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Welfare Caseloads: Below 10 Million for the First Time Since 1971 
. Caseloads fell 2.2 million in first year of welfare law, 4.1 million since President Clinton began to reform welfare 
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[From August 1996 t~ August 1997, welfare caseloads fell from 12.2 to just under 10 million. I 
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'1 CHANGE IN WELFARE CASEIDADS 

Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients ' 

Jan 93 1an.94 1ao.95 ,Jan.96 Aug91 perceOI(Q3-9.n 
(millions) 

Families 4.963 5.053 4.936 4.628 3.612 -27% 
1,351,000fewer families 

Recipients 14.115 14.276 13.918 12.8TI 9.995 -29% 
4,120,000fewer recipients 

Total AFDC/TANF recipients Iiy State 

s.tate ' Jan 93 130.94 Jan,95 Jan.96 ' Aug97 percent(93-97) 

Alabama 141,746 135,096 121,837 108,269 70,851 -50% 
Alaska 34,951 37,505 37,264 35,432 , 33,082 -5% 
Arizona 194,119 202,350 195,082 171.617 136,706 -30% 
Arkansas 73,982 70,563 65,325 59,223 47,480 -36% 
California 2,415,121 2,621,383 2,692,202 2,648,772 2,269,558 -6% 
Colorado 123,308 118,081 110,742 99,739 59,634 -52-%, 
CoIinecticut 160,102 164,265 170,719 161,736 151,5~4 -5% 
Delaware 27,652 ' 29,286 26,314 23,153 20,560 -26% 
D.C. 65,860 72,330 72,330 70,082 63,627 -5% 
Florida 701.84i 689,135 657,313 ' 575,553 394,343 -44% 
Georgia 402,228 396,736 388,913 367,656 241,478 -40% 
Hawaii 54,511 60,975 65,207 66,690 74,480 +37% 
Idaho 21,116 23,342 24,050 23,547 6,846 -68% 
Illinois 685,508 709,969 710,032 663,212 555,668 -19% 
Indiana 209,882 218,061 197,225 147,083 107,436 -49% 
Iowa 100,943 110,639 103.108 91,727 ,75,106 -26% 
Kansas 87,525 87,433 81,504 70,758 47,860 -45% 
Kentucky 227,879 208,710 193,722 176,601 148,609 -35% 
Louisiana 263,338 252,860 258,180 239,247 129,273 , -51 % 
Maine 67,836 65,006 60,973 56,319 ,45,138 -33% 
Maryland, 221,338 219,863 , 227,887 207,800 14~,028 -33-%- -, , 

Massachusetts 332.044 311,732 286;175 242,572 195,473 ,-41% 
Michigan 686,356 672,760 612,224 535,704 419,m -39% 
Minnesota 191,526 189,615 167,949 171,916 152,765 -20% 
Mississippi , 174,093 161,724 146,319 133,029 86,910 -50% 
Missouri 259,039 262,073 259,595 238,052 179,955 -31% 
Montana 34,848 35,415 34,313 32,557 24,573, -29% 
Nebraska 48,055 46,034 42,038 38,653 37,985 -21% 
Nevada 34,943 37,908 41,846 40,491 28,854 . -17% 
New Hampshire 28.972 30,386 28,671 24,519 16,952 41% 
New Jersey ·349,902 334,780 321,151 293,833 '252,200 -28% 
New Mexico 94,836 101,676 105,114 102,648 61,435 -35% 
New York 1,179,522 1,241,639 1,266,350 1.200,847 989,200 -16% 
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Slat.e lan.93 Jan 94 Ian.95 Jan.96 Aug27 p;ercent(93-27) 

North Carolina 331,633 334,451 317,836 " 282,086 222,883 -33% 
North Dakota 18,774 16,785 14,920 13,652' 10,404 -45% 
Ohio 720,476 691,099 629,719 552,304 433,792 -40% 
Oklahoma 146,454 133,152 127,336 110,498 73,837 -50% 
Oregon 117,656 116;390 " 107,610 92,182 54.083 -54% 
Pennsylvania 604,701 615,581 611,215 553,148 417,881 -31 % 
Rhode Island 61,116 62,737 62,407 60,654 54,628 -11% 
South Carolina 151,026 143,883 . 133,567 121,703 78,316 -48% 
South Dakota 20,254 19,413 ' 17,652 ,16,821 12,233 -40% 
Tennessee ' 320,709 302,608 281.982 265,320 ' 157,924 -51 % 
Texas 785,271 796,348' , 765,460 714.523 468,611 -40% 
Utah 53,ln 50,657 47,472 41,145 30,990 -42% 
Vermont ,28.961 28,095' 27,716 25,865 22,048 -24% 
Virginia 194,212 194,959 , 189,493 166,012 117,360 -40% 
Washington 286,258 292,608 290,940 ' 276,018 237,198 ' -17% ' 
West Virginia 119,916 115,376, , 107,668 98,439 75,313 -37% 
Wisconsin 241.098 230,621, 214,404 184,209 97,383 -60% 
Wyoming 18,271 16,740 15,434 13,531 4,279 -77% 

Guam 5,087 ' 6,651 7,630 , 8.364 7,477 +47% 
Puerto Rico 191,261 184,626 171,932 149,944 ,139,971 -27% 
Virgin Islands 3,763 3,767 4,345 , 4,953 4.323 +15% 

" 

f/ore: as ofJuly 1. 1997, all srares dJonge4 wir reporting system fromAFDC to T ANF 

Source: 
U.S. Dept. ofHealtb & Human Services 
Administration for Children and Families 
January 1998 
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J CHANGE IN WELFARE CASELOADS SINCE ENACTMENT OF THE NEW WELFARE LAW 

Total TANF families and recipients 

Aug. 96 

. Families 4.389 

Recipients 12.202 

Total TANF recipients by State 

£tate Aug.96 

Alabama 100,510 

Alaska 35,540


f 

Arizona 169.440 

Arkansas 56 7 230 

California 2,578.450 


. Colorado 95,790 
Connecticut 159,060 
Delaware 23,650 
D.C. 69,290 

Florida 533,800 

Georgia ... 329,160 

Hawaii '66,480 

Idaho 21,800 

Illinois. 640,870 

Indiana 141.850 

Iowa 85,940 

KansaS 63,780 

Kentucky 170.890 

Louisiana 228,120 

Maine 53,790 

Maryland . 194,130 

Massachusetts 219,580 

Michigan 501,440 

Minnesota 169,740 

MiSSissippi 122.750 

Missouri 222,820 

Montana 28.240 

Nebraska 38,510 

Nevada 33,920 

New Hampshire 22,940 

New Jersey 275,700 

New Mexico 99.660 

Nf':W York 1.143.960 


doug 91 
(millions) 

3.612 
777,000 fewer families 

9.995 
2,207,000 fewer recipients 

Aug.9'Z 

70,851 
33,082 

136.706 
47,480 

2,269,558 
59.634 

151,542 
20,560 . 
63,627 

394,343 
241.478 
. 74,480 

6.846 
555,668 
107,436 
75,106 
47;860 

148,609 
129,273 
45,138 

149,028 
195.473 

. 419,777 
152,765 
86.910 

179,955 
24.573 
37,985 
28.854 
16,952 

252,200 
61.435 

989.200 

~rceDt 

";18% 


-18% 


~rcent 

-30% 
-7% 

-19% 
-16% 
-12% 
-38% 
-5% 

w13% 
-8% 

-26% 
-27% 

. +12% 
-69% 
-13% 

. -24% 
-13% 
·25% 
-13% 
43% 
-16% 
-23% 
-11% 
-16% 
-10% 
.-29% 
-19% 
-13% 
-1% 

-15% 
-26% 

-9% 
-38% 
-14% 

http:J.~:...lL
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~ Aug 96 Aug 97 percent 

North Carolina 266,470 222,883 -16% 
North Dakota, 13,130 10,404 -21% 
Ohio 549,310 433,792 -21% 
Oklahoma 96,010 73,837 -23% 
Oregon 78,420 54,083 -31 % 
Pennsylvania 530,520 417,881 " -21% 
Rhode Island 56,460 54,628 ~3% 

South Carolina 113,430 78.316 -31% 
South Dakota, 15,840 12,233 -23% 
Tennessee 238,890 157,924 -34% 
Texas 647,790 46S,611 -28% 
Utah 39,060 30,990 -21 % 
Vermont 24,270 22,048 -9% 
Virginia 152,680, 117,360 -23% 
Washington 268,930 237,198 -12% 
West Virginia 89,039 75,313 -15% 
Wisconsin 148,890 '97,383 -35% 
Wyoming 11,400, 4,279 .-Q2% 

Guam 8,314 7,477 -10% , 
Puerto Rico 151,023 139,971 -7% 
Virgin Islands 4,898 4,323 -12% 

Note: as ofJuly 1,1997, all states dumged their reporting sysremfromAFDC to TANF' 

Source: 
U.S. Dept. ofHealth & Human Services 
Administration for Children and Families 
January 1998 
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Welfare Caseloads 

Baseline 
Recipients 
(Jan. 93) , 

Recipients 
(in month 
noted) 

Perc'entage 
Drop 

Decline' 
since 
Jan. 93 

Decline 
since 
Aug. 96 

May 96 (data we 
ha9 when law 

• was signed) 

, 

14.115 12.499 11% 1.616 

Aug. 96* (when 
law was signed) 14.115 1,2.202 14% 1.913 

Jan. 97 14.115 11.360 20% 2.755 

Feb. 97 14.115 11.262 20% ' 2.853 i 

Mar. 97 14.115 11.156 21% 2.959 

Apr. 97 14.115 10.969 22% 3.146 1.233 

May 97' 14.115 10.748 24% 3.367 1.454 

June 97 '14.115 10.494 26% 3.621 1.708 

July 97** 14.115 10.258 27% 
(' 

3.857 1.944 
*Note that when the welfare law was Signed Ifi August 1996, only had case load data through the month of May 1996 

was available; Thus, the public statements made at that time were based on that May 1996 data, 

** Data released 11117/97. 

Welfare Caseloads as Percent of Population 

Year Welfare Caseload 
(millions) 

Population 
(millions) 

Percent 

1969 6.706 202.677 3.3% 

1970 8.466 205.052 4.1% 

1971-1992 bet. 8-13 bet. 207-255 bet. 4.1-5.3% 

1993 ' 14.142 258.137 5.5% 

1994 14.225 260.660 ' 5.5% 

1995 

1996 

13.652 
; 

12.64& 

26~.034 

265.284 

5.2% 

4.7% 

July 1997* 10.258 266.789 3.8% 
* Data released 11117/97. 
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CHANGE IN WELFARE CASELOADS wfl- ,Cc-v-(" ..1. 


Total AFDCITANF families and recipientS 

Ian. 93 Jan. 94 Ian.95 Jan. 96 July97 . percent!93-97) 
.(millioris) 

Families 4.9?3 5.053 4.936 4.628 . 3.742 -25% 
1,i21,000 fewer families 

.Recipients 14.115 14.276 • . 13.918 12.877 10.258 -27% 
3,8~7,OOO fewer recipimts 

Total AFDCITANF recipients by State 

state Jan..23 Jan.94 Jan. 95 Jan.96 Julrn percentf93-971 

Alabama 141,746 135,096 121,837 '108,269 74,097 -48% 

Alaska 34.951 37.505 37,264 35,432 33,663 -4% 

Arizona . 194,119 202.350' 195,082 171.617 137.899 -29% 

Arkansas 73.982 70.563; 65.,325 59,223 51,506 -30% 

California 2.415,121 2,621,383 . 2.692,202 . 2,648.772 2~282.389 -5% 

Colorado 123.308 118,081, 110,742 99.739 60,056 -51% 

Connecticut 160,102 164,265 170.719 161,736 144,943 -9% 

Delaware 27.652 29,286 26,314 23.153 21,841 -21% 

D.C. 65.860 . 72,330 72,330 70,082 64,326 -2% 
Florida 701.842 689.,135 657,313 575,553 4fYl,598 -42% 
Georgia. 402,228 396,736 3SS,9i3 367,656 243,541 -39%. 
Hawaii 54,511 60,975. 65,2fJ7 66,690 74..297 +36% 
Idaho 21,116 23.342 .24,050 23,547 8,006 -62% 
llIinois 685.508 709,969 710,032 663,212 '547,958 . -20% 
Indiana 209,882 218,061 197,225 147,083 IfJ7,355 -49% 
Iowa 100,943 110,639 103,108 91,727 73,837 -Tl% 
Kansas 87,525 87,433 81,504 70,758 47,434 -46% 
Kentucky 227,879 208,710 193,722 176,601 151,190 -34% 
Louisiana 263,338 252,860 ·258.180 239,247 178,335 -32% 
Maine 67,836 65,006 60,973 56,319 44,972 -34% 
Maryland 221,338 219,863 227,887 207,800 1,54,166 -30% 
Massachusetts 332,044 311,732 286.175 242,572 196,630 -41% . 
Michigan 686,356 672.760 612,224 535,704 . 424,612 -38% 
MinneSota 191,526 189,615 167.949 171,916' 151.201 -21% 
Mississippi 174,093 161,724 146,319 133,029 87,118 -50% 
Missouri 259.039 262,073 259,595 238,052 182,022 -30% 
Montana 34.848 35,415 34,313 32,557 21,258 -39% 
Nebraska 48.055 46,034 42,038 38,653 37,455 -22% 
Nevada 34,943 37,908 41.846 40,491 27,896 -20% 
New Hampshire 28,972 30,386 28,671 24.519 19.157 -34% 
New JerSey 349,902 334,780 321,151 293,833 253,700 -27% 
New Mexico 94,836 101,676 105,114 102,648 78,404 -17% 
New York 1,179,522 1.241,63~ 1,266,350 1.200,847 1,002.936 -15% 
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~ Jan. 93 Jan.94 Jan.95 Jan.96 July97 ~rcent(93-97} 

North Carolina 331,633 334,451 317,836 282,086 231,506 ·30% 
North Dakota 18.774 16,785 14,920 13,652 10,508 -44% 
Ohio 720,476, 691,099 629.719, 552,304 449.123 -38% 
Oklahoma 146,454 133,152. ' 127,336 " 110,498 74,567' , -49% 
Oregon 117,656 116~390 107,610 92,182 56,299 -52% 
Pennsylvania 604,701 615.581 611,215 551,148 432,907 -28% 
Rhode Island 61,116 ' 62,737' 62,407 60,654 52,196 -15% 
South Carolina 151,026 143,883· 133,567 121,703 76,608 . -49% 
South Dakota 20,254 19,413 17.652 16,821 12,497 -38% 
Tennessee 320.709 302,608 281,982 265,320 163,236 -49% 
Texas 785,271 796,348 765,460 714,523 554,878 -29% 
Utah 53,172 50,657 47,412 41,145 31.975 -40% 
Vermont , 28,961 28.095 27,716 . 25,865 22,403 -23% 
Virginia 194,212 . ,194,9591 189.493 166,012 119,430 -39% 
Washington 286,258 . 292,608

1 
.' 290,940 276,018 238,920 -17% 

West Virginia 119.916 . 115,3761 107,668 98,439 80,359 -3~% 
Wisconsin 241,098 230.621. 214,404- 184,209 100.387 -58% 
Wyoming 18,271 16,740; 15,434 13~531 4.957 -73% 

Guam 5.087 6,651 7,630 8,364 7.844 +54% 
Puerto Rico 191,261 184,626 171.932 149.944 141.215 -26% 
Virgin Islands 3,763 3,767 . 4,345 4,953 4,309 +15% 

Note: as ofJfI1y 1.1997. all states chan.ge4 their reponmg SY~fromAIDe to TANF 

Source: 
U.S. Dept. of Health & Human &;rvic:es ' 


~stration for Olildren and Families 

November 1997 
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CHANGE IN WELFARE CASEWADS SINCE ENACTMENT OX THE NEW WELFARE LAW 


Total TANF families and recipients 

Aug.96 

Families 4.389 

Recipients 12.202 

Total TANF recipients by State 

~ 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
D.C. 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana. 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kenruck:y 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Marylanq 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada . 
New Hampshire 

. New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 

Aug.96 

100,510 
35,540 

169,440 
56,230 

2,578,450 
95,790 

159,060 
23,650 
69,290 

533,800 
329,160 
66,480 
2.1.800 

640,870 
141,850 
85,940 
63,780 

170,890 
228,120' 
53,790 

124,130 . 
219,580 
501,440 
169,740 
122.750 
222,820 
28.240 
38,510 
33,920 
22.940 

275,700 
99,660 

1,143,960 

July97 
(millions) 

3.742 
647,000 fewer families 

10.258 
1,944,000 fewer recipiImJg 

July97 

74,907 
33,663 

137,899 
51,506 

2.282,389 
60,056 

144,943 
21,841 

: 64,326 
407,598 
.243,541 

74,297 

. 8,006 


547,958 

107.355 
73,837 
47,434 

151,190 
178,335 
44,972 

154,166 
196,630 
424,612 
151,201 
87,118 

182,022 
21.258 
37.445 
27,896 
19,157 

253,700 
78,404 

1,002,936 

. perg!nl 

-15% 


-16% 


percent 

-25% 

-5% 


-19% 

-8% 


-11% 

-37% 

:"9% 
-8% . 
-7% 

-24% 
-26% 

+12% 
-63% 
-14% 
-24% 
-14% 
-26% 
-12% 
-22% 
-16% 
-21% 
-10% 
-15% 
-11% 
-29% 
-18% 
-25% 
-3% 

-18% 
-16% 
-8% 

-21% 
-12% 
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state Aug. 96 

North Carolina 266,470 
North DakOta 13,130 
Ohio, 549.310 
Oklahoma 96,010 " 
Oregon 78,'420 
Pennsylvania 530,520 
Rhode Island , 56,460 
South Carolina 113.430 

,South Dakota 15.840 
Tennessee 238,890 
Texas 647~790 

, ,Utah 39,060 " ' 
Vermont 24,270 
Virginia 152.680 
. Washington ' 268,930 
West Virginia 89,039 
Wisconsin , 148,890 
Wyoming 11.400 

Guam 8~314 
Puerto Rico 151,023 . 
Virgin Islands .' , 4,898 

July97 

231,596 
' I 10,508 

449,123 
'74,567 " 
56.299 

432,907 
52,196 

'I . 76~608 
12,497 

163,236 
554,878 

31.975 
22.403 

'119.430 
238.920 ' 
'80,359 
100,387 


, ' 4,957 


7,844 
14'1

.'
215 

4,309 

Note: iZ$ OfJuly 1. 1997, all $tat£scha:n.ged their reporting system/rom AFD,C It:J TANI! 
, '<," 

~: 
u.s. Dept. ofHealtb. & Human Servi~ 
Adminlstration fuT Children and ~amilies 
November 1997 

\ I 

percent' 

• -13% 
-20% 
-18% 
..22% 
-28% 
..18% 

-8% 
-32% 
-21% 
~32% 

-14% 
-18% 

" -8% 
..22% 

, -11% 
-10% . 
-33% 
..S7% 

-6% 
-6% 

-12% 
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WELFARE CASELOADS HAVE DECLINED MORE THAN 3 Yz MaLlON 

UNDER PRESIDENT CLINTON 


I October 8, 1997 

President Clinton announced today that welfare caseloads have declined another 250,000, 
bringing the total reduction to more than 3,6 million since he became President, a drop of26 
percent. In the 10 months from August 1996 when he signed welfare reform into law through 
June 1997 (the numbers released today), welfare rolls have declined by 1.7 million to just under 
10,5 million. For the first time since 1969, less than 4 percent ofthe U.S, population is on 
welfare. A total of49 out of 50 states have lowered their welfare rolls -- 14 states by 40, percent' 
or more. 

Later today, Vice President Gore will announce that the federal government has made 
tremendous progress in fulfilling its commitment to lUre 10,000 welfare recipients by the year 
2000, doing its fair share to lower the welfare rolls. 

The new caseload numbers underscore the success of the welfare reform law as it begins 
its second year. This 3.6 million caseload decline is the largest in history. Today, welfare 
caseloads, which fell by a record 1.9 million in the President's first three-and-a-halfyears in office, 
are on course to have dropped by 2 million.l:IlQ.@ in the one year after signing the law. 

President Clinton has made welfare reform a top priority of his Administration. During his 
first four years in office, the President'granted federal waivers to 43 States to require work, time­
limit assistance, make work pay, improve child support enforcement, and encourage parental 
responsibility. In August 1996, President Clinton signed into law the Personal Responsibility and 
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), a comprehensive bipartisan welfare reform 
bill that establishes the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program. Since signing 
the bill into law, the President has focused on efforts to create jobs to move people from welfare 
to work, which include fighting for and winning an additional $3 billion for welfare to work in the 
Balanced Budget Act, mobilizing the business community to hire welfare recipients, working with 
civic, religious and non-profit gro~ps to mentor families leaving welfare for work, and hiring our 
fair share of welfare recipients in the federal government. ' ' 
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, , CHANGE IN WELFARECASELOADSf' ,.0/" 
. ' : 

fr~ AFPCrrl\NF f)unllies and recipients 
:; , 

.. i 'f 

Ian.94 Jan.95 Jah.96 ' , 100,97 ,;bWreriGoolm
; t:;, . ! ".' '.'(millions) ". . 

iFamilies ' 5.053 4.936 4.628 3.782 i ; I., 

1,181,000 fewer families l. : ~ :; : 
: t· 

,Recipients ' i4.115 !4.276 13.918 

1rotai;.iTANF: ~pieDts by State 
. ' .' . ": "',::.. 

:~tate', :, lari;93 Jari,94 " Jan·25 
. ; , 

: ~ : 
'~Alabama: ' r41~746 13S,096 121,837 

1AJaS~ -~ ~ : ;34.9~1 37~S05 37,264­
:Ariu,fla" , , ~94.~ n9 202,350 195,082

iAr~,': ' !73. ·9-82 70',S63 6S,325

!ciIjt9Irtia ' 2~~t5~121 2,621~383 2,692,202 

P,IQiadp.~ , i '1f~f308 118',081 110.742

'Connectieut : ~60~102 164..265 170,719 

!De~~e: - ~7;6?2 29.,286 26,314

;O:.c.' i - , , ~5i860 72,330 72,330 
,~o~:' ; -1;Ot~~2 689,13S 657,313 . 

, .~~Ja' ; - 4,02;228 396,736 388,913 
::Hawaii ; j54~511 60,975 65,207 

,lIdahd : : , 21, H6 23.342 24,050 
, ~Uiriois : " , - 685,508 709.,969 710,032 
!Indi~; ; ; ~09~882 218,061 197,225 

, ~Qv.i' ! , : 100,.943 11(),639 103,108
Ka~,':, : _ :87 :S25 

;:. .f. . 81,433 81,S04 

Ic¢rt~cky: : '1J7~879 208..710 193,722 

~tou,~~ ': : " ·¥3..338 252,869 . 258,180 

..Maine ' f . - :::67;836 65.006 60,973
'~~lan~f : 2;21 ...338 219.863 227,887

MaSsil.cll --ns 332~044 311,732 286,175 


· Midiiga,n~ ~8Q;3~6 672~760 612,224 

~ittnesotii : L9.....S26
" ... \ ...'# . 189.615 167,949 
~i$SiSsiPpi' , .' 1;74.,09,3 191;724 . 146,319 

· ~. ' ". '. :: - - 259"039 . ~~~, .. 262,073 259,595 
'lvf.OiitUl3:: ; $4-;848 35.41S 34,313: '~ebniskk:' ' . '. 4S:QS5 46,,034 42,038· ~~~da': . 134~943 

, 3i,908 . 41.846 

t-l~,H~pshire' j28..,972 30,386 . 28,671 

'New Jem~y .' ~9-i:902 334.780 . 321,151

Ne~ .Mdxioo . :. 9.4~$36 


: • 't' 

101.676 105.114'NevJ y<t~ 1,179·;522 1.241,639 . 1,266,350 
- , 
! 

. ~. 

