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THE SECRETARY OF'HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

WASHINGTON. D,C, 20201 


MAR 22 1999 

:MEMORANDUM FOR THF: PRESIDENT 

littroduction 

The purpose ofthis memorandum is to proVide a summary.of: . 

• 	 what we know now about the effects ofwelfare reform; 
• 	 what we know about the implerrtentation ofwelfare reform, including State policy. 

and spending choices; and :, . 
• 	 what implications this informati~n has for the next steps and the unfinished agenda of 

welfare reform. I 	 . 

Welfare reform has been successful in moving many, many families from welfare to work. Yet, 
the available evidence suggests that there are "winners" and "losers" among welfare families ­
some families are benefiting substantially from the new incentives, requirements, and 
opportunities and others are being left behind. And while a variety ofstudies show positive 
impacts on earnings, many parents' leave welfare for work yet still do not earn enough to raise 
theirfamilies out ofpoverty. Our challenge now is to make work pay so that'no working family 
is forced ,to live in poverty. . , 

In order to achieve this full promise ofweifare reform, we need to focus attention on supporting 
working families through a range ofstrategies, including health insurance, child care, Food 
Stamps, and other supports. so that families who leave welfare for work that may be low-wage 

\ and less than full-time are able to support themselves and their children: We also need to 
strongly encourage States to 'focus policy attention and resources on those families who remain 
on welfare and need more intensive services, including substance abuse and mental health 
services, domestic violence services, and supported work. Finally, we need to continue our 
efforts to ensure that legat immigrant families are treated fairly. ' . 	 I 

, 

, 

The Research Evidence 

Despite the broad array ofongoing research about welfarereform,i it is still early and our 
knowledge in many areas is still limited. We know a lot about effects on employment and 
earnings, but we know little about effects in other domains, such as child well-being or family 
structure, .and we know very little about low-income families who do not enter the welfare rolls.' 
Also, welfare reform has been implemented in the context ofa strong national economy, so we 
know little about the effect ofwelfare reform in other economic circumstances. 
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Employment and Earnings 

There is solid and consistent evidence from a variety ofsources that welfare reform has 
increased the average employment and earnings ofwelfare recipients. This finding, that welfare 
reform and the strong economy have indeed had a positive impact on work, is the most solid of 
the research findings we have, because it comes from so many different sources. 

-Experimental studies of State waiver d~inonstrations and other work programs that are very 
similar to TANF programs show consistently positive impacts on employment and earnings1. 

Recent results from specific State ProSfBIDS at the upper range show employment increases in 
the range ofabout 7 to 29 percent, and earnings increases ofabout 16 to 27 percent. For 
example, in the evaluation ofthe Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP), earnings 
for single-parent long-term recipients in urban counties increased by $1,041(26.9 percent), 
and the fercent ever employed increased. by 17.0 percentage points (28.8 percent) over 18 
months.· '.- .. -.. . ... . 

- TANF administrative data from 39 St8ies shows a 30 'percent increase in employment among 
TANF recipients in the fourth quarter ofFY 1997, compared to the first three quarters. Over /' . 
the same period, the average earnings ofthose employed increased.by 17 percent, from $506-' 
to $592 per month. ' 

• 	 Analyses ofdata from the Census Bureau's annual Current Po~ulation Survey (CPS) indicate 
a clear pattern·of increased employment. The March employment rate ofprevious-year . 
AFDCadult recipients increased from 19 to 25 percent between 1992 and 1996, and jumped 
to almost 32 percent in 1997. Also, the March employment rate ofsingle mothers whose 
previous-year income was under 200 percent ofpoverty rose from 44 percent in 1992 to 54 
percent in 1997, with average annual mcreases in 1996 and 1997 twice as large as in the 
previous 3 years.3

': . - .' 

Other Impacts ofWelfare Reform 

The evidence about impacis on family income, on food security ~d hunger, on health insurance 
.status, on child outcomes. and on otherfamily experiences, are much less clear aUhis point. The 
best reading ofthe available evidence suggests that because the baseline levels ofemployment 
and earrungs for welfare recipients are sO low, even With substantial increases most families 
exiting welfare continue to be poor; and $1t while some families are oonefiting dramatically 

i 

Fein. David et al, Indiana Welfare Reforln Evaluation: Program Implementation and Economic Impacts 
After Two Years. Abt Associates, Inc.• November 1998 _ 

Bloom, Dan et al, The Family Transition Program: Implementation lind Interim Impacts ofFlorida's Initial .! 

TIme-Limited Welfare Program, MORC. April 1998.. 
Miller, Cynthia et al, Making Welfare Work and Work Pay: Implementation and 18-Month Impacts ofthe . 

Minnesota Family Investment Program, MORe, October 1997. . 
Miller. Cynthia et al, Making Welfare Work and Work Pay: Implementation and 18-Month Impacts ofthe 

Mln~sotaFamily Investment Program, MORC, October 1997. . 
, U.S. Department ofHealth and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Temporary 
Assistancefor Needy Families (IANF) Program: First Annual Repol1 to Congress, August 1998. 
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from the new incentives, requirements and opportunities, others are being left behind. However, 
Current evidence does not support the hypotheses that large numbers ofpeople are becoming 
homeless or that more children are being moved into foster care (see below). 

! 

• 	 Results from waiver demonstrations and studies ofrecipients who left welfare ("leaver" 
studies) for the most part indicate that average family income has been unchanged with some 
families increasing their income but others experiencing declines. For example, 2-year . 
impacts on clients assessed as "job-ready" from Indiana's waiver demonstration showed 
earnings up 17.0 percent ($1,374) and quarters ofemployment up 12.8 percent, but total 
combined income from earnings and benefits was unchanged.4

. . 
I 

• 	 When earnings are combined with the BITC and other benefits, most families who go to 
w()rkwould have a higher income than if they had remained on welfare. In the average 
State. a woman with two childfen could be better off working 20 hourS a week than she 
would be on welfare. However, not all eligible families are accessing tax credits and 
benefits, such as Food Stamps, child. care, and transportation subsidies. In some cases State 
policy choices may have the effect.ofrestricting families' access to Food Stamps and 
Medicaid. . 

• 	 There is some early evidence that the most disadvantaged families may be losing income. 
CPS data indicate that real average family. income for the bottom quintile of female-headed 
families with children declined between 1995 and 1997, after increasing from 1993 to 1995.s 

• 	 Some individuals leaving welfare may earn too much to qualify for Food Stamps, or they 

may be unaware oftheir eligibility. For example, aSouth Carolina leaver study found that 

17 percent reported having had no way ~o buy food some ofthe time since leaving TANF . 


. (This was true of nine percent while on ,TANF.) Having ajob'did not reduce the probability 
. ofnot having a way to buy food,6 I 	 :.' • 

• 	 Another area ofconcem is the impact ofwelfare reform on child well-being in such areas as 
adequate shelter, health and development, family stability and.other outcomes. In particular, 
we need to measure effects on child health and development, foster care and child abuse. 
There are no early indications that rates of the latter two have increased with welfare reform. 

<4 Fein, David et at. Indiana Welfare Refonn Evaluation.' Program Implementation and Economic Impacts 

After Two YeQl's. Abt Associates, Inc.• November 1998 . , ; 


South Carolina, Department of Social Services. Survey ofFonner Foni/ly Independence Program Clients; 
Cases Closed During April Through June. J997. July 1998.! 	 ' ' 

Cancian, Maria et ,at. Post-Edt Eomlngs and BenefitRBcelpt Among Those Who Left AFDC In Wisconsin. 
Institute for Research on Poverty. University of Wisconsin-Madison, October 1998. 

Bloom. Dan et aI, The Family Transition Program: Implementation andInterim Impacts ofFlorida 's Initial 
Time-Limited WelftueProgram. MORe, April 1998. 

Fein, David, and Karweit, Jennifer. The ABCEvaluation: The Early Economic Impacts ofDelowQl'e 's A 

Belter Chance Welfare RBfonn Program. Abt Associates, Inc., December 1997. 

S Bavier. Richard, "An Early Look at the Effects of We~Reform." unpublished manuscript. 


, , South Carolina, Department ofSocial Servic:::es; Survey ofFonner Family Independence Program Clients; 
! . Cases Closed DuringApril Through June. J997, July 1998. 
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A 1997 Maryland study found that, oft~e 1,810 children in their sample offamilies leaving 
welfare, only 3 children, in one family, had been placed in foster care in the 3-6 months of ' 
follow-up. The recently published Wisconsin report found that 5 percent ofrespondents - 19 
,families - reported that since leaving welfare they have had a child live with someone else 
because they couldn't care for them, but almost as man~ respondents - 16 families - reported 
that this had happened to them before they left welfare. We are investing in additional 
research on child outcomes under welfare,reform, and reports will be available over the 

,coming months. 

• 	 We are currently supporting research in a number ofother areas where we do not yet have 
results to report. For example, we do not yet know what the full impact of time limits will 
be, as only a small fraction ofrecipients have reached them. Over the next four years, an 
increasing share ofthe caseload will,cOme up against them. We are also currently . 
undertaking studies to increase our limited knowledge ofhow families are faring in which 
there are persons with disabilities, substance abusers, or victims ofdomestic violence. 
Finally, early research is not yetavailable on the effects ofwelfare reform on child health 
and development. 

Participation in Medicaid and Food Stamps 	 / 

Enrollment in both Medicaid and Food Stamps has fallen ...ecently, for a variety of reasons. 

• 	 Because,ofyour efforts, Medicaid coverage has been preserved toa substantial extent under 
welfare reform. Nonetheless, Medicaid enrollment dropped by about 1 million from 1996 to 
1997. There are many potential reasons for the decline, and w~do not have any definitive 
answers about why it ~s occurred. lnl.provements in earnings and employment resulting 
from the strong national economy have probably played an important role in this decline, 
making it possible for some low-income Medicaid families to find jobs'that offer health 
insurance. It is also important to note that, while Medicaid enrollment has'declined, the' 
number ofpeople under the poverty level who are uninsured has not increased from 1996 to 
1997.· Changes in attitud~s toward public assistance may also, be playing a role inJalling 
TANF, Food Stamp, and Medicaid caseloads. 

However, as States change how they deliver cash assistance, we need to be concerned that a 
variety ofother factors might be affecting Medicaid participation. These includ~:' 
tennination ofthe long-standing programmatic linkage between eligibility for cash assistance 
and Medicaid; potential barriers to enrollment for working families (e.g., limited application 
sites and hours ofoperation); and confusion about the eligibility oflegal immigrants and their 
citizen children. Finally, as States continue to experiment with strategies that encourage 
families to seek employment prior to applying for TANF, some eligible adults and children 
may be diverted from Medicaid, and may not even know they are eligible. 

" Bom, C. ct aI. Lifo After Welfare. Family Investment Administration, MDHR and University ofMaryland 
School of Social Work. September 1997. (This analysis was not repeated in the later reports in this series.) 

Survey o/Those baYIng AFDC or W-2 January to March /998, Preliminary Report. Wisconsin 
Department of Workforce Development, Janumy 1999. 	 ' 
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• 	 Food Stamp participation fell from an aJerage of27.4 million persons in 1994 to 21.5 million 
persons in 1997 - adrop of5.9 million. lOuring this same period, the number ofpersons 
living in poverty fell by only 1.5 millio~ from 38.1 million to 36.6 million. Since 1997, 
Food Stamp participation has dropped even further to 18.6 million persons in December 
1998. Part ofthis drop is due to the new restrictions on Food Stamp participation by certain 
legal immigrants and able-bodied unemployed adults without dependent children. Also, 
many eligible individuals may erroneously believe that once they leave or are diverted from 
TANF they are also ineligible for Food Stamps. In addition, many ofthe factors cited for the 
decline in Medicaid participation also apply to Food Stamps. While immigrants and able­
bodied unemployed adults without dependent children account for a significant portion of the 
decline in Food Stamp participation, 60 percent ofthe decline can be attributed to fewer 

. AFDCrr ANF participants. 	 ' 

Legal Immigrants 

Legal immigrant families were among those most at risk after welfare reform. Their . 
disproportionate declines in participation are consistent with anecdotal reports we have received 
about the chilling effect ofpublic charge policies and confusion over changing eligibility 
requirements on the use ofbenefits by legal' immigrant families. The findings lend support to' 
our interagency efforts to develop clear guidance on public charge policies, and they provide 
support for the Administration's recent accomplishments and current budget proposals to restore 
certain benefits to wlnerable legal immigrants. We also have research efforts underway in New 
York City and Los Angeles that are studying the situation oflegal immigrants.8 
. 	 I 

i 
i 

r 

Statei'Policy Choices 
1 
, 

States have a wide array ofchoices when it:comes to designing their programs. However, the 
primary focus ofState policy choices continues to be encouraging, requiring, and supporting 
w.ork.. A major study ofthe implementation ofwelfare reform noted that the pervasive changes 
in social programs since enactment ofthe Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act "h8.ve occurred in large part because strong signals have been sent by 
governors and State legislators that a work-based approach to welfare reform is no longer just 
one Federal priority among many but is now a central objective within each State."' Almost all 
of the States have moved to ''Work First" models, requiring recipients to move quickly into 
available jobs. 

Beyond the focus on work, three other themes stand out about·State policy choices: 

, 

8 Zi:m.mermaD,. Wendy and Micbael F~ Detlinlng Immigrant Applicationsfor MediCal and Welfare Benefits 
in LosAngeles County. The Urban InstitutC. W~ D.C.• July 1998. 

Fix. MicbaelaDd Jeffrey S. Passel. Trends.in Noncitizen 's and Citizen 's Use ofPublic Benefits Following 
Welfare Reform, 1994 to 1997. The Urban Institute. March 1999. . 
9 . Nathan, Richard P. and Gais, Thomas L., ~mplementation ofthe Personal ResponsibilityAct of1996; 
Federali$m Reseatdl GroUP. The Nelson Rockefeller Institute of Govemment. State University ofNew York. 

http:Trends.in
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• 	 As envisioned in the statute, there is considerable variety in the choices States have made 
about policies such as time limits; sanctjons, diversion,' and policies for families who face 
specific barriers to work. There is no single, typical program. 

• 	 State choices about TANF policy and implementation can affect families' ability to receive 
other benefits for which they are eligible (such as Medicaid and Food Stamps), sometimes in 
unintended ways. The "delinking" ofeligibility for Medicaid and TANF, for example, offers 
States both challenges and new opportunities. When families learn they can receive 
Medicaid coverage without having to receive welfare, they may be less likely to tum to 
welfare in the first place. Therefore, we must be clear that States are accountable for 
ensuring access to these benefits for eligible families. ' , 

• 	 Many States have not yet reinvested the T ANF resources freed up by declining caseloads to . 
help families 'with more intensive needs (for example, families with adisabled parent or 
child, families with a member who needs substance abuse or mental health treatment, 
families suffering from domestic violence) move to self-sufficiency before the time limits 
take effect. We must keep challenging States to make these investments, while at the same 
time protecting the T ANF resources in pte Congress.t' 

'. I! 
. 	 I 

'Making Work Pay and Requiring Work, I 
, 

,I 	 / 

States have enacted policies to make work pay, generally by increasing the amount ofearnings 
disregarded in calculating welfare benefits. Forty-seven States made changes to simplify and .' 
expand the treatment ofearnings compared to the AFDC treatment. In conjunction, all States 
have raised their limits on assets andlor vehicles sO that families do not have to get rid ofa 
vehicle that may be their only transportation to work and so that they can accumulate savings. 

Parents or caretakers receiving assistanCe are required to engage in work (as defined by the 
State) within 24 months, or shorter at State option. Most States have opted for a shorter period, 
with 23 States requiring immediate participation in work; 8 States requiring work within 45 days 
to 6 months; 17 States requiring work within 24 months; and 1 States with other time frames for 
work In addition, some States use a narrow definition of"work," , whereas others allow for a 
broader range ofactivities, including training or volunteering. There is no Federal penalty 
associated with failing to meet,this requirement, so States have considerable flexibility in how . 
they structure and enforce it. Many States have chosen to treat this requirement as a broad goal 
for the system, and we are not aware ofany State except Pennsylvania that is treating it as a strict 
time limit that could lead to ten:ru.nation of individual families from assistance. 

I 

Another major feature ofState policy regarding work is the increased use ofsanctions if a family 
fails to participate in required activities. While we do not have good national data at this point, 
the State waiver studies suggest that there is much more aggressive State use ofsanctions under 
welfare reform. For example, waiver dem9nstrations indicate that a demonstration county in 
Florida increased its sanction rate from seven to thirty percent and Delaware's sanction rate 
increased from nearly zero to fifty percent.10 Under PRWORA, ifthe individual in a family 

,I 

I 

10 Bloom. Dan et aJ. The Family Transition Program: ImplemenlDlion Q1Jd Early Impacts o/Florlda 'sInlttal 
Tlme-LJmlted Welfare Program, MORe, May 1997. 

Fein, David, and Karweit. Jennifer, The ABC Evaluation: The Early Economic Impacts 0/Delaware's A 
Better Chance Welfare Reform Program, Abt AssOciates, Inc., December 1997. ' . 

I • 
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receiving assistance refuses to engage in required work, the State has the option to either reduce 
or terminate the amount ofassistance payable to the family, subject to good cause. Thirty-eight 
States have elected to terminate the amount ofassistance payable to a family for not cooperating 
with work requirements (typically after several infractions), and thirteen States have chosen to 
reduce the amount ofcash payable to a family. . 

. 
Time Limiting Assistance 

State policies related to time lirrtiting assistance to a family vary greatly. States have chosen the 
following time limit policies: . 

