
and there is considerable division within the Working Group about rts merits, 

OpdQns under consideration include the following: 

Option I: Advance payment to custodial p<J.rents not on welfare of up to $50 (or S/OO) per child per 
mOlllh in child support owed by the noncustodial parent, even v..llen the moruty MS not yet been 
collected. 

Advance payments could not exceed the amount actually owed by the noncustodial parent. 
States would have the option of creating work programs so that ooncustodial parents could 
work off the support due jf they had 00 income. 

Option 2: A system of OJild Support Assurance which insures minimum payments for all custodial 
partrtls with awards in place. 

Minimum payments might exceed the ictuaJ award. with government paying the difference 
between collections and the minimum assured benefit. States might experiment with tying 
guaranteed payments to work or participation in a training program by the noncustodial 
parent. For those on AFDC, Child Support Assurance benefits W()uld be deducted entirely or 
in part from AFDC payments. 

The national system would be phased in slowly with State participation conditioned on 
progress and improvements in their child suppOrt enforcement system. Cost prOjections 
would abo have to be met before additional States could be added. 

Option 3: State demonstrillions anly, afone or bmh oflhe above options. 
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ENHANCING RESPONSIBILITY AND OPPORTUNITY !'OR NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS 

Under the present system, the needs and concerns of noncustodial patents are often Ignored. The 
system needs to focus more anention on this population and send the message that ·fathers matter8 

, 

We ought to encourage noncustodia1 parents to remain involved in their children's lives-DOt drive 
them further away. The child support system, while getting tougher on those that can pay but refuse 
to do so, should also be fair to those noncustodial parents who show responsibility toward their 
children. Some elements described above will help. Better enforcement of payments will avoid 
buiJd-up of arrearages. A simple administrative process will allow for downward modifications of 
awards when a job is involuntarily lost. Other strategies would also be pursued. 

Uhimately, expectations of mothers and fa.thers should be parallel. Whatever is e;![pected of the 
mother should be expected of the father. Whatever education and training opportunities are provided 
to custodial parents. similar opportunities should be available to noncustodial patents who pay their 
child support and remain involved. If noncustodial parents can improve their earnings capacity and 
maintain relationships with their children, they will be a source of both financiaJ and emotional 
support, 

Mucb needs to be learned, partly because we bave focused less attention on this population in the past 
and partty because we know less about what types of programs would work, Stm. a number of stepS 
can be taken, including the following: 

• 	 Provide block grants to States for access~ and \'isitation~related programs, including mediation 
(both voluntary and mandatory), counseling, education. and enforeement. 

• 	 Reserve a portion of JOBS program funding for education and training programs for 
noncustodial parents. 

• 	 Make the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TJTC) available to fathers with children receiving food 
stamps. 

• 	 Experiment with a variety of programs in which men who participate in employment or 
training activities do not build up arrearages while they participate. 

• 	 Conduct significant experimentation with mandatory work programs for noncustodial parents 
who do oot pay child support, 

• 	 Make the payment of child support a condition of other government benefits. 
• 	 Provide additional incentives for noncustodial parents to pay child suppOrt. 
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REINVE.'4T GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 

A, 	 SIMPUFICATION ACROSS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 
B. 	 PREVENTING WASTE, FRAUD AND ABUSE 
C. 	 PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND STATE FLEXIBILITY 

NEED •• The current welfare system is enormously comple)(, There are multiple programs with 
differing and often inconsistent rules, The complexity confuses the mission, frustrates people seeting 
aid, confuses caseworkers. increases administrative costs and leads to program errors and ineffi.cien­
cies, In addition, the web of Federat-State<-Iocal relations in the administrative system largely focuses 
on rules rather than results, If ever there were a government program that is deeply resented by its 
customer's. it is the existing welfare system. 

STRATEGY·· The lessons of reinventing government apply clearly here, The goal should be to 
rationalize. consolidate and simplify the existing social welfare system. Creating a simplified system 
will be a major challenge. Clearer Federal goaJs wb ich allow greater State and local flexibility in 
managing programs are also critical, Finally. a central Federal role in information systems and 
interstate coordination would prevent waste. fraud and abuse and would also improve service delivery 
at the State and local levels, 

SIMPLIFICATION ACROSS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

The simplificatioo of assistance programs at all levels of government has been the "holy grail" of 
welfare reform-always sought, never realized. The reasons are many: disparate goals of different 
programs. varied comHituencies. departmental differences, divergent Congressional conunittee 
jurisdictions and the inevitable creation of winners and losers from changing the status quo. Yet 
everyone agrees that recipients, administrators and taxpayers are all losers due to the eurrent 
complexity, 

There are two basic options for reform: 

Option 1,' Simplify and coordinate rules in existing programs. 
Considerable improvements could be achieved by modifying existing ruJes in current 
programs, Sl,lclt changes col,lld include the following: 
• 	 Reduce Federal program rules, reporting and budgeting. requirements to a minimum. 
• 	 Simplify and conform income and asset rules in the AFDC and Food Stamp 

programs, 
• 	 Adopt regulatory and legislative recommendations (as developed by the American 

Public Welfare Association), to streamline application, redetermination and reporting 
processes. 

• 	 Base eligibility for programs, such as chUd care for working families. on simplified 
Food Stamp rules or AFDC·like rules, 

• 	 Freue subsidized rents for a fixed period of time after the recipient takes a job in 
order to enhance the benefits from employment, 
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• 	 Eliminate the spectal rules pertaining to two-parent families. such: as the l()()"hour rule 
and the quartersw{)f~work rule. as discussed in the Make Work: Pay ~ion of thls 
paper. 

• 	 Simplify and standardize earnings disregards. 
• 	 States would be required to use a standard procedure to determine need standards but 

would be allowed to decide what fraction of need would be met in their State, 

Option 2: Develop a simplified and conso/ldaled eligibility process for the new traJlSltlona/ ass/stance 
program. Srrive to bring other aid programs ill/o coriformity. 

In addition to the provisions described under option I, this option would solve the problem 
that AFDe and food stamps currently have different filing units ·for purposes of establishing 
eligibility, AFDC is designed to support children "deprived of parental support," so It is 
focused on single parentS, it excludes other adult members in the household, it treats multiple~ 
generation households as different units, and it excludes disabled persons receiving SSI from 
the unit. The Food Stamp program, by COntrast, defines a filing unit as an people in the 
household who share cooking facilities. 

This option standardizes the definition of the filing unit under AFDC and food stamps. States 
would continue to set benefit levels for cash assistance. 

PREVENTI!'<G WASTE, FRAUD AND ABUSE 

MUltiple and uncoordinated programs and complex regulations invIte waste, fraudulent behavior and 
simple error. Too often, individuals can present different information to various government agencies 
to claim benefits fraudulently with virtually no chance of detection. 

The new program of transitional assistance, in and of itself, will go a long way toward preventing 
waste and fraud. During the period of transitional cash benefits. there will be enhanced tracking of a 
client's training activities and work opportunities, as well as the electronic excbange of tax, benefit 
and child support information. Also, the newly expanded ElTe largely eliminates current incentives 
to "work Qff the books~ and disincentives to report all employment. With the EITe, it is now 
advantageous to refl'lrt every Single dollar of earnings. 

New technology and automation offer the chance to implement transitional programs which ensure 
quality service. fiscal accountability and program integrity. For example, EBT technology offers the 
opportunity to provide food slamps, EITC, cash and other benefits through a single card. Program 
integrity activities need to focus on ensuring overall payment accuracy. and detectkm and prevention 
of recipient. worker and vendor fraud. Such measures include the following: 

• 	 Coordinate more oompletely the coUection and sharing of data among programs, especially 
wage, tax, child support and benefit information. 
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Re-assess the Federal/State partnership 10 devcloping centta1ized data bases and information 
systems that improve interstate coordination. eliminate duplicate benefits and permit tracking. 
At a mirlimum. information must be shared across States to prevent the circumvention of time 
limits by recipients relocating to a different State. 

.. Fully utilize current and emerging technologies to offer better services at Jess oost, targeted 
more efficiently on those eligible. 

PERFOR."IANCE STANDARDS AND STATE FLEXIBILITY 

A reformed welfare system requires clear objectives to aid policy development and performance 
measures to gauge whether policy intent is achieved. Performance measures in a transitional program 
of benefiL.. should reflect the achievement of all program objectives and relate to the primary goal of 
helping families to become self-sufficient. Standards should be establjshed for a broad range of 
program activities against which front~line workers, managers and policymakers can assess the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the program. To the extent possible, results-rather than inputs and 
processes--should be measured, States and localities must have the flexibmty and resources to 
achieve the programmatic goals that have been set. 

• 	 The Federal Government should transition from a role which is largely prescriptive to one 
which establishes customer-<iriven performance standards in ooUaboration with States. local 
agencies. advocacy groups and clients. The exact methods for accomplishing program goals 
are difficult to prescrihe from Washington, given the variation in local circumstances. 
capacitie.... and philosophies, Therefore, substantial flexibility will be left for 10cIDities to 
decide how to meet these goals, facilitated by enhanced inter-agency waiver authority at the 
Federallevtl, 

• 	 The Federal Government should provide technical assistance to States for achieving these 
standards by evaluating program inoovations, identifying what is working and assisting in the 
transfer of effective strategies. 
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INo.ember 29, 1993 

,MEMORANDUM FOR THE PR~SIDENT 

FROM: Bruce Reed I 
Mary Jo Bane 
Da.id Ellwood,

• 
THROUGH: Carol Rasco ~ 

• 
! 