12.877 
3,621,000 fewer recipients 
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'~ Jan,93 Jan.24 . 
, ~ .', ,'. : Ian.95 lan.96 

" 

: North 9;rofina 331.633 334.451 317,836 282,086, 

;; North Dakota . 18,774 
,. . .. 16.785 14.920 13.652. 

: Ohio 720,476 
 691,099 629,719 552,304. 

':Oldaho~ 146.454 133,152 127,336 ,110.498 - ' 

Oregon; ': 117.656 116.390 107.610 92.182 


;Peruisylvariia 604.701 615,581 611,215 553,148 

.~ Rhode IS'iand ~ 61)116 . 62,737 62,407 , 60,654 

,; Soo.lli :Carolina 
 i5i.026 ' 143,883 133,567 121'.103: ' ;souill Dakota " \20,254 19413 17.652 16,821 : 
;TeQn~s~ , " . 

~20.709 302,608 281.982 265,320,;Texai j " • ?8~,271 796,'348 765.460 . 714,523 _
;Utah , . 53, f72 50,657 :47,472 41,145
:~Vednorit; ; :28.961 28,095 27,716 25,865 ' 
;: V.irgini~; • 194.212 194,959 189.493 166.012, 

. i\lf~4.ingrpn 286.258 292.608. 290.940 276,018 : 

·lWest:;Virghlia· i 19~916 115,376 107.668 98,439.

:;Wisc6~i~ . 
 ~41,098 230,621 214,404 184.209 , 

~Wyomi~g :18..271 16,740 15.434 13.531 , 

" : 

~, ;. 
".. 

',$~0$7 6~651 7,630 8,364 : 
" ~9172'61 184.626 ,171.932 149.944 : 

3.,763 3.767 4,345 4,953 

:':~ki' ';'),', 'p.s.,.oq,~ ?f H~th &:~~;Services 
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Questions and Answers on Welfare Caseloads 

October 8,1997 


Caseload Numbers 
Question: Why does the Administration say that welfare reform has already been a 

success? 

Answer: 	 President Clinton announced today that welfare caseloads have declined another 
250,000, bringing the total reduction to more than 3.6 million since he became 
President, . a drop of26 percent. In the 10 months from August 1996 when he 
signed welfare reform into law through June 1997 (the numbers released today), 
welfare rolls have declined by 1.7 million to just under 10.5 million. For the first 
time since 1969, less ~han 4 percent ofthe U.S. population is on welfare. A total 
of49 out of 50 states have lowered their welfare rolls -- 14 states by 40 percent or 
more. This is the largest caseload decline in history: in no other comparable time 
period have as many people come off the rolls. 

Year Welfare Caseload 
(millions) 

Population 
(millions) 

Percent 

1969 6.706 202.677 3.3% 

I 1970 8.466 205.052 4.1% 

1971-1992 bet. 8-13 bet. 207-255 bet. 4.1-5.3% 

1993 14.142 258.137 5.5% 

1994 14.225 260.660 5.5% 

1995 13.652 263.034 5.2% 

1996 12.648 265.284 4.7% 

June 1997* 10.494 266.789 3.9% 

* Data released today. 

The bipartisan welfare plan that the President signed last year is dramatically 
changing the nation's welfare system into one that requires work in exchange for 
time-limited assistance: The law contains strong work requirements, a 
performance bonus to reward states for moving welfare recipients into jobs, state 
maintenance ofeffort requirements, comprehensive child support enforcement, and 
supports for families moving from welfare to work -- including increased funding 
for child care and guaranteed medical coverage. State strategies are making a real 
difference in the success of welfare reform, specifically in job placement, child 
care and transportation. 
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Even before the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act became law, 
many states were well on their way to changing their welfare programs to jobs 
programs. By granting Federal waivers, the Clinton Administration allowed 43 
states -- more than all previous Administrations combined -- to require work, time­
limit assistance, make work pay, improve child support enforcement, and 
encourage parental responsibility. The vast majority of states have chosen to 
continue or build on their welfare demonstration projects approved by the Clinton 
Administration. 

Question: How many people were on welfare when President Clinton took office? 
When he signed the welfare law? Today? 

Answer: There were 14.12 million people on welfare in January 1993, 12.20 million in 
August 1996, and today's numbers (data from June 1997) show 10.49 million 
,recipients. [Note: when the President signed the welfare law in August 1996, we 
had only May 1996 data in hand, which showed 12.49 million people on welfare, 
Thus, some news stories from that day use that number.] 

Question: The President often uses the decline in welfare caseloads asa measure of 
the success of welfare reform. Isn't the decline due mainly to the good 
economy?' 

Answer: Welfare caseloads are the best measure we have right now of the success of 
welfare reform. According to a May report by the Council ofEconomic Advisors 
(CEA) over 40 percent of the reduction in the welfare rolls can be attributed to the 
strong economic growth during the Clinton Administration, nearly one-third can be 
attributed to waivers granted to states to test innovative strategies to move people 
from welfare to work, and the rest is attributed to other factors -- such as the 
Clinton Administration's decisions to increase the Earned Income Tax Credit, 

. strengthen child support enforcement, and increase funding for child care. 

Question: How can you use the decline in the welfare caseloads as a measure of success 
when we don't know what's happening to these former recipients? 

Answer: Not enough time has passed for research studies to be completed, but we do know 
people are leaving the rolls voluntarily, since time limits haven't gone into effect 
yet, and thus we expect they've left welfare for better opportunities. 
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Question: 

Answer: 

Question: 

Answer: 

Question: 

Answer: 

Fair Labor Standards Act and Worker Protections 

Which are the 14 states that have cut their rolls by 40% or more in the last 
four years? 

The 14 states are: Alabama, Florida, Indiana, Kansas, Massachusetts, Mississippi, 
North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Utah, Wisconsin, 
and Wyoming. (See attached state-by-state tabie.) 

". 

Only one of the 50 states has had an increase in its welfare caseloads -­
Hawaii, which has experienced a 36% increase. Why? 

This is a complex question to answer because of conditions unique to Hawaii, 
including the local economy and different population and demographic trends. 
Hawaii is a state where economic recovery from a recession lags behind the nation 
as a whole. It is also unique in that it is geographically remote from the rest of the 
country, making its economy more contained. Eligibility changes in Hawaii since 
1995 have brought additional families into the system, but state officials report that 
they have simultaneously increased their emphasis on work for those who are on 
the welfare rolls. Finally, Hawaii reports that they had an influx of welfare 
recipients from other U.S. Pacific territories -- Guam and the Mariana Islands -- in 
1994. 

Why is the Administration undermining welfare reform by insisting that 
participants in workfare programs get the protections of the Fair Labor 
Standards Act (FLSA) and other employment laws? 

We believe that worker protection laws, such as the Fair Labor Standards Act, 
should apply to workfare participants in the same way they apply to other workers. 
If a workfare participant counts as an "employee" under these laws, then she 
should get protection. No one doing real work should be paid a subminimum 
wage. 

And we believe that paying working welfare recipients the minimum wage and 
giving them other worker protections will promote, not undermine, the goals of 
welfare reform, because it will give them the ability to support their families and 
break the cycle of dependency. 

We will work with states to ensure that they can comply with this policy, without 
undue financial burden, while still meeting the welfare law's work requirements. 
Of course, if states place welfare recipients in private jobs, then the minimum wage 
already applies. And we are. working to minimize costs associated with the 
application ofemployment laws to workfare participants in other ways. 
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Work Participation Rates 
Question: Why are so many states not meeting the work rates? Does that mean welfare 

reform is a failure? 

Answer: Almost all the states are meeting the work rates for one parent families, which 
makeup a full 93 percent of the caseload. The only work rates states are having 
trouble meeting are the much higher ones that apply to two parent families, which 
are a very small portion of the caseload. [The law requires 25 percent of the total 
welfare caseload to work and 75 percent of the two parent families to work.] 

Question: How many states do you expect to fail the work rates? 

Answer: We are not sure. States have until mid-November to report data. Informally, most 
states have told us they will meet the overall 25 percent work rate, but many have 
reported concerns about meeting the 75 percent two parent rate. As you may 
know, the Associated Press surveyed states and found 19 states expect to fail the 
two parent work rate~ and seven states do not know. However, because of the 
staggered start dates for state T ANF plans, only two-thirds of states have to report 
data and are subject 'to financial penalties this fiscal year, and none of these states 
will be reporting more than three months of data (from July 1- September 30th). 

Question: Will the Administration penalize states that fail the work rates? 

Answer: We will impose penalties on states that do not meet work rates. We believe it is 
critical that states place a priority on putting welfare families to work. The law 
does provide states with the opportunity to receive a credit toward the work rates 
for those who leave the welfare rolls and allows them to propose a corrective 
compliance plan in lieu of a penalty. We will evaluate these requests on a case by 
case basis. 

Question: Is the Administration going to weaken the two parent work rate through 
regulations, as The New York Times has reported? 

Answer: The welfare law explicitly says that states shall receive a "pro rata reduction of the 
participation rate dueto caseload reductions" and provides a formula for reducing 
the work rates from, for example, 75 to 50 percent, if the state has had a 25 
percent caseload reduction. Thus it is the law, not the regulation, which provides 
the caseload credit. 

-4­



Child Support Computer Systems. 
Question: 	 Haven't a lot of states failed to meet the October lst deadline for having 

state-wide child support computer systems in place? What is the 
Adminstration planning to do about this? 

Answer: 	 States have had nine years to develop these computer systems, and we don't intend 
to extend the deadline any further. We do, however, believe that the current law-­
which requires us to withhold all federal child support funds when a state misses 
the deadline -- will undermine efforts to collect child support for needy families. 
Thus, while we proceed with the penalty process, we intend to accept the 

. invitation from memb~rs of Congress such as Chairman Clay Shaw to try to work 
together to devise an improved penalty structure. [Note: 17 states and the District 
of Columbia did not meet the deadline.] 

Child Support Enforcement -- National New Hire Directory 
Question: What is the National Directory of New Hires? 

Answer: 	 The National Directory ofNew Hires, which went on line October 1 st, is part of 
the welfare law's new tools to collect child support from deadbeat parents. The 
best way to collect child support is to take it right out of parents' paychecks, a 
process called "wage withholding." Before now, it was easy for the 30 percent of 
parents who live in a Idifferent state from their children to avoid wage withholding 
because the state where their children live didn't know where they worked. The 
National Directory ofNew Hires will change all that. The Department ofHealth 
and Human Services estimates that the new hire directory will increase child . . 
support collections by $6.4 billion over the next ten years. 

Question: 	 Do you have any concerns about privacy issues raised by such a database? 

Answer: 	 We believe it is critically important we do everything we can to ensure that parents 
pay the child support they owe. Federal law requires the Department ofHealth 
and Human Services to establish safeguards to protect privacy and ensure the data 
are used only by authorized persons for authorized uses. These issues were 
reviewed in great detail as the child support legislation was considered in the last 
Congress, and there was strong bipartisan support for the establishment of the new 
hire directory and other new child support enforcement measures. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH INGTON 

October 7, 1997 

STATEMENT ON NEW WELFARE CASELOAD NUMBERS 

DATE: 
LOCATION: 
BRIEFING: 
EVENT TIME: 
FROM: 

I. PURPOSE 

To announce new welfare caseload figures. 

II. BACKGROUND 

October 8, 1997 
'SouthLawn 
8:30 - 8:45 Diplomatic Reception Room 
8:45 - 8:55 am South Lawn (Open Press) 
Bruce Reed/Cynthia Rice 

You will be announcing today that welfare caseloads have declined another 250,000, bringing 
the total reduction to more than 3.6 million since you became President, a drop of 26 percent. 
In the 10 months from August 1996 when you signed welfare reform into law through June 
1997 (the numbers released today), welfare rolls have declined by 1.7 million to just under 
10.5 million, For the first time since 1969, less than 4 percent of the US, population is on 
welfare. A total of 49 out of 50 states have lowered their welfare rolls -- 14 states by 40 
percent or more. 

You will also announce that later in the day Vice President .Gore will hold an event to 
highlight that the federal government has made tremendous progress in fulfilling its 
commitment to hire 10,000 welfare recipients by the year 2000, doing its fair share to lower 
the welfare rolls. 

The 3,6 million caseload decline you are announcing today is the largest in history and shows 
that welfare caseloads, which fell by a record 1.9 million in your first three-and-a-half years 
in office, are on course to have dropped by 2 million more in the one year after signing the 
law. 

m. PARTICIPANTS 

- The President 



" 

IV. 	 PRESS PLAN 


Open Press. 


V. 	 SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

- You win make remarks from a podium and then proceed to Marine One for departure. 

VI. 	 REMARKS 


Remarks provided by Speechwriting. 
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wJ)'Welfare Caseloads (V; 

Baseline Recipients Percentage Decline Decline 
Recipients (iri month Drop since since 
(Jan. 93) noted) Jan. 93 Aug. 96 

May 96 (data' we 

had when law 

was signed) 
 14.115 12.499 11% 1.616 

Aug. 96* (when 

lawwas signed) 
 14.115 14%12.202 1.913 

20% 2.75514.115 11.360•Jan. 97 

20%11.262 2.853Feb. 97 14.115 

14.115 21%11.156 2.959Mar. 97 

14.11S 1O~969 3.146Apr. 97 22% 1.233 

10.748 24% 3.367May 97 14.115 1.454 

26%14.115 10.494 3.621June 97 1.708 

*Note that when the welfare law was signed in August 1996. we only had caseload data through the month of May 1996. 
Our public statements at that time were therefore based on that May 1996 data. 
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CHANGE IN WELFARE CASEWADS 


Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients 

1an.93 1an.94 1an.95 1an.96 
(millions) 

Families 4.963 5.053 4.936 4.628 
1,089,000 fewer families' 

Recipients 14.115 14.276 13.918 12.877 
3,367,000 fewer recipients 

Total AFDC/TANF recipients by State 

1an.93 1an.94 1an.95 1an.96 

Alabama 141,746 135,096 121,837 108,269 
Alaska 34,951 37,505 37,264 35,432 
Arizona 194,119 202,350, , 195,082,' 171,617 
Arkansas 73,982 70, 56:f ,65,325 59,223 
California 2,415,121 2,621,383 • ,2,692,202 2,648,772 
Colorado 123,308 118,081 110,742 99,739 
Connecticut 160,102, 164,265 170,719 161,736 
Delaware 27,652 29,286 26,314 23,153 
D.C. 65,860 72,330 72,330 70,082 
Florida 701,842 689,135 657,313 575,553 
Georgia 402,228 396,736 388,913 367,656 
Hawaii 54,511 60,975 65,207 66,690I 

Idaho 21,116 23,342 24,050 23,547 
Illinois 685,508 709,969 710,032 663,212 
Indiana . 209,882 218,061 197,225 147,083 
Iowa 100,943 110,639 103,108 91,727 
Kansas 87,525 87,433 ' 81,504 70,758 
Kentucky 227,879 208,710 193,722 176,601 
Louisiana 263,338 252,860 258,180 239,247 
Maine 67,836 65,006 60,973 56,319 
Maryland 221,338 219,863 227,887 207,800 
Massachusetts 332,044 311,732 286,175 242,572 
Michigan 686,356 ' 672,760 '612,224' 535,704 
Minnesota 191,526 .. '189,615 ' 167;949, 171~916 
Mississippi ,,174,093':X:,\;,;,:?;;.,:~161~724 • "',146,319 ':"133,029, 
Missouri " , ·'~;:'''·259 , 039 ,:;)'~~:;{~'~'262;073 259,595:< 238,052'" 
Montana 34,848 ,"~<'35,415, 34,313' \ 32;557 
Nebraska' 48,055", ":,):':46,034' " '. 42,038," 38,653 
Nevada ' 34,943' 37,908 41,846 ,: 40,491' 
New Hampshire 28,972 ,30,386 28,671, 24,519 
New Jersey 349,902 334,780 321,151 ,293,833 
New Mexico 94,836 101,676 105,114 102,648 
New'York 1,179,522 1,241,639 1,266,350 1,200,847 

May 97 perceilt(93-97) 

3.874 '-22% 


10.748 -24% 

May 97 ' percent(93-97) 

87,506 -38% 

36,528 +5% 


142,217 -27% 

52,695 -29% 


2,382,847 -1 % 
81,778 -34% 

153,364 -4% 
2.1,797 -21 % 
65,342 , -1 % 

433,847 -38% 
270,164 -33% 
73,893 +36% ' 
18,176 -14% 

560,847 -18% 

115,886 -45% 

78,133 -23% 

51,489 -41 % 


156,511 -31 % 

184,997 -30% 

49,606 -27% 

158,221 -29% 
197,719 -40% 
438,346 -36% 
154,770-19% ' 
l00~984:~:<':,:, "-42%,' , , ." 
188~680, "':. ,:'-';,,':,':..27% "';',;' " 
21;950 -31 % 
36073" ' , '-25% ' , 
28,521 

, 

-18% ­
20,261 -30% 


246,500 -30% 

81,129 -14% 


1,037,712 ' -12% 



state Jan.93 Jan.94 Jan.95 Jan.96 May 97 percent(93-97) 

North Carolina 331,633 334,451 317,836 282,086 236,639 -29% 
North Dakota 18,774 16,785 : 1(920 . 13,652 11,275 -40% 
Ohio 720,476 691,099 . 629,719 552,304 494,743 -31 % 
Oklahoma 146,454 133,152 127,336 110,498 78,611 -46% 
Oregon 117,656 116,390 . 107,610 92,182 60,633 . -48% 
Pennsylvania 604,701 615,581 611,215 553,148 446,140 -24% 
Rhode Island .61,116 62,737 • 62,407 60,654 54,539 -11% 
South Carolina 151,026 143,883 , 133,567 121,703 . 81,363 -46% 
South Dakota 20,254 19,413 . 17,652 16,821 13,328 -34% 
Tennessee 320,709 302,608 ; 281,982 265,320 169,413 -47% 
Texas 785;271 796,348 : 765,460 714,523 580,282· -26% 
Utah 53,172 50,657 • 47,472 41,145 32,325 -39% 
Vermont 28,961 28,095 27,716 . ·25,865 23,162 -20% 

iVirginia 194,212 194,959 189,493 166,012 125,668 -35% 
Washington 286,258 292,608 • 290,940 276,018 254,546. -11% 
West Virginia 119,916 115,376 : 107,668 98,439 83,622 -30% 
Wisconsin 241,098 230,621 . . 214,404 184,209 110,645 -54% 
Wyoming 18,271 16,740 • 15,434 13,53~ 5,840 -68% 

Guam 5,087 6,651 . 7,630 . .8,364 7,382 +45% 
Puerto Rico 191,261 184,626 ' 171,932 149,944 143,178 -25% 
Virgin Islands 3,763 3,767 4,345 4,953 4,418 +17% 

Source: 
U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services 
Administration for Children and Families 
August ·1997 
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MORE THAN 3 MILLION FEWER PEOPLE 
ON WELFARE SI~CE 1993 

~c. 
'9~ 

I_I -40% and greater. C> 

HAWAII I_I -20% to -39% 

+36% 

I·: 
D 

.?:~,;,- ·1 10
' 1"'" Footnote: Nationwide, the number of AFDC rKipients has fallen ~·~1::"~-:;".,~,: .. ~ fO to - :310 

from 14.1 million to 10.7 million since January 1993, an 
~ 

average of 24 percent as of May :1997. Increase 
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St. Louis Welfare to Work Partnership Event 
Q~estions and Answers 

About the President's Speech 

Question: 

Answer: 

Question:, 

Answer: 

Question: 

. Answer: 

".~' 

What announcements did the President rpake today? 

Today, the President highlighted the success ofwelfare reform nearly one year 
after signing the welfare law, announcing that caseloadshave declined by almost " 
3.4 million or 24 percent since ~e tookoff:i¢,e; The President also 'noted the, ' 
continuing success 'ofthe Welfare to Work Partnership, which now includes over 
800 businesses and today launched a toll-free hotline arid web page to help 
companies all across the na.tion hire people offwelfare. Finally, the President 
praised the public-private partnership growing in St. Louis, where over 300 
companies have accepted his challenge to hire welfare ~ecipients.,,' 

,How many people are now on' the welfare rolls nationwide? ' 

10.7 million people were on the rolls i~ Ma.y 1997. down from, 14.1 million in 
January 1993, a drop of;3.4 millionor24 percent. Thisisthe largest caseload ," 
decline in history: in no other comparable time period have as many_ people come 

, off the rolls. The 10..7 $llio~ people on the rolls represent 4 percent pfthe , 
population' -- the smalleSt percentage ofwei fare recipients in the population since . ; . " . ' 

1970. 

The President often.us~s the decline in Welfare caseloads a.s a mea'sure or 
the success of welfare reform. Isn't the decline due mainly to the good 

,,economy?, 
, ~ 

Welfare caseloads are the bestmeas~ie w~,haveright no,",: ,of the " .' 
success ofwelfare reform. According to a Ma.y report by the Council ofEconomic 
Advisors (CEA) over 4q percent, ofthe reduction in the welfare rolls can be : 
attributed to the strong rconomic groWth during the Clinton Administration,' nearly 
one-third can be attributed to waivers granted to states to test innovative strategies 
to move people from w~lfare to work, and the rest is attributed'to otlier factors - ' 
such as the Clinton Ad~nistratiQn's decisions to increase the Earned Income Tax: 
Credit, strengthen c~ild support enforcement,' arid, increase funding fot child care. 

. .' , '. . ." '.'., . . 
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Question: How does today's caseload announcement differ from ones made in the past? 

Answer: 
August 12th St. Louis Speech Caseload do~n almost 3.4 million or 24% since 

President Clinton took office, a decline of 1.4 
, million since he signed the new welfare reform into 

law (1193-5/97) 

July 4th Radio Address "3 million fewer people on welfare than 
there were the day I took office -- a 

, remarkable 1.2 million fewer since I signed 
welfare reform into la~" (1/93-4/97) 

April 10 Cabinet meeting 
on Welfare Hiring 

Down 2.755: million (1193-1197) 

Baseline 
Recipients 
(Jan. 93) 

R,ecipients 
(in month 
,noted) 

Percentage 
Dn;>p 

Decline 
smce 

Jan. 93 

Decline 
smce 

Aug. 96 

May 96 (data we 
had when law 
was signed) 14.115 

" 

'12.499 
\ 

11% 1.616 

Aug. 96* (when 
law was signed) 14.115 '12.202 14% ' 1.913 

Jan. 97 14.115 111.360 20% 2.755 

Feb. 97 4.115 2 

11.156 

20% '2.853 

Mar. 97 14.115 : 21% 
i ' 

2,959 I 
Apr. 97 14.115 :10.969 22% , 3.146 1.233 

May 97' 14.115 10.748 24%. 3.367. 1.454 
*Note that when the welfare law was sIgned m :August 1996, we only had caseload data through the month ofMay 1996. ' 
Our public statements at that time were therefore based on that May 1996 data. 

Question: 	 The President said in his speech that ter'. states have cut their rolls by over 

40% in the last 4 year's. Which states are these? 


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

'", .. ,' " Answer: ," 	 The teQ, states that the fresident was ref~ng to"ar~Indiana, Massachusetts, .;, ".. 
Mississippi, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee. .'.~, 

, '~ I ", ... •Wisconsin, and Wyomihg. ·Wyomini s caseload has declined by 68% ~d, 
."Wisconsin's by 54%. 	 (See attache4 state-py-stat,e tabie and map.), 
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Question: 	 How much caseload reduction has occurred in Missouri? 

Answer: The welfare rolls have declined by 27 per~nt in Missouri since January 1993, 
. slightly higher than the national average of 24 percent. 

Question: 	 Only 2 of the 50 states' have had increases in their welfare caseloads: Alaska 
has had a small increase, but Hawaii has had a ve.ry significant one. Why? 