I 

I 
• 	 27 States use the federal time limit (Alabama, Alaska, Colorado, District ofColumbia, 

Hawaii, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Minnesota, Mississipp~ Missouri, 
Montana, New Hampshire, New Jersey,. New Mexico, New York, North Dakota, Oklahoma, 
Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and 
Wyoming); 

• 	 6 States (Louisiana, Nevada, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia) have 
chosen "intermittent" time limits with a,lifetime limit of60 months (for example, Louisiana 
limits TANF reCeipt to'24 months in any 60 month period, with a lifetime limit of60 
months); , 

• 	 8 States have chosen a lifetime time limit shorter than the federal limit (Arkansas, 
Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Ohio, arid Utah); 

'. 	 5 States have chosen options involving supplem~nts for families reaching the federal time 
limit (Dlinois, Massachusetts, Michigan, Nebraska, and Oregon); and ' 

• 	 5 States ~ve chosen time limits for adlilts only (Arizona, Calif<?rnia, 'Indiana, Rhode Island, 
and Texas). ' ., 

Diversion 

Many States are experimenting with a variety ofstrategies to divert families from receiving cash 
assistance. These strategies are quite diverse and include lump-sum cash payments, wher~ 
families receive a payment sufficientto resolve an immediate emergency (such as a cai , 
breakdown) and keep the family working and off ofcash assistance; applicant job search, where 
the applicant is required to look for ajob for some period oftime (with or without structured 
assistance from the welfare office) before receiving benefits; and other alternative support 
services (such as linkages to child care or community resources), .These strategies are quite new 
and there is little research yet on their effects .. 

i 

However. a recent study, funded by the Department, has examined the emergence ofdiversion 
programs as a welfare reform strategy and the potential for diversion to affect access to 
Medicaid. 'The study reported on the use ofdiversion in all so states and the District of 
Columbia, and also included an examination ofthe experiences oftive local communities in 
establishing and operating diversion programs. In addition to noting the importance of 
processing Medicaid applications even. in cases in which TANF assistance is deferred, it 
highlights promising approaches that other States may follow to ensure access to Medicaid and 
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other supports, such as child care, for those! who obtain employment through diversion or are 
otherwise diverted from the TANF rolls. 11 . 

One ofthe local programs ex.8.mined in thelstudy is Montana's, which provides a child care and 
Medicaid only option for farnilieswith work or child support income. The study found that this 
has greatly increased demand for child care in Montana. 

Families Facing Specific Barriers to Employment 

Although there have been dramatic gains in work for many TANF families, too many families 
with multiple barriers to success could be left behind. While many parents on welfare have 
su~ed in moving to work despite extraordinary obstacles, others will need additional 
treatment and support services to work and succeed at work, and the States vary a great deal in 
the extent to which they have planned and invested in programs to provide these supports. There 
are no completely reliable estimates ofspecific family needs among welfare families, but recent 
studies suggest that as many as 27 percent :of adults in the caseload nationally have a substance 
abuse problem; up to 28 percent have mental health issues; up to 40 percent have learning 
disabilities or low basic skills; and up to 32 percent are current victims ofdomestic violence. 

/ 

The Department (including both the Administration for Children and Families.and the Substance 
Abuse and Mental Health Administration) has co-sponsored with the Department ofLabor a 
series ofcorU'erences on Promising PractiCes under welfare reform, which has featured . 
practitioners and researchers providing information on the approaches to treatment and support 
that enable parents facing these obstacles to prepare for work and succeed at work. However, 
while there are a number ofStates that have developed innovative and impressive approaches 
and a few States that have afready made substantial investments,14 we are concemedthat too few 
States are operating at a scale that will meet the need. One important accomplishment to note is 
that as a result ofyouT strong focus on domestic violence, many States have made policy· 
decisions and investments that focus for the first time on protecting and supporting women on 
welfare who have experienced domestic violence.15' The challenge now is to convince States of 
the importance ofinvesting unspent T ANF funds in these hard-to-serve adults remaining on the 
rolls. 

11 Maloy, K.. et aI, A Description andAssessment ofStateApprooches to Diversion Programs and Activities 
Under Welfare Reform. The George Washington University Medical Center. Center for Health Policy Research, 
August 1998. : 

Pavetti, LaDonna A.. et al, Diversion as fJ Work-Oriented Welfare Reform Strategy and Its Effict on Access 
to Medicaid, An Examination ofthe Experiences ofFive Local Communities. The George Washington University 
Medical Center, Center for Health Policy Research, publication pending. : . 
12 . AncillaryServices to Support Welfare-to-Work. prepared by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., under 

contract to DHHS/ASPE, June 1998. 

13 1n Harm's Way? Domestic Violence, AFDC Receipt and Welfare Reform In Massachusetts. University of 

Massachusetts, 1997. . 

14 For example, North Carolina is reported to be doing innovative programming with substance abuse clients, 

and Washington is reported to have focused attention on the leaming disabled. 

IS AncillaryServices to Support Welfare-to-Work. prepared by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., under 

contract to DIfrIS/ASPE; June 1998. 
 < 
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Unobligated TANF Funds 

While 17 States (including California, Dlinois, and Texas) have conlmitted all of their FY97 and 
FY98 Federal TANF funds, the remainder ofthe States have about 53 billion (10 percent of the 
total) unobligated as ofthe fourth quarter of'FY 98, the subject of much attention in Congress 
and the press (~ attached chart). The reasons include: State choices to hold resources for the 
future in rainy day funds; a time lag in reallocating funds left uncommitted as a result of 
unexpected caseload declines~ and a time lag in implementing welfare reform on a statewide 
basis. 

, Innovative investment of these funds is essential to the success ofwelfare reform. States need 
both to help working families to sustain and improve their employment and to help hard-to-serve 
family members overcome their various obstacles within the time limits, so that all families are 
given the chance to succeed. 

The Unfinished Agenda 

Making work pay - to lift families out ofpoverty - has always been one ofthis 
Administration's major goals. Your initiatives to expand ~e BITe and child care, to raisethe 
minimum wage, and to encourage States to expand their earnings disregards through waivers, 
have 'been important steps toward the goal ~fevery working parent being able to provide for their 
children's basic needs. Yet millions of young, low-income parents are not benefiting from ' 
programs like Medicaid, Food Stamps, and child care that could support their entry into the 
workforce and lift them 'out ofpoverty once. they do work.' ' 

, I , 

Working parents, including both, those who 'have left welfare and those never on assistance, 
should not have to worry about being unable to feed, house; clothe, or secure medical care for 
their children. Yet there are millions ofchildren now living in working families with incomes 
below the poverty level. To make work pay and ensure the long-t-erm success ofweifare reform, 
forceful action is needed in at least three areas: supporting low-income working families who no 
longer receive, or never received, cash assistance~ helping the less employable TANF recipients 
secure stable jobs; and continuing our efforts to ensure that legal immigrant families are treated 
fairly. 

, Many ofthe proposals below are in your FY 2000 budget.· We Will see them enacted only if the 
Admi,nistration as a whole makes these items high priorities in any budget, tax or appropriations 
negotiations. 

, Helping low-income working parents kee.p :their jobs and find better ones 

! 


1. Hold the States' feet to the fire. 

,1 
I, 
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Millions ofeligible individuals are not participating in programs that would lift them out of 
poverty. We must use every means available to get States to reach out to these people and 
provide them with the benefits and services they need. 

, 

2. 	 Enact your Child Care Initiative, which would make child care more affordable for 
hundreds of thousands of low-income working families and, through the Early 
Learning Fund, increase the quality of child care and promote school readiness for 
children across income levels. (in FY:2000 budget) , 

We are currently providing child care assistance through Child Care and Development Block 
Grants for only 1.25 million ofthe 10 million children eligible. 

In addition, an extensive body ofresearch shows that the poor quality ofcare many young 
children receive threatens their cognitive and social development. As you and the First Lady 
highlighted in the 1997 White House conf~rence on early learning and the brain, the first three 
years are absolutely critical to an individual's intellectual development. Children who fall 
behind during this crucial period may never catch up, with devastating educational and economic 
consequences. This is why the Early Leaniing Fund should be a centerpiece of the 
Administration's education agenda.: ; , 

, 
1 . . 

3. 	 Maximize access to Medicaid by publicizing the range of options available to States 
under current law to widen outreach and broaden coverage, and by continuing to act 
on reports that States may be inappr.opriately diverting eligible persons from Medicaid. 

Shortly, we will issue a guidebook describing the requirements governing Medicaid eligibility, 
appliCation and enrollment. Under Medicaid, States have great flexibility in how they operate 
their programs. The guide will also highlight the options States have for facilitating enrollment 
-- such as expanding coverage ofwo~king families under section 1931 and providing 
presumptive eligibility and 12 month continuous eligibility. As part ofour ongoing technical 
assistance activities, the Department will sponsor a "best practices" conference to help 
disseminate information on how to improve enrollment. We are-also, as you know, working with 
the NGA on a range ofoutreach activities for both Medicaid and CIDP. 

4. 	 Eliminate unnecessary reporting requirements for transitional Medicaid, in order to 
provide this transitional health coverage to more working families. (inFY 2000 budget) 

, 	 , 

This will lessen one ofthe main reasons ci~ed by States and families for low utilization of 
transitional Medicaid . 

• 
5. 	 Expand allowable uses of the 5500 million Medicaid fund created to cover the cost of . 

, extra eligibility determination work resulting from the breaking of the Unk between 
welfare and Medicaid. (in FY 2000 budget) . 

Giving States greater flexibility in the use ofthese funds for outreach would allow them to enroll 
in Medicaid and CIDP more children in families that are diverted from or never connected to 
TANF. 
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6. 	 Resist efforts to rescind the funds available for CHIP. 

7. 	 Enact your proposal to increase the minimum wage from SS.15 to 56.15. 

Various studies have found that the average wage for those leaving TANF for work ranges from 
approximately $5.50 to $7.50 per hour. A minimum wage increase would put significantly more 
moneyin the pockets ofthose parents currently working for less than $6.15 per hour and would 
likely also bump up the wages ofmany now earning just over $6.15. 

8. 	 Make Food Stamps more accessible to working families by: 

• 	 Eliminating the vehicle fair market value test (while retaining the more appropriate 
equity test; the equity is the amount the household would receive, and could use for 
food, if the car were sold); . 

• 	 Giving States the option to imple~ent quarterly reporting (in addition to the 
current options of monthly reporting or reporting any change within 10 days); and 

• 	 Increasing the error rate tolerance from the current SS,.an action thatwould reduce 
potential State liabilities for serving working families with changing circumstances. 

. I 	 ' 
.1 

The latter two proposals do not require legi~lation. 

Ifsavings are identified from the larger-than-expected decline in the.Food Stamp caseload, it 
would be appropriate and desirable to reinvest those dollars in the Food Stamp program to 
expand access for working families. I know this is a priority for Secretary Glickman, and I 
completely share his goals in this area. ' 

The availability of Food Stamps as a support for such families can also be enhanced by' 
encouraging State outreach, especially for families diverted from -or leaving TANF, and by 
clarifying State obligations under current laiv and~regulations (which USDA did in a January 29 
letter to State commissioners). ' 

9. 	 Publish the final TANF regulations, which will encourage States to help working 
families with transportation, child care or post-employment education or training (to 
upgrade skills), and to otherwiseuseTANF dollars creatively to accomplish the goals of' 
welfare reform. '. i 

In addition, the Department will continue to exp'lore through demOIlstration projects innovative 
strategies to stabilize the employment and boost the earnings ofTANF recipients who find jobs. 

This. year, the Department will award the first High Performance Bonuses on job retention and 
earnings gains, as well as initial job placement. We will continue to encourage States to focus on 
these goals,'which will in turn provide us with a wealth ofinformation regarding State' 
performance in welfare reform. 
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10. Secure the additional 5144 million requested for BUD's Welfare-to-Work housing 

vouchers and the additional 575 million sought for the Department of Transportation's 

Job Access program in the FY 2000 budget. 


Investing in a11 families. including the hardest to serve 
I 

11. Reauthorize DOL'sWeifare-to-Work program, which is targeted to high-poverty areas 
and to hard-to-employ recipients. (in the FY 2000 budget) : 

12. Encourage States to make the additional TANF investments (e.g., in substance abuse 

and mental health services, services for victims of domestic violence, intensive work . 

services) needed to move some of the more disadvantaged recipients into long-term 

employment.- Also encourage States to invest in services for non-custodial parents, to 

help them increase their earnings and child support payments. . 


Treating immigrants fairly 

13. Give States the option of providing Medicaid and CHIP to legal immigrant children .' 

who entered the country after enactment ofwelfare reform. (in the FY 2000 budget) 

14. Give States the option of.providing Medicaid to pregnant legal immigrants who entered 
the country after enactment ofwelfare reform, to ensure that their children, who will be 
U.S. citizens, get the best start in life. (in the FY 2000 budget) . 

15. Release DOJIINS/State guidance on public charge. 

Clarifying the public charge policy will ensure that immigrant families know which benefits they 
can access without fear ofdeportation or other adverse impact on their immigration status, thus 
addressing the potential effect ofpublic charge on this community's receipt ofneeded benefits. 

I 

i 
16. Restore SSI and Medicaid for legal immigrants who entered after enactment ofwelfare 

reform, have been in the country for ,five years, and became disabled after entry. (in the 
FY2000 budget) . i ' . 

. 

17. Restore Food Stamps for aged legal i'mmigrants who were in country prior to passage of 
welfare reform. and turned 65 after t~at date. (in the FY 2000 budget) 

. 

Maintaining T ANF funding 

. 18. Resist efforts to reduce the TANF block grant and enact the Administration's budget 
- proposal to uncap the contingency fund; this combination will enhance States' ability to 

meet needs not currently anticipated. : 
l 
I 

As welfare refonn has been implemented in a time ofa strong national economy, we know little 

about how effective the T ANF program would be in other economic circumstances. In addition, 


, 
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it is likely that falling caseloads have left on the welfare rolls a higher proportion·offamilies who 
need intensive services. : 

~onclusion 

Perhaps the most important step you can take as President is to helpworking families by 
fundamentally changing the per;"eption ofprograms such as Food Stamps, health care 
(Medicaid/CHIP), and child·care so that they are seen as supports for working families. Low and 
moderate-income working families should think ofFood Stamps, Medicaid, CHIP or child care 
subsidies as no different from student 10ans,;Hope scholarships, or Pell Grants - which no one 
considers welfare. States are the critical actors in this transformatio'n and we need to hold them 
accountable for both moving more forcefully in restructuring their income support systems to 
make them worker-friendly, and, investing TANF resources to ensure that all families move to 
work and succeed at it. The States need to focus on lifting working families out of poverty, not 
just getting them into jobs. 

, , 

The initial success ofwelfare reform is clear. Now we must, through the actions described 
above, take the next steps toward making work pay and ensuring that no working parent is 
unable to meet their children's and their own basic needs. Our goal must be to lift every working 
family out of poverty. . ., . 

.. 

Attachm~nt 
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, .. '; as,dru~ ~buse,Whlc:h,W1U~~ them har~ertoemploy., ,,',EmPloyers; tisuanysinlill busmeiiseS; Iireii't in Itfor charity: .. out,of time. They Will be joined soon by otherS .' 
'" ". '"l:his IS,~ veryfo~nate time to.be runmngwel!are:to-work n~: needreli8bleworkers, :even. more than thetaltC:iedits··lnVltjpnia;;Delaware and CoriDectiCUl . . . 
. P~i sa~A. Sidney Johnson; executivedirectOr.of the and wage ,supplementS Olrered.by .niaiiy stateS: ClIilton bas: ~ ·1'heY'r'eDOt:kicldng Us out Wltbout warn· 
. Amel!~Public Welf!lfe ~iation. But heeautions, "If this signed up more thim 100 companies to promote hiring people ·ing."sayii Cheryl JOhDson;35, of Pittsbillllh; a 
\was a.ilaseball'gaIDe, It'S ,thelirst iilriing." , ". ", 'o!l,we!fareimd ,is seeking to ~:beyoiid l,ooO.'7ha(elrortcon-: .. mother ohwo ,who folind.a summer job as a 

.: .!h~ Personal 'Respol,lsibility and Work Op]ioituitity·Recon. .tinuesto,grow:~Labof~ Alem;Herman Says. ..... ,camp S!ipe!'viSoi-."8tter-l2 years without work. 


ciliation Act .of 1996, known as the welfarenifomHaw .. re., .But it's dWarfed by the magnitude of the" tllsk.'Wlth 4 million "Theyre letting uS know. up fronl"
I:' . " ' ' " .' .. mains Ii work in,progTess. aduJtson welfare,CIin\On'waiitsprivateemployer's't!> Jrlreat ' ." ' . 

. . : .COVER 'STORY' Most adults mustg' et a 'ob . least 1 million. by the year 2000;',JeIrreyJoseph,oftbeU ..s. 

, ',. .'," . '. , .' , ... ' ..; J ... erc.·e'recen".tly,told.a·'ga·th'enng" o·f.Great.·'Chamber Of.Comm.' '. '. .... '''. W1thmtwo yearsor.lose
:' , .'. ': :." ... \ ... : .. ,benelilS;.Inaddition,there's L8ke;, .welfare'officiaisthat.Woilldimean 1,000 tures a day." 


.: a ~fetime .cap, ~f live years.}Each year: states must Jiave more ." :'Th~re,were gasps in the room." be·recaIls..· . . 

" wel~arecJ~ents In work ortrainingprograinS'~50% by 2002 _' . , ..' ".' ." 


or nsk lOSIng some of ~eir federal funds. ' . ,From welfare tqwork .... . 
· .. ,' For ~y,the!irSt Step ~~worklllis ~:"Wor~.'; 

": ,\ .\,' .usUally, a govenJiile~~ ii?11 ~tolrers:J:rainIng in 'exc:h8!igefor . 
· ,welfare benelllS; UruonS ,VIew that as. slave Jabor and a threat .' 

, . , "to 10w:iI1coine Wilrke~ ~to.i1.apdCongi'esS rul~\BSt ,montb. 
. ' . that people on workfare must be)iald the minimum wage and 

beneli~ Thatcouici StOp stilteS train'<:J:(!ating'Sua jobs.. ' . 
· 'Whether it's a public or prlvate job:welfare recipients 'usual· ' 
. Iy leave it within the lirst two years: Some havli"problems .with 
. childdu'e or tiahsportatiolL Others 'comewitli a:badattitude 

. , 

or uii.re8iistic exPectations!'; . . , , ':.. 
''These jobs "won't be PubJiShers' OeariDgIII;use 10tte,yiVlc. .) 

.. 'tories,". says Elaine RyaiI, ,lObbyist for the American: Public 
Welfare Associlltion. ''Tliey'regomg to beSmilllei-,steps.~ . . . 
. The new federaJ Jaw boldsba~ .inc;reases in we!fari spend·.. 

• '0, • " • 

people ¥ve left w.elfare for that. rel\SOn than for, any other. 
,'. , _ !3ut~¥~y th~ economy has masked the potential ill ef. 