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform and Ihe FY95 Budget 

I, 
I. The Working Group Draft Options Paper , 

I 
Later this week, the Welfare ,Reronn Working Group will send you .a draft options 

paper on welfare reform. We will cOntinue to refine the document in early December. but we 
wanlcd you til s.cc a d,af! of our rccbmmcndations now, as you begin to make decisions about 
the fY95 budget. ! 

, 

The Working Group has completed the last of its five regional hearings and site visits, 
and has met witb more than 250 intcrcs't groups) hundreds of welfare recipients, and dozens 
of members of Congress, govcmofS,!and Slate officials in both parties. There seems to he 
remnrkable agreement within the Administration on the basic clements of a welfare reform 
proposaL Th'C Working Group, whiqh consists -of 33 subcabinet officials from eight agencies 
and Ihe \Vhltc House, held an all-da)' retreat last week to review its draft recommendations. 
Al the end of the meeting, everyone burst into applause over the level of consensus that had 
been fcuchcd, I 

We witl submit a draft optjo~s paper to YOll this week, and fcHow up with more 

specific decision memos and decision meetings as necessary. In the meantime, we will also 
, 

need to consult further with states arid with key members of Congress to begin bundlng a 

coalition for welfare reform, . We will, probably need to share specific sections with a 

carefully selected small number of key players. OUf goal, pending your decisions on key 

issues, is to have legislation ready e*IY next year. 


I, 
One important development: lThc American Public Welfare Association (APWA) will 

soon release its: DVm consensus reform plan, which will be very similar to our 
recommenda1ions, and will include a!two-ycar time limit followed by work. The APWA 
plan was developed by a broad bipa~isan group of state welfare directors, ranging from 
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Jerry Whilbum of Wisconsin to Barbara Sabol of New York, We are optimistic that many 
governors will go along. I , 

The New York Times repoJ1~d Sunday that we atc looking at subsidies for private 
employers to hire people off welfare. We are focusing on many ways to mOve pc-oplc from 
welfare to the private sector, and thi~ is one option under consideratjon. but it is not as central 
as the Times article suggested, ! 

III. Cost Issues 
I 

Although definitive cost esth~ates for welfare reform will depend on decisions you,
make about key aspects of the plan, the levels themselves are actually quite flexible -­
especially during the firsl 4-5 years 6f the program. The plan can be phased in slowly, 
starting ·with new applicants corning bnto the welfare rolls, (The RepubUcan plan uses a 
similar, gradual phase-in,) The phaSe-in can be adjusted to fit the amount of money 
lJvailable for welfare reform in the budget, 

I 
'Three ;JrCJS arc likely to reqU!fC increased funding: child care for families who arc 

working or in twining; expansion of the JOBS program to give mOre people aCCcSS to 
education and training; and administration of the community service jobs program for those 
who hit the two-ycar time limit. We would expect thc.~e costs to be in the range of $1 to 1.5 
billion in FY95, rising to $5 to 6 billion when fully phased in. 

I 
Essentially all of these costs are on the entitlement side of the hudget. Welfare 

reform does nDI require new domestic discretionary spending. 
I , 

Given the very tight budget and the fact that no money was included in the previous 
budget for wclfnrc refonn, we have been operating On the assumption that any new money 
spent on this initiative will have io ~ offset by savings generated by the program and by 
other entitlement S<!vings. I 

We have identified several possihle sources. Savings could result from increased child 
support collections and reductions in the caseload. Other entitlement savings could come 
from:) series of inilialives ranging fr6m capping the growth of Emergency Assistance, some 
tightening of the rules regarding non~ltizcns seeking to collect public assistance, doser 
c()ordinarion of the tax and transfer system to reduce fraud. potentially making a portion of 
mcans-t(;stcd benefits taxable the way earnings arc for those with incomes above poverty, and 
a number of other ideas. We arc curiently working with OMB and Treasury on these and 
other offsets. 
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CA!I1P DAVID 

15 July 1996 
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\ 1I\E PWiDENT liAS SEEM 
Mr P~dent, 1- I{' '[(s:.­

o Ii. 
The attach~ article was received from Mr Ickes 
for your infOrmation., I 
Additionally;, the weather has not developed as 
forecast and we should be able to return via 
helicopter ~~ late as 6:00 pm. 

After 6:00 ~ would have to take another look 
but probability of adequate weather to fly is very 
high. 

Please do n"lt hesitate to contact me if I may be of 
further assistance. 

Very respectfully, 

.r:.j~!?~~
Marine Corps Aide to the President 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 


WASHINGTON 


June 16, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR TIlE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Bruce Reed 
Kath! Way 
Mary Jo Bane 
David Ellwood 

THROUGH: Carol Rasco 

SUBJECT: Preliminary Issues for Welfare Reform 

Last week, we offlcially announced a welfare reform working group made up of 
officials from the White House and the agencies. We have met with key members of 
Congress in both parties, and are working with an advisory group of governors and other state 
officials on recommendations that they will present to you at the NGA meeting jn mid­
August. In the meantime. we will begin a series of public hearings and site visits to 
promising welfare reform programs around the country. 

Our goal is to have a welfare reform plan ready by the fall, for introduction late this 
year or next January. as the centerpiece of your 1994 State of the Union address. If you 
would like to move more quickly, please let us know, 

We intend to build the welfare reform plan around the themes you set forth in the 
<:ampaign: 

• Making Work Pay, through an expanded EITC and health reform, 

• Dramatically Improving Child Support Enforcement, by increasing paternity 
establishment at birth, improving the collection system. requiring absent parents to take 
responsibility for their children, and perhaps testing SOme fonn of child support insurance, 

• Better Education. Training. and Support. by building on the JOBS program to ensure 
that people have access to the tools they need to escape welfare, and begin to integrate 
welfare mothers into the larger system of education and training. 

I 




'" Transitional Time-Limited Welfare and Work, by replacing the current system with 
one that enables and requires people who can work to go to work. 

We have set up 10 working groups to address the major components of a welfare 
reform plan: 1) Making Work Pay; 2) Child Care; 3) Child Support; 4) Absent Parents; 5) 
Post-Transition.1 Work; 6) Transitional Support; 7) Private Sector Job Development; 8) 
Program Simplification; 9) Ptevention/Family Formation; and 10) Modeling. 

As we proceed with this projectl we 'WOuld like your general thoughts on how to go 
about ending welfare as we know it To begin with, we would like to take up a few pivotal 
issues: 

• How hold? Should we reform welfare or replace it? 

• What should time-limited welfare look like? Who should be required to 
work. what should be done to sanction those who refuse to work, and how 
quickly should we phase in these reforms? 

'" Whaf else can we do to promote work, family. and personaJ responsibility? 
How far can we go in toughening child support enforcement? Should we 
oonsider other meaSures to help families with children, such as child support 
insurance and/or a children'S tax credit? 

ISSUE #1: REFORMING WELFARE VERSUS REPLACING WELFARE 

In the campaign. you called for an "end to welfare as we know it," and most of OUT 

work so far assumes that our goal is to find a genuine alternative to welfare. We arc looking 
for way, to enable people to support themselves outside the AFDC system. through work 
instead of welfare, and we are mon:: interested in moving people off welfare as quickly as 
possible than in simply encouraging them to work for their welfare. Both of these goals 
require much more than tinkering with the current system -- and consequently go much 
further than most state welfare reform efforts, either in implementation of the JOBS program 
or in waiver requests for state demonstrations. 

State self-sufficiency-oriented welfare reforms tend to focus on improving the JOBS 
program and providing work incentives within the welfare system, in the fonn of higher 
earnings disregards and lower benefit reduction rates. Even the most dramatic state 
demonstration propos.ls are not oriented to getting people off welfare quickly and helping 
them make it outside the welf.te system when they work. The Bush Administration followed 
a policy of welfare reform through state waivers, which many state officials would like to see 
as the centerpiece of this Administration!s approach to welfare reform. We believe that state 
flexibiHty and experimemation are critical, but we do not believe that leaving reform entirety 
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to the states will end welfare as we know it. The states are in no position, legally or 
financially, 10 envision genuine alternatives to the current system. 

We are operating on the assumption that our goal is to genuinely transform the welfare 
system while preserving a high level of slate flexibility. More modest refonns are possible ­
- expanding and enriching the JOBS program. or relying on state-generated reform 
approaches -- and would do a good deal to improve the current system. Bul we believe we 
have an obligation and an opponunity to be much bolder1 to fasbion an approach that moves 
people quickly off welfare and helps them stay off -- or better yet, helps keep them from 
going on welfare in the first place. The best kind of time-limited welfare is a system wbere 
no one stays on the rolls long enough to hit the limit. 

ISSUE 112: STRUCTURING TIME-LIMITED WELFARE AND WORK 

The principle of time-limited welfare, of ensudng that welfare does not last forever. 
resonates positively not only with voters but with welfare clients, If supports for work are in 
place, if we have dramatically improved child support, jf we have improved educafion and 
training and job placement, then it seems unassailably reasonable to insist {hat after a time 
certain, traditional welfare must end and some sort of work must begin. There lS real dignity 
in work. and much real work to be done: public libraries are closing because communities 
cannot afford staffs, there is an enormous shortage of child care workers. and the non-profit 
sector is booming. just to name: a few. 