Answer: 	 This is a complex question to answer because of conditions unique to each stafe, 
including the local economy and different population and demographic trends. 
Both Alaska and Hawaii are' states where economic recovery from a recession lags 
behind the nation as a Whole. They are also un~que in that they are geographically 
remote from the rest of,the country, making their economies more contained. In 
Hawaii; eligibility changes since 1995 have 'brought additional families into the 

. system, but state officials report that they have simultaneously increased their 
emphasis on work for those on the welfare rolls. Finally, Hawaii reports that they 
had an influx ofwelfare:recipients from oth~r U.S. Pacific territories -- Guam and 
the Mariana Islands -- iq 1994. 

[Note: According to HHS, Guam and the Mariana Islands,' which hav~ had welfare block grants 
for years,' did not manage their block g~ant well in 1994, spending too much of the money early in 
the year. As a result, they were forced :to cut or eliminate benefits later in the year, prompting an 

. emigration ofrecipients to Hawaii. However, although AGF has been reporting this as a 
significant reason for Hawaii's caseload increase, it does not appear to explain more than a small . 
portion of it.J ' , 

Question: 	 The President said that the balanced budget he signed into law last week 
fixed what he promised to fix when he signed the welfare reform law last 
August•. What did he mean? ' 

, 	 , 

Answer: When the President signed welfare reform into law last August, he said he 
thought the cuts in' programs for legal immigrants and nutritional assistance -- cuts 
which "have nothing to do with the fundamental purposes ofwelfare reform" -­
were "too deep" and he pledged to fix them, The new budget does that, by 
restoring $11.5 billion in health and disability benefits for legal immigrants who 
were in the U.S. as oflast August and are receiving benefits or become disabl~d iti 
the future. The new budget restores $1.5 billion in food stamps cuts, providing 
235,000 work slots for able-bodied childless recipients who must work under the 
new iaw~rJ:he budget also ensures that 30,000 children losing SSI beCause ofthe 
stricter new eligibility rutes will keep their Medicaid coverage. . '~, ", .., :".' . " 

, . 	 \ 
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About Today's Program 

Question: How many St. Louis area companies have pledged to hire welfare recipients? 

Answer: More than 300. 

Question: 
I 

What is Mid.Tec? Why is the program being held there? 

Answer: Mid.Tec is a consortiuqt of250 small-to medium sized manufacturers that 
provides machine training for specific jobs needed by the members to retain their 
global competitiveness.: The training program targets low-income individuals and 

, welfare recipients to train'them for specific jobs on'the plant floor. Mid.Tec 
symbolizes how hiring ~nd training welfare recipients is good for business. Barry 
Corona, the chairman of the board ofMid. Tec, is an example ofa small business 
owner making a difference in St. Louis' welfare to work effort. 

Question: What has Monsanto done to help the welfare to work effort? 
company hired any welfare recipients? 

Has the ' 

Answer: As one of the five founding board member of the Welfare to Work Partnership, 
Monsanto CEO'Robert 'Shapiro is helping lead the national business effort to help 
move people on public assistance to jobs in the private sector .. We do not have . 
information about how many welfare recipients Monsanto hasitselfhired~ you'll 

. have to ,ask the company representatives that question. 
I ' 

Question: Does the fact the Congressman Gephardt is appearing with the President 
mean he's reconsidered his vote last year against the welfare reform bill the 
President signed into U,w last August? 

Answer: You'll have t6 ask the Congressman about his view ofwelfare reform, but we have 
no indication that Congressman Gephardt has decided to endorse the welfare 
reform law. 

.. , , 

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

\, 

" 
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About the Welfare to Work Partnership 

Question: 	 What is the Welfare to Work Partnership? 

Answer: ' 	 The Partnership is a national, independent, nonpartisan effort ofthe business 
community launched in May 1997 to help move people on public assistance to jobs 
in the private sector. The Partnership concentrates on energizing the business 
community to hire and retain welfare recipients without displacing existing 

. workers. The Partnership provides information" technical assistance and support 
for businesses ofall sizes and sectors, from all industries and from all areas of the 

. country. 

Question: 	 How many companies 'across the nation have joined the Partnership? 

Answer: 	 Approximately 800. 

Question: 	 What do the companies that join the Partnership pledge to do? 

Answer: 	 In order to join the Welfare to Work Partnership, companies must either have 
hired or must pledge to hire individuals from public assistance without displacing 
current employees .. 

Question: 	 Isn't UPS one of the co~panies represented on the Partnership board? 
What effect does the strike have on their participation? 

Answer: 	 We understand UPS representatives are not involved in today's event -but we 
worked with the company long before this strike and plan to work with them long 
after it's settled. . . 

Question: 	 Why should businesses get involved in the Partnership or any type of 
welfare to workeffort? 

Answer: 	 Welfare to work is a solu,tion that's smart for business. Many companies find it 
difficult to locate entry-h~vel workers. By recruiting welfare recipients, companies 
can greatly enlarge their pool of potential entry-level workers. This is a 
non-traditional source o(workers that companies have not actively recruited. Tax . 
credits are available. In addition, companies hiring individuals from public 
assistance will promote the, strengthening of famities and the improvement of ". 
children's lives within their local communities. 

,',' .":,'." 

','l 
, ... ' 	 " .. 

. \. 
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Question: 	 What did the Partnership announce today? 

Answer: 	 Companies can sign up with the Partnership andlor get more information by calling 
the Partnership's toll-free hotline (l-888-USA-JOB 1) or visiting its web site 
(www.welfaretowork.org), which are both being launched today. The Partnership 
will send any interested business·its new guide to hiring and retaining welfare 
recipients, Blueprint/or;Business: Reaching a New Work Force. the Partnership 
today also began running print and radio public service announcements 
encouraging businesses, tphire from the welfare rolls .. 

The Partnership is launcping its city to city challenge in St. Louis. Because 
, jobs are created and fill¢d at the community level, the Welfare to Work Partnership 

is pledging to visit 12 high poverty cities over the next 6 months to strengthen 
each city's welfare to work infrastructure. In every city, the Partnership will 
recruit businesses to hire andretain welfare recipients and give them the technical 
assistance to do so. They will help city service providers improve the way they, 
operate so they Can provide business~s with work-ready welfare recipients. 
Finally, the Partnership Will work with elected and appointed state and local 
officials to celebrate the;city' s efforts and ensure long-term changes. 

.. ~ J • 

Question: 	 How many other cities ,have been targeted and what are they?, . 

Answer: 	 The Partnership has targeted 13 additional cities as potential sites for their 
activities. Each has a high concentration of poverty and welfare receipt. Each 
also has some existing infrastructure to support welfare to work efforts yet could 
benefit from additional resources. Finally, each'city has an identifiable champion 
that has a track record fqrinnovative welfare to work practices. Possible cities 
include: Indianapolis, Baltimore, Columbus or Cleveland, Los Angeles, Chicago, 
Miami; Seattle, New York City, Detroit, San Antonio, Philadelphia, Denver, and 
Atlanta.' 

\. 
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Other Welfare Reform Issues 

Fair Labor Standards Act and Worker Protections' 

Question:, 	 Why is the Administr~tion undermin ing welfare reform by insisting that 

participants in workfare programs get the protections of the Fair Labor 

Standard,s Act (FLSA) and other employment laws? 


Answer: 	 We believe that worker protection laws, such as the Fair Labor Standards Act, 
should apply to workfare participants in the same ~ay they apply to other workers. 
If a workfare participant counts as an "employee" under these laws; then she 
should get protection. No one'doing real work should be paid a subminimum 
wage. 

And we believe that paying working welfare recipients the minimum wage and 
giving them other worker protections will promote, not undermine, the goals of 
welfare reform, because it will give them the ability to support their families and 
break the cycle ofdepeI)dency. . ' . 

We will work with states to ensure that they can comply with this policy, without 
undue financial burden, while still meeting the welfare law's work requirements. 
Ofcourse, if states place welfare recipients in private jobS. then the minimum wage 
already applies. And w~are working to minimize.costs associateq with the 
application of employment laws to workfare partieipant~ in other ways. 

White House Hiring 

Question: 	 In April, the Whi.te House pledged to hire six welfare recipients. 
Have any.beenhired?:' 

Answer: Yes. The Executive Office of the President has already hired six welfare 
recipients. [Note that the original commitment that the "White House" would hire 

. six people actually reflected the full Executive Office of the President; including 
OJ\.1B and the Office ofAdministration. To date, the White House has hired 3 
people, OJ\.1B has hired 2, and the Office ofAdministration has hired 1.] 

I. , 
. "', 

'."', 
~. ' 
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. (L'- Cv.¢fo",cl. . ' . 
I)J .. . 9.0 AFDC & Emergency Assistance 

Table 9,G1.-AlIsrage monthly number of recipients; total amount of cash payments, and average monthly payment,
1936·93 ..' . 

(1I'l0l''''''' nonmec:llOal vendor payments. IncludeS A.laska 6f'Id HawaQ. beginning 11'1 1943: Pueno Rico and the 
. VIrgin lalanos. bGglnni~ In OCtober 1960 and Guam. beginning In Juty 1969) : 

Emergency ASSlllatlCO I 

Aid to Famll_ With Cependent Qllldren 

Year 

I 938 ............... w ......... ; ................. 


1940u..........,......u......."n'fn'........... .. 

11145 ; ..... ~........._ ............... ~.......... 

1950 ............. ; ...... : ........................ 

1966 .............. ; ..... :-.•.•.•, .... ; ........... 


1980 .................................. _ ........ 

1i8t .."""H"....I"Ul....UU.....'~.It.~.u... 
1 962 " ............ _ .......__....._.~... ;. 
1963............" ................. ,......-........,

1984__.........__........................... 


1980 ................. _ ....... _ ........ _ ....... 

1988 ............U 
 .. I4U.... UUU..'H..U ...........: 


1967 .......................... ~ .._.. _ ......... 

1;se ...u ......................u ••• 'u,......·.... ~ 

1969 ........ _ ....... : ......... _ ............. 


I 970 ~...... _._ ....... _ .................... ;. 

1971 ............................................. 

1972 ............................................. 

1973 ............................................. 

1974 .................... , .............. ; .... _... 


1975 ............................................. 

1976 ............................................. 

1977 .................... _....................... 

11178 ............................................. 

1879 .. _ ...................... ; ............ -... 


1980 ........................................... 

1961 ................................_ .......... : 

1982.,..•_........ ; ................ _ ... " ....... 

, 983 ..._ ......... ; ............... ~.........;. 

1984 .. ~....... ; ................................. 


1985 ............................................. 

1986 ............................................. 

1987 .......................... ; ................. : 

1988 '''.tn•••u ...",..u..utnn... t~.~uIUt.. 

1989~.......... _ ............................... 

1ellO ............~............................... 

19111 ........... _ ................................ 

1992-.........~............................. : .. 

1993..n.Hu.... H~...... f .....uf'..n'.......d. 


.AYOI'a;O monthly number (In tt\oUSlnd.}-

Reclplenta , 

Families TOlldl Children 

147 634 361 
349 1.182 840,259 1107 6S6 
844 . 2,205 1.537 
812 2,214 1.673 

"IB7 3.005 • 2.314869 3.354 : 2.687 
931 '3.676 ; 2.818 
947 S.S76 ' 2,909 
892 4.118 ; 3.091 

1,039 4.3211 I 3.266 
1,088 4.513 3,411 
1.217 5.014 : 3.771 
1.410 6.70& .• 4,276 
1,89a 6,706 ' .'.985 ., 
2.208 8.466 , 6.214 
2,762 10.241 7,434 
s,0411 10.1147 .7.90S 
3.148 10.949 7.902 
3,230 . 10.8!14 i 7~.822 

3.498 IU46 • 6.095 
U711 \ 1.304 , 6,001 
3.586 11.050 . : 7.773 
3.022 .10.670 ' 7.402 
3.609 lD.312 : 7.179 

3.712 10.774 7,419 
S.836 11,0711 7.&~7 
3,542 1 0,268 • 6.903 
USB 10.761 ' , 7.098 
3,714 10.631 .7.144 

I 
3.701 10.855 ' 7.198 
3,763 11.038 : 7,334 
3.776 11.027 7,388 
3.149' 10.1116 : 7.329 
3.799 10.993 ., 1,420 

4.057 11.895 '·7.917 
4.467 12.930' , 8.716 
4.629 1~.n3 · 9.303 
5,C12 14,205 ; 9.574 

, 

Amoum 01 payrritmll 

Momhly average per-
Totel 

On lhousl.nda) Family I Roc/plent 

$49.678 $28:1(; . 57.75 
133.770 31.9S 1M3 
1411.S67 41MS 13.76 
551.653 71.33 '17.84 
611,841 84.11 2328 

1.000.784 1Dti.75 27.75 
1,166.769 110.97 28.74 
1.298,774 \16.30 29.44 
l,S65.851 120.19. 29.36 
1.510.352 126.88 30.57' 

1.660.186 133.20 31.0e 
1,8113.826 . 142.83 34.42 
2,266.400 166.111 37.67 
2,S49,2ili 16BAI 41.62 
3,583.427 174,89 44.28 

'.SSue4, 183.13 47.77 
8.203;528 187.16 60.48 
6.909.260 188.87 52.60 

. ·7.212.035 190.91 64.89 
7.916.663 204.27 . flO.72· 

9,210.995 219.44 67.65' 
10.140.543 23&.10 74.75 
10.603.820 246.27 79.97 
10.730.416 203.89 . &4.60 
11.068,864 262.86 89.45 

12,475,245 280.03 96.49 
1U81.116 262.04 97.S4 
12.877.906 303.02 103.GO 
13.837.228 312.82 107.Ie 
~4.503;710 325.44 111.1)0 . 
15.195.835 342.15 116.65 
16,033,074 355.04 . 121.05 
16.372,535 381.37 123.73 
16.828.794 374J)7 128.47 
17,4Cili.943 383.1'4 132.40 

111.068.541 391.67 135.86 
20.930.600 .390.44 134.89 
2UI55.881 373.71 . 131.03 
22.1:180.016 . 3n.24 133.10 

AveraQI 
ITIOnlhly

number 01 
. . (am11los 

TOlal 
'assbitance 

paymarne'
during 

year
(In thousands) (In thousands) 

... ... ... ... 
, ... .... 
... ." ... ... 
... ... 

., ... ...., ... ... ... ... ... ~.* .. 

... ... 
,. . ... 
... 

~ 

... 
7.5 S6.S99 
1.$ 11 ,396 

11.1 19.&43 
. 111.11 . 44.180 
18.8 39.286 
31.3 .64.031 

38.3 77,516 
27.5 55,673 
32.8 66.132 
34,6 80,919 
35.7 84.043 

48,8 113.238 
49.1 123.467 
27.S 102,344 
30;0 126.246 
32.1 141.137 

32.8 157,304 
34.8 178.2&4 
42.4 213.903 
48.8 278.1l06 
48.7 29/).841 

Ss.o 348.986 
59.7 302.094 
62.7 272.853 

. ·56.8 387.113 

AYlrll~e 
monlhy 

payrnem
pertamllY 

... .. . .. . ... ... 

... ... ... .. . 
'" 

" .... 
... 

511723 
120.14 
148.64 
184.91 
174.05 
170.38 

'. 

168.85 
166.43 
168.05 
196.24 
\11&.92 

194,29 
209.51 

'278.64 
. ' 283.16 

'278.97 

J 312~98 
' 362.45 
)358.29 
a420,89
?4(j1.45 

1476.50 
a422.07 
a431.41 
) Sea.17 

'AeponlnglnlUated July 1989,. Number Of Stale. with program; \1169·70,23: 19Bs-ae.28; 1907. 29; 1900. 30; 1989. 31; 1990. 33; 1991; 34; 1992, 34; atld 
1971.24: 19')'2.27: 1973·76.29: 1976'78,21: 1918·78, 28: 1979.24;.1980'84.27; 1993.35. 

.) EllCludGS family count al'ld 6~nd"l\urGlllor SlatGS providing only panial dalll. 

! 
,. 

" 

CoNTACT: Hert>al't LI~bennan (202) 401.4048 tor further Infor"ltttion. 

Social Security Bulle:ln • Annual Stat.islical Supplement. '995 357 

http:1979.24;.1980'84.27
http:1973�76.29
http:19')'2.27
http:19Bs-ae.28
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MORE THAN 3 MILLION FEWER PEOPLE 

ON WELFARE Sn~CE 1993 


o 
~-. ..~ 

~40% and greaterI_I() ••HAWAII -20%i:0-39% 
+36% 

Footnote: Nationwide, the number of AFDC recipients has fallen h·';:~; 1~1% to -19% 
from 14.1 million to 10.7 million since January 19!J3, an 
average of 24l*'Cent as of May .1997. . o 'Increase 
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Percent:!l',ae' on A,:.;:.'-,:'~n,1nce.' service, to name the fatJ:iers oftlleir i '
WElFARE,FJ't!mAl'~ ~~L4U, 	 ' children so that the, state Can couect ' 

--..1, ,Is ' ~,'-'~es't S,m·,ce' 197',0;, 'Still.eveilWhiteHouseoffi~sdon't child supPort. and'tO loOkseriouslyfor
• !"""-I LUW~ 	 argue that the new ,numbers can be jobs before they areeven1aceepte<l ~ntO
....-4 	 attributed direct1y to Clinton's signing of the welfare 'rolls in the first place., 
~ 'M' ,p', ',;' 'Ar'.. ' Ci' ....:-1 thewelfaie,law. But they say the drop "Onepartoftheexp~tiQnisclearly' 
~ '\ ' ,any'.raC~Q,rs',' ,'e ", too," over the paSt severaI ye~ is cau!!ed by a • the economy and the continued .low ,': 

=,
'W' colllluenCe offavorable trend&-'-jD par. 'unemployment rate. oDe parfdoesm:, 

tiCular the strQog economy, an~ afilish : volve the inCreased fOCUSOD 'employ·, ' 
" BYJOhirEHarriSandJi.I(!.ith;HavemannA~.'I· ofinDowtionatthestatelevel men! in the welfare system;' asidthe, '~ Wa&bh:igt.onl'lMtSlaffWritm ' ,', '. ' Even beforeCliiltOn sigiled,the weI- third, iW't ,iStbat S()me.states'h~ " 

, ,'.' . fare oVerhauL the administration 'had'" ~nded·to.the.~w1aw_by~:it'_

~,,' One year after CongreSS ..~ a far.reaCiliDt ifVen 43 Slates permission to Ctuiduct.',' moredifficultfortamiliesto receiVe:or, ,
....-.c weJfare reform law that ended 60 Yem:s of Iuiinmteed ' ' their own welfare experiments. ' cOntinue re.ceiving assistance;" :said 
 . ~', 

'lic'stration re: 	 Marlt, ~ , ~~rtf:~~_~e ~r'day,theshClinl;ODadlDllllb' ,Health and HuimiJi5ervices'Secre- Iibera!" ~:een~.anattod~!latp' '1i~e , 
__ • l<=CU "6"''''''' yes..,r, owmgpu . assistance tary,Dotma E. Shalala said a study for .' ~nter lor Lawan .M.i.u'o Cy

'-\if ,roUscontinue to decline sharplywitb the ~ntage of \, the'White House CouilciI.Of Econoiilit" who iracks welfare1ssues.' ", ' : 

fIIIIII people on welfare at itslowestlevel since 1970. ,Advisers conducted several months ago, " BUt feW, states rnwe'so!id information .. ' 


....... Nationwide, there ilrelo.7niillion welfare recipj.' showed that about 40 percent of the 'onWby,theirwelfareroUsare~~., 

r 1"'\ ents. a number that has dropped by 3.4 mllIion, nearly 'decline in welfare,rolls is \inked, to the Massachu~tts.one of the few States to 

\I ..L 25 ~t.~ce President Cliitton took oftic,e, 8.n4by ·~~n()1ny. 31 percent was beCause, of~pt to ~ the fate:, of former , .; " 


1.45 million 10 the pastyear alone.' , , ,'policycbanges by statesappnMldby reaptents;found that abouthalfofthose .',' .. 

=
JIll '\ 'The declif!e, ata f'!te'of 200.000 a month, is'the, w8iYers:Jber;maining29percen~or:So;, ,whcthad:leftthe roUs found jobs, abOut, , 

'W' deepest and mOst sustained in U S histo " ' ' " of th~, reduction was caused by, other ;IQ percent ~oved>~ut of *~state, '
.. ,!'f. ,'factors; , ,:", another 10 percent received c:hild sup;:' , 
' co~~welfare ~I0.ts are Plungmg4'9 across ~e, While Clinton boasted yesterday'that ,port payments ,that made th~ ine}jgi; ,:, 


W w!.~. :rce~ 10, ennessee" • peforceDt !D,', "tbedebatt; is over;Shalala,so~ded.a. " ble,nearly,1,O Jl!lm;~tno longer qua)i:\." 
= ~~ ,10 • pas ~--:ilO one kno'!VS, ~ c:ertailI more cautious, Dote. :the decline ,1O,fied because theU' children grow too old '; 

.,.... , ~ IS causmg the d~e .or Where .the .~ple are,welfarerolls is eDco~, she said; , ' and anotherbal:1dfu1 waSreapp~for, 


= ...... go~. How many ~ takingJobs an~ cl.irnbang mto ~e but "the' reaJtesr is still to come, assistance.,,' " , , 

,wo~~. for example~ rather,thaiI.falIiDginto ' ~,se&nding.som.eoDeajobisnotas " :The 'case19ad declin~,Varymaely' "", 


, destitution!, ' , " difficu1taskeepang them employed over, ' from state to state. WIth Haw,au and ' , ' 


" Critics oUast year'swelfare overhauLsaid they the Iongbaul"Ask :me two orthrel: ,AJaakaalone~owingtheonlfincre~s,':O" suspect mucb ofthe decline resUlts from ,people being ; years from now: wb~re people are.7 she '. since the passage of the ~lfare law.,r", forcedofiwelfareortw'nedaWay,becauSeoftiihteiled' Said ',,' , " Every,other state has'sliowna sparp 
~ state eligibility ru\es.; But Clinton, Who signed the ' ,Clinton'm8de his remarks in a,i>wel-' deCline." " " ,',,' , 

welfare bill amid afradured Democratic Pai'ty,said the ,teringwareh~se thathas,been convert· IdabO'sWeIfolre' rolls., for ,example" ' < • ..' ":,,

00' n.~figuresOffervindication'thatbis~empba-': 'ed,into, a ,Worker training facilitybr a., _sbrunkfrom21.~7IilstAilRustto 
~ SlZIDgwork and, training is paying dMderids as ilis cOnsOrtiuni ofSt LOuis buSin~The 7.800 in Ju1Y;with 8;773 of,thoseindivid· ' , , 
---.. implementedatthestatelevel,' ',,' 'daywas d~ed to promote the non- ualSdi~~JuIY'l,~en'the~te:-' 
,.---., -Alotofpeoplesaidthat:WeJ:tarererormwnuldnever, profit "Welfare, toWork;P3t!nership· Unp1em~tedtough new worj(require-' ' ,,0 workbecausethePriYateeconomywouldn't40itsp;irt I, that was started earlier thisyeaJ' to ments. ' ~', ' ' ,', 

~ 
, or the government wn~'t do its part or ~cpuldi1't encoUrage,businesSes to hire peoPle off ,,"We are' doing a slll"'ley of all, the , 

tigureouthowtogetpeoplefrom ~~wn'rk-'YOU, 'welfare. He several,timeS,t6utedt,he peopl~wbo leftin'April, MayandJim.e to' 
, know, I h~ ~ the, reasons ~ ~ple Said it group's new toll-fn7 number (~-888', &nd o~what theiJ:statUsi~."said Mary:, ' 

~ "".,.at '\ wnuldn'two~ C~tontol~an~dit;nceofJObtrainees USA-JOB!), and ~ 'Yic:e ~d~ Annsaundersof1daho·s.D~~tm,entof ':., .
'W', and StloUIS busmess leaders,trying ,to putwelfare qore would~ead an~ m Which, Health and Welfare. ·A fair number of 
~' recipien~inj~s. '''Butayear1ater,lthil:ik!rs@rtQsaL- :c:ivic and busmess ~oupswnuldaeate ',,' folks's8idthey were just going:to work. , -: :, 

the debate is over. We,nowlmowthat Weu..,i -t " ,ame~torpro~fornewemployees." theydidn·twanttouseuptheir~(eligibi1i·':'= orm
" ',,' ,WII,"c ICI' , , Eli .Se~ the·presideJlt of the part: ,ty}'others said '1 see the Child ,suppOrt ' 
works."" 
~ nership; &a1d some 800 employers have ' ""',' '. ' ' , , ' 