, "; feelS of limiting benelilS; In addition, manY,of,thOse who have.'· 
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:sid,enV':Glintc,n Signci:Mhe' 
Act",fo~cing':welfare ire::! 

warkJoF tlo~e ·.BenefitS~)Ifi1 
Detnoci-alic;;n.binination~list) 
d~cl~edi1lai·'mor.alt obliga~' 
ti()hg,to';~move1':AInericans 
6,fffMrelfare:amd';info:jbbs,' 
calling! onrremployers:;to 
"tI,W:~to 'hITel somebodyc1off 
welfare/anal.t~)ha'rd/lnJi. 

oYet.,'cnticSlS'saYoiti'wiU 
. :costtstates')billiomnof'dolc' 

'1Iarsl'W,complYI}allcl'lhereis. 
JriQ)'·sa:retYh'ejj'},fori !COUP~ 
'llesslreeipients§who jwill /l)e 

~(l>O~~" ··jlinaol{P~ tOY>:! land,t90oS, 
.·i;I>!aDoil'na).>Rilvetti;'1of,ithe 
'iSJWrbarir[nstitutel'int'Wash,-, 

her.~researcli'slio.ws:ithat)'h:aIf 
. 'do}eJ.;!have'j ,never 

andraI:e bt.irdenedJby 
·.-abuse lprolliemsiland 
h·illnesses; The>prob~ 

d that '(}ven reg1ons;with .'all 
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ber of employers using welfare workers 
to combat a labor crunch and score pub­
lic relations .points. Human Resources 
Director Carol Koepernick s.ays she, was ' 
skeptical at first, because many AFDC re­
cipients lack a solid work history. But 
when Tulsa's unem'ploymentJate'sank 
below 4%, she, tried out six IndEx ,temps 
and hired four. 'l)vo,including Smith, 
worked out. 'We've had as, much suc­
cess as with anybody we hire for e~try­
level positions," she says. 

Those who study work-to-welfare,pro. 
grams say that overall, IndEx's' track 
record is good. ,The program is so highly 
regarded, in fact,' that Oklahoma is con­
sidering e~ding it statewide. "It's one' 
of the best prototypes," sa~ Robert Ivry, 

/ who has studied a number of programs, 
\ . including Tulsa's, for'Manpower Demon­

'stration Research ,.Corp. in ,New, York. 
"What they've done can be transported 
to other urban ,areas:" 

'TI:ue. But can 'fulsa's tiny .project be ' 
replicated on a grand enough scale to 
transform millions of welfare dependents 
into workfug, dass citizenS-e'!'en in the ' 
nation's most poverty-torn cities? "It will 

now be very, very difficult,'" Ivry conced~s. 
That's Then again, all mass change begins with, 
still barely small steps. And in Oklahoma,· Sandra 
taken his rent Barnett, Carlos Smith, and dozens of oth­
shoUlders of the have alre~y taken the first. 

Nameplates is By 1. Jeanne Dugan in Ne:w York 

/ 

,Aspirincomp~ny.'s web site records 1,321,362 hits., 
. ,.', ,1;' ", " ; .' '" 

, . 
The RS/6000 Web Server Putting your business up on the Net needn't disrupt your 
enterprise. That's because the RS/6000'~,web server works with your existing systems. Its award­
win~ systems management eapabilities,help simplify integrating your Internet solution into your -. - --­---.­--_.-. ..business. For eomplete d~tails, call 1 800 lBM..,2f68, ext. FA055, or drop, bY; ~..rsQ009,.ibm:coIp'

", '. ,.,' '" <'"r . ',,"; ""'," w)',:' ;-;:! :-" " '. ,Soluti<;>ns f?'Jl .maUpl.net· 
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Cold· reality of. Vlelfarereform: Get· aJob 
APplying for welfare was one of the "Unlell!l you're pregnent," the caseworke.' 


, most difficult decisions of. my life. told me, "you're not entitled to help." . 

Proud arid indeJl.cndent. I was forced That'a the way it was in 1970, That tougt 


. to ask fora handout. The year was 1970, • It may sou~nd heartless, but it attitude atrengthened my resolve to mall.. 

I got a rude awakening .,ben my request·, . It-{)n my own. I atayed In .&chool an«' 


. for emergency auiatance was dl!nied. builds resolve~and even~ually , eventually got enother. joh.. - , 

And when. the ,full imp~ct .,of, the new' -- And ,tbat's the way it's 1I0ing to be again
lea~s to independence~' .welfare reform law hits those'who now are, Able:bodied folb are going to have to fen • 


, receiving cash grants. food SUI!flpS and Med· . for themaelvea 9r ~ur:n~.to ~their .. ramille. ' 

icaid, it Mil be ,a wakeup call"": a,.c.allfor neilllilxirii or churches. ' 


" ,II .,....Stiv.r'fS " clndepen'derice'-tlialis long overdue. , Clinton, who signed the' welfare reforn " 

The bill President Clinton aigned lut billiut week decreeing Ihat reclplenta mus ' 
,week is aptly named the Penonal Responsi·, work, admita that there are deficienciellh 
bility end Work Opportunity ReConciliation Th I . . d ',' d " .. .. the law. The biggeat flaw Is jobs: Ther.
Act of 1996, It .abolishes Aid to Families . e goa IS to have ever.y sble·bodle man" O'im, ~r In job tral~lng. ' . ,aren't enough to go around. . 
With Dependent Children, the main cash. ' ~nd woman at leut p~rtlally self· sufficient ' . Thatljust the kind of tough talk Repub· Not the traditional clerical and retail Jobs'
'grant program for poor people: The 8aving8 In two years, But to !Iste~ to 'some, of the heana aDd Increuing numbers of Democrats which don't require intenae trailling., .
areestimat~ at S54 billion over sil years. welfare advocates, you d think the propoaals want to hear. Get those Iny bullla' off So the thing to do, for abl.-bodied mer

The food ,tamp program also will be cut, were crue! and heart leu. ,welfar~ and make them go to work and pay and women who've had a free ride on thc 
, for a sevingsofS23 billion 'over ail years. It ~rtamly ~elM so. Indeed: anyone over taKe8, Just like the rest of UB. , welfare wagon, III to atarLlooklng In 80m. o'
, Moat changes are effective Oct. 1. . 18 Without, a child under age 5 la out of lu~k. That ~undB reasonable. In fact, it a the the· untraditional placea. In lOme of th,

Never again will poor families be auto.' They won t even get food .8tam~s to tide eame attitude I enf:ountered more than 25 ' larger apartment buildinga, for nample
matically entitled to a welfare check every them over. Food coup0!la will be ISSUed for years ago when I walked Into the neighbor­ mothers could forma babY'BitUng urvlc.... 
month. If ,there'a a_preschool.age, child in .. olliythr4!'e montb. in.a .three·,year period. ,hood welfare ofnce to appl, for welfare, I' free other mothers to go to work. .,

-"tlle 'family~ -ihouih, the safety net will After that, they may have to go hungry. ',wall young and able,bodied, Ii".ing on my Caroline ·Shoenberger, commlll8ioner 01 
remain in place. But manyconllervativell and others say own and going to college. But I needed help: ,the city's Conaumer Semen Department'

A aingle mother with at least one child "Tough luck." They're Ured of working and I had lost my summer job IUld the rent wu propolled years ago that men with entrepre, 

under age 5 won't have to comply with the paying talles to aupport eble adults. , due at the 'end of the week. If I didn't get neurialspiritBigftup to drive transportatlor 

!'get a job" edict if ahe can prove ahe can't What's the rationale, I asked Michigan $25 by then, I might be kicked out of the vehicles to lupplement CTA bus routes. ~,

find "suitable and affordable" child care. Gov. John Engler, chairman of the Republi- rooming houlle. ". There are other proposals" The IOOnel 


If the youngest child Is at leut 5, however; can Governors Asaoc:iation end a vocal pro· It took great effort to walk into thaf those who need joba atart lookinl for wod 
\ 


the single mother will be ellpected to be out ponent of welfare reform. Most of these ,stotefront offiCII on 63rd Street in Wood· or alternatives, the bette~ off they'U. be., '. 
 .~.
, workhig within two yean. All an incentive, people spend all their mopey on rent, and, laWn, bec~use "going on welfare" waa 
, they can' keep their famlly:a health benefita need food atampa to eat. ,,--. ::-" 'ahameful, i lut· resort. But • preferred to Michelle Stelle'" i.i idltor of the Chica,. 

'under Medicaid for as loni aa they would, Engler W8llblunt. "Bei:aulMI they could be uk strange'ri for help ,ather than admit to . Sun, Tim!'! editoria' page •. E·mail: leuer. ~ 

'qualify for "elf.re undenumnt la-.- '---vat -Iooldal for work from -sunup- to 1tI11- •• my family ~at'''''''fl'fall"r,:· '" @8urilime,:iom' ,. ,'.", • ,:,.'.; , r. '
t. :;:r­

"" ( "... 
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~; 'CEOs: Welfare Improvements Needed 

By D. Ian Hopper 
(


Associated Press Writer 

, Tuesday, August 22, 2000 


WASHINGTON Welfare rolls are half what they were four years ago, and the percentage of 

Americans on welfare is at its lowest level in 35 'years, President Clinton said Tuesday. 


"In four short years, we have seen a new emphasis on work and responsibility, as welfare recipients 
themselves have risen to the challenge and made welfare what it was m~ant to be - a second chance, not 
a way oflife," Clinton said in a statement issued at the White House. 

I 

In a report released on the fourth anniversary ofthe welfare changes being signed into law, the Clinton 
administration said all states have met the law's requirements.· , 

The percentage of Americans on welfare has fallen from 5.5 percent when Clinton took office in 1993 to 
2.3 percent in 1999, and is now at its lowest level since 1965, the White House said. Welfare rolls have 
shrunk from 14.1 million households in January 1993 to 6.3 million in December 1999 a drop of 56 
percent or 7.8 million households. I 

Nearly three-fourths of the overall decline occurred since the new welfare law was enacted, with 1999 . 
caseloads roughly halfwhat they were in 1996, the White House said~ 

Clinton met at the White House Tuesday with top corporate ~xecutives who issued their own progress 
report on welfare. 

The nati~n's welfare system was dramatically improved by the overhaul, but poor people entering the 
work force need help with child care, transportation and training, the business executives said. Their\ 
report added that former welfare recipients have made "good, productive employees." 

Job retention rates for those workers meet and often exceed those for employees who haven't been on 
welfare, according to the report. " 

But the executives say goverriment programs are still needed to help welfare recipients get jobs, citing 
child care and transportation as the "biggest obstacles to work." 

"Lawmakers should sustain or, ideally, increase resources for a range ofprograms that help former 
welfare recipients stay on the job," the report says. "Partnership companies call for increased emphasis 
on child care and transportation aid, as they are consistently the two biggest challenges facing new 
workers." 

The report recommends Congress increase tax credits and child-care grants to cover more working 
parents and subsidize transportation and housing costs so welfare recipients can get to work more easily 
or move closer to their jobs. 

The 1996 welfare law encourag~d recipients to enter the work force by placing a time limit on benefits, 
allowing more recipients to work while still receiving benefits and offering incentives to employers to 
hire welfare recipients. 

The corporate executives who signed the report include chiefs ofUnited Airlines, Sprint, Citigroup, 
Time Warner, Bank of America, Burger King, Monsanto, United Parcel Service and IBM. 

The Welfare to Work Partnership, as the group is known, says over 20,000 American employers have 
pledged to hire at least one person from welfare rolls, employing about 1.1 million former recipients. 

Employers report that the average starting wage of those hired from welfare rolls is $7.80 per hour, 

! 
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" 	 significantly higher than the minimum wage of $5.15, and more than 74 percent receive medical 

benefits. More than 44 percent ofhires;lthe report says,get a 40 1 (k) matching savings plan. 


The report is criti~al of the way some states have used federal wblfare funds. 'While some states have 
spent the money responsibly and creatively, others have used thb funds to offset state spending instead 
of directly supporting welfare recipients and low-wage workers, Ithe report says. 

The report also recommends loosening the federal requirement that welfare recipients find jobs. 

The definition of work activities should inc1ude:s~bstance-abusl treatment, domestic violence 
counseling and other special needs, and Congress also should gire a break to workers who need longer 
than five years to get offwelfare because oflow starting pay, the report. says. . . . 	 I 

© 2000 The Associated Press 
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10/06/99 CLINTON-GORf ACCOM~LISHfVI~NTS 
REFORMING WELFARE; 

I 	 , 

I 

. On August 22, 1996, President Clinton signed the Personal Responsibility and Work .' 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act, fulfilling his longtime c~mmitment to 'end welfare as we 
know it. ' As the Pres~dent said upon sighing, '~... this le~islatio~ provides an historic 

. 	opportunity to end welfar~ as we know,~t and transform lour broken 'relfare system by 
promoting the fundamental values ofwork, responsibility, and family. " 

TRANSFORMING THE BROKEN WELFARE SYSTEM 

I 
• Overhauling the Welfare System wit~ the Personal Responsibility Act: In 1996, the· 

. 	 I . . 

President signed a bipartisan welfare plan that is dramatically changing the nation's welfare 
system into one that requires work in exchange for time1limited assistance. The law contains 
strong work requirements, performance bonuses to reward states for moving welfare . 
recipients into jobs and reducing illegitimacy, state maiJtenance of effort requirements, 
comprehensive child support.enforcement, and supports!for families moving from welfare to 
work -- including increased funding for child care: Statrstrate&ies are making a real 
difference in the success of welfare reform, specifically in job placement, child care and 
transportation. In April 1999, the President unveiled larldmark ~ew welfare regulations that 
will promote work and help those who have left the roll~ to succeed in the workforce and stay 
off welfare. In May 1999, the Department ofHealth and Human Services released guidance 
on how states and communities can use welfare block gtJant funds to help families, move from 
welfare to work, support working famili¢s and fulfill thd other p,uJPoses of the law. . 

• Law Builds on the Adlnlnistration's~elfare ReforJ Strategy: Even before the Personal 
. Responsibility Act became law, many states w~re well dn their way to changing their welfare 

programs to jobs programs. By granting federal waiverJ, the CI:inton Administration allowed 
43 states -- more than all previous Admi'nistrations comfuined --:to require work, time-limit 
assistance, make work pay, improve chiid support enforbement,:or encourage parental . 
responsibility. The vastmajority of stat~s haye chosen t6 build.on their welfare 
demonstration projects approved by the 'Adrriinistration. 

I. 	 • I 
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MOVING PEOPLE FROM WELFARE TO WORK: 
, I 	 • 

WELFARE ROLLS DECLINE A&' MORE RECIPIENTS GO TO WORK 
I I,: 

• 	 Caseloads Have Fallen to Historic NeW Lows. In August 1999, the President released state 
, 	 , .. I' , ' 
State-by-state data (from March 1999) s~owing that the percent of Americans on welfare is at 
its lowest level since 1967 and ~hat the welfare rolls have fallen by nearly half since he took 
office. 	Since January 1993, 31 states have had caseload Ictecline~ of mo~e than half, and' 
nationwide the rolls have fallen by 48 percent, from14.~ million to 7.3 million. According 
to,the Council ofEconomic Advisors, the'single most iclportant factor contributing to this 
historic decline is the implementation ofwelfare reform.j Of the caseload reduction from 
1996 and 1998, approximately one-third: is due to f~dera~ and state policy changes resulting 
from'welfare reform and about 10 perce~t is due to thesrOng e~onomy. ,.' , " " 

• 	 Four Times More of Those on Welfare are Working than in11992. The first full year of 
- , " 	 I ' 

work data since welfare reform, releaseci in August 1991,show that alISO states met the 
law's overall work requirement for.1998, confirming th~t recor~ numbers ofpeople are 
moving from welfare t6 work. Nationally, 35 percent of all welfare recipients were working 
or in work-related activities in 1998. The data also shoJ, that nationwide, the percentage of 
welfare recipients working has nearly quadrupled since the President took office, rising from 
7 percent in 19~2 to 27 percent in 1998,:with the remairider fulfilling their participation 
requirements through job, search, education and training!' . 

. ' .·,i . . . I, i .. '" . . 

• 	 Independent Studies Confirm People are Moving from Welfare to Work. Numerous 
independent studies also confirm that m~re people are n10ving from welfare to work. A 
national survey released by the Urban I~stitute fou~d 69; perc~nt·of recipients had left welfare 
for work, and 18 percent.had left because they had mcreased mcome, no longer needed 
welfare or had a change in family situation. A rec<;:nt G6neral Accounting Office report ' 
found that betweeri 63 and 87 percent of adults have wotked since leaving the welfare rolls ~ 
results similar to state studies funded by the Departmen~ ofHealth and Human Services. At 
the same time, the Census Bureau's Current Population Survey shows that between 1992 and 
1998, ,the employment rate of previous, year welfare recipients increased by 70 percent. 

. .' " I 	 ., .' 
: . ~ '. 

• 	 Mobilizing the Business Community: 'At the President's.urging, The Welfare to Work 
Partnership was launched in May 1997 ro lead the natiohal business effort to hire people from 
the welfare rolls. The Partnership began 'with 105 partidipating:businesses, and as of August. 
1999; has grown to more than 12,000 bJsinesses of all s'izes an<;l industries. Since,1997, 
these businesses have hired over 410,00'0 welfare recipi~nts, sm;passing the challenge the 
President set in May of 1998. ThePartnership provides! technical assistance and support to ' 
businesses around the c,ountry, including: its toll-free number 1 ~888-USA-JOB 1, a web site, a 
quarterly newsletter, and a number of resource guides fdr businesses. The Partnership also' 

, 	 I 

ptiblished'''The Road to Retention," a report of companies that have found higher retention 
rates for fonner welfare re~ipients than for other new hites, and strategies they used to 
achieve this success. i 	 ' 

• 	 Connecting Small Businesses with N~w Workers and Creating New Entrepreneurs: The 
Small Business Administration is addre~sing the uniqud arid vital role of small businesses 

2 




who employ over one-half of the private:workforce, by Helping small businesses throughout 
the country connect with job training organizations andjbb-ready welfare recipients. In . 
~ddition, SEA. provides training and assistance to welfar~ recipients who wish to start their 
own businesses. SBA provides assistance to businesses through its 1-800-U-ASK-SBA 
number, as well through its network of sin~ll business d~velopment and, w0~en's business 
centers, one-stop capital shops, Senior COIJ?s of Retired Executives (SCORE) chapters, 
district offices, and its website. ' 

.. Mobilizing Civic, Religious and Non-profit Groups: In May i996, Vice.President Gore 
created the Welfare-to-Work Coalition t6 Sustain SucceJs, a' co~lition of-national civic, 
service, and faith-based groups cOl1!mitted to helping fot.mer welfare recipients s,ucceed in the 
workforce. Working in partnership with public agencie~ and employers, Coalitiori ~embers 
provi,de mentoring, job training, child care,. transportatioh, and other support to help these 
new workers with the transition to self sufficiency. Chatter members of the Coalition ' 
include: Alpha Kappa Alpha, the Boys and Girls Clubs. df America, the Baptist Joint 
Committee, Goodwill, Salvation Army; Fhe UnIted Wayj Women's Missionary Union, the 
YMCA, the YWCA, and other civic and; faith-based grotps. , , . 	 I. , 

- ,. 