But significant questions arise: How many people can reasonably be expected to 
work? Who should pay them, and whal should they do? And how can we mount such a 
massive job effot! without creating a make-work nightmare like CET A? 

The size of the welfare population alone suggests that a time limit should only be 
applied to a portion of the caseload, at least at first. Up to 3 million recipients have been on 
welfare for 2 years or longer. Requiring even half of them to work could require the creation 
of 1.5 million jobs -- and if those were community service jobs, the program would be 
several times the projected size of national service. 

Cost and capacity are critical issues, For exampJe, we would like to see a system of 
lOa percent participation in work, education or training. The JOBS program currently spends 
about $800 miHion nationwide, and enroils about 7 percent of recipients .... .,.. and even the. best 
states only serve about 15 percem. No state now requires work of more than a small 
proportion of clients, Requiring peopJe to work or (:ven simply participate wiJI increase COSIS 

not only for the programs tbemselves, but also for day care, transportation, etc. 

A new system could be phased in, either by state or by cohort of welfare recipients. 
That would lower tbe inhial cost and enable us to see what works. The challenge will be 
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how to control costs while at the saIne time being bold enough to meet our commitment to 
real change. 

A second imponant issue in designing time limits is the consequences of non­
compliance. A system of required participation and work will only be seen as a genuine end 
to welfare as we know it if it has serious penalties for non-participation. But current practice 
aHows strong due process concerns. penalties affecting adults onty, and extremely low 
sanction rates of any sort. 

The best way around this dilemma is to design a system that involves serious and 
unavoidable consequences for non-participation, but at the same: time provides people enough 
opportunity that life is possible and desirable off welfare. The easier it is for people to 
support themselves through work instead of welfare, the fewer people will reach any time 
limit, the fewer public jobs wiIl be created, and the less important sanctions will be. In the 
end, finding the right balance between opportunity and responsibility will detcnnine whether 
or not a welfare reform plan can obtain the political support and the moral legitimacy to 
survive, 

ISSUE #3: CHILD SUPPORT 

If we arc going to ask. more of welfare mothers, we must ask more of absent fathers as 
well. The current child support enforcement system is so porous that less than a third of 
absent fathers! potential obligation is actually collected. A dramatically improved system 
would bring essential support to many single parents, and send a cleat message that those 
who bring children into the world have a responsibility to raise them, 

We are looking at every possible means to toughen child support enforcement and 
demand personal responsibility, These measures might include: univerSal paternity 
establishment in hospitals: mandatory wage withholding administered by the states; denying 
deadbeat parents access to universal health care; making it harder for deadbeats to obtain 
credit cards, driver'S licenses, or professional licenses; requiring custodial parents to establish 
paternily or lose the right to take a personal tax exemplion for their children; and various 
other efforts to demand responsibility and increase collection. 

We will also examine otber, more sweeping means of making it easier for parents to 
raise children. One controversial option. known as child support assurance or insurance, 
would seek to improve child support enforcement and provide some protection to single 
parents by providing a government-guaranteed minimum child suppon payment (say $2 j OOO 
or $3,000), even when collections from the absent father fall below the minimum. Minimum 
child support payments would only be provided to custodial parents with an award in place. 
Any insured child suppon benefits would be counted as income for welfare purposes, and 
welfare henefits would he reduced dollar for dollar, A woman on welfare would be no hetter 
off, bUI if she went to work, she could keep her guaranteed child support. 
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Proponents of this idea argue that it will make it much easier to leave welfare for 
work l increase incentives for mothers to get awards in place I and legitimize a genuinely time­
limited welfare system, Critics fear that it will let absent fathers off the hook. encourage the 
formation of single-parent families, and simply provide welfare by another name, without 
increasing child support collection. 

Another option to ease the financial burden of raising children would be to provide 
SOme kind of children's allowance Or chHdren1s tax credit To hold down costs. such a credit 
might be limited to young children in working families with incomes under $40,000. The tax 
credit could be further limited to families wbere paternity bas been estatlished, and capped at 
a maximum of two children under 6 at any time. 

The advantage of a children's allowance is that it recognizes that raising children is a 
burden for all working families, with t\\'O parents or one, Like the EITC. it would provide an 
additional incentive to work. and it would also give workjng and middle-class families some 
much needed tax relief. The disadvantage is that like any tax cut, il will COSt money. Joe 
Lieberman has proposed a credit of $1,000 per young child that would cost $9 billion. year; 
the more carefully targeted version described above would cost significantly Jess. 

In any case, a major part of our effort will be to look at ways to reduce the foonation 
of single-parent families. Over the last decade, the number of children born to unmarried 
motherS has grown dramatically I even though the divorce rate has leveled off. Paternity 
establishment is improving, but unwed births are increasing twice as fast. Keeping people off 
welfare in the first place is the best system of alL 
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June 7, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: BRUCE REED 

SUBJEcr: MONBY FOR WELFARE REFORM 

Here is a proposal you can put to Moynihan as proof of your commitment to welfare 
rcfonn: Increase funding for the JOBS program by $250 million in both FY94 and FY95, as 
a way to raise the fcdcml matching rate of 85% in states that begin carly imp1cmcntation of 
time-limited welfare. 

According to his staff, Moynihan has two goals for welfare reform. which you share: 
1) increase the federal match for JOBS so that states can afford to implement the Family 
Support Act; and 2) move toward a system of time-limited welfare. This proposal would 
enable us to waive the current cost-neutrality rules for demonstrations in states that want to 
move toward time-limited welfare, 

This proposal should pass mustcr with the Byrd rule. which is being interpreted to 
allow expansion of an existing program. It would also ptease the governors, particularly in 
industrial states where the current federal match is only about 60%. A temporary adjustment 
in the JOBS matching rate was included in the tax bill Bush vetoed last year (although that 
provision did not address time-limited welfare). In the meantime, ihe AFDe cascload has 
grown to record Icvcls. passing the 5 million mark. 

If you raise this idea witb Moynihan, you may have to persuade him that it isn't JUSt a 
token effort on our part, but an important downpayment on welfarc reform that wHi 
significantly improve the prospects of getting the sweeping reform plan we'U propose late this 
year. This isn't a substitute for ending welfare as we know it; it's a way botb to build on the 
Family Support Act and to underscorc that welfare reform is a makc-or-brcak clement of this 
Administration's agenda, 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 	 Bruce Reed 
Mill}' Jo Bane 
David Ellwood 

TIIROUGH: 	 Carol Rasco 

SUBJECT: 	 liming of Welfare Refonn 

This memo explores several options regarding the timing of welfare reform, Clearly health 
reform must be the primary focus of the administration this year, And welfare reform 
depends critically upon health reform, otherwise we will be left with the Hobsian choice of 
proposing a welfare reform plan which does not guarantee coverage for people who leave 
welfare for work or one which provides coverage to those who leave welfare while leaving 
coworkers in simi1ar jobs who never went on welfare with no coverage. Moreover there are 
legitimate concerns about moving forward With these bills simultaneously. given the complex 
and potentially intertwined politics of each, the common committees, and the danger of losing 
focus on health, 

At the same time we are concerned that we may lose the initiative and credit for welfare 
reform if we delay significantly. Several developments color our thinking; 

o 	 Welfare reform as you have outlined it is extremely popular with the publk A recent 
U.S. News survey found that 93% of the Amencan public supported a plan to urequire 
job training for those on welfare, and after two years, require them to work," Even 
82% supported a plan to "require job training for those on welfare, and after two 
years, require them to work in government jobs if necessary." 

o 	 The issue seems to be heating up now. All the major news magazines have had m~or 
articles, there is heavy writing by reporters, columnists, and editorial boards_ 

o 	 The Republicans have introduced their bill with nearly unanimous support of House 
Republicans, Though it has significant limitations, it has much in common with the 
program we are likely to advance Newt Gingrich suggested on last weekend that 
welfare reform could be done in 90 days. His main focus during that program was on 
welfare reform. Republicans could make our failure to act a major focus in the fall 
elections and the opportunity for bipartisan efforts would be more difficult. 

o 	 Results from focus groups and surveys suggest that the public does not see a lack of 
medica1 coverage as a major rcason people fai1 to leave welfare, even though we do, 
and thus may not fully accept the argument that we can't do welfare before health 
reform. 

o 	 With so many governor's races up for grabs, welfare appears to be a major campaign 

, 



·, 


issue. Absent leadership from the administration, we expect a plethora of highly 
diverse welfare reform waiver requests. 

o 	 The pressure for further entitlement cuts raises the danger that savings identified for 
use in welfare reform might instead go to deficit reduction or other -initiatives making 
welfare reform even harder to finance. 

o 	 There is no way to know what the make-up of the new Congress will be, but it seems 
unlikely to more progressive regarding welfare. On the other hand, election year 
politics complicate welfare reform debates. 

Thus our fear is that the issue will be defined by Republicans and by Governors anxious to do 

something in welfare reform as they run for reelection. Instead of being in the lead, we may 

be seen as being reactive. 