~ The ~lfare rolls have traditiollliIly followed the ebb joined his effort and "&greOO to hire ,:~wr,ement. ~d I don t want mY.b.oy, 


,~ 
.....-I and flow of the busine~ cycle to some degree. but ,welfare recipients. in part bec3uSe ·cOIlI- ,friend bassled,lWI some, are d~, 

, ~ '\ analysts on the left and nght say the current numbers:, panies really do see this as a new Source .otherincome somehow.'anq don t want 
'W',' , seem to be driven by something morethimthe'oflabor.", ' . '. tomeettheworkrequi.remenl~' 

economy. , ":' ",' , ' ',' " 'In scimepai1S of the country. :the , ~mere/Jesich,ers Say. the Wclfare !', 
Before., 1993. 'there were only ,two years in, the "unemployment rate is below 3,percent. rosters are dec\inltlg not oniybel:ause' " ','" '" " 

6().year hiStory of the ~eral Welfare ,program ,when, ,c:reating an wiusually fav~le enviJ:On- people are leaving tJ:ie, rolls but becaUse' , 
the rolls dropped by more ,than 250;000' people'ina mentfur welfare recipients Ilyingto lind some otherS eotildn't:get in the door., ' 
single year; ifcurrenttrends continut-:;l997 Will bethe j~bs.""",, ." '., " : Alabanla AriSe. an adVOCliCy' gi'qup ,in ' 
third consecUtive year when the Welfare PoPulation "'The econol,lly rightnow,is growing, Alabama, said ,there four eXPlaruitions 
dropped by 1 million people or more. admiDistration' so strongly that there is a tremendous for the caseldad decline ofapproxirilate- "" 

r.·'figures show., 	 "dem,and f~r;wnrkers and some einploy· " Iy 13, percent in ~e state:;the ~onomy.' " " 
'1'he old image of ,weHare was that it waS like a "mare willing ~ take~n people wh~ 'the,newmessage, abOut work requir.e-', 

granite mountain-you might be able to chiseJ ofifew haveveryfewskiUsandgIV~th~mau:r!" ments;' the welfare bureaucraq:s in·, ?", 

rocks here aIidth~, but the mouiltainwo.lld slillbe' said New',York4>ased 'laboreconomisL' ttelI.sedfocusonhelpingpeople getJobs :, 
there,wsaidRobertRector.seniorpolicyaIialysiatthe ,Au~!~,~u..~Iaw'i~""'.6S and 'a,s~cter,', appli~lion pr~~~. R~' 
conservative Heritage Foundation. -"Wbat:We have, ,- O"~V ....."" t1y tlie fee tage f a Ii tsWCWI(C 

see,Dis that Welfare is not like a mOUntain,'but like a 'vast new fieidbIDty to deSign their own 'cen, pe n. 0 , pp t:ar:a ap:
balloo d 	 ,programs, requi.res' recipients to go to pr~d for welfare 10 the ~tate, fe~ from. ' 

n. prick itan itwill a1m9st collaPse,"', ' , Work within two)'W'S, and liriUts to five 63 ,percept, to 46. pe~nt. acc~r~ to 
SeeWElFARE,A6,CoI.l ,.' years the amount of time anyone Can the group. , '. " 

receive federal benefits. ' ' 
,HamirePortedfrom St.Louis. ",,"ManY states are gOm; evimfurther; 
,Havima'nn reportedfrom' ,pu~we~ recipients to &ndwork 
Wa,shington: " " immediately!, to' perform community 

, .... '.' " 

Il}tbltlSl)ington,ost 
,';- ,,~, ~ WE~NF.SDAY~-AUGUSf~13, 1997) " 
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t' : ' . . ny·anlfaexuaJ..barassment protections, Some skeptics' also question 
of other workers. . • . . whether the city might be better offNew York's Workfare The balancedDudget Iaw.bas left the requiring recipients to get education 
issue inurky, though itmay.betakenup and training that could help them 
again in separate legislation this faD.. In . gain better jobs with salaries capable'Picks'Up City and' the 'meantime, New York is besieged', of, supporting theirifainiUes ~when 

"with class action suits ~ sugiest that. their,bene1itsru.n out mfiVe years.' .Lifts Mayor'~,lmage 	 m1Jch of what ,Perez gets; ',or doesn't. :Most ~eticans would Say it is 
get.;mayweJl be decided by.th.e courts. .reasonable to have a goal of recipro­
Although two cOmpeting unions are cal obligation," of'~oing something . ' 
trying. to organize,the.worirers,aild,bi retUnifor'taxpayerS' money;. said .'A' I ByJudith Havernann . 

W.~o PostSlaftWrilt, often canvass ,tJ:ie streets trylngto get David Butler, .assistant· 4irector of '. ',. 
:, '~' .them to signl1!lion card,s," the city operations for the:ManpowercD~m... 

"BROOKLYN, N.y:....If you want to See' inaintams that,New.York law Prohibits onstration Research€orp:and a~or< . 
an industrial-strength version. of welfare's ,Workfare employeesfrOui coDective "'IQler New.YorkCity welfare. offiCIal: . 
future, walk along the egg wholesale and bariainiDK. , ,'" r , ,;"'I)ie question is; is the.quid'p,r~ quo 
textile warehouses on the waterironthere Many WEP ". workers dismiss the ,'a fair one? Does the work expenence . 
and watch Ellamae Harden trudge toward ' notion that the ~miiht~tliem as. '" help~ople ·becOme se.!i"suificient?. 
the finish line of her workfare shift. . , wishful tbiDkiDg, defying siIDp&e ,mu-1Witat we know of these programs 
, Wearing her regulation Day-Glo orange.' . Dicipal mathematics. Workfare, emploY-from the 1980sis thatthey have not . ;'. ,~ .
vest,' Harden, sweeps methoqically ~d eescost theCitYless than S2 an bourfor ' done sO in the past.If, ' 

Sanitation Garage No.7. bracing her u:ash ' supenislonand. equipment-ilot m: ' '';'''''' 
cari against the .downhill slope as she cluding the welfare !:Iene&tsthecityhas All across Ainerica. states are;en-' 
whisks up a crumpled ~pper and soft . . been paying aU .aloDg'--Wblle -feat" ergeticiUiy, ,implementing the new. 
driHnkar·cduePn';s h~;p I'S lis'linn 'f'o'.rward.and~~~.!,~,~:.._edtyto'.·n~;,..Jeast.n".$A.12 pl,1.us federal welfare lawreqWrii1g 5qper~

.....",'6 ~""_._ _y ._..... cenLof an welfare.recipients to.be' ... ". 
,.', .sweat beads her upper lip as she shakes, As I th· . 'fro Bay Hiil-' 'worlnft.··-.;by, 2002..Alm'ost.ev.,e.·iy g.ov- -','

final bits ofi'ubbish into the Waiting gar- ·B.~~tS~~ ern~dmanymayorsarer;obbling.. 
bage truck and makes for th~ supervisor's become a'welcome sight onihe. mosttogetliertileif oWn work progrluns to . 
office to get a $38 credittoward her welfare obScure streets. ResidentS ~. emploY recipients .. ~ho:cannot find . 

,check. .' . ".' . ..,..' jobs in the p1"iYate sector:'So fa,r, most . " 
........e mm'ute I ge.t hom.e•. th.ese. shoes' them sWeep Itheir Way past thetiay I . 'b" . h kind tl 


CO~~loff. I get in the shower and hit.the.·apa.r1me1its applaud.; Giuliani for his ~~sth=~~:Y:~~such~:~~ .. , 

,< ,bed,· she says. . . . . tOugh stand. OD,we~.. .... .' .. \mothers in foodplintries sorting ... 


'Harden. 42; is. a draftee.in Ne.w'York"I tbink.workfate IS a~ Idea, caime'dgoods,.ButNewYork'swork:· 

CitY's war' against dependency; one. of.· saidJoseM~lendez as he played canis' tare model,the:iargest and' most . 

38000 welfare recipients required to work on the front StoOp olbia bouse on 62nd '. comprehensivti in the .nation. pro- . 

off their 'monthly checks by sweeping... Street. '1bird Avenue was pretty dirty .vides an" almost·irresistible beacon , 

streets. cleaning p~ksand doing' other. ,before theY came· along..They don't ·for states'to follow as Work requiTe. ,"' 

municipal chores.' Bene1ici¥ies With. chil-desme any e.Itra'pay.Wby 'sboukImentsbecomemorestringent. .", 

dren are required to work 20 hours aweek, the,. be Paid extra \¥hen they are· Here, GiuliaJ).i.bas ~e WeJtafe ' .. 


. and New York's special state~home relief' jlreadygetting all this money fOr free~retor'macenterplece onus adniinis-.. 
recipients-,--jobless men and women who, .. . -,. ," . 'tration, aDd, his Work Experience. 
have no dependent children-are requ~ed . WORKERS,From:Al , 'Program (WEf)the. ce~terpiec~ of 

off their cash grant, bousmg allowance; and food, stamps. at ,the welfare refo~.. .' ...... . . . ' '. 
-' A6 Col. 1 .. . ' .. miiilinumwage. . . '. ~ The ~lfar~,sys~ he IS ~~Jo ' 

~iDA6--' ~ .... And ever sirlce MayorRUdoJpbw' reform;.19 a little.like tilec1o/s cab 
'-re-z-offi-·-cial"::":.~=em::p=lo=yees':':'::';::.:':so=,:""tha" -, Giuliani. eXpanded the ,miDuseule fJeet:lt.s huge,.hu~ andbar~ to . ":,-t-tbeY";". . 

programimown.· as.'world'arein~ a r~gulate. On:,ID e~ht of the at)<s
would be entitled to an amy of labor monumental wbrk force the size of 7;333.253 re8!dents Isonwe~. Its . 

law protections.. It was equally iolpor- Nordstro~'iI,thecityhasbeen get- human relations, bureaucrats pro­
tant to the .Republicancongressiowil' 'tiJig'cieaner. ~emaYoJ:' more popu~. .cess 8~.()(J() caaes ~ qlonth.The. 


,'", .leaders, who battled IgaiDSJ ~edesig-· Iar,.and the 'typicaJresident more'. c~s! of Its pro~IS more th~$2 

nation fiercely, saying it could aipple. satisfied with city services. ,billi()n~u~ So. ram~t was 

programs like Gh.jliani's;makingregu-. ", Welfare'recipj~nts;.meanwlille, fl:aud, according; to, the aty, that­
lations so onerous no state Would both- .:. are.leaming the value of showing up' 37.~. pc;ople. eJPtet:' were. caught" 

er: to trY. ' on .time, fonowing directions and . c~e~tin~ or ~edto. s,how u~ ,~ell '. ' 


Right now. Perez is not an official . working cooperatively...,.allskills the GIUliani began, requmng reaplentS. 
employee, She is -paid~$H5'an bour '. citymaint8iDs willbelp these work- to ~ fingerpnnted,·as a meSlls ,of . 

. ,in welfare benefits. with none of the era land permanent jobs in thepri- wee~ ~ut c~e~t;e!1" ~r ~~ ~!ty. : :\ 
'.vate sector. ' . , ..'.. .' began se~~.usly tighteDllll'e~bl!lty


~i'tax burden9-:-0f berunioD' "If the government is going to' an~ requumg~lfare parents togo 

ized ~neagU~ She doesn't get sick Pl:ovide.; benffit,-8aidAnthony : ,to work. more~an 280,000 dr~~p~d . 

leave or vacations, sb~ doesn't have to C'I' ", , ad' . to' G' Iiani' M't 'off the rolls. . .' '.' ...., ". . . 

Social Security Medi' . 0 es, a seruor Vlser IU ,I, F . Ire·..... b-tax 	 "d """:_1 
pay '. .• or .. ca:e ea,., .l1as the right ,and the obllg8tion, to . or ,all, ~,Ul>Ln~-9 n6!,.pro .. 

andsbedoesnthave.~~matic~ ,askforsometbiJigiliretUrn..... ' 1t;m.. Gluli~h~adoPted a he~vy. 

to the federal labor. civil nghts. disabil· " . But the' growth ofworkfare bas' duty solUtion., It,S ~.ot as ?em.andang . 


also triggered aslow escalation. of asso!D.es~teS;-:'Wlsconsm~1 soon \ . 
proiestsaooutwhetlierthe prognim . requll'e vutually every recipient to 
is in the best interestof,the welfare work4~ ~o~rs a-week. for e~ple. 
reCipients i~ is:t.argeted to help. If .ButthecltyswoJ:kfaieproramlsan 
,we~ereciPientsare doingW'ork for· ' 

. tlieaty, sOme CriticS ask, sbouldn't ' 
they be able to wbrktheir way onto 'I ' 

• the city pa)'t:oU and receive employee. I . 
benefits ana' protections, like any , 
other municipal worker? . ' . . 
.'. . . .' - . 

mllt \ll~l)ittgtott~ost .• 
WEDNESO~Y, !ffiUsr 13t 1997'/',.. .. . 
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." . \}J~(J*~CHANGE IN WELFARE CASELOADS 

d AFDC/TANF families and recipients 

Jan.93 Jan.94 Jan.96 Ayr.97 percent(93-97)I 
(millions) 

amilies 4.963 5.053 4.936 ,4.628 3.950 -20% 
1,013,000 fewer families 

'.ecipients 14.115 14.276 13.918 12.877 10.969 -22% 
3,146,000 fewer recipiellts 

'otaJ AFDC/TANF recipients by State 

'ate Jan.93 Jan.94 Jan.95 Jan.96 Apr.97 percent(93-97) 

Jabama 141.746 135,096 121,837 108,269 89,240 -:37% 
.laska 34,951 37,505 37,264 35,432 37,300 +7% 
nzona 194,119 202,350 195,082 171,617 143,670 -26% 
.rkansas 73,982 70,563 65,325 59,223 53,420 -28% 
alifornia 2,415,121 2,621,383 2,692,202 2,648,772 2,427,440 +1% 
olorado 123,308 118,081 110,742 99,739 83,820 -32% 
-'l11ecticut 160,102 164,265, 170,719 161,736 154,220 4% 
_laware 27,652 29,286 26,314 23,153 " 21,510 -22% 
.c. 65,860 72,330 72,330 70,082 66,220 +1% ' 
lorida 701,842 689,135 657,313 575,553 447,480 -36% 
eorgia 402,228 396,736 388,913 367,656 283,970 -29% 
awaii 54,511 60,975 ' ,65,207 66,690 73,740, +35% 
[aho 21,116 23,342 24,050 23,547 19,180 -9% 
linois 685,508 ,709,969 710,032 663,212 568,130 -17% 
.diana 209,882 218,061 197,225 147,083 115,480 45% 
,wa 100,943 110,639 103,108 91,727 79,490 .,.21% 
ansas 87,525 87,433 81,504 " 70,758 54,620 -38% 
entucky 227,879 208,710 193,722 176,601 155,910 .:.32% 
ouisiana 263,338 252,860 . 258,180 239,247 190,380 -28% 
[ame , 67,836 ' 65,006 60,973 56,319 50,880 -25% 
[aryland 221,3~8 219,863 227,887 207,800 160,670 -27% 
tassachusetts . 332,044 311,732 286,175 242,572, 199,980 ,-40% 
(khigan ' 686,356 ,672,760 612,224 535,704 442,900 -35%, 
~innesota 191,526 189,615 167,949 ' 171,916 157,670 48% " 
-]ssissippi 174093, 161~724 -146,319 : '133,029 103,160 "-4l%,,:, 
jssouri 259,039 , 262,073 ' 259,595 238,052 195,730 "-24%, 
:ontana 34,848 35,415 34,313 \ 32,557 24,630 '.:.29% 
ebraska 48,055 46,034 42,038, 38,653 36,360 -24% " 

, , ' 

evada 34,943 37,908 41,846 40,491 28,990 -17% 
;w Hampshire 28,972 30,386 28,671 24,519 20,580 -29% 
ew Jersey 349.902 334,780 321,151 293,833 250,200 -28% 
ew Mexico 94,836 101,676 105,114 102,648 83,390 -12% 
ew York ,1,179,522 1,241,639 1,266,350 , ' 1,200,847 1,050,640 -11% 
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;tate Jan.93 Jan.94 Jan.95 Jan.96 .Apr.97 pe,rcent(93-97) 
.... 

~orth Carolina 331,633 334,451 317,836 282,086 242,950· -27% 
~orth Dakota 18,774 16,785 14,920 13,652 11,420 . :"39% 
)hio 720,476 691,099 629,719 552,304 507,620 -30% 
)klahoma 146,454 133,152 127,336 110,498 79,960 . -45% 
)regon 1~17 ,656 116,390 107,610 92,182 63,160 -46% 
)ennsylvania 604,701 615,581 611,215 553,148 463,430 :..23% 
lliode Island 61,116 62,737 62,407 60,654 53,240 -:13% 
:outh Carolina 151,026 143,883 133,567 121,703 85,990 -43% 
:outh Dakota 20,254. 19,413 17,652 16,821 13,420 -34% 
, 
ennessee 320:709 . 302,608. 281,982 265,320 175,150 -45% 
exas 785,271 796,348 765,460 714,523 . 592,070 -25% 
ltah 53,172 50,657 47,472 41,145 33,360 -37% 
·'ermont 28,961 28,095 27,716 25,865 23,310 -20% 
'irginia 194,212 194,959 189,493 166,012 129,050 -34% 
vashington 286,258 ·292,608 290,940 276,018 258,190 -10% 
vest Virginia 119,916 115,376 107,668 98,439 88,680 -26% 
Visconsin 241,098 230,621 214,404 184,209 114,960 -52% . 
Vyoming 

, 
18,271. , 

16,740 15,434 13,531 6,240 -66% ­

~"am 5,087 6,651 7,630 8,364 7,290 +43% 
. .:rto Rico 191,261 184,626 171,932 149,944 143,670 -25% 

,.'irgin Islands 3,763 3,767 4,345 4,953 ,4,450 +18% 

Duree: U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services 
Administration for .Children and Families 
July 1997 

, \ 
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Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) 

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (fANF) 


Percent of Total U.S. Population, 1960-1997' 

Source: HHS Administration for Children and Families 


1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

·1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 . 

1993 

1994 

1995 

1996 

Apr. 1997* 


recipients 

3,005,000 

3,354,000 


, 3,676,000 

3,876,000 

4,118,000 

4,329,000 

4,513,000 

5,014,000 

5,705,000 

6,706,000 

8,466,000 

10,241,000 

10,947,000 

10,949,000 

10,864,000 

11,165,185 

11,386,371 


11,129,702 

10,671,812 

10,317,902 

10,597,445 

11,159,847 

10,430,960 ' 

10,659,365 

10,865,604 

10,812,625 ' 

10,996,505 

11,065,027 

10,919,696 


, 10,933.980 
11,460.382 
12:592,269 
P.625,342 

,14,142,710 
. 14,225.591 
13,652,232 
'12~648,859 

-10,969,000 , . \ 

u.s. pop. % of pop. 

180,671,000 1.7% 
183,691,000 ' 1.8% ' 
186,538,000 2.0% 
.189,242,000 2.0% 
191,889,000 2.1% 
194,303,000 2.2% 
196,560,000 2.3% 
198,712,000 2.5% 
200,706,000 2.8% 
202,677,000 3.31~ . 
205,052,000 4.1 %)¥ 

. 207,661,000 4.9% 
209,896,000 5.2% 
211,909,000 5.2% 
213,854,000 5.1% 
215,973,000 5.2% 
218,035,000 5.2% 
220,239,000 5.1 % 
222,585,000 4.8% 
225,055,000 4.6% 
227,726,000 4.7% 
229,966,000 . 4.9% 
232,188,000 4.5% 
234,307,000 4.5% 
236,348,000 4.6% 
238,466.000 4.5% 
240,651,000 '4.6% 

, 242,804,000 4.6% 
245,021,000 4.5% 
247.342,000 4.4% 
249,913,000 4.6% 
252,650,000 5;0% 
255,419,000 5 . .3% 
258,137,000 ,5.5% ' 
260,660.000 5.5% 
263,034,000 5.2% 
265,284,000 4.7%-b' ' 
,266,789,000 . 4.1% I' 

" .': .:Note: unleSs M!ed. ~eload niunbers are average monthly 

"'most recent available 
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THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20201 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: State Use of"Excess" T ANF Funds 

Recent news stories have ~serted that states have "excess" or "surplus" funds available to ·them 
under the new Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (T ANF) block grant created by the . 
welfare reform legislation. In fact, many.statesare receiving more federal funds in Fiscal Year 
(FY) 1997 under TANF than they received in the previous year under the predecessor programs 
(Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), EmergencyAssistance (EA), and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) Training program), largely due to setting the funding at 
~st~rical1y high levels followed by dramatic caSeload decreasel)' Howe~er, these extra fun~~e 
dlstributed very unevenly across states and may be only a first- and posslbly second-year 
phenomenon. Given our commitment to moving welfare families to self-sufficiency, we must 
take advantage ofevery opportunity to urge Congress and the states to view these resources not 
as a "surplus," but rather as essential for making critical early investments to enable welfare 
families to transition to work. . 

We all must use every available occasion to strongly encourage states to invest these federal 
resources (along with state Maintenance ofEffort resources) to support the welfare..,to-work g~. 
ofthe legislation~ Based on what we know so far about the costs of reaching and serving the 
most disadvantaged welfare faniilies, we need to ensure that states and cities receive the 
additional welfare-to-work resources provided in the new budget agreement, and states need to· 
invest wisely to prepare all welfare families for self-sufficiency within the time limits in the 
statute. " 

The purpose of this memorandum is to: 

• 	 explain what we know now about the "level of resourc~s availl,lble to states for investment 
in welfare reform under TANF; 

• 	 describe what we know at this interim point in state legislative sessions about the choices 
that state legislatures are currently making about the use of these resources, and provide 
some examples both of promising state choices that seem likely to attain the goals of the 
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), and of 
less promising choices that could undercut those 'goals; . 

• 	 argue that achieving the goals of welfare reform, especially in high unemployment-areas 
like inner cities and rural areas, requires .bmh the additional welfare-to-work resources 
and tools provided in the new budget agreement and that states invest wisely the federal 
and state resources available to them; and 

.. ; .I 



,'I !,I, 

.~• 

Page 2 - The President 

• highlight what you can emphasize in your speeches and meetings about this issue. 

Resources Available to States 

Since January 1993, the number of welfarerecipierits has dropped in nearly all states. However, 
the reductions have not been uniform, and the financial impact varies across states. Table 1 
shows that allbu@tates have a smaller number of welfare recipients now thim they did in 
January 1993, with 36 states experiellcing,at least 20 percent reductions. The welfare reform law, 
provides fixed federal funding at historically high levels for child care, work programs, and other ' 
assistance; for FY 1997 T ANF funding exceeds FY 1996 funding for AFDC and related 
programs by about 10 percent, or $1.5 billion. While the great majority of states are receiving 
more money under T ANF than their combined federal funding for AFDC, EA, and JOBS in FY 
1996, as Table 2 shows, 24 states are receiving only a modest increase, and seven states are 
actually receiving less federal funding. 

States experiencing sizeable reductions in welfare case loads and funding increases' under T ANF 
that have already made substantial investments in work and child care are in 'an especially good 
position to continue the historic transformation from welfare programs to job programs. On the 
other hand, states that have experienced smaller caseload reductions, have low benefit levels, or 
have unmet needs for suppprtive services face a tremendous challenge. 

Child care is one of the most important services that families need in order to work. As TANE:s- .. 
work requirements (both participation rates and hours) increase, states must make more child -- .. 