• 	 D~ing Our Fair S~~re w~th the Federal Governm~ntis Hiring I~itiative: U.n~er. the 
.' Clmton/Gore AdmIlllstratIon, the federal workforce IS tlie smallest It has been In thIrty years. 

Yet, this Administratipn also believes that the federal gbvernment, as the nation's largest 
employer, mustleadby example. In March 1997, the P~esideritasked the Vice President to 
oversee the federal government's hiring initiative in whi'ch federal agencies committed to 
directly hire at lea~t 10,000 welfare recipients in the next four years .. In August 1999, Vice 
President Gore released the second ann~al report on thisl initiative and announced that the 
federal governmerit had hired over 14,000 welfare recipients; e~ceeding the goal nearly two 
-years ahead of schedule. To date, federal agencies havelhired nearly 15,000 welfare 
recipients. As a part of this effort, the White House pledged to hire six welfare recipients and 
has already exceeded this goal. 

• 	 Funds to Help Move More People from Welfare to Work: Because of the President's 
leadership, the 1997 Balanced Budget Act includ,ed $3 tJillion fpr Welfare-to-Work grants to 
help states and local communities move: long-term welf~te recipIents anQcertain non­

" custodial parents, into lasting, unsubsidizedjobs. 	Thes~ funds can be, used for job creation, , . 
job placement and job retention efforts, inCluding wage subsidies to private employers and 
other .critical post-employment support services .. ,The DfPartment of Labor provi.d.es 
overSIght, but most of the dollars flow through local busmess-Ied boards to localItIes who are 
on the front lines of the welfare reform effort. Federally'-recognized tribes also receive up to 
$30 million of the Welfare-to-Work'furios. in addition,/25% of the funds ,are awarded by the 
Depa~ent .0fLaboron a competitive ~~s.is ForFY 1918 an~I:999: ~e Clinton-Gore 
AdmmIstratIon has awarded 188 competItIve grants. These competItIve grants support 
innovative local welfare-to-work projects, including str~tegies to help noncustodial parents 
and welfare reci~ients with limit~d ~ngiishproficiency,1 disabil~ties, substance abuse 
problems, or a hIStOry ofdomestIc VIOlence to get and keep employment. . 

. The Department of Labor also joined f~rces with the Dlartment.ofcomm~rce to train 
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welfare recipients'as eimmerators In the YearlOOO Censfs. In September 199~, White 
House Chiefof Staff Jol,1n Podesta, Labor Secretary Ale~is Henilan and Commerce Secretary 
William Daley announced that GoodwiUIndustries will receive $20 million in Welfare-to­

. 	 , ' I 

Work competitive grant funds to move up to 10,000 welfare recipients into temporary, 
,unsubsidized jobs, and later, pennanent jobs, while helping the 2000 Census get a more 
accurate count of individuals in high poverty areas arou~d the c~'untry. 

, 	 , ' I' 
The President's FY 2000 Budget propos~s to i'nves't $1 billion to extend the Welfare-to-Work 
program to help more long-teim welfare:recipients and ~oncustodial parents in high-poverty 
,areas work and support their families. The initiative woatd provide at least $150 million to 
ensure that everfstate helps fathers playa responsibl.e pkt in their children's lives. Under . 
this proposal; state:s and communities would use a niiniJum of20% oftheir fonnula funds to 

. provide job placement and job retention 'assistance to lot-income fathers who sign personal 
. responsibility ,contracts committing them to work, estabLish paternity, anq'pay child support., 
This effort would further increase child support collecti~ns, whi¢h ha~e risen 80% since the 
President took office, from $8 billion inH992 to $14.3 billion in' 1998. Remaining funds will 

I 'go towar~ assisting long-tenn welfare'recipients wi~ thf greatest b~ers to employment to 
move, into lasting jobs. The reauthorized program also 'fould double the We Ifare-to-Work 
funding available fortribes. The Administration's reauthorization proposal is included in 
H.R..1482 introduced byCo~gressman Cardin and S. 1117.introduced by Senator Akaka. 

• 	 Tax Credits for Employers: The Welfare-to-Work TaXI Credit,: enacted in the 1997 Balanced 
Budget Act, provides 'a credit equal to 35% of the first $:10,000 in wages in the first year of 
employment, and 50% of the first $10,000 in wages in the second year, to encourage the 

. 	 I . 

hiring and retention oflong tenn welfare recipients. This credit complements the Work ' 
Opportunity Ta~ Credit, which provides acredit of up t6 $2,400 for the.first year ofwages 
for eight groups ofjob seekers.' The Omnibus Budget Alct of 1998 included an extension 
'.' I I, 	 , 

through June 30, 1999, and the Presidenf s FY 2000 Budget proposes' to extend'both credits 
for,an additional year. 	 ' 

I 

• 	 Welfare-to-Work Housing Vouchers: In' 1999, the President proposed and Congress 
approved $283 miliiQn for 50,000 ne\\:, housing voucher~ f~r welfare recipients who need 
housing assistance to get or keep ajob. Families will uJe these welfare-to-work housing 
vouchers to move closer to a new job, to reduce a long clommute, or to secure more stable ' 
housing that will eliminate emergencie~ which keep thetn from gettIng to work every day on 
time.. On October 1, 1999, HUDSecretary Andrew CU6mo anrtounced the release of voucher 
funds to help 50,000 familie's in 35 states and two tribe~. Nearly all of these vouchers were ' 
awarded on 'a competitive basis, to co~unities that ~r~ated co'operativeefforts among their 
housing, welfare. and employment agencies. The'Presidbnt's FY 2000 Budgetprovid~s $430 
million for 75,000 welfare-to-work housing vouchers, i~cluding $144 million in new funds 
for 25,000 additional vouchers. 

• 	 Welfare-to-Work Transportation: One ofthebiggest barriers facing people who move 
from welfare to work -- in.cities and in rural areas .,- is fin~ing transportation to jobs, training 
programs and child care centers. Few welfare recipientk own cars. Existing mass transit does 
not provide adequate links to many subur:ban jobs at aUl or within a reasonable" commute ' 

4 
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time. In addition, many jobs require evening or weekend hours that are poorly served by 
existing transit routies. To help those on welfare get to ,ork, President Clinton proposed a 
$100 million a year welfare-to-work transportation plan as part ofhis ISTEA reauthorizatiqn 
bill. The Transportation Equity Act for ~he 21st Century! (TEA-21) authorized $750 million 
over five years for the President's Job Access initiative and reverse commute grants. Of this 
amount, $50 million is guaranteed'fundi~g-in FY 1999, ilising tol $150 million in 2003. The 
Omnibus Budget Act included $75 million for this progtam in Fly 1999, and in May, Vice 

, 	 , , I 
President Gore awarded $71 million of these funds to n9 communities in 42 states around 
the c9untry. The President's Budgetprqposes to double!fundinl? for FY 2000, bnnging the 
program to the authorized level of$150 million. TheJob Access competitive grants will 
assist states and localities in developing flexible transpohation alternatives, such as van 
services, for welfare recipients and other low income wdrkers. 

SUPPORTING WORKING FAMILIES 

'. Expanding the Earned Income Taxc~edit: ExpanSioL in the EITC included in the 
I ' , 

, President's.1993 Economic Plan are making work pay for 15 million working families, 
inc1~ding fopner welfa~e recipients. A ~tU?y conduct.e~lbY the C?uncil of Economic 
AdVIsors reported that III 1997, the EITC lIfled 4.3 mllhon Amencan out of poverty -- more 
th~m double the number in 1993. The findings also suggbst that :the increase in labor force 
participation among single mothers who received welfate is,strongly'linked to the EITC 
expansIOn. 

, 
i 	 I 

• 	 Improving Access to Affordable and Quality Child <J:are: Under the Clinton , ' 
Administration, federal funding for child care has increJsed by 70%, helping parents pay for 
the care of about one million children. The 1996 welfat.e refmrh law increased child care 
funding by $4 billion over si~ 'years to p;rovide child ca~e assistance to families moving from 
welfare to work. The President's budget proposes to e~pand the 'Child Care and 

, Development Block Grant to help work,ing families stru'ggling to meet the costs of child care. 
The PresideJ?t's proposal increases fun?ing for child'care subsidies by $7.5 billion over five 

years, ,and these new funds; combined ~ith funds provided in \yelf<ire reform, will enable the 
progr~ to serve an adqitional1.15 mil,lion children by/FY 20Q4. Additional funds for. ' 

. , , subsidies are necessary because currently, only 1.25 million of.the approximately 10 million 
families eligible for assistance under federal law receiv~ help. The President's proposal also 
includes $5 billion over five years to expand the Child bd Dependent Care Tax Credit 
(CDCTC) to provide greater tax relief for nearly three rhillion ~orking families paying for 
child care and eliminate, income tax liability for almost la11 families with incomes below 
200% of poverty. Additionally, theprQPosal inCludes ~1.3 bill,ion to enable parents who have 
children under one year old to take advantage of the CIDCTC by allowing these 1.7 million ' 
families to claim assumed child care expenses of$500.1 The President's plan also includes a 
new tax credit to businesses that offer child care services to their employees. The President 

I 

has proposed spending $600 million in;FY ,2000 to triple funding for the 21 st Century 
Community Learning Center Program,:which supports,lthe creation and expansion of after­
school and summer-school programs to help rough~y 1.1 million children each year. Finally, 
the President's proposal includes a sig1}ificant new inv6stmentin Head Start, our nation's 

, 
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, . j '. '. 	 . 
premier early childhood developm~nt program, with an additional $607 million in FY 2000 ' 
to reach 42,000, more children, enablingithe program to ~erve 877,000 low income children., 

• 	 Providing Health Care to Low-Income Working FaJmes. The President has insisted on 
maintaining the"Medicaid guarantee and has successfully fought to increase 100~-income 
families' access to health care. 

» 	 Creation ofthe, Children's iIea~th Insurance'Program: The President, with 
bipartisan support from the Congress, created the Childr:en's Health Insurance 
Program (CHIP).' The Balanced'Budget Act of ]997 allocated $24 billion dollars' 

., . I,
. over the next five years to ex~end health care coverage to uninsured children through 
State-designe<;t programs. States will cover up t6 5 million .children through a' . 

, combination of Medicaid and CHIP outreach. I .,. . . . 

» AllowingStates to Expand Medicaid to Cover Families. The welfare law allows 
. . ··1 	 I'"

states to expand Medicaid coverage under section 1931 to families who earn too . 
much to be eligible for Medicaid but not enougH to afford health insurance. These 
expansions allow' states to present Medicaid as ~ freestanding health insurance 
program for low-income farriilie~ -- an important step towards removing the stigma 
associated with the program and reaching familibs who do not have contact with the 
T ANF system. , '. i .', I : ' . '. 

» 	 Providing Medicaid Coverage·to Low~ii1.come Two-Pa~ent Families Who Work. In 
August 1998, the President elim~nated a vestige lof the ~ld welfare system by allowing 
all states to provide Medicaid coverage t6 working, two-parent families who meet 
State income eligibility requirements. Under th6 old regulations, adults in two-parent . 
families who worked mor~ than 106 hours per rAonth could not receive Medicaid 
regardless of their income level.: Because the sabe restrictions did not apply to 
single-parent families, these regulations createdldisincentives to marriage and full­
time work. Prior to eli~inat~ngthe ruleentirel~, the.Adm~ni~tration ~llowe~ a 
number ofstates to' Waive thIS rule. The new regulatIOn ehmmates thIS requ~rement 
for all States, providing health coverage for mote than 130,000 working families to 
help them stay employed and offwelfare. . . , 

» Transitional Medical Assistance (TMAJ. TMA provides time-limited Medicaid 
coverage to low-income households whose earnings or child support would otherwise . 

. make them ineligible for welfare~reiated Medidid under state income eligibility 
. ' 	 I·, . 

stan~ards. Th~PresI~ent'sFY 2.0~0.~udgetwoluldr~duce burdensome. re~orti?~ , . 
reqUIrements, mcludmg TMA elIgIbIlIty procedures m the current MedICaid elIgIbIlIty 

.' ., I 	 . ,
redeterniination process. The budget also exempts those states that have expanded' 
Medicaid coverage to f~milies:~ith incomes uplto 185~ of,the federal poverty level 
from burdensome TMA reporting requirements, provid~ng states with additional . 
incentives to provide critical health care service1s. . j '. .' . . 

»HeipingStates Help Low-Income Fa;"ilies. Irl March 1999, the Administration. 
released new guidance encouraging States to re~ch out t~ children and families who 
are no longer eligible for c'ash' as~istance but ar~ still elIgible for Medicaid or CHip. 
It also establishes that states must provide Medicaid applications upon request and 
pro'cess them without delay. The guidance r~itJr:ites state responsibilities'to establIsh 
and maIntain Medicaid eligibilifty for families ahd chil4ren affected by welfare 
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, reform, and provides creative examples of the best way to liberalize eligibility. 

• 	 Helping Working Families'to Buy Food: In July 1999[ the p~sident took the following 
three executive actions tohelp ensure working families rhO need Food Stamps have access, 

):> 	 New policy guidance making it ~asier for working families to own a car and still 
receive food stamps; '. . ,I: 

):> 	 New regulations making it easier for states to serve working families by simplifying 
rules so that families don't have to report incomb asoften and states won't be' 
penalized for small errors in projecting :families'l future ~arnings;and, 

):> 	 A new public education campaign to educate working families about food stamps, 
including a toolkit to ~ssi~t lo'cal, state, and comhlUnity leaders in understanding food 
stamp' program requirements, as:well as model strategies to improve participation,and 
future efforts by Secretary Glickman to include hew informational materials and an 
enhanced toll-free 'information line. ' 

• 	 Investing 'for the Future: In 1992, the ,!President propo~ed to est;:tblish Individual 
Developm~nt Accounts (IDAs) to emp~wer l?w~incom~ famili~s to save for a first home, 
post-secondary education, or to start a riew business. The 1996 welfare reform law 
authorized the use ofwelfare block grants to create ID.As. And last year, the President signed 
legislation creating a'five~year demons~ration program. 1 House~olds that are either eligible 
for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families or qualifY for the Earned Income Tax Credit, 
and have a net· worth below $10,000 ar~ eligible to participate in the demonstration. In FY , 
'1999, the pepartment ofHeaith and Human Services airarded nearly $10 million to 40 
grantees that will establish over 1 O,OOOi savings accounts for lo~-incomeworkers. The 
President has proposed, to double the commitment to $20 millIon in FY 2000. The ' 
demoristrations will 

PROMOTING PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY 

I ' 
• 	 Increasing Parental Responsibility and Enforcing Child Support:,Tougher measures 

under the Clinton Administration resulted in a record $114.3 billion in child support 
collections ,in 1998, an increase of$6.4:billion, or 80% since 19,92. Not only. are collections 
up, but the number of famHies that are :actually receiviAg child: support has also increased. In 
1997, the number of child support cases with colle~tioAs rose to 4.2 'million, an increase of 
48% from 2.8 million in 1992. . 

):> 	 Improving the Collection'SYstem. A new coll~ction system, proposed by the 
President in 1994 and enacted as part of the 1996 welfare reform law, has located 
over 2.8 million delinquent parb~ts in its secona year of operation. ,With 
approximately one-third of all child support ca~es involving parents living in different 
states, this National Directory ofNew I:Iir~s helps track parents across state lines. 

):> 	 Tougher Penalties. In June,1998, the Presiderlt signed the Deadbeat Parents 
Punishment Act, a lawbased on his 1996 prop6sal for tougher" penalties for parents 
who repeatedly fail to support children living ib arioth~r state orwho flee across state 

7 
t. 



, .'/' 

lines to avoid supporting them. 
~ 	 Increasing Paternity E~tablishments. PaternitYI establi~hment, often the crucial first 

step in child support cases, has dramatically increased, due in large part to the in­
hospital voluntary paternity establishment progr~m begun in 1994 by the Clinton 
Administration. In 1998, the number of fathers ,aking responsibility for their children 
by establishing paternity rose to a record 1.5 million, triple the 1992 figure of 

., 	 I'" . 

512,000. In 1998,40%, or 614,000 <?fall paternities were established through the in-
hospital program. . ." i . I ,," . 

~ 	 Increasing Collections. Finally~ President Clinton has taken executive action, 
including: coilections from federal payments sudh as income tax refunds and 
employee salaries, and steps to' deny federalloarls to delinquent 'parents. The federal 
government collected over $1.1 billion in delinqhent child support from federal' 
income tax refunds ,for tax year 1997, a 70% inctease since 1992. ' , . ' " , ',I ' . 


• 	 Bre~king the Cycle of.Dependency-- ,Pr~venting Te~n Pregnancy: Significant, ' , 
components of the 'PresIdent's comprehensIve effort to reduce teen pregnancy became law 
when th~ P~esid~nt signed the '1996 Per~onal Responsib1ility Act. The law requires ur,unarried 
minor parents to stay in school and live at home or in a kupervi~ed setting; enco~rages 
"second chance home~" to'provide teen:parents with thJ skills and support they need; and, 
provides '$59 million a year in new funding for state abdtinerice education activities. Since 
1993, the Administration has supported innovative and broni.ising teen pregnancy prevention 
strategies, including work;ing with boys and young men! on pregnancy prevention strategies. 
The National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy, a ~rivate nonprofit organization,was 
formed in response to the President's 1995 State,ofthe Union. In 1997, the President ,. , 
announced the National Strategy to Prevent Teen :preg~ancy. 1;'he first annual report on thi~ 
Strategy reported thatHHS-supported programs alread~ reach 'iit least 31 %.or 1,470 
communities in the United States. In April 1999, the Vke President announced new data 
showing that we conti~ue to make real p~ogress in enco'uraging more young people to delay 
parenthood and led a roundtable discussion highlightin~ promising local teen pregnancy 
prevention strategies. Teen births have! declined nationride by 18% from i 991 to 1998, and 
have fallen in every state and acro.ss ethnic and racial groups. In addition, teen pregnancy 
rates are at their lowest level in 20 years. ' 

, I 
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RESTORING FAIRNESS AND p'ROTECTING THE MOST VULNERABLE: I' ' , 
, 

.' 
, 	

, 

The President made a commitment to fix sevedl provisions in ~he welfare reform law that had 
nothing to do with moving people from welfare to work. In 1997, the :president fought for and 
ultimately was successful in ensuring that the Balanced BudgetlAct pr<?tects the most vulnerable. In 
1998, the President continued his proposals to reverse unfair c~ts in benefits to, legal imrpigrants. 
The Administration's FY 2000 budget would build on this pro~ess by:restoring important disability, 

, health, and nutrition benefits to additional categories of leg(il i~migra~ts, at a cost of $1.3 billion 
over five years. The Administration's proposal is included in the Fairness for Legal Immigrants Act 
of 1999 (S;7921H.R.,1399) recently introduced ~y Senator M()~ihan a~d Representative Levin. In ' 
addition, Senators Chafee, McCain, Mack, Jeffords, Graham, ahd Moynihan~introduced S . .1227, a 

, ,bipartisan bill similar to the Administration's proposal to restote health cove~age to legal immigrant 
children and pregnant women. 