We see 4 basic options on timing. Be ready to introduce early this year (early March), 

introduce after the comminee work on health reform is done or nearly so (May), introduce 

after health reform has passed or nearly so (August/September), or introduce a piece of reform 

early and another piece later. 


Early Introduction (Early March) 

Under this scenario welfare reform would be heavily discussed in the State of the Union 

Address stressing the links to health reform and the training initiatives and emphasizing that 

health reform is essential to welfare reform. Early introduction offers the clearest opportunity 

to get something passed during this session. Given the time needed for hearings, markup, 

floor debate, and conference, early introduction may be a prerequisite to passage this year, 

and even then the timetable could be tight unless we can create an early bipartisan consensus. 


Early introduction would allow very clear links to be drawn between the related displaced 

worker training effort of DOL and its longer term one-stop vision. It will likely prevent 

Republicans from capturing the issue and will give a signal to states about what options the 

Federal government is encouraging and funding. 


Note that early introduction, or at least gening a bill prepared preserves the most flexibility. 

One need not actually introduce the bill or if one introduces it, one need not push hard for 

immediate passage. As the politics of health and welfare clarify, one would have the option 

of moving health first, or of linking the two. And if health reform seemed to be delayed. it 


·leaves open the option of pushing for a victory on welfare reform before the 94 elections. 


On the other hand, such a strategy carries risks. Republicans and some Democrats may insist 

that welfare reform be moved if the bill is there. and they may make demands about welfare 

reform as a condition of voting for health reform. Inevitably the period in and around the 

unveiling of a plan will be one where the focus on health will be diminished. Key leadership 

and several important constituencies are opposed to moving forward too quickly. 


And early introduction will require considerable energy from you and others in the White 
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House over the next couple of months:, A number of key issues need to be resolved including 
financing, the level of resources, the nature of the work program. and phase--in, 

Introduce After the Health Committee Work is Essentiallv Done (May) 
Under this scenario, the broad goals and key themes of welfare reform in the State of the 
Union Address. Once again the links between welfare and health reform and between welfare 
and the DOL initiatives would be emphasized, We would promise to introduce welfare 
reform at the earliest possible time that the commitees can really deal with it~~jn May, around 
the time we expect the committees to finish their work on health reform. We would probably 
also need an additionaJ story about the key steps that need to he done between now and May 
such as determining how we can place as many people as possible in the private sector and 
how would a community service program work. 

This alternative clearly Signals that health reform is paramount on the agenda. and it reduces 
the political maneuvering and potentIal political ttarle-offs between health and welfare reform, 
At the same time, if we introduce by May. we can probabJy keep the dangers of losing 
control of the issue to a minimum~~espedally if we announce our rough timing ahead of time, 

This strategy may make passage of welfare reform this year very difficult. It 1eaves open the 
option of making a strong push on welfare if health moves rapidly or jf It stalls. but the major 
legislative focus of the year then is dearly health. It likely pushes our proposal into the 
election cycle and with reintroduction of the biJJ next year. And the longer we wait, the 
greater the danger that Republicans will try to steal the show. This problem becomes 
particularly great if we are quite vague about the timtng. If we simply say we Will introduce 
later this year, Republicans will probably step up the rhetoric far more. We WQuld also have 
to work closely with key leadership in the House, and especially the Senate to prevent 
premature floor consideration of the comprehensive Republican welfare reform alternative and 
a variety of Senate floor amendments, though there is some risk we win not be able to hold 
them back. 

Introduce After Health Reform is Passed (August/September?) 
Waiting until after health reform is passed insures that the administration's welfare reform 
efforts do not conflict with health reform, Given the late timing, one probably would not 
want to say much about welfare reform in the State of the Union and we would need to lower 
expectations regarding welfare, Given the very 1ate introduction, it will be obvious the 
administration does not wish to pass welfare reform this year, and the bill will have to be 
reintroduced next year. It could then be featured in the State of the Union Address in 1995. 
If Republican attempts to push forward are defeated, it also insures that welfare reform will 

. not be considered in an election year. 

We see this as a highly risky strategy. Bob Greenstein, who probably has as good. political 
eye and ear on low income political matlers as anyone thinks this strategy would "kilJ" us, 
He sees significant pressure from the Republicans and moderate/conservative Democrats to do 
something on welfare reform and thinks it would be very difficult to put off consideration of 
very unpleasant floor amendments. We think jt likely that Republicans would try to use the 
issue politically, There is a risk that the Congress would pass a Republican~like verSion of 
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reform that would interfere with health reform, and would be hard to' veto. Conversely. 
making the case and building coalitions to kill floor proposals may complicate our legislative 
strategy later when we need the support of some of the same people we sought to beat 
initially.. 

Two-Piece Strategy 
The final alternative would be to break the proposal into twO' pieces. The only logical break 
politically would probably be to do an early bill on parental responsibility (teen pregnancy 
initiatives, etc.) and child support enforcement followed by a later bill with child care, an 
expansion in JOBS, and time~limited welfare. The administration would argue that welfare 
reform consists of critical buHding blocks mcluding EITC, health reform. parental 
responsibility/child support enforcement, and child care/trainingltime-limits. The last piece 
should not be done until the others are in place. 

This plan has the advantage of puttmg the most cost1y Hems and many of the most 
controversial issues'into a later proposal. We could argue we are moving forward with 
welfare reform quite deliberately, but that one must do thmgs in the proper order. There is 
increasing attention being paid to ISSUes of teen pregnancy and out~of~wedlock childbearing 
and we would be speaking to those issues. If the responsibility piece is perceived as genuine 
progress on welfare reform, such a plan mIght reduce the danger of losing the initiative. while 
putting off the tougher debates over child care. training, and time-limits. There seems little 
danger that a child support enforcement Ifamily responsibility proposal would create major 
political problems for health reform. It would. however. be in the same committees and 
would compete for time and attention with health reform, 

There are significant problems with such a plan as well. We worry that neither the public nor 
the Republicans may perceive a teen pregnancy/child support initiative as a major step toward 
welfare reform. While we see child support enforcement as central to our efforts, the public 
is largely focussed on the question of time-limits. Moreover, we had always seen child 
support enforcement as one of the vehicles that would help pull welfare reform through the 
Congress. In our meetings with advocates they always praise our child support efforts even 
when they question rime~limits and mandatory work Members like Bill Bradley and 
Christopher Dodd care much more about child support enforcement than welfare reform and 
they might well vole for an enfort:ement bill and against some time-limited welfare proposals. 
Child support also seems likely to save some money, and it would be difficult or impossible 
to reserve those saVIngs for child care. training or job creation. 

Although our child support enforcement ideas are well developed and will have demonstrable 
impacts, there is far less known about what we can do to prevent teen pregnancy or out~of· 
wedlock childbearing" An extended debate over prevention alone will expose the limits of 
existing knowledge and ideas. Wei)! likely get credit for trying, but not for real1y offering a 
solution, Moreover, a bin focussed on prevention seems extremely vulnerable to troubling 
amendments destgned to punish yOW'lg and unmarried mothers and their children, Charles 
Murray is using the Issue to argue for the complete cut off of benefits to unwed mothers, 
The debate might become extremely ugly and potentially divisive with rada! overtones, If so, 
it will set the stage for a potent1any even more painful debate over time-limits. We may have 
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to fight the welfare reform debates twice. 



January 13, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Mary Jo Bane 
David Ellwood 
Bruce Reed 
Kathi Way 

THROUGH, Carol Rasco 

SUBJECT, Timing of Welfare Reform 

I. BACKGROUND 

Although the Administration has publicly affirmed its intention to pursue both health 
reform and welfare reform legislation in 1994. Ihe timing and nature of welfare reform has 
come under intense scrutiny. This memorandum outlines some options for your consideration 
as you prepare for the State of the Union. 

In light of Senator ~oynihants recent comments. we sec nO way to put off 
introduction of welfare refonn without jeopardizing health refonn. He has made clear that he 
won!t take up OUf health care bUJ until he sees OUf welfare reform bill. Senator Mitchell's 
office has also expressed concern that until we have sent up our welfare reform plan or 
committed to a date ccrtaifl~ the Republicans can embarrass us on the Senate floor by offering 
welfare amendments: to any bill they please. On the House side, Rep. Harold Ford wrote an 
op-ed for the Memphis Commercial-Appeal this pasl week endorsing time limits and urging 
you to move quickly on welfare reform. 

II. OPTIONS 

In order to avoid losing the issue. we see two options on how to proceed, Our first 
and preferrcd option is to move full speed ahead and announce that we will introduce 
comprehensivc welfare reform legislation in March. That wiH also give you plenty of time to 
delve into the details of what the welfare reform legislation should include; and how best to 

pay for it. It will reassure Moynihan and other moderates that welfare reform is coming, and 
shift the press focus over the next two months back to health care, And it will give us a 
fighting chance to pass welfare reform this year. 
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The risks of this strategy arc that leaks during the decision-making process on welfare 
will disrupt from our public focus on health care, or that our allies on health carc will be put 
off by what we propose On welfare. But we will have to run these risks anyway if we arc 
going to introduce we1fare reform legislation in 1994, and it may be better to face them now 
rather than down the road when we!re scrambling to build majorities on the floor for health 
care, 

A second option would be to introduce part of the plan right away and part later this 
springt when health care is farther along. The first piece could focus on persona) 
responsibility -- primarily measures on teen pregnancy, paternity. and child support 
enforcement. The second piece could focus on work -- expansion of the JOBS program, the 
two-year time limit! work programs, and child care, (A detailed description of what these 
two pieces might look like is atlached.) 