, . 
care services available. Investments are also needed to provide child care for the working poor in 
order to enable those parents to s'ustain their employment and to ensure continuity of care for the 
children whose parents are making the transition from welfare to work. The PRWORA provides 
separate and enhanced funding to states for child care that allows them to pay for child care in 
any of a variety ofways: out of the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF), by transferring (up 

, to 30 percent) TANF funds into the CCDF,or by paying for child care services directly out of ,', 
T ANF. States can also use their own state money on child care; Despite the child care funding 
increases, resources still may not be sufficient to meet the needs of both transitioning and low­
income working parents. We will advise you as we get closer to the next budget cycle about the 
unmet child care needs and our deep.concerns about quality standards. ' 

There also are other important areas in which states mUst maintain or enhruice their investment to 
help recipients move from welfare to work. One critical area is job creation and partnerships 
with the private sector, including subsidized workfare ppsitions. In addition, it is generally' 
accepted that after the most employable recipients have'made the transition from welfare to . 
work, the remaining adult participants will have more barriers to self-sufficiency and will require 
more intensive services. These supportive services run the gamut from expanded job readiness 
and job search programs, public sector jobs, literac)! programs,' and intensive case management, 
services, to drug testing and treatment, services to address domestic violence, accommodating 
populations ·With special needs such as mental and physical disabilities, and rural transportation. 
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States are requir~d to maintain O'nly 80 percent (or 75 percent ifthe state meets its mandatO'ry 
work participation requirements) O'fhistoric expenditures. Because the law permits states to 
disinvest up to' 25 percent oftheir priO'r expenditures O'n needy 'families With children, there is 
~O'me risk that some O'r all of these "surplus" funds will simply be used to' substitute for state , 
dO'llars, thereby effectively reverting to' state treasuries. The initial choices that states make in 
spending their TANF funds and in prO'viding child care and O'ther supPO'rtive services to' families 
are critical to' their success in mO'ving families frO'm welfare to' ~O'rk and to' the O'verall success O'f 
welfare refO'rm. ' 

, What We Know 

It is still tO'O' early fO'r the Department to' have a full picture O'f hO'W states will decide to' use these 
"surplus" funds. Many states have nO't yet made the funding and prO'gram design decisiO'ns that 

,,Will shape their T ANF prO'grams, but frO'm what we can tell nO'w mO'st changes are incremental. 
Many states appear to' be basing their T ANF programs O'n their welfare refO'rm waiver 
demO'nstratiO'ns O'r the AFDC program, withO'ut making significant prO'gram design changes at 
this PO'int. TherefO're, frO'm a budget perspective, mO'st states are assuming'that they will have to' 
spend a certain amO'unt O'fTANF mO'ney O'ncash assistance and existing jO'b training prO'grams. It 
shO'uld be noted that few state legislatures have cO'mpleted their sessiO'ns fO'r this year, sO' the 
infO'rmatiO'n we dO' have O'n allO'catiO'n O'f funds cO'mes frO'm several. different stages in the 
decisiO'n-making prO'cess and may represent O'nly preliininary steps in that process. RepO'rts frO'm 
the Department's RegiO'nal Offices and O'ther SO'urces have given us sO'me informatiO'n abO'ut whac 
,some states are proPO'sing to' dO' with "excess" TANF funding., EnclO'sure A includes a fuller .­
discussiO'n O'fthe early infO'rmatiO'n we have O'n state decisiO'ns and the critical investments they 
are making to' spend "excess" TANF funds. 

Welfare-to-Work Programs and Child Care: It is widely acknO'wledged that helping recipients 
mO've from welfare to' wO'rk O'fteniequires up-frO'nt investments in training and supPO'rtive 
services. (EnclO'sure B prO'vides sO'me infO'rmatiO'n O'n the CO'sts associated with O'perating wO'rk 
programs and prO'viding child care services. It shO'uld alsO' be nO'ted that the CO'ngressiO'nal 
Budget Office (CBO) estimated that the state CO'sts O'f meeting the PRWORA wO'rk requirements 
were underfunded in the T ANF blO'ck grant. If the CBO were to' re-estimate the CO'sts O'f the wO'rk 
prO'gram, it is likely that the shO'rtfall WO'uld be considerably smaller, given the larger-than­
expected caselO'ad decreases.) Many states are assuming,that, as time gO'es O'n, the remaining 
adult participants will have mO're barriers to' self-sufficiency than thO'se W~O' have already made 
the transitiO'n frO'm welfare to' wO'rk, and that such recipients will require mO're intensive services. 
As a result, states are alsO' considering spending mO're mO'ney O'n drug testing and treatment, ' 
intensive case management services, rural transportatiO'~ jO'b preparatiO'n, jO'b training, and public 
sectO'r jO'bs. Many states are also cO'nsidering putting mO're mO'ney into child care services, 
althO'ugh it is nO't yet clear ifthis represents simply the increased CCDF allO'catiO'ns states 
received under the PRWORA, plans to' spend state "maintenance O'f effO'rt" (MOE) dO'llars O'n. 
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child care, or shifts ofTANF welfare funds for additional child care funding. We all need to, 

encourage states to use any "excess" federal T ANF funds to supplement rather than supplant 

state funding needed to access the CCDF. 


Other TANF PurjJoses: States are also looking at the broad flexibility they have under the TANF 
block grailt and are considering other types of progtams, including juvenile justice and other 
services formerly funded under the Emergency Assistance program, housing and nutrition 
programs, teen pregnancy prevention initiatives, energy assistance, family planning, fatherhood 
conferences, and transfers to the Title XX social services block grant to offset previous federal 

, , reductions. - , 

Rainy Day Funds: Notwithstanding the availability of the contingency fund, state allocations are 

fixed regardless ofthe state of the economy or caseload trends. Therefore, a number of states are 

considering building a reserve in the event of a recession, since there is no requirement that states 

spend their full federal allocations in the fiscal year in which they become available. 


Services to Immigrants: Under the welfare law,' qualified aliens are banned from receiving Food 

Stamps and SSI benefits, and qualified aliens who arrived in the United States after August 22, 

1996 are banned from receiving assistance from federal T ANF funds for a period of five years. 

A number of states have indicated that they expect to continue benefits for such aliens 

nonetheless, using state funds. States also have the option ofcontinuing T ANF benefits for 

immigrants who arrived before the bill's enactment. Only Alabama, South Carolina and "~._ 


Wyoming have indicated that they will run be continuing benefits for these aliens. 


Choices that Undercut the Goals ofPRWORA: Not all states, however, intend to reinvest their 

savings in welfare-related services or assistance for immigrants. In addition to authorizing' 

federal T ANF funding, the welfare reform law requires states to maintain a certain level of 

historic effort (MOE) in order to access the T ANF block grant. , Both T ANF and MOE funds 

must be spent to provide assistance to needy families with children and to promote job 

preparation arid work, among other purposes. Some states are treating the difference between the ' 

MOE reqUirement and the amount they would have spent in the absence ofwelfare reform as a 

general surplus, to be used for any purpose they desire. Proposed uses include dividing the flmds 

between the, state and local governments for unrestricted spending, allocating them to the state's 

general fund, and replacing state spending on child protection services and the elderly.' The state 

funds thus freed can be used for any purpose including underwriting a tax,cut, which has already 

been proposed in several states. 


Do States Need More Funding? 

In contrast to the increased child care funds and "excess" T ANF funds many states currently have 
available, other provisions,ofPRWORA cut funding and increased demands on states. The new 
law significantly reduced federal funding for other programs serving low-income populations, in 
particular legal immigrants. It established increasingly tough work requirements within a 
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framework of time-limited federal assistance for needy families with children. The re<iuirement 

that families to achi~ve self-sufficiency within five years or less presents a tremendous challenge 

to states and demands a commitment to making critical investments as early as possible. 


Moving families from welfare to work requires increased state investments in critical services 

such as child care, supports and subsidies for work, services to address barriers like substance 

abuse and domestic violence, literacy programs, expand~d job readiness and job search programs 

and expanded case management. Some states have an especially great need for supportive 

services, have experienced smaller reductions in caSeloads, or have other special circumstances 

(like inner city or rural areas of high unemployment and poverty or large numbers of noncitizen 

residents) which might necessitate costly investments in economic development or 

transportation. In addition, since the 80 (or 75) percent MOE requirement is based on FY 1994 
 ! / 
expenditures, some states. that have experienced significant caseload reductions since 1994 v 
potentially could be required to commit larger sums of state funds under T ANF than they would 
have spent under the predecessor programs. The wide variation in benefit l~vels across states (as 
ill\J.Strated in Table 3) highlights the difficulties some states will face. Clearly the states with 

, higher benefit levels and a history of greater stateeff'ort on low-income aSsistance have more 
capacity to invest i~ additional services to help families move from welfare to work and sustain 
their employment. 

States must begi':l now to make front-end investments if they are to have in place the programs 
they will need to move large numbers of single parents from welfare to work in the later years.,..,-- . 
when participation and hours of work requirements are higher and populations begin reaching-­

. state time limits. States must also obtain unprecedented-commitment from business, non-profit' 
organizations, and religious institutions. The so-called "excess" T ANF funds are not a windfall. 
may be only temporary. and are not available to all states. . 

Getting Out the Mes~age 

The new budget agreement will enable us to ensure that needed funding is available to states and 
communities to achieve the goals ofwelfare reform, especially in areas with high unemployment. 
Three initiatives included in the new budget agreement have been and continue to be,particularly 
important: enabling welfare families to transition to work, restoring unacceptable cuts in benefits 
to immigrants, and providing support for low-income working families to sustain their 
employment. As a result of your efforts, states and communities will hav~ $2 billion over the 
next five years to spend on wage subsidies and job creation and retention activities to help the 
hardest-to-employlong-tenn welfare recipients find and keep jobs. An additional $500 million is 
available in the fonn of tax incentives to employers to ct:~ate job opportunities for long-tenn 
welfare recipients and able-bodied childless adult food stamp recipients who face work 'and time 
limit requirements. Legislation to fulfill your goal ,of moving people from welfare to work must 
include the' grants and tax incentives necessary to s,llpport states, cities, and the private sector in' 
creating job opportunities for the hardest to employ 'welfare recipients. 

, .. 
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The budget agreement will also protect the most vulnerable populations of legal immigrants -­
. children and individuals with disabilities -- from the restrictions placed on their receipt of 

Medicaid and SSI benefits. It helps to protect a minimal safety net for the most needy legal 
immigrants and supports our immigrant traditions and protects public health. 

We are already taking the lead in reducing the number of children without health insurance, and 

this is one of the most important things we are doing. Twenty-three states currently have 

expanded transitional Medicaid benefits through waivers, some by extending the period of 

eligibility beyond 12 moIiths and others by expanding who is eligible. four additional waiver 

requests are under review, including two new states. In addition, the new budget agreement 

expands health coverage for millions ofuninsured children, including a new grant program that 

provides additional ~ollars to supplement state efforts to cover uninsured children in working 

families. 


As I indicatea earlier in this memorandum, it is a little too early to knowhow-short the states are 

on child care money. We are increasingly concerned about quality standards for child care. The 

recent White House Conference on the Brain highlighted the need for substantial quality. 

investments and high standards. The White House conference planned for later this year will 

focus on quality child care. 


We need your help to encourage states to make the right decisions for their needy citizens and 
taxpaying citizens alike. Your achievement ofthe recent historic budget agreement presents a~.-­
particularly opportune time to take the lead and through your speeches and meetings with publiC 
and private sector leaders to encourage all states to make the serious investments that are needed 
to help move families from welfare to work and sustain their employment. These investments 

. will require not only effective use of federal funding (including the new funds provided through 
the budget agreement) but also a commitment to continued state funding. The needs are great, as 
are our opportunities to make a difference in the lives of the nation's most vulnerable 
populations -- welfare families, children without health insuranCe, and legal immigrants. 

I am sending a copy of this memorandum to Bruce Reed .. 

Enclosures 

.. , 

." 
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. TABLE 1'. 

CHANGE IN W~LFARE CASELOADS 

Total AFDCffANF recipients by State 

Percent 
change 

State Jan.93 . Jan.94 Jan.95· Jan.97 . '93~'97 

WISconsin 241,098 230,621 214,404 123,758 -49 
Wyoming 18,271 16,740 15.434 10,117 -45 
Oregon 117,656. 116,390 107,610 66,919 -43 
West Virginia 119;916' 115,376 107,668 68,600 -43 
Indiana 209,882 218,061 197,225 121,224 -42 

Oklahoma 146,454 133,152 127,336 87,144 -40 
Tennessee 320,709 302.608 281,982 194,860 -39 
Mississippi 174.093 161,724 146,319 108,365 -38 
Massachusetts 332,044 311,732 286,175 207,932 -37 
North Dakota 18,n4 16,785 14,920 11,904 -37 

South Carolina 151,026 143,883 133,567 97,146 -36 
Alabama' 141,746 135,096 121,837 . ·91,569 -35 
Kansas 87,525 87,433 81,504 57,528 -34 
Utah 53,172 50,657 47,472 35,442 -33 
Michigan. 686,356 672,760 612,224 460,793 -33 

Florida 701,842 689,135 657,313 478,329 -32 
South Dakota 20,254 19,413 17,652 14,050 -31 
Virginia .194,212 194,959 189,493 135,908 -30 
Colorado 123,308 118,081 110,742 87,074 -29 
Kentucky 227,879 208,710. 193,722 161,150 -29 

New Hampshire 28,972 30,386 28,671 20,627 -29 

Ohio 720.476 691,099 629,719 518,595 ·28 

New Jersey 349,902 334,780 321,151 256,000 ·27 

Arkan~ 73,982 70,563 65,325 54,751 ·26 


. Maine 67,836 65,006 60,973 .. 51,031 -25 


Montana 34,848 35,415 34,313 26.294 --:::2.5 
Nebraska 48,055 46.034 42,038 36,490 -24 
Georgia 402,228 396,736 388,913 305,732 -24 
North Carolina 331,633 334,451 317,836 252,564 -24 
Maryland 221,338 219.863 227,887 169,723 -23 

Iowa 100,943 110,639 103,108 78,076 -23 
Arizona 194.119 ·202.350 195.082 151,526 '·22 
Louisiana 263,338 252,860 258,180 206,582 -22, . 
Texas 785,271' 796,~8 765,460 625,376 -20 
Pennsylvania 604,701 615,581 611,215 483,625 -20 

Missouri 259,039 262,073 259,595 208,132 . -20 
Vermont 28.961. 28.095 . 27,716 23,515 -19 
Nevada 34,943 37,908 . 41,846 28,817 -18 
Minnesota 191,526 189,615 167,949 159,855 -17 
Delaware 27,652 29,286 26,314 23,141 ..16 

illinOis 685,508 709,969 710,032 599,629 -13 
Rhode Island 61,116 62,737 62,407 54,588 -11 
New York 1,179,522 1,241,639 1,266,350 '. 1,074,100 . -9 
Washington 286,258 292,608 290,940 263,79~ -8 

.~Idaho 21,116 23,342 24,050. 19,925 

. NeW Mexico 94,836 101,676 105,114 89,814 -5 
'Connecticut 160,102 164,265 170,719 . 155,578 -3 
California 2,415,121 2,621,383 2,692,202 2,474,689 .. 2 
District of Columbia 65.860 72,330 72,330. 67.871 3 
Alaska 34,951 .37,505 37,264 36,189 4. 
HawaH 54,511 60.975., 65,207 65,312 20 

United States 11. . 14,114,992 14.275,877 . 13,918,412 11,359,582 ·20 

11 Includes Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 
Source: U.S. Qept. d HeaHh & Human SeMCes, Adminislriltion for Children and Families, 0If1Oe or Family AsslstaflOe, AFDCITANF Rash Repcxt, January 1997. 
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TABLE2. 

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL FUNDING FOR AFDC AND RELATED PROGRAMS 
, . AND FAMD..,Y ASSISTANCE GRANTS UNDER PRWORA 

(Inth........cb) 


Percent 

FY 1996 Grants for Fy 1997 State Family Increase from Increase from 

State AFDC. EA & JOBS 11 Assistance Grant 21 FY 1996 Level FY 1996 Level 

Indiana $133,119 $206,799 $73,681 55.3 

Wyoming 14,969 21,781· 6,813 45.5 

Louisiana 114,252 163,972 49,720 43.5 

Tennessee 137,445 191,524 54,079 39.3 

Ohio 543,666 727,968 184,303 33.9 


Dist. of Columbia 70,813 92,610 21,796 30.8 

Virginia 121,386 158,285 36,899 30..4 

Massachusetts 353,060 459,371 106,311 30.1 

West Virginia 87,683 110,176 22,493 25.7 

Oklahoma 118,234 148,014 29,n9 25.2 


Connecticut 215,259 266,788 51,529 23.9 

Mississippi 70,341 86,768 16,427 23.4 

Alabama $75,909 $93,315 17,406 22.9 

Michigan 632,232 n5,353 143,121 22.6 

Minnesota 220,839 267,985 47,146 21.3 


Utah 64,695 76,829 12,134 18.8 

Oregon 142,045 167,925 25,879 18.2 

Texas 419,021 486,257 67,236 16.0 

Kentucky 157,238 181,288 24,050 15.3 

Wisconsin 276,357 318,188 41,831 15.1 


Georgia 288,410 330,742 42,332 14.7 
Kansas 89,753 101,931 12,178 13.6 
NewYol'k 2;160,652 2,442,931 282,279 13.1 

. Florida .497,539 562,340 64,801 13.0 
Montana 40,391 45,534 5,143 12.7 

Arizona 197,754 222,420 24,666 12:C-
H 

Vermont 42,378 47,353 4,975 11.7 
Missouri 195,388 217,052 21,664 11.1 
New Hampshire 34,677 38,521 3~844 11.1 
Arkansas 51,854 56;733 4,879 9.4 

Alaska 58,665 63,609 4,944 8.4 

South Dakota 20,242 21,894 1,652 8.2 

Maryland 214,292 229,098 14,806 6.9 

Nevada· 41,357 43,9n 2,620 6.3 

Rhode Island 89,479 95,022 5,543 6.2 


South Carolina 94,401 99,968 5,567 5.9 

New Jersey 383,1n 404,035 20,857 5.4 

Maine 74,786 78,121 3,335 4;5 

Nebraska 56,014 58,029 2,015 3.6 

California 3,622,756 3,733,818 111,062 3.1 


NoM Dakota 25,660 26,400 740 2.9 

Iowa 128,853 131,525. 2,672 2.1 

Idaho 31,297 31,938 641 2.0 

Hawaii 97,908 98,905 997 1.0 

Washington 415,384 . 404,332 -11,053 -2.7 


Illinois 601,059 585;057 -16,002 -2.7 
. North Carolina 312,630 302,240 -10,390 -3.3 

New Mexico 132,129 126,103 -6,025 -4.6 
Pennsylvania nO,098 719,499 -50,599 -6.6 
DelaWare 35,190 32,291 -2,899 -8.2 
Colorado 158,311 '. 136,057 -22,255 -14.1 

State Totals; $14,931;044 $16,488,667 $1,557,623 10.4 

If Excludes IV.A'child care. AFDC bcnclits include the Federal .hare ofchild supportcollections in order to be compsrable to the Family Assistance Gnnt. 

']j Does not include additional fW1ds aUlhorizod under P.L. 104-327. . , ', 


Source: U.S. Dept. ofHealth & Human Services, Administration for OUldrcn and Families, Office ofFinanci~1 ~cmcnl. 
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TABLE 3. 


Maximum AFDC Benefit for a Three-Person Family by State .. 

July, 1996 

State ScheduleiGeogra ~h:l Month~ Annual 

Alaska Statewide $923' $11,076 
Hawaii Statewide 712 8,544 
New York Suffolk Co. 703 8,436. 
Guam Statewide 673 8,076 
Connecticut Region A 636 7,632 

Vermont Chittenden 633 7,596 
California Statewide 596 7,152 
.NewYork New York City 577 6,924 
Utah Statewide 568 6,816 
Massachusetts Statewide 565 6,780 

Rhode Island Statewide 554 6,648 
New Hampshire Statewide 550 6,600 
Washington Statewide 546 6,552 
North Carolina Statewide 544 6,528 
Minnesota Statewide 532 6,384 

Wisconsin '. Urban 517 6,204 . 
Michigim Region VI (WashtenaW Co.) 489 5,868 
Oregon Statewide 460 5,520 
Michigan 
Montana 

Region IV rt-/ayne Co.) . 
Statewide 

459 
438 

5,508 
5,256 

North Dakota Statewide 431 5,172 
South Dakota Statewide 430 5,160 
Kansas Schedule 1 429 5,148 
Iowa Statewide 426 5,112 
New Jersey Statewide 424 5,088 

PennsylVania Group 1 421 5,052 
Maine Statewide 418 5,016 
District of Columbia Statewide 415 4,980 ~~- .. 
NeW Mexico Statewide 389 4,~8 
llfinois Group 1 . 377 4,524 

Maryland Statewide 373 4,476 
Nebraska Statewide 364 4,368 
Wyoming Urban 360 4,320 
Colorado Statewide 356 4,272 
Virginia Group 3 354 4,248 

Nevada Statewide 348 4,176 
Arizona . Statewide 347 4,164 
Ohio Statewide 341 4,092 
Delaware Statewide 338 4,056 
Idaho Statewide 317 3,804 

Oklahoma Statewide 307 3,684 
Florida Statewide 303 3,636 
Missouri Statewide 292 3,504 
Indiana Statewide 288 3,456 
Georgia Statewide 280 3,360 

Kentucky Statewide 262 3,144 
West Virginia Statewide 253 3,036 
Virgin Islands Statewide 240 2,880 
Arkansas Statewide . 204 2,448 
South Carolina Statewide 200 2,400 

Louisiana Urban 190 2,280 
Texas Statewide 188 2,256 
Tennessee Statewide 185 2,220 
Puerto Rico 
Alabama 

Statewide 
Statewide 

,
• 180 

164 
2,160 
1,968 

Mississipf'i Statewide 120 1,440 

Source: Congressional Research Service, Aid 10 Families with Dependent Children (AFOC): Program Benefit Rules, July 1, 1996. 
. . ' '·'l· 
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ENCLOSURE A ( , 

EARLY INFORMATION ON 

HOW STATES ARE SPENDING "EXCESS" TANF FUNDS 


Very Preliminary Indications 

Infonnation about how states propose to spend "excess" T ANF funds is only preliminary. Most 
state legislatures are working out their welfare refonn plans now, and are at different stages of 
decision making. Infonnation from newspaper articles, state press releases, as well as early 
reports from HHS Regional Offices suggest that many states are making investments in child . 
care, work programs, and supportive services while other states are putting money into less 
"desirable" practices such as supplanting state funds with federal dollars. At this stage, it is hard 
to get infonnation on state expenditures and categories of spending. It is particularly difficult at 
this time to dete1ll1ip.e whether states will be· spending federal TANF monies or state l11aintenance 
ofeffort (MOE) monies on,an activity, and whether they are spending new monies or merely 
supplanting state funds with federal dollars. The following material summarizes our early 
infonnation.. 

Welfare-Io-Work Programs and Child Care 

It is Widely acknowledged that helping recipients move from welfare to work often requires up­
front investments in training and supportive services. 'Many states are considering putting more­

. money into child care services. Florida, Michigan and Tennessee reportedly are adding $60---­
million, $44 million and $25 million, respectively, to child care: It is not yet clear if this . 
represents.simply the increased CCDF allocations states received under the PRWORA or shifts 
ofTANF welfare funds for additional child care funding. Georgia's budget includes $3.5 million 
in federalTANF funds to hire additional staffto coordinate and detennine eligibility for child 
care services. Under the child care provisions of Wisconsin's W-2 program, the state intends to 
increase annual child care funding from $48 million in 1996'10 $186.2 million in 1999. The state 
has requested legislative authority to transfer $63.637 million from T ANF to child care jn 1998. 
T!tey believe that cash outlays originally targeted for assistance can, as a result of caseload . 
decreases,be rebudgeted for child care, provided that their economy stays strong and their 
caseload trends continue. Among all states, Wisconsin has had the largest percentage drop in 
welfare caseloads. These state actions to increase child care subsidies m~y benefit the. working 
poor as well as welfare recipients. For.example, the Wisconsin legislature. is Considering 
expanding eligibility for child care by raising income eligibility limits from 165 percent of 
poverty to 200 percerit . 