"" ., Disability and Health: The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 and,the Noncitizen Technical 
Amendment Act of 1998 invested $11.5 billion to resto;re disability and health benefits to 
380,000 legal immigrants who were in ~his country before welfare reform became law 
(August 22, 1996). The President's FY2QOO Budget ,ould restore'eligibility for SSI and 
Medicaid to legal immigrants who enter the country after that date if they have been in the 
United States for five years and become disabled after 6ntering the United States. This 
proposal would cost approximately $930 million and a~sist an estimated 54,000 legal ' 
immigrants by 2004, about half ofwhom would be eld6rly. ' 

• 	 Nutritional Assistance: The AgriCUI~al ResearchAcl of 1998 provided Food Stamps for 
,225,000 legal immigrant childien, senior citizens, and people with disabilities whoenter the 
United States by August 22, 1996. The President's F"'12000 Budget would extend this 
provision by allowing legal immigrants in the United States on August 22, 1996 who 
subsequently reach age 65 to be eligibie for Food'Sta~ps at cost of $60 million, restoring 
benefits to about 20,000 elderly legal immigrants by 2004. , 

• I 	 • •, 	 " I
• 	 , • • • t • 

• 	 Health Care for Children and Pregnant Women: Under cup-ent law, states have the option 
to provide health coverage fo immigrant children and ~regnant women who entered the 

I " 
country before August 22, 1996. The President'~ FY 2000 Budget gives states the option to 
extend Medicaid or CHIP coverage to 'low-income legkl immigrant children and Medicaid to 

" , 
pregnant wc;>men who entered the country after August 22, 1996. The proposal would cost 
$325 million and provide critical health insurance to abproximately 55,000 children and 
23,000 women by FY 2004. ,This proposal would red~ce the number ofhigh-risk 
pregnancies, ensure healthier children; and,lower the dost ofep-tergency Medicaid deliveries. 

, 

• Helping People WhoWant to Work but Can'tFind a Job: The Balanced Budget Act, as 
, amended by the Agricultural Research Act, aIsorestored $1.3 billion in food'stamp cilts. The 

welfare reform law restricts food stamps to 3 out of ev6ry 36 months for able-bodied childless 
adults, unless they were working. Ackllowledging that finding a job often takes time, the 

'BBA provided funds for work slots and food stamp beAefitsto help those who are willing to 
work but, through no fault of their' own, have not yet fdund employment. In addition, the, 
BBA allows states to exempt up to 15% of the food sdmp recipients (70,000 individuals 



't. 

monthly) who would otherwise be deniedhenefits as aresult of the "3 in 36" limit. 

'. 
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, MEMORAND,UM 
TO: Eli, Rodney, communications and senior staff 
FR: Dorian Friedman ' , 
RE: Wirt~lin Membership Survey IV: FINAL' RESULTS 
DA: January 17,2000 

Following are the key message points from new Wirth lin reLlts that we've agreed to highlight. 

Thi,s ?raft ~eflects the FIN~L results re~eiv:ed from Wirt~linl on 1/16 a~d contains several " 

reVlSlons SInce the last verSIon you rece~vef' so please discard old copies. 


HIRING REMAINS STEADY - AND STRONG. 

• 	 The Welfare to Work Partners,hip's bu~iness partners haye hired an estimated 200,000 former 
welfare recipients in each of the last three years, and 239,000 in 1999 alone. 

• 	 Based on today's membership, Wirthlin estimates that P~rtnership companies have hired a total 
of more than 649,000 (actual estimate: '649,602) former reIfare recipients in the last three 
years (1997 -9)~ This updates, the estimated 410,000 recipients hired in 1997-8. 

, , , ' I, ~, 
OFF THE ROLLS - AND, OFTEN, OUT OF POVERTY. 

• 	 Among our'members who pay their new welfare hires h6urly ~ages (that's 89% of them), 
average pay has rIsen to an hourl?, $7.50 (up from $6.86Iand $7.20 in our last surveys.) , 
That's 46% higher than the minimum wage. At that wage, a single mothe.r with two childre" 

, working full time rises to the/ederal poverty line; with Ithe Earned Income Tax Credit and 
other transitional benefits, she's boosted well out ofpoverty. ! ' ' 

• Among the small minority (I 0%) of our members who Jay annual salaries instead ~f hourly
J • I, 	 , 

Wllges, the average annual pay is up sharply -to $18,087 (from $15,266-in the last survey.) 
At that salary, a single ",other with three kids rises well above the federal poverty line. 

WAGE PROGRESSION LOOKS GOOD, TOO. 

• 	 Almost all (94%) of our partners pay the same starting wages to the forme~ welfare recipients 
they've hired ,as to other entry-level workers. I ' ­

• 	 And the foimerrecipients are almost-as likely (90%) to receive pay 'inc:reases as quickly as their 
non-welfare colleagu~s., .. " 

• 	 One-third of the former recipie~ts r~ceive their'fi~st pay raise within:3 months on the job; more 
than half get a raise before their 6-month anniversary; and virtually all (94%) of the hourly 
wage-earners get one after their 1 Slyear. 

RETENTION IS HOLDING STEADY AND MOST EMPLOYERS REMAIN SATISFIED. 

• 	 For 62% of our business partners, Welfare recipierits hav11e retentio~ rates equal to or better than 
non~welfare hires." ' : , . 

• Fully 80% of employers call their new'welfare hires "good, productive employees." 
. 	 : . . 

, , 

I 



EMPLOYERS ARE OF}?ERING AN ARRAY OF BENEFITS TO KEEP THEIR NEW 

WORKERS ON rHEJOB•. ' 

,. Traditional'benefitSTemain pretty steady for those hired off the, welfare rolls: 


• 76% get medical benefits (up from 72% in the last survey) . 

• 58% get some kind'ofme~toring (up from/53%lasttiine) 
• 18% get help with transportation (down f~om 23% last time) 
• 16% receive child care assistance (up from' 12% last time) , 

• 	 But a surprising numb'er ofemployers are offering their hew workers benefits we hadn't thought 
to ask' about in the past, benefits that give these new wo~kers asolid shot at "the American 
dream" in a way they never had before( For example: I ", 

.51% offer their new welfare hires a 401-k match 

• ' 13% offer company stock (,ption~ I : 
• And 22% offer other financial supports, which can include loans "or lines of credit to 
buy a home, a car, 'or other necessities. ' 	 " 

BUSINESSES CAN DO MORE TO HELP THEIR NEW WORKERS ACCESS OTHER 
SUPPORTS TO WmCH THEY'RE ENTITLED'~- EN1BLING THEM to ESCAPE . I 

POVERTY, WIDLE SHORING UP THEIR OWN BOT[fOM L~NE. 
• 	 Two-thirds (63%) of our partners don't know whether their new hires are eligible for food 

stamps, Medicaid, or other transitional programs for 10J,-income workers. , 

• 	 But most of our members (79%) say they'd "try to helP/their,emplOyeeS access benefits" like 

food stamps or Medicaid if they knewtey were eligib'r ,. 

BUT BUSINESSES CHALLENGE GOVERNMENT AliID SOCIETY-TO ADDRESS 
BROADER PROBLEMS THAT IMPEDE SUCCESS OF NEW,WORKERS~ , ' 

• The top barriers employers encounter among welf~te hires ar~ increasingly things they say 
, 	 ,I 

fheYcan 'f solve, like lack ofbasic interpersonal skills ~as well as child care, transportation, 
and poor e~ucations.) For e~ample, 41% of ourmemb:ers often see applic'ants with poor 

l 
social (or "soft:'skills, like workplace etiquette), and 53%,say that would prevent them from 
hiring ajobseeker. ' , ',' :', . 'I ' ' , '.' " " 

• 	 . Just a~ Presiden~ Cli~t?nand Congress challenged the tmerican business 'community t9 step up 
and gIve welfare recIpIents a chan,c,e, ~mployers are rea,dy to return the challenge. They need 
the help of politicians, public schools,! and community institutions to get the job done. 

I 	 . 
LABOR SHORTAGES CONTINUE -AND,SO DOES CORPORATE COMMITMENT 
TOWELFARETOW~RK., , " " 1",' , ' . 
• 	 More of our members than ever (76%, up from 6~% last time we asked) say their company or 

their industry faces a labor shortage. That suggests they'll be looking for workers anywhere 

, they can find them. " ' " ,I ' . . . 


• 	 Our partners say they intend to hire more welfare recipients in year 2000 than they have in the 
previous three years. 	 ' 

: '. 

, I 



..' 

THE NEXT CHALLENGE - FATHERS AND EX-OFFENDERS. 
I 	 . 

• 	 Our members seem surprisingly open to the prospect of hiring w~lfare recipients with nonviolent 
criminal backgrounds :..- who are most often" men - unde~ strict conditions:' '. \ 

• 82% would consider hiring a recipient convicted on a misdemeanor; 
. I 

• . 64% would consider hiring an ex~con who'd gotten in trouble more than five years ago; 

• 53% are more likely to hire an ex-con if a gbvernment bonding program protected them 
against any financial loss orlegalltability caused by! the employee; and' 

• 51 % are more likely to hire if a social service agency continued to coun~el the ex-
offender to help avert any problem~. 

." 
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You're probably on ten ,awaiting the 

outcome of the amiual crunching of the poverty numbers contact 
(as reviewed in the 9/27 kaus lies. The daily press, as 
expecte ,reporte that the overa poverty rate for 1998 
fell, along with the child poverty rate. In fact, both rates 
fell to the lowest level in almost ~o decades. . 

But real poveriy cognoscenti,1 especially lIad~ocacy!l
groups supporting the traditional liberal give-'em-cash 
agenda, weren't focusing on the o~erall poverty rate. True, 
these groups once predicted that tlie 1996 welfare reform 
would drive a million children intb poverty. But with 
poverty declining, they have retreAted to a more remote 
statistical battlefield -- asking iftlie income of very poor 
single mothers (i.e. those already rell under the poverty 
line) has fallen, once the Census l1umbers are adjusted to 
include food stamp benefits, which aren't counted in the ' 
official poverty report. Liberallo~bies su.ch as the Center 
on Budget and Policy Priorities (~BPP) and the 
Children's Defense Fund spotted just such a downward 
trend in the 1997 lnumbers. Along with speechwriters for 
more conspicuous liberal povertyi crusaders like Bill 
Bradley (and, presumably, Warren Beatty) they were 
standing by two weeks ago, ready to blame any 
continuing downward trend on tHe callous Clintonite 
centrists. I 

So what happened? Good news is what happened -­
that is, bad news' for the left. Acdording to the statistics 
(which may never have reflectedi reality) the decline in the 
income of very poor single morris stopped in 1998. That's 
according to calculations perfonPed by the Office of 
Management and Budget and publicized by RepUblicans 
on the House Ways & Means Cdmmittee.Wendell 
Primus, ofthe liberal CBPP, sa~s his own calculations are 
even a bit more positive: they sHow an income gain for 
the bottom 20 percent of single tnothers -- roughly those 
making less than 75 percent ofpoverty.True, the gain 
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was concentrated in the next-to-last 10 percent, with the 
~ 	 bottom 10 percent showing no change. And it still doesn't 

put incomes for this group of mother.s back to where it 
was in '95. But it does put them ahdd of where they were 

~~. 	 I . . 
It also probably means the left won't get much 


traction in the press with the claim -i which the CBPP 

was pushing as recently as two months ago -- that the 

poor are getting poorer. Things are jast going too damn 

well. Take a look, for example, at sirt,gle mothers one 

quintile up from tho~e on the very b9ttom. These mothers 

are still poor; they make from about 175 percent to 112 

percent of the poverty line. But from '93 to '98, according 

'to the OMB crunchers, their incomes rose from $12,144 

to $.14,290 -- an 18 percent increase.INot bad. Better yet, 

the mcrease came about because these mothers went out 

and earned more than they lost in w~lfare benefits, just as 

welfare reformers hoped they wouldl . . 


. I 
Even the little bad news in the Census report was 


really good news. The official Censtis report actually 

showed a small increase in the blacld single-mother 

poverty rate last year. But when youllook closer, you 

notice that the actual number ofblack single-mother 

families in poverty went down. That. smaller number 

could only constitute a higher perceAtage ofall black . 

single-mother families because the rlumber of all black 

single parent famili~s .went down fa~ter -- while the 

number of black matned couples went up. It's way too 

early to call this a trend, but if it con'tinues the historic 

decline of the black family will havJ been halted. 


. The CBPP's head, Robert Greehstein, ~training to 

find a dark cloud, was left to claim ih a press release that 

"For an economy this strong, the po~erty rate is still too 

high." That may be true. It may alsoibe true,that without 

welfare reform the poverty rate would be even higher -­

that it was the 1996 law (which Greenstein fought tooth 

and nail) that put poor single mothers into the workforce 


I 	 .
where they could then be swept up oy the strong 
economy. 	 I 

The CBPP also claims that "the number of full-time 

year-round workers ,with incomes b~low the poverty line 

rose by 459,000 in 1998." But that <Census number does 


. not take into account the Earned Inc;ome Tax Credit -- the 

primary means our society has chosen to boost these 

workers' incomes. (This is an embar!rassing:bit of 

hypocrisy for the CBPP, which makles a point of 

including non-Census benefits, sucH as food stamps, when 

that serves its purposes.) Later this year, the CBPP will 

fall back on the last resort ofdesperate antipoverty groups 

-- a "state-by-state" survey, which will inevitably show 

that some states are doing a lot worSe than others, 

producing gloomy headlines in horrletown papers. 
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And the speechwriters for Bradley and Beatty? They 
have their work cut out for them. 

'1 . S··' I. h' L' BNew E-mal serVIce: 19n up, usmg t e 1St ot 
gizmo below, and you will be notifidd bye-mail 
whenever there's a new item on kausflles.com. [Note: this 
service is free. You'll be asked a couple of demographic 
questions; if you find them annoying just leave them 
unanswered. ] 

Join the kausfiles.com mailing list! 
Enter your email address below, 
then click the 'Join List' button: 
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One. it &lave chihJ~support agen­ com!'es - 2.92~ Sinc",
Chhi nlOCC le\'t!I"a~~ in th~ir qUC~t thee thre:ll of lakin!.:
t'ot· colh~':liollS, :':;'econdJ",' the con­ stat,,':; highly pUbliciu.>dD ea(lb eats 
.!IlLont thrt?i:lt ofrm"Ocalion Wtlll env1­ program, which 
l$iQJ1l'C! :lll'a way to ensure steady•.. -~'''' .' owned by deadbeats, has brou"h:~~
cbild-:support paymenu. Thb in more trum $65 million, said 
nlOnto':}'. Concress reasoned. is go­ Young. Virginia's director.will'pay'. t'"0 ing to belneeded ti)· families that , Re"oking other kinds of "'ork· 
use c'p their 'five years ot welf'al'e relmed ·licen.ses has proved effec­bencfhs. I tive as well. ' 

, According to the lnte'st datal{eep driving For instan~e. no-nonsellsefhrm the ILede.rill Office oC ChUd ,:Maine has pulle<J the licenses ofSupport ,Ei'ltorectrtc:nt (OCSE). 19 486 l'rofessionals, ilj,c:luding two'Dw-ofiess'l'onallicense 10'ss ,nillion' f'.itm:1Ues involved la\'1lyers, ,three auto dealers, threeare inr l' gO'~t"nInont ehild-support pro" insurunce agentS. three veterinar­
.ians and 35 wonn-diggers. ' 

In North Carolina; 600 deadbeat 
also tx>osts child suppdrt' :~-=t.::e~ of these families are 

In 19.9'1, child-support agencies ,Professionals. have received Ii, let ­
By Chervl Wetzstein • '''='\ collected a record $13.4 billion on ,tar sayi.rig "you've goT 20 days to 
THE 1".",.-dTCN T...U n behalf olil custodial parefttsand respond'to this issue and prove to 

\Vhen Congress refonnedwelfare in 1996, cnUdren. However. this money us that you have eliminated this 
.......cia1 ' ,wasll't even a quarter of ilia $62.2
hil problem, or ,your license is re­state c d-sup~ort 0.... s were told they billicm wilt the gcn."enunent, Cliti­

voked," said Barry Miller. director 
and :sporting licenses of deadbeat parerus. ,Waae -Withholdiri'" is the mOSL 
could start yan:ing the driver's, professional "'''tes was OWed that year. ' 

of the North Carolitla Child Sup. 
Four yeru-s later. a state-by-state review by ", .. port EnfurceJnent Program.

The Washington Times shoWs that'Iicel15es have Popular way of obtaining cbild. ".Barn," he $aid. "We got in ex­
becomt! a majqr money magrtet.: support -,f 56per.i::'ent of 1997 col- cesS of $SOO.OOO In paYD'lenu .•. 

• More tbiiW ;:lr,lO 000 p8r!nts in~ suites have .lecti~ were dedUCted from. par­ that's about 5800 a pop," ' 
h.::Id "tFIeir driver's liceMe5 sulipelided for mm- ents paychecks. OCSE data said. South Carolina;"'whic:b bas al· 
pnym,ent of child support. The parents 'Ii at . But license revocation has ready nabbed the licenses of 12 
least 51300 nses ac •Willi. emerged las an efCeetive tool to barben, one teacher. four t"egis­

, , s- reach parents who are selt-eln­ tared. nunes and three Realtors,
ployed or; other'llliiseunreaehable "lakes away aU kinds of licenses 

ts in at least 26 states. through wage withholding, child­ incll.acfutg 'manufactured housing.
incl'Lldillg fourn\lzses in South carolina, .. beau- support directon! said. which is a very large induStrY intician in Missis!lippi and 35 worm-diggers in I ' .' this state,.. said MaTilyn Mathews,Maine, have lUI d their professional licenses.-· _ _'. .' 

clipped unUl they paid LIp. Ohio said it got Dnvlng Imr donal'S a spokeswoman for the state. 