This part-nowl part-later approach was initially envisioned as a means to hold onto 
the welfare issue while protecting health care. In light of Moynihan's recent comments, it 
sccms unlikely to accomplish either objective, Moynihan told the l'icw York Post that if we 
were serious about welfare reform. we would show how we're going to pay for it We doubt 
that this two-step option would reassure him, and we fear that he and others might usc it as 
an excuse to blast the Administration again for not being serious about the iss:ue. 

Whichever course you choosc, we believe that you should send a strong. clear signal 
in the State of the Union, which you can reinforce a week later in your remarks to the NGA, 
Without a clear timclinc and strategy, we will have the worst of all worlds. -- reporters will 
continue to focus on process ins.tead of policy, Republicans will continue to usc welfare as an 
excuse nOI to deal with health carel and Democrats will continue to tug at us from the left 
and the right and take advantage of any apparent indecision to drag both the health care and 
wcJfarc debates in their direction, 



POSSIBLE ELEMENTS OF A TWO-PART WELFARE REFORM PLAN 

Here is what the components of a two-part welfare reform plan might look like. In 
theory, these measures could be introduced separately and taken up together. Obviously, the 
entire list below could instead be introduced as a single Work and Responsibility Act early 
this spring. 

I. Personal Responsibility Acl (could be inlroduced in February) 

L Prevention 
-- Announce a national campaign to reduce teen pregnancy and out-of-wedlock births 
-- Require unwed teen mothers to live with their parents 
-- Anow LEAP-style programs to reward and sanction individual behavior 
-- Make cooperation in paternity establishment as a condition for means-tested benefits 
-- Anow states the option to limit additional benefits for additional children 
-- Expand family planning and welfare mother mcntoring demos 
-- Encourage use of a social contract laying out expectations for all applicants 
-- Include any other ideas 10 reduce out-of-wedlock binhs 

2. Child Suppon Enforcement 
-- A range of improvements in enforcement, including state registries 
-- A national registry to cross-check delinquent parents 
-- Work programs to require delinquent parents to pay up or work off their child support 
obligations 
-- Mandatory revocation of drivers licenses for delinquent parents 
-- Small-scale demonstration of child support insurance 

II. Work Nol Welfare Act (introduced in April/May) 

L Make Work Pay 
-- Expanded cbild care 
-- Advance payment of EITC 

2 Work 
-- Expansion of lOBS program 
-- Increased emphasis on job search and placement 
-- Two-year time limit followed by work 
-- &onomic development and asset changes 

3, Reinventing Government 
-- Measures to identify and reduce fwud 
-- Streamlining of requirements and bureaucracy 
-- Simplification and increased state flexibility 
-- Technology to track compliance with two-year limit 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 


November 12, 1993 THE PRESIDENT HAS SEEi' 
,\\:.'3'1<;' .;..!:> 

FROM: BRUCE REED 

SUBJECf: House Republican Welfare Refonn Pl.n 

Earlier this week, House Republicans announced their welfare refonn pi"", which is 
based on your campaign pledge to require welfare ..cipients to work after 2 years, A 
summary is attached. 

1,. Elements oC lb. Plan 

The Republican plan includes the following major provision.: 

I. Work: Requires AFDC recipienls to work at the end of two years, Provides $10 
billion over 5 years to states to set up CWEP work programs. Phased in OVer JO years, 
struti'g with 30% of new applicants in 1995. Gives states tbe option to drop recipients after 
3 years in the work program (and a total of 5 years on AFDC), Also requires falbers of 
children on AFDC to pay child support or take part in a work prognarn. 

Z. Parenlal Responsibility: Requires mothers to identify the father in onler to qualify 
for welfare benefits. Requires teen mothers to live .t home, Prohibits additional benefits for 
additional children hom while on welfare. Includes other incentives for school attendrmce, 
immunization, parenting classes. 

3. How to Pay !'or It: The Republicans raise about $10 billion by eliminating SSI 
and other welfare benefits (excep! emergency Medicaid) for most non-citizens. They raise 
another $20+ billion by capping entitlement programs (EITC, AFDC, SSI, Section 8 housing, 
Fond Stamps) at inflation plus 2% -- and by cutting all food and nutrition programs (Food 
Stamps, WlC, etc.) by 5% and block granting Ibe money to the states. These measures allow 
them to spend $2 billion on training and $10 billion on work programs, and still claim $21 
billion in deficit reduction over 5 years. 



U. Pnls and COlIS 

We intend to welcome the Republicans' contribution to the debate, applaud their 
emphasis on work, responsibility, and your two-year time limit, and pledge a bipartisan effort 
to pass a welfare reform plan. 

If asked, we will express some concerns about the entitlement cap -- it!s ridiculous to 
cap a powerful work incentive like the BITC -- and the across-the-board cut in nutrition 
programs. We expect the NGA and evm some Republican governors to criticize this 
apparent effort to shift the burden of welfare Spending onto 'he states, We think it's 
unreaUstic to claim thai welfare refonn can lead to massive deficit reduction in the short run. 
The Republican plan also doesn't do as much as Ii could to improve child support collection, 
or to provide employment and training services to support people in work. 

But there is much in the Republican plan that we can work with. We are considering . 
recommending many of the same parental responsibility measures for our own plant such as 
requiring mothers '0 name 'he father in order to qualify for benefits and no longer giving 
welfare benefits to teenagers who want to live on their own, The Republican work program~ 
is a serious, $I 0 billion effort to provide community service jobs -- and they phase in the 1 
proStarn at a reasonable pace.' 

In fact, if they dropped the entitlement cap and block gt3nt proviSions, the 
Republicans would still have a revenue-neulIal plan that invests $12 billion over 5 Y""'" -­
which is not a bad starting point fur the debsl<. 

The Administration's welfare reform working group has just completed a series of 
regional hearings in Catiforniaj Tennessee, Chicago, and New Jersey. We will present a 
series of options to you next month for consideration in the FY9S budget, and develop 
legislation for introduction early next year. 
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SUMMARY OF WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION 

SPONSORED BY HOUSE REPUBUCANS 


Fan, 1993 


I. ATTACKS THE TWO FUNDAMENTAL CAUSES OF WELFARE 

CWSE 1: NONWOR/{ 

~ Less tbaa 10% or weifaR motbc:n work 
• Althooih mao)' modtm !cave wtlfate within :I ycan.. lrWl)' IllY for I ,.... or ~ today tfteft ani 

mol'f tbm l million mother, 011, AfDC who will ~ (10 wetfanI duriq • )'OIBl!' I'DCInt 

THE SOLUTION: .lUr<lIAroRY WORK 

• When MI)' implemented. b Republican bt11 ... 6n\ of mod:Icrt who bIv# boca on A1DC tor It 
!cut :2 yev1lO twork n houn per wctk for their beootltI; I'I'lOCbcrl do *" klae tbeit beoofitI if 1hey 
""Ott in (XIf'tImunity Of pmow soe\Of joOl atttnp by the ItIte 

• Mothers mldt II5C tM first:l )'UtI (IQ A.f'OC (lea It Am: opIticc) to plltticipIfC ia tduccMMl. tniDina. 
work "peri~, and j;>b searc.h \0 ~ for • posi1ioq mtbt privCe IICCIDDIDy. If they do BOt &d • 
job within tlw 2: ~ they mllSt paticipe1t iD • comm\IIIity "'" job ill orck:r to COdti:ftuo tteeirin& 
wetfue benefiu. . 

• Pfovidts sc.1a with In addltWnaJ $10 billion to pnwidt ....,..,. mOlfMn wid:! «mplo)mc:aS ~ 
includinJ day ~ 

.-
< 

• OM adult in fWO.pVt:nt familia Oft wefM !UUSl work 12 Ilcmt per wreck aDd IeIIIfdt for • job • iItourI ­
per WMk swtin, the first dly I.bcy I1I!:Civc ~ '3," 

• Mothen applyina: for _1faR must ptrticipm is! • job -.n:h fJfOInIZI wbile"!belt lpPl'ic:cIca is beiq ~ 

• FIIhm of dlildmt on welfaR who do DOC JM'Y child suppott muI alto participm ia 'MlII'k propnu 
• MoWn v.to muse to wod. ~ their bax:.fiI:a ~ _ tbc:a tc:rmi.:tiaud; KIta: &iliDa to aiSun) 

!hat ptn:n1l worl:. suft'u M!rious finmcial ~ 

CAUSE 1: ILLEGIT1MACY 

• fllesitimacy has riSftI wildly ill ~ )'C*J1; now 1: of fNt/f'j ) black diild.tm _ 1 of fIWIt)' S ..rute 
ehjldm! ~ born 0Q1 of~ -1Dd the I'IUIIIR still min, 