In discussions with our Child Care Bureau, state officials have indicated orally that they are 
transferring TANF dollars to CCDF in orderto invest in child care. States appear to be spending 
their own funds to draw down fully the CCDF fund,ing as well .. States report using these monies 
for welfare families, quality improvements and working poor families. Because of the multiple 
demands on '1'ANF dollars, it is worrisome when states spend federal T ANF funds on child care, 
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in lieu of state funds or without first having drawn down all of the child care funding to which 
they are entitled under the CCDF, which can be spent only on child care. Ifthe Administration 
makes a concerted push to have states spend their excess T ANF funding on' child care, the 
message has to be that federal funds should supplement, rather than supplant, state funding, 
needed to access the CCDF. 

States are also considering spending more money oli drug testing and treatment, intensive case 
management services, rural transportation, job preparation, job training, and public sector jobs. 
California, Indiana, Maryland and Massachusetts are reportedto be considering these 
possibilities. These states are aware of the possibility that the remainirig adult participants will 
have more barriers to self-sufficiency than those who have already made the transition from 
welfare to work, and thus that such recipients will require more intensive services. Georgia's 
budget includes $8 million in federal T ANF funds to purchase job placement services for 
recipients who have traditionally been hard to place. New York's proposed budget would set 
aside $42 million for client work activity assessments, medical examinations, and incentive 
bonuses for local district perforinance, $45 million to expand work training activities, ,and $57 
million for. a variety of targeted initiatives involving work activities. 

, Other TANF Purposes 

Statesare also looking at the broad flexibility they have under the T ANF block grant and are 
considering other types ofprograms. California is considering putting $141 million into juvenile 
justice services formerly funded under the Emergency Assistance program.. Indiana, whose 
welfare'caseloadshave dropped more than mostother states, plans to 'use MOE monies to create,­
more positions for child welfare workers and to increase funding for employment and·training--­
activities. Plans for the state's TANF funding include rural· transportation, energy assistance, 
family planning, working With non-custodial parents, as well as employment services, 'child 
care, and data collection. Connecticut reports planning to put $24 million ofTANF funding into 
programs such as housing and nutrition. Georgia'S budget includes $3.5 million from the ' 
Indigent Care Trust Funds to implement teen pregnancy prevention initiatives in support of 
welfare reform. Indiana is considering funding energy assistance, farnilyplanning, and . 
fatherhood conferences, among other services: . 

Rainy Day Funds 

Because T ANF is a block grant, state allocations will not increase in the event of a recession. 
Therefore, a number of states are considering building a reserve in case the. economy cools down 
and caseloads increase. While only actual expenditures of state funds can count towards the 

, T ANF maintenance of effort requirement, there is no requirement that states spend their full ' 
federal allocations in the fiscal year in which they become available. Ohio, New York and 
Vermont are three states that are reportedly considering saving significant portions of their' 
"excess" T ANF funds. '. 



'~. :i• 
!, 

Services to Immigrants 

Under the welfare law, qualified aliens are banned from receiving Food Stamps and SSI benefits. 
Those qualifi~d aliens who arrived after August 22, 1996 are banned from receiving assistance 
from federal T ANF funds for a period of five years. A number of states have indicated that they 
expect to continue benefits for such aliens nonetheless, using state funds. For example, 
Massachusetts has estimated that it will spend $26 million ~)fi legal immigrants who are not 
citizens. In states with substantial immigrant populations, most notably California, continuing to 
provide services to qualified aliens is expected to be a significant financial burden. 

Other Purposes 

Not all states intend to reinvest their savings in welfare-related services. Some are treating the 
difference between their MOE requirement1 and the amount they would have spent under prior ' 
law as a general surplus, to be used for any purpose they desire. For example, the Governor of 
New York has proposed to divide $416 million between the state and the local governments, to 
be spent without .restrictions. California is considering allocating $562 million over two years 
into the state's general fund. Texas' Governor has proposed to use federal TANF funds and part 
ofthe state's required maintenance ofeffort expenditure.to replace $190 million in state spending 
on child protection services and the elderly. The state funds thus freed can be used for any 
purpose including underwriting the Governor's proposed tax cut. 

1. Each state's maintenance ofeffort (MOE) level is set at 75 percent of the state's FY 
1994 spending for AFDC, EA, JOBS and IV -A child care (80 percent ifthe state fails to meet 
TANF work participation rates). 

.' 1 
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ENCLOSUREB 

INFORMATION ABOUT COSTS OF 

INVESTING IN WELFARE REFORM 


It is difficult to estimate how much more it will coststates to operate welfare to work programs. 
Since the mid-1980's, MDRC and Abt Associates have evaluated numerous work-oriented 
demonstrations with relatively high participation rates,.and the per recipient costs reported in , 
their major studies have varied as the table below shows. The gross per person costs to the 
govemmentrange from about $2,200 (in FY 1997 dollars) under Florida's Project Independence 
to about $27,000 under the Supported Work program l

. 

,Estimated Gross Costs* Per Person 
for Selected Welfare to, Work Programs 

Program Period of Costs In 97 Dollars 
Supported Work** (many sites) 27 months $26,938 1 

Homemaker-' Home Health Aide** (many sites) NA 14,588 
Grand Rapids JOBS (Labor Force Attachment) 2 years 4,915 
AtlClnta JO BS . (Labor Force Attachment) 2 years ,3,695 
Riverside GAIN· 2 years 3,299 
San Diego SWIM 2 years 2,272 
Florida Project IndependenCe 2 years 2,1'89 
Source: MORC [the Homemaker-Home Health Aide project was evaluated by Abt Associates.] 
* Includes costs of job clubs, case managers, child care, and training. - These costs include program 
wages paid to participants, but do not include non-welfare agency costs. Costs shown in this table are for 
single-parent AFOC recipients averaged across all experimental group members, including those who did 
and those who did not participate in program activities. 

I, ' 

,,­

It should be noted that while each of these programs produced significant increases in 
employment and declines in welfare outlays, these outcomes do not replicate the work 
expectations and time limits of the PRWORA. Under the Riverside GAIN program which 
produced particularly impressive results, only 23 percent of the program participants were 
working and off AFDC at the end of the project's three-year follow-up period, indicating the 
challenges faced by these programs. 

, Some states have an especially great need for .supportive services, have experienced smaller 
. reductions in caseloads, or have other special circl;ll1lstances (like large urban centers, significant 
: areas of rural poverty, Indian reservations, and pockets of high unemployment) which might 

The Supported Work Demonstration provided woVk experience to hard-to-employ target 
groups including long-term AFDC recipients., To help them achieve self-sufficiency, participants 
worked in creWs in closely supervised jobs with gradually increasing demands. ' 



require that they make greater costlier investments in economic development or transportation. 
The wide variation in benefit levels across states (as illustrated in Table 3) highlights the 
difficulties some states will face. Under the AFDC program, the maximum annual benefit for 
family of three ranged from $1,440 in Mississippi to $11,076 in Alaska. Nationally the cost of 
a part-time child care slot is $3,160 a year; a full-time, full-year slot costs $4,406. In 11 states 
and territories the cost for part-time child care is greater than the welfare benefit. 

More than in its predecessor programs, T ANF requires that states deal with special needs 
populations. These include individuals who are substance abusers as well as those who are 
victims of domestic violence. Over a quarter of the AFDC caseload includes adults with 
disabilities and, under prior law, these individuals were exempted from the training and work. 
requirements of the JOBS program. States have never addressed preparing recipients with 
disabilities for work including special case management, remedial services and accommodations. 

",,:,,--,~. 
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Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients 

Jan.93 Jan. 94 Jan.95 Jan.96 Jan. 97 Qercent(93-97) 
(millions) 

Families 4.963 5.053 4.936 4.628 '4.104 -17% 
859,000 fewer families ' 

Recipients 14.115 14.276 13.918 12.877 11.360. -20.% 
2,755,000 fewer recipients 

Total AFDC/TANF recipients by State 

state Jan.93 Jan.94 Jan.95 Jan.96 Jan.97 percent(93-97) 

Alabama ' 141,746 135,096 121,837 108,269 91,569 -35% 
Alaska 34,951 37,505 37,264 ' 35,432 36,189 +4% 
Arizona 194,119 202,350 . 195,082 171,617 151,526 -22% 
Arkansas 73,982 70,563 65,325 59,223 54,751 -26% 
California "2,415,121 2,621,383 2,692,202 2,648,772 2,474,689 +2% 
Colorado 123,308 118,081 110,742 99,739 87,074 -29% 
Connecticut 160,102 164,265 170,719 161,736 155,578 -3% 
Delaware 27,652 29,286 26,314 23,153 23,141 -16%' 
D.C. 65,860 72,330 72,330 70,082 67,871 ,+3% 
Florida 701,842 689,135 657 ;313 575,553 478,329 -32% 
Georgia 402,228 396,736 388,913 367,656 305,732 -24% 
Hawaii 54,511 60,975 65,207 66,690 65,312 +20% 
Idaho 21,116 23,342 24,050 23,547 19,925 -6% 
Illinois 
Indiana 

685,508 
209,882 

709,969 
,218,061 

710,032 
197,225 

663,212 
147,083 

599,629 
121,224 

(13-%\7
-42%/--­Iowa 100,943 . 110,639 103,108 91,727 78,076 '-==23% 

Kansas 87,525 87,433 81,504 70,758 57,528 -34% 
Kentucky 227,879 208,710 193,722 176,601 161,150 -29% 
Louisiana 263,338 252,860 258,180 ' 239,247 206,582 -22% 
Maine 67,836 65,006 60,973 56,319 51,031 -25% 
Maryland 221,338 219,863 ,227,887 207,800 169,723 -23% 
Massachusetts 332,044 311,732 286,175 . 242,572 207,932 <37%, 
Michigan 686,356 672,760 612,224 535,704 460.;793 ' :33'%~ 

Minnesota 191,526 189,615 167,949 ' 171,916 159,855 -.17%, 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

174,093 
259,039 

161,724 
262,073 

146,~ 19 
259,595 

133,029 , 
238,052 . , 

108,365 
208,132 

-38% 
-20% 

. 

Montana 34,848 35,415 34,313 32,557 26,294 -25% 
Nebraska 48,055 46,034 42,038 38,653 36,490 -24% 
Nevada 34,943 37,908 41,846 40,491 28,817 -18% 
New Hampshire 28,972 30,386 28,671 24,519 20,627 -29% 
New Jersey 349,902 334,780 321,151 293,833 256,000 -27% 
New Mexico 94,836 101,676 105,114 102,648 89,814 -5% 
New York 1,179,522 1,241,639 1,266,350 1,200,847 ' 1,074,100 -9% 
North Carolina 331,633 334,451 317,836 282,086 252,564 -24% 
North Dakota 18,774 16,785 14,920 13,652 11,904 ~37% 
Ohio 720,476 691,099 629,719 552,304 518,595 ~28% 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

146,454 
117,656 
604,701 

133,152 
116,390 
615,581 

127,336 
107,610 
611 ,215 

110,498 
92,182 

553,148 

87,144 
66;919 

483,625 ' G'-~] 
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state Jan.93 Jan.94 Jan.95 Jan.96 Jan.97 percent(93-97) 

Rhode Island 61,116 62,737 62,407 60;654 54,588 -11% . 
South Carolina 151,026 143,883 133,561 121,703 97,146 ;-36% ... 
South Dakota 20,254 19,413 17,652 16,821 ,14,050 ~31 % 
Tennessee 320,709 302,608 281,982 265,320 194,860 ' -39% : 
Texas 785,27i 796,348 765,460 714,523 625,376 -20% . 
Utah 53,172 50,657 47,472 ' 41,145 35,442 ·33% 
Vermont 28,961 28,095 27,716 25,865 23,515 -19% 
Virginia 194,212 194,959 189,493 , 166,012 135,908 ·30% 
Washington, 286,258 ' 292,608 290,940 276,018 263,792 r;8'%7
West Virginia 119,916 115,376 107,668 98,439 68,600 ( -43% .. ' 
Wisconsin 241,098 230,621 214,404 ,184,209 123,758 ' '1-49%_ . .J' 
Wyoming 18,271 16,740 15,434 . 13,531 10,117 ·35%' 

Source: U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services 
Adrn.inistration for Children and F amities 
April 1997 
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SPECIAL ANALYSIS· 

State Variation in the Welfare Caseload Reduction 

Statistical analysis shows that improving labor market conditions expiain about half 
of the nationwide welfare caseload reduction over the past few years (see Weekly 
Economic Briefing, February 14, 1997). Federal waivers granted to states explain 
a significant share ofthe remainder. The diversity of individual state experiences is 
illustrated by the mapon the followlng page. . 

The effect of a lower unemployment rate. A reduction in the unemployment rate 
. 	was found in the statistical analysis to be associated with a decline in the fraction of 

the population receiving welfare. This pattern held in many states, but not alL 
Florida, Massachusetts~ Michigan, and Oregon experienced a significant drop in the 
unemployment rate and a substantial reduction in welfare taseloads. California, New 
York, and Pennsylvania, by contrast, saw little change in their welfare caseloads 
despite a sharp drop in unemployment. Thus, changes in the unemployment rate 
alone cannot explain the entire reduction in welfare caseloads. 

The effect of Federal waivers. Waivers typically contain dozens of provisions 
altering the rules for receiving welfare in a state. To conduct a statistical analysis, 
it is.,necessary to simplify by defining a small set ofbroad waiver categories and then 
test for an impact on caseloads. Initial categories included time limits, family caps 
(no additional payment for an additional child), and additional work and job search 
requirements.. Preliminary analysis indicated that time limits were the key waiver 
and could explain roughly an additional quarter of the caseload reduction. 

. 	 . 

Subsequent and ongoing analysis done in cooperation with the Department ofHealth 
and Human Services added additional categories ofwaivers. It shows that sanctions 
reducing benefits for recipients who do not satisfy work and job search requirements 
is actually the most important waiver category for explaining the reduction in welfare 
caseloads. The threat of benefit cuts may motivate individuals to strengthen their 
commitment to the labor force. Alternatively, it may increase the perceived stigma 
associated with receiving benefits; this could reduce the willingness of current 
recipients to remain on the rolls or of prospective recipients to apply for benefits. 
Regardless, the new analysis based on a refined and . extended set of waiver 
categories continues to show that waivers matter and can account for roughly another 
quarter of the caseload reduction, over and above the half accounted for by an 
improving economy. 

Sanctions were in place in m~y of the states experiencing large reductions in 
welfare caseloads, including Arizona, Michigan, North Carolina, and Texas. Still, 
the relationship between sanctions and caseload reductions is not perfect. Missouri 
and Washington saw little reduction in caseloads despite sanctions and a falling 
unemployment rate. Other factors beyond what can be readily embodied in a 
statistical analysis account for the rest of the caseload reduction. 

3 



~,>
... ... -- .~ 

:E 
-(0 

(0 

-< " 
~ o 
::;l 
o 
3 o· ......-ooII.. (i)
ro 
:::l. 

~ 
::;l 

10 

.p. 

Q, ~<v 

() 

(0 " 0- Reduction in welfare recipients: .., 
C 
III 

-< II Over 25 percent 
I\:) 

CP 


(!) 

~, 15 - 25 percent 

o Less than 15 percent 

® Sanctions approved six months 
'or more before Oct. 1 J 1996 

'~ 1.6 percentage pOints or more 
reduction in unemployment 

<:"' - ~< 
'., 

t .. 
r.·· 
' .. 

m 
-< m 
en I.',. 

: .~. 

o z 
~ 



'. DRAFf PRELIMINARY & CWs~ HOL~ 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY . April 4; 1997 

EXPLAINING THE DECLINE IN 

WELFARE CASELQADS, 1993-1996 


April 4, 1997 

A Report by the 

Council of Economic Advisers 


with the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, . 

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation 




DRAFT PRELIMINARY & CLOSE llOLD 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY April 4. 1997 


f(€S;&pl\t, W~ \ h:;;h')), CI;r{io'l) 

"[ think a fair reading of it would say about halfof this de line rrb welfare roI/~ 
came from af! improved economy and about halfof it came m intensified efforts 
to. move people from welfare to work. Now I don't have any sc 'eniific division. But, . ~ 
anyway, there is some division." . " ,January 28, 1997 

, "..~p~rif1~th~'B>~:r~v ~ecl'fs 'dbi11- .O;tl+OYl M'm\fl0Trr~J from, 
. \Pst zlrJanuary 1993 ~Janu~ .0(1997, the number of ind' '. ceivin welfare 


bene~t~ fe'fm.fR. ?fJ~ Y. Si~trr%;l.bet\¥@@R the 1993 d'lle 1996 fisc El 3dii:~ te share of the' 

opulatlon receiving welfare fe from 5.4 ercent to 4. . ercent";-··· , ' 

1~ Ince e e era we are s stem be an in the 1930 .
."f 

b~ 00]0 0 'r . I rSS I 0 DO (ec.1 pi ('>/\ s ___ {he Iaf~es-t J-ecJ I fI~ . \'1­
The two leading explanations for this decline are (1) economic growth, which create~ 


million,,, new jobs OVer the period, and (2) Federal waivers, which allowed(states to experiment ~ ~3 

with innovative ideas to help reduce welfare dependency ~ It is important to determine the causes 

of this decline in light of recently enacted welfare reform legislatio~t Gemplet~ ? erbatlb ~..:... . 

~tiRkQf;p;r:Q¥idittg:::a:i;(tst&thc j388iT If economic growthw~the major contributor, then . 

continued growth seems essential for further progress in moving people from welfare to work. 
 .I , 

On the other hand, if federal waivers played a significant part, then continued efforts to· move 

people from welfare to work are likely to lead to additional reductions. A statistical analysis 

(described in the companion technical paper to this report) shows that 44 percent of the decline 


. resulted from a falling unemployment rate associated with the economic expansion and 31 percent 

ro waivers (see chait)?'" Other unidentified factors (which could include other policy initiatives like 


the 1993 increase in the Earned Income Tax Credit, th~~ff'l!tii3io¥ ofchild support enforcement,. ­
the rise in federal and state spending on child care sieeooa~), Cfaccount for the remainder. . 


gfJ(wj~ .¥:. . 

LtJ12I(M-e. Clh& P9rl1~&~~ , . , +1>LLOt,04"" 


(-<"1nfrA -(~/'r(') ~.s flJhl vh vJ('f-f not jfld~!)" .' .., 

. Reasons for the Decline in Welfare Caseloads V'l-thl? s~s'hu:firJ~) 


1993-1996 . ' 

Economic elq)allSion 
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WELFARE CASELOADS AND THE BUSINESS CYCLE 

Welfare caseloads tend to fluctuate over the'business cycle, rising when the economy moves 
. into recession and declining once a recovery is underway and the economy is expanding, For 
example, the proportion ofthe population receiving welfare fell during the expansion of the late 1970s 
and rose as the economy went into recession in 1980 (see Figure 1). 1 Between 1989 and 1993, the 
proportion of the population receiving welfare shot up 25 percent, reaching -its highest level ever. 
The recession of 1990-1991 and the weak labor market through 1992 certainly contributed to this 
Increase, hindering the efforts of those welfare recipients seeking work. One may be tempted to 
argue that the subsequent decline between 1993 and 1996 simply reflected the nonnal return to 
work of welfare recipients who were unable to find jobs when the economy was weak. 

It is unlikely'That the· business cycle alone can account for the 'entire decline in welfare 

recipiency after 1993, however. The 1990-1991 recession was relatively mild; the annual 

unemployment rate peaked at 7.5 percent in 1992, much lower than the peak rates in the 1974-75 

and 1981-82 recessions. It seems improbable that a moderate recession would lead to such severe 

swings in the rate of welfare receipt. Moreover, some states with large reductions in their 

unemployment rate during this period did not experience big drops in their welfare caseload, 

while other state,s saw a big drop in welfare receipt even though their unemployment decline was, 

moderate (Figure 2).' For that reason it is important to look at the possible impact of changes in 

welfare programs during that time. . 


FEDERAL WELFARE WAIVERS 

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) was the Nation's primary welfare 
program until last year. The AFDC program was administered by the states, subject to Federal 
requirements. Since 1962, the Secretary of Health and Human Services has had the authority to 
waive some of these requirements if states proposed experimental or pilot program changes that 
furthered the goals of the AFDC program. The Bush administration was the first to use this 
authority extensively, especially in the last year. B,utthe Clinton Administration expanded tre-+­
number of waivers dramatically after 1993) eI rtl nn n~ itJa; ve-yS 10 U\ to+N' ob 43 S~ ... ' 

Waivers granted to states to implement experimental welfare policies generally contained 
a number of provisions that varied greatly in scope. Some were pilot programs that could not 
have had much 'effect on the size of a state's welfare caseloadJ O~fS::eg:l~el:Ffl8't"t~~fti!Ei~~ '\~S\(\J 

b .A r I f0 (\h\N) 
V4 ~h~P~"" '(0 -:e ;" .S'f'"Ji(1~. Il~ J 

C\ rn-e:;:~ 1"htVf pecp~ Oh, we l~(~ ~ho~~Jobs. ""e(~ 
ITwo anomalous episodes occurred as well. Frrst, welfare recipiency declined sharply in 1982 

despite a worsening economy. This was because policy changes enactep in the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1981 substantially reduced welfare eligibility. Second, the dramatic swing in 
welfare recipiency between 1989 and 1996 was larger than might have been expected based on the 
relatively mild 1990-91 recession. ,. 

2 
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, 	,~()(.IlII~:jt>r~,~Cas-e/OP.~~5:k-k,WiA r.e(brhl ~"+-.s) lPh;d, Com Ln~ " 
/ C" I ',. 'j 0 b p'IMPm~ti-ralla '-h' I'd.. cr;.ry: 4Ssi9~n&. wl111 ~!Atih ())~f'k 'f~antf ,:' 
t, lrttle effect Oil the ntllnbel of wei fal e [eClplents statewld@. SIX broad catggone:t'ef 'w'tt! YeI S that "ncel'l-n /j'ttf 

might;oteatially Balfe had an Qbs€~'\'a\;)h> @'i~tle~te welfare caseloaQ61 QH!.' th'~~ , 
._;' W~I ' .... ) 

'. 	Termiilation time limits. States receiving this type of waiver were allowed to limit the 1W::;' 
length of time recipients are allowed to collect benefits. Once that limit is reached, 
benefits are terminated. 

• 	 Work requirement time limits. These waivers are similar to termination time limits, but CSo~o ' 
once the limit is reached, recipients are required to ~ or enter a P"'~P'''''.,

'c:. Oa1/;;'.(\.RY
training program in exchange for their benefits., WO rk . Fri.P",t.. 

WuA-< 

• 	 Reduced JOBS exemptions. The Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) t~aining +'beMf!j , 
program, enactttd in 1988, required a small share of the welfare case load to participate in 
work and/or tniining programs. Waivers were granted to some states to re~r-as~t~ 
the share of the caseload OOfempt frg~ the p~ograril. , I h C (-€,q ~ 

(-e~L{! (~. f' r 11 C I p-1I.Ifa ,t1 	 ' 

• 	 Increased JOBS sanctions. Some states argued that sanctions for recipients who refused 
to participate in JOBS were inadequate and requested the ability to strengthen those 
sanctions-including termination of benefits in some cases. ' 

• 	 Family cap. Welfare benefits are scaled to family size and benefits normally increase 
'r.q,s-when a recipien~ an extra child. Some states requested waivers to eliminate the 


additional benefit for women who had a child while receiving welfare. 


• 	 Increased earnings disregard. For many recipients, a dollar in earnings led to almost 
a dollar reduction in their welfare benefit, providing a disincentive to work. Some states 
requested waivers to increase the amount of earnings' that welfare recipients could keep.' 