$635,000 froID 114 parents wbo couldn't afford From coa:staDc:Dast the£avorite -rbere is only one profession ih 

to lose their work permits.. license to lif'l is the drl~nlicenSe. the state whose license we dOn't 


revoke and that is attorneys. Isn't . , Results Uke these have mada hcense revoc,a- . Florida! which has a "PayUS 
,uo~ .the new beln friend of ~d-eupport or- Walk" cam-ft'''''' bas taKan 50 tbiU inter,:esting?" she said,
ficuw.. ' , '~.. ,,-.- • Loe.ally. vlrgiD1i cun;ently takes"My staff love,; driver~ license sanctions. It n-.n.ses ~r. the past two yaa , professionallleenses, While Mary­
DctS to " ..opIe .. s aid Nancy Thoma c:hief of the 8,8id.Dav,,? 'Bi'WilI'. $pokesman, for
", ... .' • FlOrida D ent of ReVenue. land is one of five stales that is 

phasing in this 'this year. . Iowa Bureau of Collections, which "It's a and," espeeially
n3S suspended 712 parents' dri" for ttuck . because "if pn>- ~ these and 38 om 
ver's licenses to date.· duces . wtien other tools states"are, devoting far less energy 

Still. the Great License Roundup .....°lnn·I~-l".,...,..'· 'b'_••g;; ..I'd a s'--'''-- to the n.iltiOft"s 42 million spa 
isn't happening in every State or m "'~, .--_... ~ fisbennen and 15 mlllion hunters.,aI")' venue Congress enYhloned. "'pay or wane" catDpaitpl, Aid. Bob despite the eongressiorutl manda 

, Seven states and the District. of Norton of the Hawaii CbDd' Sup- to take their licenses. 
Colwnbia bave little or nothing to port EaW.i:cement AgenCy.
rt'porl about licepse nvQc:a'U0I1- [n Deceraber, tbe !!IOIltb. before 

Th" District doesn'c revol<e any me flrsllie::eIUleS were to be pulled, 

licen.u;a,s. said an official' wilh the ''We bad. oUr1ai'ce5t increase in ar­
cit}"s Corporation CoUll.5el. " reantge PaYments in hiStory," be 


Wisconsin. hasn't take.rHIJI¥ Ii-· said gleefUlly. "So it does work." 

, cenSlllS etlher but will in the fall . EVen II~ populated Idaho 


wheD its camplitel".9 come on 1iI)e, lias· suspended' 'iI:lor'Il thRo, 2,500 

. said a state spokesWamaa. , driver"llliicenSes., . 

In six states whore 1iCenile.levi;).. : "PeOple cOme ~g ill to 

cation is Jan~hing, only judges pay;: sald Bm WalloIer, a spokesbian • 

can take liCenses, aDd tbe7. aren't I'Dr ,clabo'» chDd+suppol"t offtce.. . 

iEK:lirledto dD SO, say ch1ld-suppon .. Mearnivbile. in hiahly populiited 

official$., some wilh great .fn.I.stnl- Now 'k'b.r1i:. "'hmidreds ~f lhou' ­

liOll in their voices. ' sancbH at p8renl:S 'have received 


M~!anwhile. there" 0fI.C 1dnd of wanUng letters and "at ..m" given 

lieeollie that is ubi.qui.tous but un- time, 60,000 driYer'lll-Ucense SWi­
tOl.lcbable by most child-support peNtorss..v-e in clfe"-"lJB.icl Jlqbert, 

agtIIDcie5;JWUnG Jjce~. Doar, cUrtb.uroCNew York~·dlild-

LeJc.s tl'iiiii B dozen atatt:& tI:OU Cor sUpport qeac;y. , , .,. 

deadbeats, ,ne Tima.' aw-ve" Mr. no.r .tded that J!>lew 1(brk"s 

a;;.und. The prablmn iii c;:gmplllers, ~ Bganey.:nm Uc;e_ 

child-support directors llliy. lIWIPCIn:Dcm nracell$ iii "enormous-


Lnl.. :mOSL states, ''wcissue U~ ly efrecti:ve" Pd cQQtrlbutod Mill .;;" 

cenllllS from .. cigar box In \be back gOOd portion" toWard the state's SI 
of tbl!l tmit shOll:" explalned Na:. hinton tn icoUeclimls sUice 1995. 
Utardl!ll L. YO...rig .Jr., 'direCl:Dr of " , Deadbeal$ in MarylUid and vii-
child suppon in Vi.I:lfinia. one o!39 ginta are lalso al corWdlllnlbJe risk 
statell. that doesn't squeeze the {or 1011$ at their driver... U""nse.s. 
Cishe.fmen. , . . .. . Since 1996, Maryland stale om-

Willhout eXpensh.·e computers to dais lmve threatened to take . 

match anclers and abUaors. be 2S7 ,740 dl-iv..... lic:eases and sus. , 

added, MU'lere's virtually no way to' pended 73,"72 at them.. These er. 

tnscll that license:' fol'U ~ bll'OUfiIht in nearly $153 


miUiOn in'c:oUecUons and payment

Uc:ense."leverage plans. saiil '1lr~ KaiHl", bead of 


the MB.rY,lancl, Child Suppon: En-
The 19K 'welfare law made ii­ forcement Aclministnlltion. ' cen.se revocation, the ,law or the Vil1ldnla bas laken fewer Ji­land for two maln real$OnS, , 
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more· than 1 million fishing Ii-. p8lrinc their ebild support," he 

eenses wen. sold in 1998. seconds sa,id. "When we take it. ~y (Ele!

tbat sentimeJlt. . . . like we've destroye.d their wmid." 


Without computers, be and a ~aine c:bild~.!luppol't director'
chQl"US of otbcr child-support iiffi ­ Stepben Hussey is aoother satis­daIs said, it'B just not cost...f ­ fi~d supporter 'of rec:nation·Cecrive. ' aJ-1k:CDse reVocation."HUntinl' and fUliiq license re­
vocation Was reql.lf.red by Congress Mame recently we:rir after Z2S 
so ofcourse 'I&Ie reqUire it as weD," moOse hUnter's lbr c:bUd support 
said Dan Richard, director or 'an4 all but three paid up, he said, 
PennsylVania's chlld-supPor't -O-?"' cuY came In with a check lbr 
agehey- : ' ~. S'1.ooo and said 'I've bectt 

"Du: we IuJve not roww i.h.-I.il w::i~ ....n my iU'e lor this mao.se 
actually pl'Dduces' doUani'. It re­ . perlWt.Herels )lOur c:hec:lt.' ­
...-okea tke IJcensc, and that'll the 
end of the trail," he said, adding
mat he knew 'or One hunting-'
license ~til)l'l. 
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Fishing for deadbeats 
According to The Times' review, . 

10 stateS have taken a tOt8.1 ot 630 
fishing 'licenses since .1996. An' 
11th sane, New M~eo, bas 771 
licenses UDder-review. 

Ark:Qns.as hasn't taken any .6sb­
ing licenses yet, but h&3,800 hi its 
newly autom.llted lici:.I:Ise-.revoC4' 
tiop. pipeline, Said Dan McDonald, 
head of AI:Icansas" child-suppl:lrt 
agency. . 

SUch. meager tallies of rW:1lng­
license revocations don"t sw:priae 
parents like J'ellDie Marshall ­
Hoenack atAnchorage. Alaska. 

l\1r$. ~balJ-Hoenack'.s. Cor­
mel" husband i.s·"an arid Sports 
fisherman.w but AJaslca ofile!aJ.g 
hever pulled his. Ucense. she told 
The Times, .~ ot March 1, he 
owed 565.609 inchild .!I"pport," $he 
added. . 

Lack ot auromation prevents
recreational-license Avocation, 
child-supPOrt offie:1aI..s iD half tbEi 
srates told The Tilne$. , 

A few States haYe g~y tried 

to arga.nbetIlepaperwork~. 


For instance, iJi Delaware, 

where nearly 2S,ooO fishing Ii ­

censes are kIiI,n on cant files,"our 

staff weIlt dOW2l and alphaheU:l:ed

all of thwn by hand," said CharleS 

Hayward, dElputjr director ofDela­


. ware'.s child-support agency. 
The plan is·to start IJJ.IItebinC 

anglers and obligors in July, he 
said. .. ' 

"'But ft'.s not been an easy p~ 
cess. ThAnk God; we're DOt .. N_ 
1;brk - we~ saever Eet .It done.". . 

Mr. Doar at New York, where 

Still. some ch.Ild-liUPportpro. 
mote.til say state liIgencies shol.dd 
,not give up Oil recreational li ­
censes. 

uIt~$ another tool. You never 
knowwhat tool will wOl-kwith what 
individu.oJ. You need different toolS ' 
for' difienont people," saJd Nora 
O'Brien. w.bo works with tile ASso­
ciatlon' (or Children for' Enforce" 
meiltCl(Support (ACES) in,Califor. 
nia. , 

"TIJe benelit of sUspend.i.hg a 
fishing license is that it should 
b.:I'iIe the Intended effect atgEitting 
a non-eustod.ial pan>nt's ahention 
and, mOtiVating payment, but it 
doesn't hun their abflilY to work," 
e:a:id Kevin AqUkre, dire~ of 
ehild-5UPpon in ORBon, iii "tate 
that Is ju.st start1.og to take recrea­
tionallieense.s. 

..Child-support omdals <lon't Be­
tuaJlywant to lake the licenses, Mr.. 
~quirre said, .ecboingrdozens of 
other dire"lon;. 
, ''''l'he whole idea fs to motivate 

.and cOmpel pa)'nlent.n 


I Fishing ''2$ a hugepa$6ion" and 

ta1c:ioe the lic:::enses would be eaec­

tive, iftsUts Debbie K\.i:Qe, anoACES 

Jeaderm Ohio.

I . ""BaSs Dsbermen live: breath.:,'
eat and sleep fi&b.ing,h 6be .said, 

Jlotmc tJuit her e:x:-bUllband even 

lisbed in bliz::l:a.rds. . 

'I s. I.tlIY Weaver, Oklahom.a~ to.P 
cJJiJd-suP,Port o.ffic:i.al, agrees that 
Ids people "'really get a reac;11ara 
he.:e" whell they J:CI\IOkIiI· I:itetinJe 
~ and 1mnl:in8' 1iee.Ilsea.
I"PeOple ted they are eDlitied tD 

that [Uc:enseJ 'even if they .aren't 

" I , : 
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,Rethinking Welfare Reform 
A
WELFARE program in Minnesota ap­

. pears to be succeeding like no other in 


the country, and the achievement has 

created a stir on both sides of the welfare re­

form debate. That's because the success ap­

pears to be due much less to the toughness of 

the program than to the generosity. 

, 'An authoritative study of the Minnesota ef­


fort was released last month by the well­

regarded Manpower Development Research ' 

Corporation of New York. MDRC found that 

the program had produced "substantial, far­

ranging improvements in the lives of single 

parents who were long-tenn welfare recipi­

ents.'" Not merely was employment up and 

poverty down. Domestic abuse had declined, 

children's behavior and school performance 

were reported to have improved, the marriage 

rate was slightly up and, among two-parent 

families, there were indications of greater 

marital stability. 


Minnesota decided that, not just to encour; 
, age recipients to work but to make sure that 

they bettered themselves in the process, it 
would· let them keep an unusually high per­
centage of their former benefits essentially un­
til their earnings were enough to sustain them 
above the poverty line. 

'This cost the state more money than if it 
had simply squeezed the families off the rolls, 
as a lot of states have done. But the incomes of 
those going back to work were higher than be­
fore; they kept receiving benefits longer; it 
paid them to go to work. They were also under 
less stress than would have been the case had 
their benefits been taken away entirely, and 

the combination apparently had the impor­
tant, though hafdly surprising, effects on fami­
ly life that MDRC also found. ' 

The MDRC finding speal(s to what has al­
ways been, the: central issue in welfare re­
fonn-not whether work is to be preferred to 
dependency, onlwhich there is no dispute, but 
what mix of carrot and stick the government 
should use to induce (or force) Illothers to be­
come less depertdent. It's a balancing of risks. 
The stricter the society is with parents, the 
greater the risklihat some children will be left 
without even minimal support; the more it 
worries about the welfare of children, the 
greater the risk of allowing some indolent par­
ents a free ride. ' 

Our sense of the welfare refonn bill of 1996 
was, and contin'ues to be, that it tilted too far 
in the former direction. The rolls have been 
hugely reduced ~nd no doubt cleaned up in the 
sense that parents who didn't belong in the 
system..:....didn't !re,ally need to be on welfare­
have been weeded out. The bill set the stage 
for this, and deserves some credit. But in the 
process it has put too many children need­
lessly at risk. TIle test will be when the econo­
my weakens, ar.d the federal safety net that 
used to exist b~neath such children turns out 
not to be there. I , 

States like Minnesota have done well by the 
poor in the absence of a federal program. The 
right national policy might have been to re­
quire all states to give the kind of support to 
needy families that Minnesota gives. Under 
current policy, Istates are as free to retreat 
from that responsibility as they choose. 

~IJc b.l(\5~ington fl05t 
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......•. ... A Testfor Govr Bush 
'T·' EXAS GOV. Ge~rge W. B\lsh likes to that, whe~\ she pick~d hini out of a lineup the 
: , say that, in overseeing Texas's hyper· following qay, he was the only man present 
, ,active death penalty system, he asks' whose picture had also been in the photo 

only two questions aboutthe clemency cases spread. T~o other eyewitnesses who testi· 
that land on his desk:, Is there any doubt as to fied at trial did not identify Mr. Graham as 
the guilt of the accused? And h;l.s theconvid the killer. Alnd the jury never heard from two, 
had full access to the courts? When Mr. Bush other eyewitnesses, who have since filed affi· 
decides this week whethet to let a man davits denYing that Mr. Graham was the man 
named Gary Graham be put to death, we will who shot Mr. Lambert. One does not hav:e to 
learn something about whether this oft·, suspect Ms)Skillern's truthfulness to won· 
repeated mantra states real principles or der if she m~y be in error. ' 
mere words. Because in Mr. Graham's case, Yet in th~ maze of appeals this case has 
there is substantial doubt about whether he seen, no coulrt has ever held a hearing to ex· 
committed the murder for which he has been amine the evidence that has surfaced since 
on death row 19 years, and his access to the Mr. Graham,ls conviction. The federal courts 
courts has been indisputably impaired. refused to consider it until the state courts 

Mr. Graham was sentenced to death for had done so. 'ifexas's courts. however, reject­
the 1981 killing in a parking lot of a man' ed it summarily. And by then, Congress had 
named Bobby Lambert. His conviction rest· radically cur~ailed death-penalty appeals­
edon the testimony of a single eyewit- so the federal, courts refused to step in. The 
ness-a woman named Bernadine Skillern. result is that Mr. Graham is at the brink of 
Ms. Skillern had caught only a fleeting execution on ~ record that could well result 
glimpse of the killer's face-at night and in acquittal ifthe case were ever retried. 
through the windshield of her car-yet she Mr. Bush ddes not have the power by him· 
told the jury she was certain Mr. Graham was self to save Mt. Graham. Under Texas's con· 
that man., Because of Mr. Graham's inept stitution. he donot :grant clemency without 
counsel. however~ the jury never learned that the consent of\the Board of Pardons and Pa· 
she had initially failed to identify him posi· roles. But,he can ask ptibliclythat the board 
tively from a photo spread-though he was' help him stop \ this execution. Mr. Graham 
theanly man in the spread who, consistent presents 'as clear a case for clemency under 
with her description, had no facial hair and a Mr. Bush's oWn stated principles as one 
short ,A(ro haircut. Nor did the jury hear could imagine. 
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IRS wants 
10% increase 

to stopslide 
Says it needs funds 

for hardware, hiring 

ASSOCIATED PRESS , ' 

The Internal Revenue Ser~ce chief told 
lawmakers yesterday the tax agency needs 
a budget increase of nearly 10 percent to 
halt a steep decline in audits and continue 
modernizing ancient IRS computers., 

"We have to both do the modernization 
and enforce the tax law:' IRS Commissioner 

, Charle!i Rossotti told a House government 

reform subcommittee. "We have half the 

number of audits we had three years ago. 

We're really risking the entire tax system." 


The IRS commissioner's appearance 
came one week before this year's April 17 
income tax filing deadline, a week the 

" Republican-led Congress traditionally use 
for symbol and substance. This year will 
see a symbolic vote on scrapping the tax 
code and serious consideration ofa lO-year, 
5248 billion income tax cut for married cou­
ples. 

The IRS is asking Congress fQr about $8.8 
billion in fiscal 2001 -an increase 0($769 
million over last year's budget. Some of it is 
meant to hire almost 2,000 more people to 
beef up enforcement of tax laws and im­
prove service to taxpayers, The agency also 
wants $119 million to cotltinue the long­
term task of replacing its 1960s main com-' 
puter systems. . 

Without endorsing the budget request, 
Rep. Steve Hom, the subcommittee chair­
man, said lawmakers are concerned that 
taxpayer-friendly reforms enacted in 1998 

. - coupled with a reduced IRS work force 
- has contributed to a decline in enforce­
ment. Mr. Hom, California Republican, 
said taxpayers now owe 5231 billion in over­
due taxes and, penalties. 

"Some people are now concerned' that 
the agency has become so user-friendly 
that it isn't collecting enough of the tax 

. money it is owed:' Mr.. Hom said.. 
Still, the IRS will. collect a lot: Mr. Ros­

. soni said net tax collections should top $1.6 
trillion ,this year. About 127 mill~onindivid­
ual tax returns '.vill be filed this year; cs o( " 

, April 2, the agency had received about 70.1 
nilllion.· , ,,/ 

As Americans rush to fInish their re­
turns, Republicans in Congress plan'tokeep , 
focused on. cutting taxes and taX reform, 
two of their signature issues. Highlights in­
clude: I ' 
, '. Votes in the Senate on legislation cut­
ting income taxes for·millions of married 
couples, including the 25 rriillion' who now 

, 
/ 

~ .." ,.", .., 

pay more than they would if single. The'bill 
also would permanently ensure that tax­
payers could claim personal credits such as 
the 5S00-a-child tax credit without running 
afoul of the complex alternative minimum 
tax. ' 

• Another Senate vote on whethe'r to': 
debate a bill pushed by Majority Leader 
'Irent Lott, Mississippi Republican, that 
would roll back 4.3 cents of the federal per­
gallon gas tax through the rest of the year. 
The bill, which faces long odds, would sus: 

,pend the entire 18.4-cent tax if average 
prices topped 52 a gallon at the pump. 