• Of illqidna:c babies borD to ttIM mothcn, • shoekin& 10% will be on ...i&rt lNithiD 5 yeIl1 
• T~ mothcn an thl#: 100M liMly to Ita)' OQ wdfaR for mati)' )'Ut$ wUhoW wofkiq 
• Most of the inm:ue in poveny md wt!fare in ftItCIt yan it c;&uJed. lXlt by • poor fICOIIIOmy or mdueod 

;ovt1MIetll spcndinj (borh .... liP). but by iDc:euod iIIqiw.:y 

THE SOLUTION: ESTABUSH PATERNITY, llESTRlCT Wli:LFARE, Cll.4C1'DOWlii ON 
DEADBEAT DADS 

• All 'I'f101bert applyinJ: for weltn mail identify tbe t.hcr or they wilt not NCeive benefits 
• After identiJYina: tbc: father. modMn J'IlCItive • ~ benotlt until ~ d lepIty established 
• Mothers. who vo mlnon milt! live *I' !heir pmnt'J borne. ltIus pnNaltint 1Mm. from tW.na IJ1 

ilk:;itimate bifth 10 aablish their own ~ 
• StEeS must illCtCU4 Ulcir paternity estahlilhnlmt ntc:s.. eMII'. period of)'WS. 10 ~ (tt su.IItt stiff 

pcni.Itits 
• Swa IR required to stop inClatiq Mlb eha.s: wt:a flmitm (1) wclt.:e M¥e- addition&! thlfdmt; 

stI.td WI t\lOUI' this roquimmmt only if they paN' l.avt C&tmplinl !hcmICtws • 
• Stla$ tnt teq.L.lired to It\l9 ptYiq: welfue benditJ to pIRf'IQ III'Ider 1')"I:&n of qe; IIaIci. an avoid· 

thi. requimnc:nl only if they pu$' IIw cxcmptina: tbenuclvn 
• ~ dId.t wim children 011 Mlfn art Rql1trcd too pay ~d IUppOrt or work 

(OVER) 

http:diild.tm
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II. SLASHES WELFARE roB NONCITIZENS 

THE PROBLEM: TOO MUCH WELFARE FOR TOO MANY lMMI(lllANTS 

• HuadmII ofthousands of~ VI tddod (0 the fll%ion'. wd",", ~ adl: ~ 
• A R:IrWIt mxIy by tt. Social Socurity Adminisl:l:tioD IboWIIhIt men \bel 11% of 1Il recipiadl and 

lC!% cf elderly ~ tit Sq:IpII:l'l'JCaUl Scurity 1Dcom... DODCitizeDl 
· _ abo....". r.. AId 10 F__ .,..,....... Chll4no. Food"""" _ ......... 

1M other wo~ bcatfiu. 

THE SOLUTION: STOP WElFARE FOR NONC1T1ZENS 

• Simply _ wd&n: for ~ 'OOlICiti.zms 
• AIllYW rcfupa to m:eiw w.IM for oc:Iy. filled. oumbc!f Qr ycatll.UIlcu tboy ~ c.iUzcu 
• Allow nooeitizettt (Wt;t 1! to I'C(lOjve wdfant 
• Continue tM bcDditl of tuneD1 ~~ we1fI1t far I ,.. 

m. EMPHASIZES PARENTAL RESPONSIBlLITY 

• Requim tnothm who are mmon: to liv. It their panI'It', homo 
• Requires nata. in mOlt cuet, to ftOp wtlfttt paymcntJ to wunatrHd pveab. UDder ... II 
• Requires SW4S to t(nnmm the cub welltre balctiu of billa 1tw do DOl: hml1IIoir pNId:tooI;	~im=~n:duc:e tho cub ~!u& badit of familia U do DOC ..... \beir dsIldrcn 

tI1C:Id ICbool teplatly . 
• Allows stata to requite AFDC pan:mr. to participate i.e pcn:miDa clwes md ~ 011 1IIOI'Ie'1m_ 
• Allow'Iswu to dilcounp pmitJU &om movlDa to. DeW Khool dicuiQ duriq dw 1tiII.ool)Clt: 

IV. AlTACKS SEVERAL ADDmONAL WELFARE PROBLEMS 

• R«\uires adults ~ for welfare to enpp in job lC\IIt'dt bclOre their beDeftb: at 
• Requin:s addictad tecipi«nfJ of wclti:c to puticipate III treII.tI':IlGIt p~ -or 10K their beDdit::t 
· Con...uu Ii) ~ food proptCIf D. 'blod: pm! dw provid¢l stales wid1 aJmOIC ~ 

diKmicn om spcndiua; fimdln& fbr tho pntpmJ it nduced by S% 
· c.. tpendinJ on Supplem<:maJ Sc:curity 1Deomt. Aid to Families wid! OcpmdcIlt Childml. Food 

sumps, PIlblie and Scd:ion I Houma. ¥KI !he £amod fnc:ome T.u. Cndk to iaIlItioc pluot l" pel'-.. Providcl N1es ~th ftlIlCA IfC*lCt watrol over IM;tIftJ;>I.O$tOd projI'lml to they CUI coardinat and 
It1aIlkliM welfuc ~inl 

• Encouraaa swtS to provide fl.nancw ~ to iDd\icc l:IlOtbm =- weltan:. l# W(ft tftd tn11ft)' 

• Allows s:tatCI to lei 'M!~ nlcipienu aocumulaic wets to tWt • busilleu. buy • hame. Or attcDd.,n,.. 
• Allows stEa srui k>eaI bousiDa ~ 10 use men pcmu:I iDc:ame dimprd nda to praII'lOClI 

wM: incentives 
• RoquiN IddJded l'OCipim of SuJ)tllemonui Socurity It!i:Qme benefits tn lUlmIi1 t.n ~ testiaa; ~ 

sst beodiu tOt ~ tatiq pot~ (oj ilJepl drup 

~ Tho nlnm, aM mandlsoty ~ provisions of the tim «til nearly $11 billion over $ )'a"J 

• The pmmity establiJhmcnl. job ~ pamnaI mponsibiliry, bJoc;k pm. and iramic;nation pnwlllOlll of 
the bill s.ve about $31 billion over 5 ycm, 

• 1lttts, the. net impact of the. bm is to Nd_ tfJc budget deficit by a.lmost $20 billioe ~ S )Un, 



THe: WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 30,1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: BRUCE REED 

SUBJECT: WELfARE REFORM IN WISCONSIN 

I. Go•. Thompson's Time-Limited Welrare Demonstration Project 

On ThUrSday, Gov. Tommy Thompson announced a welfare reform pilOI project Ihal 
includes a work requirement and a two-year time: limit. If it passes the: state legislature this 
fall, the project will be tested in two coumies -- provided that HHS approves Wisconsin's 
request for a waiver. 

The proposal, called "Work NO! Welfare," sounds similar 10 what you called for in the 
campaign: everyone who can work must go to work; the state guarantees education, training, 
and child care; cash benefits end after two years; for those who cannot find a job in the 
private sector; a pubHc service job will be provided. 

Recipients will receive education and training for one year) then be required to work 
for their benefits in the second year, Child care and health care benefits will continue for up 
to a year after cash benefits run out. The plan is designed as a decade-long experiment, to 
be expanded if it works. 

Wisconsin will not submit a formal waiver request until the legislature approves: 
Thompson1s plan. HHS will have to review it for cost neutrality and other issues. But at first 
glance, it looks to me like a. responsible: proposal. The biggest question may be ensuring 
there arc enough jobs to go around, The plan calls for a partnership of bUSiness, 
communities, and local government to generate the necessary jobs. 

In announcing the proposal. Thompson said. "If Me. Clinton is serious about we1farc 
reform, he should take a look at Wisconsin." Thompson is one of five governors 'who scrve 
on the welfare reform advisory group that the NGA fonned at your request. 
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II. The New Hope Project in Milwaukee 

If you talk about welfare reform in Milwaukee l you can a150 mention the New Hope 
Project, a pilot project 1n time-limited welfare in inner-dty Milwaukee. The program started 
las1 year with 50 people; it plans to expand to 600. 

The program provides child care, health insurance) a wage supplement (an additional 
supplement beyond the federal and Wisconsin EITCs to boost participants1 income to 105­
115% of the poverty level if they work full-time), and a guaranteed job in the public or 
private sector. 

The New Hope Project was launched with money from foundations, corporations1 and 
state and local government. Congress- attached a $6 miHion New Hope amendment to RR 
11, the tax bill Bush vetoed last fall. They hope to pass it again this year. 

According to New Hope's founders, Milwaukee leads the nation in teen pregnancy 
rates, and has the largest income gap between whites and African-Americans. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 	 THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 	 BRUCE REED 
KATHI WAY 

SUBJECT: 	 UPDATE ON WELFARE REFORM 

For the past several weeks, we have been working with David 
Ellwood and Mary 30 Bane at HHS to assemble a high-powered 
welfare reform team from throughout the Administration. We have 
also met with key members of Congress in both parties who share 
your interest in welfare reform, and we are working closely with 
the NGA and other state and local officials. We hope to have a 
plan ready by this fall~ to be introduced either late this year 
or as the centerpiece of your State of the Union Address in 
January 1994. 

We have been trying to schedule a welfare reform avent for 
one of your upcoming trips around the country~ But Stan~ Mandy, 
and other political advisers recommend that you spend June and 
July focusing on the economic plan and health care, and turn to 
welfare in August -- perhaps with a series of events the week of 
the NGA annual meeting Aug 24-26 in Tulsa. 