<;W;kvJi~ wei: V"Vt'f: . , 

The number of states with~ of these types of""aiuel"s rose dramatically between 1993 


and 1996 (Figure 3). _TbQ~e itates .ddl waheFS4i1:ef'fed ill 19'H'}jijd only mlplell1elltc:~ 


-.the JJE8!1ieuo yiat.. Some states that had experienced large drops in welfare receipt are also states 

that received waivers (Figure 2). 


THE STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

Several factors besides economic conditions and waivers are likely to affect the rate of 

welfare receipt. An increase in female-headed families will tend to increase this rate because the 

welfare system strongly favors single mothers with children. ' The generosity of welfare benefits 

should also affect the nu~ber of poor individuals who' seek benefits. Other important 

determi,nants include labor market returns for less-skilled workers, national changes in welfare 

policy, and .cultural att~tudes towards welfare receipt, among others. These factors may be 


)(:-1h-e- t1i13 fr.,crt'aS-e. I (\ik EC11fl~ Ih COrl"->. J"'I;Z Cr~.p(Opo~ ~ 1k- Fr;-s ,ff4..:t 
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correlated and the task of a statistical analysis is to disentangle the separate effects of these factors 
to identify causal relationships between each of them and welfare receipt. 

The exercise reported here uses state--level data from 1976 through 1996 to determine the 
independent contributions of economic growth (measured by the change in the unemployment rate) 
and approved state waivers to the recent decline in welfare receipt. The use of state level data 
allows us to control for changes that affect welfare receipt across the entire country at a point in 
time, such as national changes in welfare policy. The relationship between, say, economic 
conditions and the rate of welfare receipt can still be identified because recessions tend to be 
worse in some parts of the. country thail in others and could lead to differences across states in 
patterns of welfare receipt. The use of data over several years allows us to control for long-run 
differences in welfare receipt that exist across states. The relationship between, say, waivers and 
welfare receipt can ~Qbserved by following changes in welfare receipt within a.state before and 
after the waiver. Using techniques like these~ a statistical analysis can estimate the effects of 
economic activity and waivers on the size of the welfare rolls holding other things that affect 
welfare receiPtcons~t... Ho~..\ ~uch+-Ldl~'E'r-'!Jo hat; HYt$~.-f1..e. . 
'I «\ prw\-z1 rrf CDntii bwh Cv; ihtVl h &7h OYI Lv l~ 0 II~) .s lA, c:'-1 Cf.s I fI ~ : 

.frlfh.- £a',/"Yl.af) Xncon'-'< rrcrf... C v.a{iJ QlVlrJ kJ j ' .~fforh1O Imp,r~~~tI14s~ 
AN EXAMPLE €'VlfbrLPhI-;:>(lT) h~ I.r. -(..e.kCfh~ t...t< /f7I("'! vvlls 1)/ nu 1htl~ 

¥ 	 P1l i G i ("S C\..-~ p ~7J ~ ~YJ S'(-YA9;;, ­.1 

(¢~0,0~· Figure 4 presents a comparison ofNew York and New Jersey. It is intended to provide 
\5(11' J \ 	 ~~.: intuition for the statistical methodology and the manner in which the effects of waivers are 

estimated separately from economic activity and other potential confounding factors. It should 
not be considered a rigorous test. The figure plots the difference between the two states' 
unemployment rates and the difference in the proportion of the population on welfare between 
the two states. Taking the difference between the two states in each year controls for any factors 
that affect both states simultaneously (notice, for instance, the lack of cyclicalitY in the difference 
in unemployment rates). Between 1984 and 1992, the difference in the proportion of the 
population on welfare was relatively constant, with perhaps a slight downward drift. But between 
fiscal years 1992 and 1994, the welfare rolls fell considerably in New Jersey compared to New 
York. This shift cannot be attributed to business-cycle differences, because the difference in 
unemployment rates stayed roughly constant over time. In 1992, however, New Jersey was 
awarded a major statewide waiver. The timing of this waiver and the lack of change in relative 
unemployment rates in tpe two states points to the waiver as responsible for the caseload 
reduction. The full statistical analysis uses this sort of approach to identify the effects of both 
waivers and economic activity on the rate of welfare receipt in all states over time. 

THE TIMING OF THE WELFARE CASELOAD RESPONSE 
, < 

A number of other tests were conducted. to explore more complicated relationships between 
economic activity, waivers .. and the welfare caseload, in particular the possibility that impacts 
might not be contemporaneous with changes in unemployment or implementation of waivers: 

4 
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• 	 Delayed responses. Changes in unemployment may affect the welfare caseload only after 
it delay. For instance, the·onset of a recession may lead those low-income workers who 

. lose their jobs to spend some tiIne looking for a new one while drawing down their limited 
assets before applying for welfare. When a recession ends, these typically less-skilled 
workers may be the last ones hired. . 

• 	 Advance responses. Waiver policies may have some effect on the welfare caseload even 
before the waiver is actually approved. This effect could occur if publicity regarding the 
new proposed policies led potential welfare recipients to seek work harder than they may 
have otherwise or because they chose not to apply for benefits, concerned that they may 
be treated more harshly by welfare officials. 

RESULTS 

The results of this analysis indicates a strong relationship between the welfare caseload and 
both economic activity and Federal welfare waivers. 

• 	 Changes in the welfare caseload do appear to respond to changes in the unemployment rate 
with a delay. 

• 	 States that instituted a major, statewide waiver did experience a decline in the welfare 
caseload in advance of the actual waiver approval. 

• 	 Waivers that included strengthened JOBS sanctions were related to a decline in the rate of 
welfare receipt that did not precede the waiver approval.. 

• 	 Overall, 44 percent of the case load decline could be attributed to economic growth, 31 
percent was related to federal welfare waivers, with the remainder due to other, 
unidentified factors. 

DISCUSSION 

These findings say nothing about the outcomes for those individuals who otherwise would' 
have collected benefits had waivers not been granted. Additional research that can determine how 
individuals fare under the alternative waiver provisions, rather than an aggregate analysis 
examining the statewidecase)oad, is clearly desirable to help address this issue. 

5 
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Figure 1 

Unemployment Rate and Rate of Welfare' Receipt 
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Figure 2 

Reduction. in Welfare Recipients and Unemployment Rate 
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Figure 3 

.Number of Approved Statewide Waivers 
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"I think a fair reading ~f it would say about halfof this decline ~ welfare rOI§} 

came from an improved economy and about halfof it came from intensified efforts 

to move people from welfare to work. Now I don't have anyscientific division. But 
p(~$;&e(\t l,v\\1;~'(Y'l:::r, Clil1~J 

anywtay, there is some division." p.aeftt'e Press Cepfflrenc~January 28, 1997 

.\)Jrit1~thefl (S1 tnt) r~.eatS ()f~ C/In,fuf\ A-Jl'nifl'I~()i'iJ f;-o~ 

~.etiiJanuary 1993 ~January 41997, the number of individuals receiving welfare 
. ~dO«Jo 0" :>1 1S5 1 DOO reci{)ien~. . 

benefits fel ~~.!OfiBCJ y~~~~..,-~. .. 1~~~~6ti::::fi:tl·tSlsea~ett~WEe1e€lerLLlt1three:::t:t~~.~r.!.~b_mmimd:1 .. m·tl!iy~€aftt~S:F~tlI.a:3!lB5i5ll1ffi;.mm[@7~~gof:fgt~b:e..e-

pElIlttlafum reeei¥ift.~~ft;!tftOhf£i9ierreM.to=4'7+*peff@:t Th~ declinel represerithe 
.. ,...~~-- -..--'-~. 

largest since the federal welfare system began in the 1930s. 

Two potential factors that may have contributed to the dramatic decline in the welfare rolls 

over the period are economic growth and federal welfare waivers. First, the recession of 1990­

1991 may have hindered the efforts of those welfare recipients seeking work; as the labor market 
• bsl?O l)q.(\+-",/ C;(t'c0hflVX It m'l I' i [)'r, r-wJ ae{-o- ~n 1C)t9 3 - \qc, 1-) 

s~ b~came more robus) ~ these individuals may have found jobs more easily and left the 


welfare rolls. Second, over this period federal waivers granted to states to experiment with 

innovative approaches ~ ending.v:el~e dependence !llay have ~so pl~ed a role. These waivers, 
~h'luh lk CI;lfl~ A-Jlh')I(li~qhi6rtlA-ktZ 10 Lf] -s~~~ Iqq3 10 (Q'11) 
/\ mest of whieh Wefe gfftUbJd between 1999 aftS 199tJ, included provisions that require work and/or 

training, sanctions for those who do not comply with these requirements;. and limits on the 

duration of benefit receipt, among other things. 

It is particularly important to determine the causes of. this decline in light of recently 

enacted welfare reform legislation that completely overhauls the system of providing aid to the 

poor. If economic growth was the major contributor to the decline, then continued growth is 

essential for further progress in moving people from welfare to work. On the other hand, if 

1 
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federal waivers played a significant part, then continued efforts along these lines are likely to lead 

to additional reductions. 

This paper will examine the recent decline in receipt of welfare benefits and provide 

estimates of the contribution made by economic growth and waivers. State-level data from 1976­

1996 are used in the analysis. The statistical methodology employed controls for differences in the 

rate ofwelfare receipt across states that are roughly constant over time, differences over time that 

are constant across SUl.tcrs, and gradual trends over time that may differ between states. This approach 
. : ~ -, 

allows us to identifY the effects ofeconomic growth and ~aivers on welfare receipt assuming that all 

ofthese other factors that potentially affect the welfare receipt had not changed. The results indicate 

that 44 percent of the decline can be attributed to economic growth and 31 percent is related to 
1­

waivers, particularly those that sanction recipients who do not comply with work requirement~ther
D'~ 

unidentified factors (which could include other policy initiatives like the 1993 increase inthe Earned

J:!u- I· 
Income Tax Credit, 9#lJ:;'n of child support enforcement, ~the rise in federal and ~tate 

spending on child CartSiRW 1993), a~count for t~e remainder. I 

)a.(ltY pt\r+i4J sb,F;. we,.(zl/<?' (('{erN1 1.IJt:i;'jt:."$ v"h;t..,~ I;J-V'..,< n;:d' 
\ f\ J..A..'/~j2.'?-·12 'n th,s shdl~+c........R 

WELFARE RECEIPT AND THE BUSINESS CYCLE 

Figure 1 displays the pattern of the unemployment rate and the share of the population 

receiving welfare benefits between 1976 and 1996. The expansion of the late 1970s is reflected in 

a declining share of the population receiving welfare over that period. As the economy fell into a 

recession in 1980-:81, welfare rolls began to increase. However, the massive recession of 1981-82 

actually coincided with a decline in the rate of welfare recipiency. The cause of this paradox rests 

in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA 1981), which reduced AFDC eligibility 

, 1 
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at exactly the time when one might have expected to see a large increase in receipt of AFDC 

benefits. Perhaps because ~ose who otherwise would have entered the welfare rolls, were 

prevented from doing so in that recession, the extended recovery of 1983-1989 apparently had 

little effect on the welfare rolls. 

The recession of 1990~91 had a dramatic impact on the rate of welfare receipt; the share 

of the population receiving welfare rose 25 percent between 1989 and 1993 to its highest level 

ever. Given the lar-&.e increase during that recession, the decline in the rate of benefit receipt 

between 1993 and 1996 may have reflected a return to work of welfare recipients who were 

unable to find jobs during bad times. But the 1990-91 recession was relatively mild, with a peak 

unemployment rate of 7.5 percent in 1992, much lower than the peak rates in the 1974-75 and 

1981-82 recessions., It seems improbable that a moderate recession would lead to such severe 

swings in the rate of welfare receipt. 

Moreover, geographic variation in changes in the unemployment rate and the rate of 

welfare recipiency indicates that other factors beyond economic growth probably contributed to 

the reduction in the rolls. Figure 2 displays the reduction in the share of the population receiving 

AFDC and the reduction in the unemployment rate in each state between 1993 and 1996. It shows 
( 

that the correlation between reductions in une~ployment and welfare receipt .is not perfect. For 

instance, between fiscal years 1993 and 1996, ~e unemployment rate in Pennsylvania fell by more 

than the national average of 1.6 percent, yet the decline in the share of the state'spopulation 

receiving welfare was smaller than the average. In contrast, Tennessee experienced a 20 percent 

drop in welfare receipt over the period ev~n though it experienced a below average drop in its 

unemployment rate. 

, 3 
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, WAIVERS 

The other distinguishing feature of the 1993-1996 period is the substantial increa'se in 

federal waivers granted to states to implement new and innovative welfare policies. The AFDC 

program was administered by states, but was subject to federal requirements. Since 1962, the 

Secretary of Health and Human Services had the ability to waive some of these requirements if 

states propose experimental or pilot programmatic changes that furtliered the goals of the AFDC 

system. The Reagan Administration made some use of this authority, granting a limited number 

of waivers that either affected a very small share of a state's caseload or were superseded by 

national legislative changes. I The Bush Administration granted more waivers affecting larger 

numbers of individuals within a state, particularly in its last year or so. Since 1993, however, 

Ci/lowifl0' Lf3 s1-z-d-r5 
the Clinton Administration has used waiver authority extensivel'i\as rom' E~tes AIi'/e:bWiI atiet;. ed-' 

to experiment in some way with their welfare programs. 

This analysis focuses on six major types ofwaiver provisions that were implemented in most, 

'f II f . IS" nl ~ier9'I' h fi .7	 1 not a ,0 e partlcu ar state. orne waivers 0 y to pi ot Sites, suc as a ew counties, 

restricting the magnitude ofany effect on the state's caseload. In addition, most state waivers include, 

a multitude of provisions that affect few individuals and are unlikely to have a substantial impact on ' 

the overall rate ofwelfare receipt. The six types ofwaivers considered here are tepnination and work 

requirement time limits, reduced JOBS (Job Opportunities and Basic Ski)ls) exemptio~s'Jncr~ased '0 
, fk,.-t":;.(dws' CJY\ of pa(hM' ~N~' CJc, ,'j't,1S 

JOBS s~~~tio,ns, family c.aps, and increased earnin~s disregard~s: ,~The dat,a appendix describes each 
lV1the n1o£:lJrne61I1S :fhod-cIlY1Y -f'~d' of~Y.chWc.dvt¥s M~ h- ~hDilJh tMr IIOfh-e', 

type of~aiver and identifies the dates that each statewide waiver was approved. uO"); Ji-f'nf, AaJ .r;.-dLYL 1/ 

IBecause of this, the analysis that follows only examines the effect of waivers app~oved 
during the Bush and Clinton Administrations. 
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. ' j,,\ if ffaz,,l i.e {;\ 15 . 

Figure 3 displays, the number of major statewide waivers ~d in fisca~1993 and 1996 . 
.~{'h( f r1 h6 ,hsc-1f·reo.'\'" ' " ' 

\j \1 ~993;, ten such waivers had been approved; the' most commqn fonn was an increase in the earrungs 

disregard. Ifthis type ofwaiver has any effect on the welfare rolls in the short-run, it would increase 

welfare recipiency because it increases the number of low-earnings workers eligible for benefits. By 

fiscal 1996, however, 35 states were granted major, statewide waivers.2 Sanctions imposed upon 

workers who did not live up to their work orjob search requirements are the most common. Because 

these and most of the~0ther types ofmajor waivers would be predicted to reduce the likelihood of 

benefit receipt, their expansion over the 1993-1996 period may have helped reduce the welfare rolls 

beyond that brought about by economic growth. 3 

The map in Figure 2 also shows the states that have implemented major,statewide waivers. 

Some states that have experienced large drops in their welfare rolls without a large drop in 

unemployment, like Tennessee, have also received waivers .. In contrast, other states in which, 

unemployment has fallen considerably, but in which large drops in welfare rolls have not occurred, 

like Pennsylvania, have not received 'any major statewide waiver. A systematic analysis that 

separately identifies the effects ofwaivers and economic conditions is reported below. 

2Since 1993, 43 states have received waivers, but some of them applied to a small share 
of the state. 

3Moffitt (1996) has argued that the JOBS program (and, by implication, an extension of 
the JOBS program) may provide incentives for some to participate in welfare programs so that 
they Can receive the potential benefits of these policies and could lead to an increase in the 
caseload. 
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DATA AND DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

, . 

. This analysis employs state-level data between the 1976 and 1996 fiscal years on the share 

ofthe population receiving AFDC benefits, maximum AFDC benefits for a three-person family, the 

unemployment rate, and approved major statewide waivers.4 Descriptive statistics for 1993 and 1996 . 

are reported in Table 1, separately for those states with and without approved waivers. Columns 1 

and 2 indicate that the share of the population receiving AFDC in "nonwaiver states" fell,0.6 

percentage points, frorrr:S.3 to 4.7 percent. The fall in AFDC recipiency was larger in "waiver states"; 

the share fell 0.8 percentage points; from 5.S to 4.7 percent in these states.s The unemployment rates 

in the two sets ofstates is virtually identical in these years, indicating that the larger fall in the welfare 

rolls in waiver states cannot be attributed to better economic conditions.6 Although AFDC benefits 

4All AFDC recipients are counted here, including those in two-parent families who receive 
AFDC-UP. Those in the latter category are probably more responsive to business cycle 
conditions because constraints facing single-parents, like finding affordabieday care for their 
children while they work, are smaller in two parent families. Therefore, they are more able to 
work when jobs are available. Still, AFDC-UP families represent a very small part of the total 
AFDC caseload and including them in this analysis should have minimal effects on the estimated 
parameters. 

5The difference in the average reduction across waiver and nonwaiver states is not 
statistically significant. The power of this test, however, is very weak in that waiver states may 
have had a waiver in effect for a very small part of this three year period. In addition, the normal 
variation across states in the share of the population receiving welfare swamps any variation 
across the groups of states over time. The regression analysis reported below adjusts for these 
problems an ts from model specifications that mimic this simple "difference-in-difference" . ? test sta 'stic indo ate that the reduction in waiver states is significantly larger than that in 

I 

€tJrus analysis uses the unemployment rate in each state and fiscal year. Because state level 
unemployment data have only been available since 1976, the 1976 fiscal year unemployment rate 
is measured just for the last three quarters (January through September) of that fiscal year. Other 
measures of unemployment may be more appropriate for this analysis. For instance, a measure 
of unemployment for younger women may better represent the labor market opportunities. of 
potential welfare recipients.· This measure may be somewhat endogenous, however, because. 
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are more generous in nonwaiver states, real benefits have declined at roughly the same rate in both 

sets of states over the time span, 

Other factors besides unemployment and benefit generosity may be related to differences in 

the relative size of the welfare rolls across states. In particular, the categorical nature of the AFDC 

·program that mainly provided benefits to low-income unmarried mothers and their children suggests 

that the extent of poverty and· the share of households headed by women may also matter. 

Unfortunately, (lbtaining reliable estimates of these measures by state is hampered by small sample 

sizes in the main source ofhousehold data, the Current Population Survey. Research concerned with 

trends across states in variables such as these generally rely on Census data that are only available 

every 10 years. 

The lower block of Table 1 presents poverty rates and the share of households headed by 

women from the 1980 and 1990 Censuses by waiver status in 1996.1 These statistics can highlight 
, 

whether any long-term trends across states could influence a statistical analysis of welfare receipt. 

In both types of states, both measures have been increasing over time, but increases were larger in 

nonwaiver states. For instance, the share offemale-headed households increased by 2.0 and 2.5 

percentage points in waiver states and nonwaiver states, respectively. If these differential trends 

continued through the 1990s, then one would expect the welfare rolls to fall in waiver states relative. 

to nonwaiver states because a smaller relative share of the population would be categorically eligible 

changes that affect the labor supply of welfare recipients will to some extent, also affect the 
unemployment rate of younger women. Therefore, one might want to use the prime-:age male 
unemployment rate because it does not suffer from this sort of endogeneity.' Unfortunately, 
neither of these alternative measures are available on a state/year basis. 

1Gabe (1992) argues that the growth in never-married female-headed families are largely 
responsible· for the increase in welfare caseloads between 1987and 1991. 
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\ 

for benefits; These trends would bias an analysis of the ,effects ofwaivers on welfare receipt towards 

the finding that waivers. matter. Controls for these trends need ,to be included in the statistical analysis 

to remove this form ofbias. 

METHODOLOGY 

To estimate the effect of economic conditions and federal waiver policy on the size of the 

welfare rolls, we estimated multivariate models ofthe natural log of the share of the population 

receiving welfare in a state/year. 8 Specifically, we estimate OLS regression models of the form: 9 

where R represents the share of the population receiving AFDC, U is the unemployment rate, W 

is an indicator variable for welfare waiver status,' B represents maximum AFDC benefits for a 

two-person family, s indexes states, t indexes time, Ys and Yt represent state and year fixed effects, 

and € represents a residual. Year fixed effects capture time varying factors that affect all states 

SAnother measure of welfare receipt that could be used as the dependent variable for this 
analysis is the number of families, or cases, receiving benefits. Patterns in the welfare caseload 
over time may differ across states as the number of child only cases has proliferated at differential 
rates. All of the models reported below have also been estimated using the log of the welfare 
caseload as the dependent variable and mainly find similar results: The main difference is chat 
JOBS sanctions apparently have a larger effect on recipients than on cases. This is consistent with 
the fact that many of these waivers only sanction the parent and maintain benefits for the children 
so that the case remains open even though the number of recipients fell. 

9o'J'hese regressions are weighted by the state population in eachyear 'to yield parameter 
estimates that are representative of the entire country. 
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in a given year. Such factors may include changes in welfare policy (like OBRA 1981), other 

changes in policies targeted at low-income individuals (like the Earned Income Tax Credit), or 

changes in national attitudes regarding welfare receipt that may have been linked to the welfare 

reform debate. 10 This statistical approach incorporates the contribution of factors like these, 

although we do not specifically identify the effects of each one on the rate of welfare receipt. 

Similarl~, . state fixed effects control for time invariant differences across· states, such as 

differences in industrial composition that may affect less-skilled workers or attitudes towards 

welfare recipients. 

As shown earlier, it is also possible that changes over time in otherwise unmeasured factors 

that differacrossstates, like female-headed households, may be occurring. To control fully for 

these differences would require including the interaction of state and year fixed effects. 

Unfortunately, a model including these interactions is under-identified. As an alternative, we 

include a vector of interactions between a time trend and state fixed effects which will account for 

cross-state differences that are changing linearly. If differences across states over time are 

nonlinear they will not be captured by these trends and, if these differences are correlated. with 

waiver awards, the estimated effect of waivers on the rate of welfare receipt will be biased. 11 

-.' 

IOprevious studies of the welfare caseload that use national time series data (CBO; 1993) 
have difficulty controlling for this type of pattern in the data. The results presented in Moffitt 
(1987) imply that it is important to control for such "structural shifts." 

llAlthough few candidates for such changes are readily apparent, one possibility may be 
the growth in income inequality since the late 1970s, documented in the Economic ReD0rt of the 
President (1997). Blank and Card (1993). show that the rate of growth in inequality has not been 
constant and has varied across regions of the country; if these differences occur across states and 
are correlated with waiver policies they may introduce a bias in the results reported here. Future 
research should investigate this possibility in more detail. 

9 
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, Lf ' , . 
'Figu~presents a comparison of New York and New Jersey that is intended to provide' 

some intuition for the statistical methodology and the manner in which the effects of waivers are 

estimated separately from economic activity and other potential confounding factors. It should 

not be considered a rigorous test. The figure plots the difference between the two states in the 

unemployment rate and the share of the population receiving AFDC between 1984 and 1996. 

Taking the difference between the two states in each year controls for any differences that ,affect 

both states simultaiieously (notice, for instance, the lack of cyclicality in the difference in 

unemployment rates). The unemployment rate is generally a little higher in New York than in 

New Jersey, but that difference is roughly constant over time. 12 The state fixed effects in the , 

models are included to hold constant this kind of difference across states that does not change over 

time. 