.• House consideration of legislation cost­
ing 52:1 billion over five years that would 
expand taxpayer rights and, give people 
new breaks on IRS penalties and interest. 
The House also plans symbolic votes on 
measures that would sunset the tax code in 
five years and a proposed constitutional 
amendment requiring stwa-thirds vote of. 
Congress to enact most taX increases. 
. • Three days of hearings at the House 
Ways and Means Committee on alternatives 
to the income tax, including a flat tax and a 
national sales tax. 

• Senate Commerce Committee consid-' 
eration of a bill to extend a moratorium on 
new Internet taxes by five years, sponsored 
by the panel's chairman, Arizona Repub-, 
lican Sen. John McCa,in, 
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Child-abllse and neglec(cases 
de~lirie f()f fiftq ~ear,·HHS says 
---------.~.--";-. ..,...;.....,.., caused by maltreatment remmnednrlllion when if was authoriZed t,o ' 
By Gheryl Wetzstein . , unchanged at about 1 100' the have $166 million, he said. ' 
THE, WASHINGTON TIMES HHS s"';d.. :, "1' ': ',' " '..... The ·HHS sl!ld in Its report that • 

Kevin 'Kirkpatrick, spokesman there were an estimated 2.8 mil-
r the Chicago-based prevent . lion reports about possible child, 
hild .Abuse, America, said his maltreatment to child-protective 
roup ~ees higher 1esti.ll.lates for service agencies in 1998. 

abuse and neglect than the HHS Sixty-six percent of those refer-
but agrees that tlie nUmber of rals were investigated. 

'cases fell in 1998.1 ' As a result, there were an es-
Still; even with declines, he said, timated, 903,000 children who, 

child-abuse numbers are substID- , . were found to be victims of abuse 
~al1y higher than 10:yea rs ago, and and/or neglect. This is around 11 
rose 9 percel'!t· . en 1993 and . percent lower than the record 

• ,0 These trends are due to better' 1997 even as' ove crime rates 1,018,692 child-abuse cases identi­
and earlier reporting of child'.I·were falling by 21 nt. fled in 1993. the HHS said. 
abuse and neglect as well as more' "The 'abus~ and ct of chil- . Parents continue to be the main 
community-based prevention pro- dren is th~ only, violent. perpetrators of child mal-' 

, • 	 grams, Miss Shalala said yester-· J ., ,,~ave that hasn't ' treat.rQent. More than 80 percent of 

day at an international conference I~proved sub~tantia,Ily [~s] overall. ,children are harmed by one or 

on early childhood education held, cnme s~atistics h~ve"I~p~ve~·both of their parents . 


. , at the World Bank. . ' Aild that s trou to us, said. ' The HHS also said that: , 
More investment is needed, she Mr. Kirkpatrij::k. ' .' • More than halfof the children 

'. added.. ". ,"For eve 1 th fed~ral'goy~ (54 perCent) suffered neglect; . 
"Although' we ,can be encour- ernment ,son! helpmg chIl-.. J .1Wenty-three percent of chil­

'aged that the number of children dren after they~ve b~en abuse~, w~ dren suffered physic~ abuse. " 
who suffer abuse and neglect con-' only spend ap;enny ~n p~ven~on. .' • Nearly 12 percent of the chil.: . 
'tinues to decline, these numbers 'Even the m~in,vehide for child- dren were sexually abused. . 
are still linacceptablY,l1igb:' she abuse prevejltion ~ th~ Child • The most common pattern of 
said. ,",: . ' . , Abuse Prevention and 1reatment ,maltreatment (45 percent) was by 
, ,The nl,lmberof child fatalities.' Act . .:....wasrerentlylfunded'.ar $68 a 'emale p~~nt . 

•• !." 

.' I~,," 	 •Viagra riyal settQPb OK'd by FDA 
Medical~dVisersri()teUprkJ haS dangerous side effect 
AS~OCIATED PRESS ." , :., are not helped by t~ay's ~e~ica- Uprima: in contrast, works' ,in the I 

A tablet 'called 'Uprima may ! tions -the panel voted 9·3 yester- brain. ' 
. soon be cutting into Yiagra's impo-., day that Uprima should sell as long "Your brain is your most impor- I 
tence drug market, thank.s. to gov- as men and their doctors get strong tant sexual organ;' said Dr, Timo- ' 
ernment advisers' recommenda- warnings,"" 1 ' "thy Fagan of the University ofAri-I 
tion yesterday that th,e tablet be The FDA is not bound by its ad-' zona, who helped test the drug for , 
allowed to sell despite sOl'ile worri- Vlsers' dec~sions but typically fol- TAP, a joint venture betvreen Ab- 'I 

some side effects, 	 lows them.'·' : I" ,', :' bottLaboratories and Takeda; 
':', '. One in 30 men who tested the Uprima manufactur.er TAP Pharmaceuticals.' ", ' 


.. '. optimal dose of Uprimci fainted or' Pharmaceuticills said men desper- Uprima is not an aphrodisiac, !' 

" ,suffered seriously low~ blood pres- ately needalternativ,e treatments. ' Dr: Fagan said . .It' seems to in- ~' 


sure .....: Ii few fell and hit their, ' Viagra became,! huge seller, 'crease levels of dopamine ~ an ' 
heads,and one crashed his car into ' when it hit the market in 1998 as . important' neurochemiCal that. 
a fence,the Food and Drug Admin- ' the only 'oral iJnpote~ce treatrhent. sends messages between cells -:- in ; 
,istratioo·says. . , -and Viagra haskilled some men. a brail1region thought ~mportant : 

'There will be some people who Viagra's big risk is a' deadly inter- 'for causing erections. .' 
will probably lose,their lives be- action when taken by men using Also unlike Viagra, Uprima is 

. cause ,they pass out at the top of ,nitrate-containingheartmedic:;ine. not. swallowed - the tablet is 'dis­
. stairs or are operating a car" when TAJ> saip in:studit~s of 3,000 pa- solved under the tongue, where it' 

. they faint .. warned Philadelphia, tients,mostthatIastedamonth,no seep's into the bloodstream 

·,~cardioJogist. Dr. Peter'KoweY,·one•.; . .,one.died.or. nadheart attacks, Still;.throughmouth.tissue.. '. ' 


, .ofthe FDA's scientific, advisers. . ,FDA's advisers couldn't' say' if, In studies, men who took 2 mil­
, . stin, because Uprima did help' Uprima would be any safer. for' ligramsofUprima had an'erection 

"some men regain erections strong ~itl'ate-using heart patients:" , . capable of intercourse about 47 
" ·enough for 'sexual intercourse - Hut Uprima does work very· dif-, percent of the time.' Success, in­
,arid because, many ,of the nation's 'ferently than' Viagra. Viagra in- creased to 56 percent when men 
estiinated 30 million impotentmen creases blood flow, :in the p~nis. took four milligrams of Uprima, 

,-: 
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DePa'rle Gets Half the 

Story: 
The NYT doesn't tell us what we need to, 

know about Milwaukee's poor.


• j 

Posted FridaYi December 3~, 1999
" ' '~ . I 
Jason DeParle's New Yorl{ Times reports on 


Wisconsin's radical welfare reform are typically gripping 

and fair,Thursday's Page 'One 'summing-uE is no 

exception. But it also makes one of the basiC errors of 

welfare coverage, an error thatjl might be called the 

Le(ivers Fallacy~ , 


Specifically, DeParle tends t6 judge the success of 

welfare reform by what h'appehed to families that were on 

welfare before the Wisconsin teform took effect, but who 

then lett. As Christopher Jencks and Joseph Swingle point 

out in the current American P~ospect, "[t]hese families are 

only half the story." The othe~ half includes those families 

who would,have gone on welfare under the old system, 

but who now "no longer even !apply for welfare." These 

latter families, you'd think; w0uld tend to,bemore 

successful in the marketplace ~han people who now spend 

some time on the rolls. To recrlly judge welfare reform, 

then, you have to look a( what happens to all families who 

would have been on welfare lf1der the old system, those 

who leave and those who nev~r go,on. Actually, you can't 

even stop there. You have to look at what is happening to 

the overall society in which those families live--at what's, 

happening in the schools and ion the streets, to poor single 

mothers who might get welfare, but also to single men 


. and n()n-poor families who n{,e in the same 
:neighboihoods: " ," I .. 

DeParle's piece has goo~ anecdotal reportage about 
. specific women who left welfare for work and who still 
. have big problems. From thi~ he concludes that welfare 

reform "may ,end up making less of ~ difference in the 
, lives ofthe. poor, socially or ~conomically, thari much of 

the publi~ imagined." But hi~ piece has very little 

evidence; and almost no stati'stical eyidence, about what , 

has happened overall toWis~onsin's'poor, including those 

who "no longer even apply for welfare"--the other half of 


, . 
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who "no long~r:even apply for welfare"--the other halfof 

the story.- " "I . ' 

Click 
to purchase 

~'The End 
of Equality" 

. 

Thus, DePa'rle points out tqat '~a long list of things II 

remains present in the lives oftfue po()r, including "violent 
neighborhoods, absent fatliers, Bate cupboards, epidemics 
ofdepression, the temptations ofdrugs.'" That's very true. 
But are they getting better or wdrse? That is the issue, 
isn't it? DePatle doesn't tell us. Are the neighborhoods. 
more violent? Are fathers taking more ofan interest in 
their' children? Are there fewer Rids born without fathers 
present in the household? Are rrlore mothers being beaten 
up by their boyfriends? Are kids doing better in school? Is 
the culture of drug-taking and dtug-dealing becoming 

, I
more or less entrenched? Are mpre people depressed? 
Hungry? Overall, how has the texture ofghetto life " 

. ,changed? Welfare reformers said it would be change for 
the better. W,ere they right? ,I' 
. , Some of these things, woulq not be difficult to report 

on; some would be very difficult. That's why we give 
. Pulitzer Prizes'. DeParle doesn'tteally seem to try to come 
up with much .. We learn a lot abbut the problems in the 
lives of the handful ofwomen hb has chosen as his case 
studies--but not onJy are they alll indivi~ual anecdotes, 
they are all "leav.ers," peoplewhp were on wdfare before. 
The broader surveys DeParle .o~ers are also all surveys of, 
leavers. He offers no economIC surveys of the whole 
population--much less social SlID'11eys ofcrime, marriage, ' 
and the like. , 

, ',' . '. .:' 

The. Jencks and Swingle article provides some of that 
necessary missing information f~r the nation as a ' ' 
whole--as much as the existing statistics can provide. 
Although American Prospect gi~es the piece a sleazily 
slanted cover line ("Welfare Reform's Victims") the 
article contains more positive neFs than negative. 
"Employment among single motrers has increased more 
than almost anyone expecte4." Most single mothers are a 
little better off economically, but a small minority at the. 
bottom "seerri:tobe a little wors~ off." The '~rise ofthe , 
single-parent family may ,finally have been arrested," 
although this began in 1994, so it's not clear that welfare . 
reform can take the credit. The rrtosftroubling statistic for 
reformers:' In Wisconsin, the, proportion ofchildren born 
out ofwedlock doesn't seem to have improved lately. ' 

, . ., I ' 
DeParle's one stab at a1general assessment ofthe 

sociall}ealth ofMilwaukee's 'ghetto is rh~toricallY'brilliant 
but ultimately unconvincing. He tracks down William 
Love, a bus driver who in 1998, ~long with two other 
drivers, gave the Milwaukee Jou1nal Sentinel an upbeat' 
assessment of the impact of reform on his clientele. The' 
Journal Sentinel clip got passed ~ound in pro-reform " , 
circles and wound up in a Clintoti radio address. DeParle 
says Love is now "having doubtsl" Love:is also a , 
-landlord, and some ofhis tenantsl who no longer receive' 
guaranteeed monthly welfare 'che'cks, are' offering 

I 
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"excuses" for'missing the rent. rSo far,. haven't seen a big 
difference, one way or another,!" he tells DeParle. It's a 
good shot at welfare reform cheerleaders, but ultimately 
my suspicion is thatMr. Love tPay be one of those kind 
interviewees who winds up telling reporters what they, 
want to hear. (And aren't·there bther bus drivers to talk to, 
like the two drivers whose' pro-teform observations in the 
original Journal Sentinel piece ;were actually stronger than 
Love's? What.about local church leaders? Social workers? 

Cops?) " ," I',"~ 
Some other beefs with Thursday's piece: " I 
--Discu~sing one "leaver" survey, DeParle declares 

that "for most families the~work has failed to translate into 
economic progress." Thesefam!ilies; he says, earn "$400 
less than they would have receiyed by staying on 
welfare." But he later,admits thlS figure ignores 
"earned-iricome tax credits, wh~ch at these levels typically 
tot~Labout$3,000 a year."! Doesn't that1mean families are 
actually$2,600"ahead? Isn't that the story? ' ,
" ,.' I ' 


--DeParle refers to "Milwaukee's growing homeless 
shelter popUlation," but do'esn't 19ive any figures on how 
much it's growing. When I checked a couple ofyears ago, 
the shelter population had inde~d increased, but .only by a 
handful offamilies. Is the problbm now more severe? Are 

, I, ' 
we talkmg about dozens ofpeorle or thousands? ' 

--Deparl~'s big concl~ding! ane~d~te is the story of 
Michelle Crawford, "a 39-year-pld Milwaukee woman 
who went to work last year at a plastics plant, after two 
decades.of desperation and chr9nic dep~ndence on 
welfare." She's still working, bll;t DeParle notes that' even 

, though "she earned nearly $16,000 this year" she 
"struggles to simply keep food ~n the table" to feed her. 
family. But w;:tit a minute. :DeP<)rle also notes that her 
husband, Donald, recently "found a job, as a hotel 
maintenance man." Presumablylhe gets'paid. How much? ' 
And doesn't that money get added to the $16,000 to help 
"feed her thre~ children"? ¥ay~e it's n~t enough to make 
a big difference, but DeParle doesn't even bother to tell' 

us. , '., I ' 
, Is there'~n editor i~ the house? ' . 

Comin~ soon: kausfiles.cJm's Y2K policy. 
, ,I ' 


'New E-;aii service: 'Sign!up, using the ListBot 
gizmo below; and you wi1l:be notified bye-mail 
whenever there's a new item on 'kausfil~s.com. [Note: this 
service is free., You'll be asked dcouple, ofdemographic 
questions; if you find them ann6ying just leave them 
unanswered. ] 
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POVERTY, POLICY 1ND 
PRESIDENTIAL" POWER: 

. ~.:" 

AN·ExAMINATION ·OF THE WELFARE 

REFORM POLItIES OF THE NIXON 

1 , AND CLINTON ADMINISTRATIONS, ,
':.c...~~;. :.. ':;'~ . 

i~ 

I
N JANUARY OF 1969, RICHARD M. NixON W1SINAU~ , 

gurated as the 37th President of the United , , 

States. In an essay published thatmontp in The, 


Progressive, Professor Reo Christenson of :M]iami 

University predic.ted that, "with Richard Nixon as 

president, the nation can expect few signifitant . 


, I ' 

~tiatives o~ the poverty front."l Ind~ed, iflany~ ; 
thmg, one inIght have expected a.scalIng back of, 
the programs already in place. During hispresi-

I " 
dential campaign, Nixon proclaimed th,at, 'lfor 
those who are able to help themselves-,wHatwe 
need ar,e not more millions on welfare rOllS-It'but 
more millions on the payrolls i.J:l the United States 

, of America."2 A number of dramatic approaches to. 
welfare reform were being discussed, including a:, 
guaranteed income and a negative income fax, but 
Nixon dismissed all of them, stating that h9 saw' 
no "reasonable prospect" that he would advocate 
any such reform.3 

. . 

In the opening phrases of his first major presidential address onwel­
fare, Nixon remained true to form: "The present welfare syste~ has failed 
us-it has fostered family breakup, has provided very little help in many 

, , 
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states and has even deepened dependency by all too 
often making it more attractive to go on welfare than 
to go to work." 4 It was only a few sentences later, 
however, that the President heralded a startling "new 

. approach" to welfare policy. The cornerstone of this 
approach was the proposition that the federal govern­
ment ought, in Nixon's~ords, to "pay a basic income 

i 
,I to welfare families who cannot care for themselves .... 

I propose that we make available an addition to the 
incomes of the 'working poor.'" 5 Thus did the Presi~ 
dent who had once claimed that "what we need are 
not more millions on welfare roJ1s:...:..-but more millions 
on the payrolls" com,e.to advocate the Family Assis­
tance Plan (FAP), a welfare reform'proposal which, by 
the estimate of his own staff, would have added 7 
million peQple to the welfare rolls.6 

Almost a quarter-century after Professor Chris­
tenson's pessimistic prognostications, Tom Bethell of 
the National Reviw asserted that "there is not likely t6 
be any welfare reform in the Clinton Administration." 
Despite Bill Clinton's repeated campaign pledges to 
"end welfare as we know it," Bethell predicted that 
any welfare legislation passed during the Clinton 
presidency would simply be"one more expansion of 

, the welfare system" rather than a meaningful reform 
of it? Others had already expressed similar premoni­
"lions. An October 1992 article in The New York Times 
claimed that then-candidate Clinton "has not commit­
ted himself on the crucial qetails that will spell the'*" difference between significant and cosmetic change. 
And it is doubtful that the changes would be as bold 
as Mr. Clinton suggests once Congress, the bureau­
cracy and" the budget weigh in."s . 