If you agree with this approach, we will plan some real­
people events for late August. In the meantime. we recommend 
announc~ng the working group at the first meeting of the Domestic 
Policy Co~ncil on June lOT to signal that welfare will be your 
next big priority after health care. Once the working group is 
announced, we can start holding field hearings around the country 
and visiting promising programs with key governors and members o£ 
Congress. 

We would also like to explore with Ray Scheppach the 
possibility that the NGA Advisory Group present you with 
preliminary recommendations on welfare reform at the August 
meeting. We have been working closely with them, and expect that 
their plan will be similar to yours. Gov. Florio is taking the 
lead, and considers this issue vital to his re-election. Still¥ 
it may take some nudging from the White House to get the 
governors to act by August. 

We will also work with individual governors who want to 
introduce their own compatible welfare reform plans next January~ 
(We're already working with Lawton Chiles and Buddy McKay in 
Florida.) Many states have waivers pending: we are leaning on 



HHS to develop a waiver policy that encourages experimentation. 

We have 'found tremendous interest in this issue on Capitol 
Hill. Moynihan, Mitchell, Breaux. and Rostenkowski are 
particularly enthusiastiC; they all believe we can attract 
bipartisan support. 

Our biggest challenge over the next few months will be to 
convince Moynihan we're serious about welfare reform. He told 
us. "I trust the President. I do not trust hiS government. II The 
ideal solution would be to find some money for welfare reform in 
budget reconciliation~ It's not clear where this money would 
come from, or whether it would pass muster under the Byrd rule. 

The working group has been meeting informally for several 
weeks, and includes a diverse group of top officials from every 
major domestic agency. We would like to meet w1th you in the 
next month to review our progress and get your current thoughts 
on what direction the plan should take. We will send you regular 
updates on our findings over the summer~ and aim toward more 
intense discussions with you in August and September. 

Moynihan gambit 
1994 introduction 
Timetable 
Buddy McKay 
Level of Presidential involvement 
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Welfare Refonn 

Policy Checklist 


May 25,1993 


A. Keeping Penple Off Welfare 

1. 	Making Work Pay 

-- How much will tbe expanded EITC reduce the welfare roUs? 

-- What other incentives can we offer to make work a better deal? 


2. Health eare Reform 

-- How much will health care reform reduce the welfare population? 


B. Welfare 10 Work 

1. Education and Training 
-- Does it work? What model programs should we follow? 
-- How can we do mOre with existing federal programs (JTPA. Dislocated Workers. 

Unemployment [nsurance~ etc.)1 

2. Job Placement and Worker Support 

-- How can we accelerate placement into private sector jobs? 

-- Wbat do we need to do keep them there? 


3. Public and Private Sector Jobs 
-- What kind of private sector jobs will be available for people leaving welfare? 
-- What kind of public sector jobs can we create, how many will we need, and how 

much will they cost? 

C. 11me-Llmited Welfare 

1. 	Designing a Universal System 

-- How can we cover the most people with the fewest exemptions.· without 


bankrupting the stales or creating an enOnTIOUS bureaucracy? 
-- Who should be exempt? 
-- How should we sanction those who refuse to work? 
-- How quickly should we phase in this new system? 

2. Workfare vs. Work Instead of Welfare 
-- Should people work off their henefits (like CWEP), or should we guarantee them 

fun-time minimum-wage public-sector jobs, or should we use their benefits to subsidize 
private-sector employment? 
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3. Bold, Persistent Experimentation 
-- How do we streamline the welfare system (MDC, food stamps, housing, etc.)? 
-- How do we encourage bottom-up experimentation white still insisting on 

fundamental refann? 

D. Other Issues 

L Child Support Enforcement 

- What incentives can we use to demand responsible behavior? 


2. Building Support 

-- What do the states need to make these reforms work? 

-- How can we attract support from community groups and the private sector'! 

3. Money 

-- How much will welfare reform cost? 

-- Where can we find the money? 
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I ·MR.~ENT: 

.HE PRES\UENT H~SEEt>I 
,_s,1I.J,G :::> 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA.'HitNGTON 

July 26, 1995 \~,+-I';}' 

1·1, '""b' ,...a 

Atlached are memos from Donna Shalala and Reed/Emanuel 
on the proposed Massachusetts welfare waiver. Two issues 
are addressed: family caps and protections for recipients 
facing a cut-off of henefits. The negotiating deadline is 
August 4, but with the NGA meeting coming up, you will 
probably want to resolve the issue this week. 

Family caps. nonn. suggests that, in light of the 
unimpressive early resultq from New Jersey and the 
opposition of both women's and pro-life groups, "you may t 
W'J.nt _to consider denying\! the Massachusetts and other t family cap waivers. Bruce and Rahm disagree. saying: (i) 
we shouldn't change course now; (ii) any bill Congress! 
passes is almost sure to include it; (iii) it is too early to say 
the New Jersey cap isn't working: 

Protections. Massachusetts wants a two-year limit on 
recipients with school-age children and then sole discretion 
to grant extensions. Donna wants a guaranteed extension for 
anyone who can't find a job (same terms applied to Virginia 
and other states). Bruce and Rahm agree with Donna on this 
-- but see a likely impasse with Massachusetts on the issue. 

Family caps "-

Aecept Mass. caps~ OenY_' _ Discuss_ 

Protections '" " 

Agree with HH~ Agree WIth Mass._ Discuss_ 

~f)
ITooll-.Stem 

I ,.t· 
r 
i 
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THE PRESfOENT HAS SEEN 
{. ;,',t""e..5'­

July 25. 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR TIm PRESIDENT 95J\lL2S 	 AS: 5<1 
FROM: 	 Rahm Emanuel 

Bruce Reed 

SUBJECT: 	 The Massachusetts Waiver 

The attached memo from HHS outlines two issues they would like you to resolve 
before granting the Massachusetts waiver: I} whether to grant Massachusetts a family cap; 
and 2) what protections to demand for recipients who have been cut off, We nx:ommend that' 
you advise HHS to continue to allow family caps as a state option, and encourage them to 
negotiate the best protections they can for recipients who hit the time limit. 

1. Family Cap: As you know, our welfare reform plan last year made the family cap 
a state option. We have granted family cap waivers to Democratic and Republican governors 
in eight states, in addition to the New Jersey experiment granted by Bush, Five other states 
have family cap waivers pending. including California. Massachusetts, and Maryland" The 
House Democratic alternative included the famBy cap as a state option~ the Senate Democratic 
bill does not address the issue, It is virtually certain that any welfare reform hill Congress 
passes wiH give states the freedom to do this. 

, You should review the preliminary evidence from New Jersey and judge for yourself. 
but in our view, it's just too soon to teU whether the idea will have a significant impact on 
additional births. (Some proponents, like Assemblyman \Vayne Reynolds in New Jersey. 
have argued aU along that the importance of the family cap was not its immediate impact on 
illegitimacy. hut its long-term signal that people on welfare must take responsibility for their 
actions.) In any event. with the Senate scheduled to take up welfare reform August 7. a 
sudden change of course on the family cap right now would give Republicans a popu~ar issue 
to use against us in the debate over block grants and state flexibility. 

2. Protections: The Massachusetts welfare reform plan would place a two"year time 
limit on welfare recipients with school-age children. after which they would he ineligible for 
benefits for three years. Massachusetts wants to make it a matter of state discretion whether 
to grant an extension to anyone who reaches the time limit and can't find a job. HHS wants 
an explicit guarantee. HHS would like Massachusetts to accept the same terms that were 
included in George Allen's Virginia.wlliver. which protects the children of recipients who play, 
by the rules and cannot find a job. 

We think HHS is right to seek these protections. We recommend that HHS tel! 
Massachusetts we will grant the waiver with the family cap, but with the time limit 
prOicctiQns they negotiated with George Allen in virginia. 'However, you should know that 
the downside to this approach is that Massachusetts probably will not take that deal, which 
will leave us at an impasse when we reath the l20~day negotiating deadline August 4. 
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J:.l 20 1995 
MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT 

~5.UA 25 1'4: 19
SUBJECT: Family Caps and the Massachusetcs-wa~ver 

At your meeting with representatives of catholic Charities on 
Wednesday, you agreed to review the issues and the evidence on 
family cap policies, and to consider the Massachusetts waiver and 
other pending family cap waiver requests in the light of that 
review. This memo lays out the· issues for your consideration. 
It also raises an additional policy question arising from the 
Massachusetts waiver application, and asks for your support in 
holding firm on protections after a time limit for families who 
play by the rules. 

Your Executive Order targeting 120 days to.reach decisions on 
welfare reform demonstrations would place the decision deadline 
for Massachusetts,during the -last days of July~ This coincides 
with the NQA's annual summer gathering which you will attend and 
which I this year •.is taking place in Vermont, a neighboring state 
to Massachusetts, It is~ consequently, vital to reach a timely 
resolution on these issues. 

FAMILY CAPS 

Background 

Family cap policies have generated controversy since New Jersey 
first proposed such a policy in 1992. As you know, proponents of 
family caps argue that increasing a family's AFDC benefits when a 
new child is born, as current statute requires, may encourage 
out-of-wedlock births and at the very least send the wrong signal 
about parental responsibility. Opponents of family cape argue 
that children will be harmed by the reduced welfare payments, 
that births are not likely to be deterred, and that if births are 
reduced, "the reductions could ewell come from increased abortions. 