Between 1984 and 1992, the difference in the share of the population receiving welfare was 

relatively constant, perhaps drifting downward slightly. But between fiscal years 1992 and 1994, 

the welfare rolls fell considerably in New Jersey compared to New York, a drop that cannot be 

explained by differences in unemployment. In July of 1992, three-quarters of the way through 

the 1992 ,fiscal year, a major statewide waiver was approved for New Jersey; no such change 

occurred in New York's welfare policy around this time. Therefore, one ritight conclude'from 

this comparison that the waiver approval was causally related to the reduction in welfare receipt. 

12This difference is actually trending upward slightly. The slow convergence in 
unemployment actually indicates that welfare receipt should be rising in New Jersey relative to 
New York: Although the unemployment rate is included in the regression models specified in 
equations (1) and (2), the state-specific trend term is also included in (2) to control for this sort 
Of change over time in other variables. 
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It is interesting to note, however, that this· change· occurred very q uickl y after the waiver 

was approved. In fact, roughly half the reduction is observed in fiscat year 1992 even though no' 

policy differences existed between the two states for most of the year. This pattern indicates that 

" 

waiver policies may have some effect on the welfare rolls even before the waiver is actually 

approved. This effect could occur if publicity regarding the new proposed policies led potential 

welfare recipients to engage in more active job search than they may have otherwise or if potential 

recipients chose not to'~apply for benefits, concerned that they might be treated more harshly by 

welfare officials. 'The statistical analysis conducted and reported below will expliCitly focus on 

the timing of the effects of waivers'.. 

RESULTS REGARDING WELFARE RECIPIENCY 

Table 2 presents estimates from different statistical specifications based upon the regression 

models represented by equations (1) and (2). In column 1, the mOdel does not include state-

specific linear trends andprovides a baseline set of estimates to identify the effect of including 

these. trends. In this model, the unemployment rate is shown to affect significantly the rate of 

welfare receipt; a one percentage point increase in the uQemployment rate increases the rate of 

welfare receipt by almost 5 percent.13 States that were granted any major, statewide waiver had 

'almost a 10 percent fall in the share of the population receiving welfare, based on estimates in this 

13Additional measures of cyclical activity besides the unemployment rate m~y have a 
significant effect on welfare receipt. Preliminary estimates using- the rate ofemployment growth 
within states over time, however, added no additional explanatory power in models that also 
included lags of the unemployment rate. 
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model.l~ Finally, benefit generosity is shown to be significantly positively reiated to AFDC 
, , 

, , 

receipt; the share of the' population receiving benefits increases by 3.2 percent for every 10 p~rcent 

increase in maximum monthly benefit payments. 

Column 2 presents estimates of the same specification except that stite-specific linear 

. ., 

trends are included. Omitting these' trends will introduce bias if they are, correlated with the rate 

of welfare recipiency and any of the other explanatory variables. Estimates presented here 

, indicate that these conditions are present As illustrated in Table 1" trends in factors like female­

'/ headed households and poverty rates across states are correlated with waiver status and ignoring 

, . 

these trends biases the effeCt of waivers towards finding alarger impa.ct. The estimated effect of 
. , 

introducing a major, statewide wafver is shown to fall from 9.4 percent in. column 1 to 5.8 percent 

in column 2. The estimated responsiveness of welfarer~ceipt to unemployment is alsosmaIler 

in this specification. 

One surprising finding in this specification is that more generous' benefits' are 'estimated to 
, r , 

reduce the welfare rolls, although this effect is not significantly different fr~m ZerO. 15 'This 

finding is counterintuitive and is the result of the, statistical procedure that has absorbed a' 

140ne alternative to a causal interpretation of this finding is that·those states which 
implemented waivers were among the ones that experienced the most dramatic run-up in their 
welfare rolls in the late 1980s and early 19905. This trend may have inspired the waiver request 

, and mean reversion maybe responsible for the subsequent decline in the rate of welfare receipt 
relative to, other states. Tests of this hypothesis, however, indicate that waiver states did not 

, experience a larger than average increase in theirwelfare rolls betW~en 1989 and 1993. 

ISH is possible that this result is driven by a sort of policy endogeneity where the sharp 
changes that occur in benefit levels do so in response to swelling welfare rolls, providing a, 
negative relationship betWeen these variables. Benefit cuts in, California in the early 1990s that 
occurred ascaseloads were rising in that state may be an example of this endogeneity. 

12 
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significant share of the variability in the data. In a model with state and year fixed effects and 

state-specific linear trends, the only type of variation that can provide statistical identification are 

those resulting from sharp changes within a state over time in the respective variables. Changes 

like this are exactly what are observed in variables like unemployment and, particularly, in 
\ 

indicator variables like those representing waiver status. AFDC benefits generally exhibit little 

of this sort of behavior; typically benefit increases are small and benefit cuts largely occur as 

inflation slowly erodeS the purchasing power of the benefit: Therefore, with little variation left . 

to identify the effect of changing AFDC benefit levels, its estimated effect becomes less tobllst. . 

This becomes clear in the subsequent model specifications reported in this table where an increase 

in AFDC benefits is estimated to increase welfare receipt, although some ofthese effects are only . 

marginally statistically significant. In essence, these results indicate that the methodology 

employed here is not a particularly powerful one to determine the effects of the generosity of 

AFDC benefits on the level Of welfare receipt. 

. 
Estimates in column 3 are obtained from a model that includes a one-year lagged measure 

of the unemployment rate within a state, providing a more flexible specification of the .timing of 

the response in welfare receipt to economic conditions. Lagged unemployment may be related 

to welfare receipt if, for ins~ce, the onset of a recession leads those low-income workers who 

lose their jobs to spend some timeJooking for anew one while drawing down their limited assets 

before applying for welfare. As a recession ends, these typically less-skilled ,workers maybe the 

last ones hired. Evidence appears to support this intuition as lagged unemployment is strongly 

related to the share of the popUlation receiving·welfaie: To interpret these finding~, consider a . . 

one percentage point increase in the unemployment rate that lasts for two years. In the second 

13 
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year, the share· of the population receiving welfare will be 4 percent larger (because the 

cOefficients on the two unemploymeritmeasures are summed). States awarded a major statewide 

waiver are estimated to experience a 5.2 percent decline in welfare recipiency in this model. . 

So far, . waivers have been aggregated into a simple indicator variable that measures 

·whether any waiver had been approved. Column 4 presents estimates of the effects of each of the 

six major types of waivers studied in this analysis on the rate of welfare receipt. In this model, 

the only type of waiver that significantly affects the extent of welfare receipt is JOBS sanctions. 16 

This type of waiver is estimated to reduce the share of the population receiving welfare benefits 

by almost 10 percent. Disaggregation of the waiver categories did' not substantially change the 

estimated impact of an increase in unemployment. 

One potential shortcoming of the model presented in column 4 is that many waivers 

included several of the different types all at once, limiting the ability of the statistical analysis to 

I 

separately identify their effects. Column 5 presents estimates of a more parsimonious model that 

includes whether the state received any major statewide waiver and whether that waiver included 

JOBS sanctions. In this specification as well, no other type of waiver is shown to have a 

significant effect on welfare receipt besides JOBS sanctions. Again, the responsiveness of the 

welfare rolls to the business cycle is relatively unaffected by the changes in waiver specification. 

The analysis reported so far has restricted the effect ofwaivers to be observed no sooner than 

the time the waiver was approved. This restriction does not allow for the possibility that the waiver 

I%is finding is consistent with Pavetti and Duke (1995). Termination time limit waivers 
are also estimated to reduCe the rate of welfare receipt, Qut the estimated effect is only statistically 
significant at the 10 percent level. . 
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application process, the publicity surrounding it, and potential changes in case wefkeI =S-behavior and 

attitudes may provide a signal to potential recipients that the environment in which the welfare system 

operates is about to change. It may lead some individuals contemplating applying for benefits to find 

other sources ofincome support, whether from work or elsewhere. This possibility is considered in 

column 6, where the presence of any statewide waiver and those including a sanction provision are 

included in the model at the time the waiver was approved and, in separate variables, a year before 

the waiver was approved (a "lead"). 

Estimates of models including leads ofthe waiver measures are reported in Column 6 ofTable 

2. The "threat effect" of applying for a waiver does appear to reduce the number of individuals Who 

receive benefits the year before the waiver is approved; the share of the population receiving welfare 

is estimated to fall by 6.3 percent in that year. In the following year no additional reduction is 

observed. On the other hand, the effect of waivers that include JOBS sanctions is not observed until 

the year such a waiver is approved. 

The results reported in Table 2 can be used to estimate the share of the reduction in welfare 

receipt between 1993 and 1996 that can be attributed to economic growth 'and federal welfare 

waivers granted to states. The product of the estimated parameters for, say, unemployment and its 

lag and the respective changes in unemployment in each state between 1993 an.d 1996 provides an 

estimate of the predicted change in welfare recipiency over the period based solely on changes. in 

_ unemployment. 	 The ratio of the predicted change to the actual change indicates the share of the 

reduction attributed to unemployment. An analogous exercise can be conducted to estimate the 

15 
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extent to which waivers contributed to the decline in the welfare rolls. Other unidentified factors 

would be responsible for the difference remaining after adding these two effects. 17 

Table 3 presents the results ofthis exercise for several of the statistical specifications reported 

in Table 2. The results indicate that the decline in unemployment that continued through the 

economic expansion contributed about 44 percent towards the decline in welfare recipiency in models 

that included both contemporaneous and lagged unemployment. 18 Waivers accounted for roughly 

15 to 20 percent of me decline in models that ignore the potential effects of an impending waiver 

grant. Once these effects are included (Column 6 ofTable 2), estimates indicate that waivers can 

explain 31 percent of the decline in the share ofthe population receiving welfare. In this model, other 

unidentified factors explain an additional 25 percent. 

A similar exercise could be conducted for the 1989-1993 period that saw a tremendous 

increase in the rate of welfare receipt. As discussed earlier, the. magnitude of the increase is 

somewhat surprising given the relatively mild recession in the period. The estimates provided .here 

reinforce the mystery; changes in unemployment can only explain about 30 percent of the rise in 

welfare rolls. Waivers were relatively new by 1993 and are found to have very little impact on the 

17Simply subtracting the sum of the two effects from 100 only indicates the contribution 
of other factors if no interaction between changes in unemployment and waiv(!r policy on welfare 
receipt ocCurs. It may be the case, for example; that waiver policies are more effectiv~ in states 
with low unemployment rates. Models that incorporated this possibility were also estimated but 
the results indicated that the interaction between unemployment and waivers was not statistically 
significantly different from zero at conventional significance levels. 

18Based on estimates from a model of the duration of welfare spells and permanent changes 
in labor market conditions, Hoynes (1996) estimates thata typical economic expansion would 
result in an 8 to 10 percent reduction in the welfare caseload. This estimate is somewhat higher 
than the findings presented here and the difference is consistent with the fact that the current 
expansion is ongoing and, therefore, does not represent a permanent change in labor market 
conditions. 
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share ofthe population receiving welfare; they are predicted actually to lead to a decline. That leaves 

roughly 70 percent of the rise unexplained by this statistical analysis.,' Other forces that are more 

difficult to quantify must have been changing over this period, contributing to the increase, 

DISCUSSION 

The findings presented in this paper indicate that a robust economy and federal waivers 

allowing states to expe1iment with new welfare policies have both made large contributions towards 

reducing the rate of welfare receipt. The estimates provided here suggest that 44 percent of the 

decline in welfare receipt between 1993 and 1996 may be attributed to the falling unemployment rate 

and 31 percent can be attributed to the waivers. The remaining share of the decline remains 

unaccounted in the methodology employed here. 

The methodology employed in this analysis poses two problems in interpreting these results. 

First, it is possible that the estimated effect of waivers on AFDC receipt may be capturing the 

tendency for states with shrinking welfare rolls to be the ones most willing to experiment with the sort 

of waiver policies examined here. 19 Another shortcoming ofthis research is that it cannot determine 

the outcomes for those individuals who otherwise would have collected benefits had waivers not been 

granted. Additional research that can determine how individuals fare under th!! alternative waiver 

provisions, rather than an aggregate analysis examining the share of the population receiving wel'fare, 

is clearly desirable to help address this issue. 

190ne might expect states With difficulties in holding down their welfare rolls to 
experiment with approaches to achieve that end., This sort of policy endogeneity would bias the 
results towards finding a positive relationship between waivers and the rate of welfare receipt: 

17 
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DATA APPENDIX: DEFINING AND CODING WELFARE W AIYERS 

Most waivers awarded to states include a multitude of provisions that vary in the degree of 

their implications. Some affect the entire caseload while others affect a very small segment, like those 

that were introduced in pilot sites, such as a few counties. Some contain generally standard 

provisions while others are more complicated and require some judgement in categorizing ~hem, In 

this paper, .six major-:types of waivers that were implemented in most, if not all, ofthe 

considered. This appendix will provide some background regarding each of these different types of 

. waivers, and how they have been coded for this analysis. 

Termination and Work-Requirement Time Limits. Under AFDC, families were entitled to 

receive ,benefits as long as they met the eligibility requirements; states could only impose a time limit 

on the duration ofbenefit receipt ifthey were granted a waiver. Several states received such a waiver 

to implement to two main types of time limits. Termination time limits result in the loss of benefits 

for the entire family or just for the adult members, depending on the individual state's plan. While 

most $tes set a limit of24 months or so for all recipients, other states had variable time limits. For 

example, Iowa's plan called for recipients to develop a self-sufficiency pJan which included 

individually-based time limits, and Texas limited benefits to 12,24, or 36 months depending on the 

recipient's education and work experience. Illinois provides an example of a state that contained this 

type of waiver provision but that is not coded as such here because it applied to a small fraction of 

the recipients (those with no children under age 13). 

19 
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Work requirement thne limit waivers continue to provide benefits to adult recipients who 

reach the time limit as long as they comply with mandatory work requirements. For example, 

Massachusetts requires recipients unemployed after 60 days of AFDC receipt to do community 

service and job search to earn a cash "subsidy." California requires individuals who received AFDC 

for 22 ofthe previous 24 months to participate in a community service program for 100 hours per 

month. New Hampshire alternates 26 weeks each of job search and work-related activities for 

recipients. West Virginia's plan only requires participation in its work experience program by one 

parent in two-parent AFDC-UP cases, which are a small share ofthe total caseload, so it is not coded 

as a work-requirement time limit. 

Some time limit waivers contain more complicated proviSions that make them difficult to 

code. For instance, Delaware requires "employable" adults to participate in a pay-for-performance . 

work experience program aft~r receiving benefits for 24 months; after 24 months of program 

participation, the family completely loses cash benefits. Time limits with provisions such as this have 

been coded as containing both termination and work requirement provisions. Washington's plan is 

a grant-reduction time limit, subtracting 10 percent ofthe benefit for those who have received benefits 

for 48 of60 months, then 10 percent for every 12 months thereafter. Because the time frame before 

a significant reduction in benefits could occur is so long, no time limit is coded_for Washington. 

Family Caps. Under AFDC, a family'S benefit level depended upon its size, so if a recipient had a 

baby the grant amount rose. Family cap waivers allowed states to eliminate or reduce the increase 

in benefits when an additional child was born. A few states, like South Carolina:, provide vouchers 

for goods and services worth up to the amount of the denied benefit increase. Others allow child 
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support collected for the additional child to be excluded from AFDC income calculation. All family 

,cap waivers except New Jersey's exempt children conceived as a result of rape or incest from the 

family cap. Several states, such as Wisconsin, Massachusetts and lllinois, specifY that a child born 

or conceived after a family no l~:mger receives AFDC can be denied benefits if the family returns to 

. AIDC.­

J 0 I!SExemPlion58. Job Opportunilies and Basic Skills Training Program (JOBS), part of the 

1988 Family Support Act, provides education, tr~ining and work experience activities to AFDC 

recipients who did not fall into one of the exemption categories. The exemption categories were: 

rather large, however. For instance, parents with children under age ~ wer~ exempt and those with 

children under age 6 could only be required to participate if the state gUaranteed child care. Some 

states requested a waiver to narrow the exemption ·criteria. Themostcomrnonly requested waiver 

required parents with young children (sometimes. as young as 12 weeks) to participate in JOBS. 

Other waivers allowed teen parents attending school and people working 30 hours a week to be 

considered as JOBS participants. Hawaii had a JOBS'waiver approved for a pilot site in Oahu, where 

a large share of the state's .population lives, so it was coded as statewide. 

JOBS Sanctions. Some states found that the sanctions for non-compliance with JOBS were not 

strong enough to motivate unwilling participants; they requested ahd were granted waivers to impose 

harsher sanctions. Twenty-two ofthe ~tates were allowed to impose full-family sanctions (such as 

suspension of the entire family's AFDC grant) after a continued periOd of non-compliance. Other 

focf~e.'A=' '. . 
states requeste~ sanctlo~unposed upon the recipient only, leaving the children on the welfare rolls 

.. ~ . L/ >... 21·.. h" r' 
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regardless of the parent's behavior. An informal survey of state 'welfare agencies conducted by the 

Council of Economic Advisers indicates that the use of sanctions has vaned considerably across 

states. Some states have been very aggressive, sanctioning large numbers of recipients while others 

and Massachusetts has terminated benefits for over 1,000 families 

? 
/ 

training/work requirements. 

Earnings Disregard. Without a waiver, individuals are allowed to keep $30 plus one-third of all 

additional earnings for the first three months of benefit receipt (the "standard AFDC disregard"), 

After that almost every dollar of earnings results in a dollar reduction in benefits. Some· states 

received statewide waivers to improve the economic incentives for recipients to work by increasing 

earned income disregards. The changes ranged from removing the time limit on the standard AFDC 

disregard to disregarding all earned income up to the poverty line. 
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. 
Approval Dates of Major Statewide Welfare Waivers in the Bush and Clinton Administrations 

State Any Major 
Statewide Waiver 

term. 
time limit 

workreq. 
time limit 

family cap 
, 

JOBS Earnings Disregard Sanctions 

Alabama 

Alaska. .~.. ' 

Arizona 5122/95 5/22/95 5/22/95 5/22/95 

Arkansas 4/5/94 4/5/94 

California 10/29/92 9/11/95 8/19/96 9/11195 8/19/96 10/29/92 

Colorado 

Connecticut 8129/94 12/18/95 12/18/95 12/18/95 8129/94 12/18/95 8129/94 8129/94 

Delaware 5/8/95 5/8/95 5/8/95 5/8/95 5/8/95 5/8/95 5/8/95 

DC 

Florida 6126/96 6126/96 6/26/96 

Georgia I 1/1 /93 6124/94 1111193 6124/94 1111193 

Hawaii 6124/94 8/16/96 8/16/96 6/24/94 8/16/96 

Idaho 8/19/96 8/19/96 8/19/96 

Illinois 11123/93 9/30/95 6/26/96 9/30/95 9/30/95 11123/93 6126/96 

Indiana 12/15/94 8/16/96 12/15/94 12/15/94 12/15/94 8/16/96 

Iowa 8/13/93 4/11196 8/13/93 8113/934/11/96 8/13/93 8/13/93 I 

Kansas 

Kentucky 
, 

Louisiana 

Maine 6/10/96 6/10/96 

Marvland 8/14/95 8/16/96 8/14/95 8/16/96 8/16/96 8/16/96 

Massachusetts 8/4/95 8/.4/95 8/4/95 8/4/95 . 8/4/95 8/4/95 

Michigan 8/1 /92 10/6/94 8/1/92 10/6/94 8/1/92 10/6/94 

Minn~~otA 

, 
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State Any Major 
Statewide Waiver 

term. 
time limit 

workreq. 
time limit 

family cap JOBS Earnings Disregard Sanctions 

Mississippi 911/95 911195 

Missouri 4118/95 4118195 4118/95 

Montana 4/18/95 4118195 4/18/95 4/18/95 

Nebraska 2127195 2/27/95 -2127/95 2/27/95 " 2127195 2/27/95 

Nevada 
'" 

-
New Hampshire 6118196 6/18/96 6/18/96 6/18/96 6/18/96 

New Jersev 7/]/92 711/92 711/92 7/1192 711/92 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 2/5/96 2/5/96 2/5/96 2/5/96 2/5/96 

North Dakota 

Ohio 3/13/96 3/13196 3/13/96 3/13/96 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 7115/92 3/28/96 3/28/96 7115192 3/28/96 3/28/96 

Pennsvlvania I 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 5/3/96 513196 513/96 5/3196 513196 

South Dakota 3114/94 3/14/94 3/14/94 

Tennessee 7125196 7/25/96 7125/96 7125/96 7125/96 7125/96 

Texas 3122/96 3122/96 3/22/96 3122196 

Utah 
, 

1015/92 10/5/92 1015/92 '10/5/92 

Vermont 4112/93 4/12/93 4/12/93 4/12/93 4112193 

Virginia 7/1195 711/95 711195 711/95 711/95 711195 

Washington 9/29/95 9129195 

West Virginia 7131/95 7131/95 

Wisconsin 6124/94 8/14/95 6/24/94 8/14/95 8114195 

Wv('>m;na i 
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Table 1: State Characteristics Over Tune, by Welfare Waiver Status 

; ... 

Characteristic 

States without Major 
Statewide Waiver 

States with Major Statewide 
Waiver 

Short-Tenn Changes, 1993-1996 

(1) 
1993 

(2) 
1996 

(3) 
1993 

(4) 
1996 

% ofpopulation receiving 
AFDC 

5.3 4.7 5.5 4.7 ' 

unemployment rate 7.1 5.5 7.1 5.4 

max AFDC benefit (3 person 
family, 1996 dollars) 

453 421 420 386 

Long-Tenn Changes, 1980-1990 

1980 1990 1980 1990 

Poverty Rate 13.1 14.0 12.3 12.9 

%ofF amities Headed, 
by Women 

14.5 17.0 l3.7 15.7 
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Table 2: Effect ofEconomlc Activity and Federal Welfare Waivers 
on Rate ofAFDC Recipiency 

(coefficients mUltiplied by 100, standard errors in parentheses) 

VARIABLE (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

log of maximum 32.23 -5.91 7.93 11.03 9.99 8.61 
AFDC benefit (5.10) (4.80) (4.80) (4.88) (4.82) (4.83) 

unemployment rate 4.73 3.10 -0.90 -0.86 -0.91 -0.77 
(0.35) (0.26) (0.43) (0.43) (0.42) (0.42) 

lagged 4.97 4.86 4.94 4.79 
unemployment rate (0.42) (0.42) (0.41) (0.41) . 

any statewide -9.40 -5.78 -5.17 -1.64 2.26 
welfare waiver (2.26) (1.94) (1.74) (2.05) (2.38) 

JOBS sanctions -9.69 -8.35 -6.96 
(3.00) (2.59) (3.11) 

JOBS exemptions 2.64 
(3.09) 

termination -6.37 
time limits (3.74) 

work requirement 2.86 
time limits (2.83) 

family cap -0.49 . 
(2.76) 

. earnings disregard 0.11 
(2.16) 

lead of any - -6.28 
statewide waiver (2.21) 

lead of JOBS 
, 

-1.50 
sanction waiver (2.60) 

state fixed effects x x x x, x x 

fixed effects x x x x x x 

state-specific trends x x x x x. 

Note: The dependent variable is the share of the population receiving welfare, measured in 
natural logs. 
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Table 3: Percentage ofChange in Welfare Recipients 

Attributable to Different Factors 

(Standard Errors in Parentheses) 


Based on Results in Table 2, Column: 
.. 

(2) (3) (5) (6) 

1993-1996 

31.3 44.7 44.4change in unemplo~~nt 44.1 
(3.2) .(2.7) (3.2) (3.2) 

14.9welfare waiver approval 13.3 21.8 30.9 
(4.5)(5.0) (6.2) (9.2) 

other 53.8 42.0 33.8 25.0 

1989-93 

23.9change in unemployment 30.8 30.5 30.4 
(2.0) (2.7) (2.7) (2.7) 

other 76.1 69.569.2 69.6 
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Figure 1 

Unemployment Rate and Rate of Welfare Receipt~~ 111~~~~~~~--------~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Figure 2 

Reduction in Welfare Recipients and Unemployment Rate 
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Figure 3. 

Number of Approved Statewide Waivers 
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