In drafting the administration's welfare reform legislation, the 
Work and Responsibility Act, the arguments for and against family 
caps were carefully considered by the administration and by you 
personally. 'Iou decided, consiseent with your own beliefs about 
both parental responsibility and state flexibility, that the WRA 
should allow family caps as a state option~ 

In the context of the administrationts strong commitment to at~te 
flexibility, and its support for a family cap state option, HHS 
has considered and granted waivers for demonstrations of family 
caps in seven states in addition to the two states granted family 
cap waivers by the Bush administration.. We currently have 
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pending five applications for additional family cap waivers, I 
including'Massachusetts. (A list of the family cap waivers that 
have been granted, and those thqt are pending, is attached.) The 
Massachusetts proposal was passed by.its legislature with 
bipartisan support. Nonetheless, it has generated especially 
strong opposition from a variety of groups including organized 
labor, the mayor of Boston, a broad spectrum of legal services 
and advocacy groups, and, as you heard last Wednesday, the 
Catholic Church. 

There are obvious arguments against changing course on family cap 
waivers at this point, given your continuing_support for state 
innovation in 'welfare reform and the administration's position on 
family caps in the WRA. Family caps tend to have strong public 
support. And of course, appearing to be inconsistent on an 
important issue has its costs. Nonetheless, there are also 
compelling arguments for reconsidering our waiver policy and 
approving no more family cap demonstrations, starting with denial· 
of this part of the Massachusetts waiver. 

Discussion 

As you know, supporters of the family cap believe that it 
addresses the serious issue of out-of-wedlock births through both 
financial incentives and 'strong signals about parental 
responsibility. They argue in addition that since working 
families typically do not get a pay raise when they have an 
additional child, it is only fair for AFDC recipients to have to 
face the same_hard choices about having additional children when 
financial resources are constrained. ' 

Opponents of family caps, among whom are both women's groups and 
pro-life groups, argue that the denial of benefits to children 
does serious harm to those children whose families receive 
reduced cash grants, and that there is no evidence that denying 
benefits will actually increase parental responsibility. They 
argue that working families get additional tax deductions for 
additional children, thus somewhat mitigating the fairness 
argument. They argue that decisions about sexual activity and 
pregnancy are highly unlikely to be influenced by the prospect of· 
a reduced AFDC grant, and that to the extent they are influenced, 
the most likely effect is to increase the number of abortions. 
Many pro-life and religious groups are extremely concerned about 
a policy which they see as not supportive of a mother's choice 
for life. and indeed implicitly encouraging of abortion. 

New evidence. Before the family cap waiver demonstrations, 
evidence to support one or the other arguments was based on 
studies which did not specifically consider the impact of a 
family cap using direct experimental experience. We are now 
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beginning to get some early direct evidence from the evaluation 
of the New Jersey family cap demonstration. the only 
demonstration that has been running long enough to generate any 
reliable results. The early results show that from August 1993 
through'July 1994 there was no statistically significant 
difference in,births between the experimental and the control 
groups. The evaluation found that 6.9 percent of the mothers 
subject to the family cap gave birth to an additional child 
during that period, and that 6.7 percent of the control group 
mothers not subject to the family cap gave birth to an additional 
child. Because the results are preliminary, they Cannot be 
interpreted as definitive. And because they are based on 
experimental-control group differences they cannot speak to the 
question of whethe~ a general change in attitude en70uraged by 
the family cap reduced births for both groups. But they are 
solid results, in contrast to the early statements by New Jersey 
officials which were based on very short-term and incomplete
data. ' 

Unfortunately no solid data are available to illuminate the issue 
of abortions. Opponents of family caps note trend data which 
suggest that abortion rates appear to be slightly higher in New 
Jersey after the family cap provisions went into effect than 
before~ However these trend data suffer from the same reporting 
biases that led others to use trend data on births as evidence of 
the family cap~s effectiveness. If there were nO decrease in 

,births, as the experimental-control data suggest. one would not 
expect an increase in abortions. It i9 6 of course~ ve~ 
important to continue to monitor the evaluation data to see 
whether increased abortions do in fact occur I as the pro-life 
opponents of family caps fear~ 

The experimental~control findings on births provide no support 
for those who argue that family caps are an effective policy for 
reducing out-of-wedlock births. They also provide a context for 
assessing potential harm to children from reduced AFDC grants. 
In New Jersey, 8444 babies have already been born to families 

, affected by the family cap. Their families receive on average 
$64 or 13 percent less in benefits than they would have. The 
ability of the families to meet the needs of these newborn babies 
is therefore extremely strained., 

At the national level, we know that in 1993 2.1 million children 
on AFDC were born to mothers who were receiving AFDC at the time 
of their conception. If family cap policies had been in effect, 
and if none of these births'had been deterred by the policies--a 
result that is suggested by the New Jersey findings--the families 
of all of these children would be receiving low~r benefits. On 
average, this benefit reduction would be $72 on a median monthly 
grant of $366, which could mean real material hardship for 
substantial numbers of children. both the children who were the 
object of the family cap and their brothers 'and sisters. Even if 



Page 4 

birth rates went down by some amount as a result of family cap 
policies adopted on a large scale, millions of babies would still 
be born to mothers on AFDC and would therefore receive lower 
benefits. 

Congressional deliberations. Meanwhile, Congress is debating 
welfare reform t with illegitimacy'an important focus of the 
debate. Many opponents of the House 'approach argue strongly 
against the provisions in H.R. 4 that punish child~en in the 
guise of deterring illegitimacy. and have urged the Senate not to 
adopt such punitive policies. including mandatory family caps. 
The Senate Finance Committee bill is silent on this issue, while 
the senate Democratic leadership bill explicitly prohibits family 
caps! reflecting strong feelings among at least some Democrats 
that permitting family caps allows states to deprive children of 
desperately needed benefits. The family cap issue is one about 
which Congress clearly intends to make a decision, with the 
outcome quite unclear. Some in Congress argue that granting 
large numbers of waivers for virtually identical policies 'in many 
states is inconsistent with the demonstration intent of Section 
1115. An obvious issue is _whether or not family cap policy is 
not better decided in Congressional debate rather than by 
allowing any or all states, to adopt the policy by waiver. 

Waiver decisions. We now have demonstrations of the family cap 
operating in nine states. OVer the next few years~ these nine 
demonstrations can provide comprehensive evidence on the likely 
impact of family caps in diverse demographic and policy settings. 
There are family cap waiver requests currently pending from five 
additional states--Massachusetts, California l Maryland~ 
Mississippi and South Carolina. Nearly all the existing and 
pending family caps demonstrations cover the entire state. If 
the pending waiver requests were granted I family caps would be in , 
effect in states with 36 percent of the total AFDC recipient 
population. As a result I Congressional authority to decide 
national policy on a crucially important and controversial issue 
would be significantly limited. 

In this context·-of new evidence and intense Congressional 
debate--it may not be appropriate to continue granting waivers 
for family cap demonstrations. As you know, the statutory
authority under which I may grant waivers of specific sections of 
the Social Security Act is explicitly for demonstrations, 
evaluations and pilote. You have always emphasized the 
importance of good evaluations and of learning from our waiver 
demonstrations I recognizing that the waiver authority should not 
give the appearance of the executive branch undermining the 
congressional prerogative of determining natibn~l policy change. 
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Recommendation 

For all these reasons, you may w'ant to consider denying the 
Massachusetts family cap waiver and subsequent pending family cap 
waivers. I do not believe that a limited decision would 
compromioe the administration's commitment to state flexibility 
for innovative welfare reform approaches. We should continue to 
work vigorously with the states and continue to grant other 
waivers. 

PROTECTIONS AFTER A TIME LIMIT 

Massachusetts is also proposing to implement a two-year time 
limit beyond which recipients who are not exempt from the time 
limit will be ineligible to receive benefits for three years. 
The $tate~s waiver application does not provide for guaranteed 
extensions of the time limit for adults who cannot find jobs --by 
the end of the twenty-four month time period, or who lose a job 
and cannot find another. even if the individual is making every 
reasonable effort to do so. The state proposes instead to give 
the commissioner of the Department of Transitional Benefits total 
discretion with respect to granting"or denying extensions_ 

Department Polioy 

In reviewing demonstration proposals, the Department has followed 
a policy of insisting on the basic principle that, at a minimum l 

the children of recipients who play py the rules and who cannot 
find a job must ,be protected. It has approved only waivers that 
embody this basic principle, which is at the core of the Work and 
Responsibility Act. 

Fifteen states are c"urrently condudting demonstrations that 
include some form of time limit on benefits~ Although several 
other states initially proposed policies similar to those of . 
Massachusetts, all of these states ultimately agreed to provide 
for extensions in cases where recipients cannot find employment, 
or to guarantee employment to recipients who cannot find 
unsubsidized jobs. 

Recommendation 

While negotiations with Massachusetts may become stalled or 
delayed over this issue, the Department intends to adhere to its 
policy throughout the negotiations. We should stand firm on this 
crucially important principle. 

~ 

Donna E. Shalala 