Notwithstanding these predictions, President 
Clinton signed a welfare reform bill on August 22, 
1996 that, in his own words, "requires work of recipi­
ents, limits the time they can stay on' welfare ... de- . 
mands personal responsibility, and puts in place 
tough child support enforcement measures."9 Thus 
did the President from whom many expected nothing 
"more than "cosmetic" reforms come to sign into law 
the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act, 'a bill which, according to Time 
magazine, "reversed 61 years of social policy by <::on­

, verting an open-ended guarantee offederal assis­
tance ... into a largely state-administered program 
with time limits OIl benefits designed to pushmost of 
the recipients intq work:'lo 

How is it that two of the most dramatic welfare 
reform proposals of the last ha~f century drew the 
support of presidents who were expected to ma~e 
little progress on the welfare front? More importantly, 
why is it that the Republican President advocated'a 
sweepingly expansionist proposal, while the Demo-

PRESIDENTIAL POWER 	 SPRING 1999 

cra'tic President signed a bill that marked the reversal 
of policies his party: had supported for sixty years? 
The answers to these questions, when considered in 
tandem, paint a compelling portrait of presidential 
power in the late twentieth century. An examination 
of the welfare reform policies o(the Nixon and 
Clinton eras teaches us two particularly valuable les­
sons. The first is that the influence of the modern 
presidency in the policymaking process is, to say the 
least, limited. The second is that a president's success 
as a policymaker and political tactician may be af­
fected. byhis capacity to recognize these limitations 
and work within them in order .to maximize the 
power of his office. 

RICHARD NIXON AND THE 

FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN.(FAP) 


Wh~nRichard Nixon took office'in 1969, the primary 
"vehicle for providing subsidies t6 the poor was (and 

remained throughout his administration) the Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children program (AFDC). 
Although the program was funded federally, it was 
largely administered at the state level. State govern­
mentshad a great deal of latitude in determining who 
would receive benefits, and in what form. In nearly 
half the states, assistance was denied to families in 
which the father was a member of the household. In 

,	other states, payments were disbursed only if the fa­
ther was unemployed. These practices Jed to the ac­
cusation that AFDC encouraged fathers to abandon 
their families so that they could receive benefits. 11 

Another criticism of the program related to the 
wide disparities in benefits between states. Monthly 
payments at that time ranged from $720 in Mississippi 
to $4,~32 in Michigan.12 Consequently, critics claimed 
that the program was severely inequitable. Nixon ac­
knowledged this problem in his speech introducing 
FAP, saying that, "In many.areas, benefits are so low 
that we have hardly begun to take care of the depen~ 
dent."13 The President's plan sought to replace the 
AFDC: system with direct payments undergirded by 
a minimum requirement of $1600 for all states.14 The 
proposal alSo entailed stricter work requirements and 
an expansion of the food stamp program. The in­
creases in total benefits (including food stamps) were 
designed to ensure that subsidies for a family of four 
totaled at least $2,464 per year. IS The payments were 
to be disbursed to both the unemployed and tlw work­
ing poor. All families earning'below $720 ~ year were 
to hav~ received the full benefit, while half of any in­
come earned above that threshold was to be applied 
to a reduction in additionalbenefits.16 
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Inherent in this proposal was the marked expansion 
of welfare provision in the United States. Three times 
as many children, for instance, would have been ~li· 
gible for AFDc payments than was the case under the 
current system. I" Historian Tom Wicker has written 
that, despite past promises to the contrary, "for the first 
time in American history, a president was proposing­
though he carefully avoided the term-a guaranteed 
annual income;"18 The expansionist tenor and sweep· 
ing scope of the plan were a surprise to a great many 

. people. According to historian Stephen A. Ambrose, . 
when Nixon told his own cabinet about FAP, "nearly 
all were opposed, skeptical, shocked, or sat in stunned 
silence."19 The benefit of historical hindsight sheds 
some light on this matter, indi· 

earn about three times as much per hour as the 
black men who fathered the children.23 

The Family Assistance Plan allowed Nixon to give ev­
e~one what he ~erceived to be his orher just rewards. 
First, it entailed a substantial increase in funding for the 
p60r, and second, to the extent that it streamlined and 
stbdardized the allocation of benefits, it limited the I' ,
power of the bureaucracy. In the President's words, the 
plb was designed to IIelimina,te sodal workeJ1!' snoop­
mg which is essentially beratmg."24 

\The fact remains, however, that Nixon had once dis· 
rnipsed outright the possibility of pursuing anything so 
bold as FAP, and it is hard .to believe that his empathy 

. \ . ' . Jor the poor and his distrust of 
cating that the President de· -----,--~,~'-~\------ the.bureaucracywere so com­
cided to support 'FAP in part . "'Although he empathized pellingastoconvince~s~on.
because he sincerely believed in . . ' . I taneously to change hls mmd. 
the merits of the proposal, and WIth the poor, Nlx~n ~ther',it.seerns more likely that 
in part because of the limitations despised the "'b.ureaucratic his declSlon was affected by an 
inheren~ to hiso{fice. " , . I., array of factors of which. these 

One of the most important class whom he perceIved to were only a few. Anyexamina­
reasons for Nixon's decision to advocate their inte~ests." .lion of this affair would be in· 
support FAP'was that it ap~ . 
pealed to his genuine sense of 
sympathy for the poor, which was based at least par. 
tially upon his own experience. In a 1968 campaign 
film, he declared that "We were poor ... We had 
very little .... We had to learn the value of money. "20 

In a memorandum to speechwriter Ray Price, he re· 
called the challenges his family faced in his youth: 
"In the depression years I remember when my 
brother had tuberculosis for fiye years and we had 
to keep him in a hospital, my mother didn't buy a 
new dress for five years. We were really quite des· 
perately poor."2! Thus, writes Wicker, Richard Nixon 
"brought to the White House-though it was largely 
unrealized by the public, .. a considerable empathy 
for thepoor."22 . 

Although he empathized with the poor, Nixon de· 
spised the i'bureaucratic class" whom he perceived to 
advocate their iI:lterests. This post-materialist dass­
well educated, well off, and politically active-bore 
the brunt of some of Nixon's most savage vitriol. The 
following quote, in which Nixon talks about social 
workers, exemplifies his penchant for dividing people 
into two dearly differentiable groups - one meriting 
compassion, and the other warranting. reproach: 

They earn very good livings making the black 
poor feel put upon, when they are, which is of­
ten the case, and als9 when they are,not. . ; . On 
average, I would suppose, for example, that 
white womenwhotteach Head Start children 

I ' comp'lete, for instance, without 
:, \ . considering theinstrumental 

, role played by the President's advisers. One of the most 
infl'uentialof those advisers was Daniel Patrick , I . . 
Moyruhan, aHarvard professor whose work was infro. 

: . duc~d to Nixon by domestic policy adviser Martin 
. Anderson.25 A liberal Ivy League scholar with ties to 
botl\ the Kennedy and John.son administrations, 
Mo~anwas not exactly the prototypical Nixon ad­

, ministration official. Nixon's original attraction to him 
. was\rooted in Moynihan's strident criticism of the 
, welfare establishment and of the consensus upon 
: whidh it was built.26 Ultimately, however, Ambrose 
. attributes the hiring of Moynihan to his personal 
charln: "Nixon, like most people, was drawn by 
Mo~an's gift for gab, by the brilliance of his mind, 
. by ruk uncompromising honesty, by his pixie qualities, 
·and the originality of his thought."27 . 

Nf;xonappointed Moynihan to the chairmanship of 
the Urban Affairs Council (UAC), where he quickly 
:forge~ an alliance with Rober( Finch, Nixon's Secre:­
tary qf Health, Education and Welfare (HEW). A fac­
tion formed within the administration in opposition 
to Mdynihan and Finch's relatively liberal coalition. 
That \faction was head~d by economist Arthur' 
Burn~-Counselor to the President-and, ironically, 
Martfu Anderson. Brookings Institution 'analyst A ..• 
JameslReichley mamtains that Nixon"deliberately set 
up competition ,between Burns and Moynihan as an 
admiriistrative technique-like Franklin Roosevelt's 
practibe of playing one adviser off against anotner."28 
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• Moynihan' and Finch began formulating plans tl reform reached its most contentious stage, "it had 
, ,craft a welfare reform proposal involving a negativk become impossible for the President ,to distinguish 

income tax. In March of 1969, Moynihan presented th~ between impressiOnistic and substantive advice from 
Family Security System proposal to the UAC. A mas~ his own staff."lS Reflecting on his time in the Nixon 
ter rhetorician, he was able to pass off his sweeping administration, Arthur Burnsdaims that he was 
proposal as moderate and uncontroversial. Andersonl sometimes uncomfortable with the readiness with 
who was present at the meeting, recalled ,that which the President embra'ced his opinion without 
','Moynihan laid out this, pl<l!1 which was contrary td prolonged consideration: "The President sometimes 
the whole thrust of the q'tmpaigrt and the administra1 would accept my arguments without hearing them 
tion, as I understood it.To my astonishment, all of the ou't. ... This bothered me.... It was wrong of the , 
people sitting around'the table ... began nodding in! President to make decisions without being fully ac­
agreement. They simply did not grasp that what he\ quainted with the problem."36 ' 

was talking about was a negative income tax."29 , , Bums' statement illustrates one of the limitations, 
Bums formulated a rival proposal that establiShed, of the modem presidency and illwriinat~s one <;>f the 

national welfare standards, mandated federal revenue traps into which contemporary presidents sometimes 
sharing with state governments, and fall. Presidents must make deci­
pushed for the expansion of federal I sions on a wide range of issues and 
work~training programs. The pro- "Clinton's critics' are often compelled to rely heavily 
posal represented a farless substan- ,I on others for information and 
tive break with precedent than did ' , pointed out that, for analysis; Their authority is di.qlin­. I
Moynihan's, and Secretary of De- all the apparent, ishedtothe extent that they stray 
fense Melvin Laird criticized it as' sp'eci~cityi o~ hi~ from the fine line thatseparates ef­
"an affirmation of the past."3Q lt1 the , J. I' 'J fective delegation of decision mak­
end,. Nixon turned to Secretary of ' proposals, he had left ing power from abdication of one's 
Labor George Schultz for ~ final rec- h' I" I d bl personal investment in those ded­tmse 

'J c9nsiommendation as to which:of the two era e sions. In this instance, it is clear that 
plans to select. Schultz recom- room witfin which Moynihan played a significant role 
mended that the President adopt' to maneuver. II , in Nixon's decision making process. 

. Moynihan's position while incorpo- ,I It is an open question as to whether 
rating elements of the Bums plan ,I that role was too significant. ' 
into the final draft. Nixon' agreed with Schultz's fec- While Nixon's position on welfare reform may 
ommendation and gave the order to proceed as such. " have been affected by those around him, the prin-
In its final form, the proposal, whose name was ciples underlying FAP were not entirely out of sync 
changed to the "Family Assistance Plan", in an effort with his own overarching conservatism. After all, the 
to present it in more benign terms, involved both: in- notion Of a negative income tax was first forwarded 
come support and national standards; it was both a by Milton Friedman, the patriarch of ,conservative 
reformation and an affirmation oithe system already thought in post-war America.37 It is also important to 
in place.3l remember, however, that President Nixon came to 

Moynihan's role was pivotal'throughout this pro- power during a period of dramatic public sector 
cess. He was, to a large extept, responsible forNixo~'s growth. The argument between Nixon and his politi­
decision. He submitted numerous missives skillfully , cal.opponents was rarely about whether the govern-
stroking Nixon's ego. He told Nixon that it was his' ment ought to expand or shrink; few questioned the 
destiny to play the role olan AmeriCan Disraeli-'-a merits (or at least the inevitability) of governm~nt 
"Tory man with liberal polides."32 He convinced the growth. Rather, the debate more often centered on the 
President that FAP would "strike a hard blow at the, question as to how much the government should 
welfare bureaucracy."33 He'appealed in one memo to grow, and at what rate. In response to FAP, for ex-
what Wicker describes as lithe President's well-docu- ample, Democratic presidential nominee George 
mented love for the big, jaw-dropping gesture" by McGovern proposed an even more expansive pro-
writing in all capitalletters that supporting FAP w!'ls, gram with even higher subsidy levels.38 One could 
"THE SINGLE MOST DRAMATIC MOVE YOU ' argue, then, that to be a conservative during tI1f Nixon 
COULD MAKE. "34 era was to argue not for the dismantling of the wel­
. It is entirely possible that Nixon was too dependent 'fare state, but for a different and more tempered in-

upon the advice ofhis staff. Historiap Joan Hoff-Wil- carnation of expansionism. Unable to recast the 
son'asserts that, by the time the debate over welfare fundamental terms of the political debate of his day, 
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Nixon was constrained instead to work within its 
parameters. In this respect, his'support for FAP was,' 
as much a simple acceptance of the politiCal center of 
gravity as it was a bold stroke of leadership. 

In the end, of course, President Nixon is not best 
remempered for his innovations in welfare policy. His 
historical legacy was of a different nature than he had 
either hoped 'or anticipated. Even had the scandal of 

, " ....: .. , \ 
Watergate not dad;:ened his. presidency, FAP, was 
never destined to have ,been regarded as one of the .. 
highlights of Nixon's tenure in the White House, be­
cause it was never enacted. It was twice passed by the 
House and held up by the Senate Finance Committee, 
which refused to send it to the Senate floor for a vote: 
The full Senate then deleted a compromise version of' 
the plan from a larger spending bill, effectively mark-. 
ing the.end of the'legislative life of the Family Assis­
tance Plan.39 

According to Wicker, "the overriding barrier to con­
gressional approval [of FAP) was a strange but potent 
liberal-conservative alliance that sprang from the na­
ture of the proposal."40 Conservatives, he said, had 
numerous reasons to oppose FAP. Not least among 
them was the argument-forwarded fervently by Gov­
ernor Ronald Reagan of California-that it was far too 
expensive and would encourage idleness among ~e 
program's beneficiaries.41 Liberals, meanwhile,' com­
plained that the work requirement was toostif(and 
that the subsidies were too small.42 This odd coalition 
of Democrats and Republicans was strong enough to 
defeat the President's.plan by ensuring that it never 
made it on to the Senate floor ilia palatable form. 

Nevertheless, political scientist Carl Lieberman 
,maintains that, above and beyond the obstructive 
machinations of the bill's opponents, one must con­
sider the wider context in which Nixon was attempt­
ing to make policy: 

If a president has a good working relationship 
,	with major constituencies - the electorate, his, 
party organization, the news media, Congress, 
and the bureaucracy - he probably stands a bet­
ter chance of overcoming the structural, politi­
cal; and ideological obstacles that stand in his 
way. Unfortunately for Richard Nixon, either, 
the relationships were never good, or they de­
teriorated during his second t~rm as a result of 
Watergate.43 

If Lieberman's claim is true, then the successful real-, 

ization of an undertaking as momentous as FAP re­


. quired more than the simple support of the Oval 

Office. Richard Nixon-a conservative President who 

had, throughout his political career, made enemies at 
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"aIremarkable rate-had little hope of passing a major 
~form p~inised at leastpartly upon distinctly liberal 
dispositions. 

BILL CLINTON AND THE PERSONAL 

RESPONSIBILITY AND WORK OPPORTUNITY 


RECONCILIATION' ACT 


D~spite the Nixon administration's failure to secure 
the passage of FAP, the number of AFDC recipients 
rerhained relatively stable from 1971 to 1989. Never­
thJless, that nurriber swelled by 30 percent over the 
su~sequent five years, and, by the time Bill Clinton 
too.1< office in 1993, nearly one1n every seven Children 
was receiving welfare benefits. In total, fourt~n mil­
lion people were on the welfare rolls, and the annual 
cost of the program had grown to almost $26 billion. 
Co~gressii:mal Quarterly reported that a broad consen­
sus\was developing among Democrats and Republi­
cans alike that the system was broken and that "the 
tim~ is ripe to attempt welfare reform."44 , , 

'Fhat President Clinton at least ostensibly embraced 
i' 	 ,

this consensus should have corneas no great surprise. 
, As ~ candidate, he promised to fulfill his pledge to 
, "enq welfare as we know it" by placing time limits on 

welfare benefits, expanding job training programs, 
sanc\ioning recipients who did not find work 'once 

. theiil'time limits had expired, and guaranteeing jobs 
, to W:elfare recipients by offering them community 
, service jobs in the absence of offers from the private 
sectdr. One could even find in Clinton's plans a dis-i . 	 . 
tant echo of FAP-he proposed to guarantee all work­

.ers a\ minimum income by expanding the Earned 

Income Tax Credit (a tax credit for the working poor) 


'in or~er to raise ~e earnings of all full time workers 
to at.least $13,924.45 

. La~e~ on in the campaign, though, he admitted that 
his pJoposals, which carried with them an estimated 
price Itag.of six billion dollars,. might not be afford­
able.i Some critics pointed out .that for all the appar­
ent specificity of his proposals, he had left himself 
considerable toom within which to maneuver. For 
examMe, he did not specifically define what "sanc­
tions"\he would impose upon recipients who did not 
f.ind ~ork wi~in the allotted period of time. Nor did 
he,Say\' who might be exempt from the work require­
ments, or whether the job training programs would be 
ql.and~tory for allAFDC recipients;47 , , 

Pre~ident Clinton did little to assuage his critics'.. ' 
concerhs duringthe early part of his first term. The 
five-y~ar budget plan he released in April of 1993 was 
devoid of any mention of welfare reform.48 The ad­
ministtation focused most of its attention during its 
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first two years on the ill-fated healthcare ~itiativl 
rather than on welfare, prompting loud protests frorit 
Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D-NY), who ak 
chairman of the Senate Finance COrrunittee (the verY 
committee that had prevented the passage of the Famr 
ily Assistance Plan), threatened to "hold health care 
hostage" until the administration produced a welfarJ 
reform bill.49 "We don't have a health care crisis in'thiJ 
country," asserted Moynihan. "We do have a 'W,elfarJ 
crisis. And we·can do both."50 . I 

The President did eventually formulate a welfare' 
reform plan, which he unveiled in June of 1994. it was' 
similar to the one he had proposed during his cam­
paign, with a two-year time limit on benefits and an 
aggressive jobs program. The Economist claimed that 
the Presid!'!nt's proposal amounted to "one of the most 
r}ldical welfare plans ever proposed byan American 
president."51 However, many conservatives were dis­
satisfied with it. The National Review complained that 
the work requirement amounted to only fifteen hours 
per week, and that it would apply to barely six per­
cent 6f AFDC recipients because it was so riddled 
with 100pholes.52 Moreover, the proposal entailed 
spending increases that were unacceptable to many 
Republicans. According to Congressional Quarterly, 
"helping move people from welfare to jobs~with 
training, child-care help and other assistance-ptom­
ised to cost the fede'ral government more, not less. . . . . 

. And Republicans wer~ looking at welfare reform as 
a way to save billions of dolla,rs in federal spending."53 

The President's plan made no legislative progress 
that year. After the midterm elections of 1994, the 
politicallandscape-and the nature of the debate over 
welfare - had shifteddramaticcilly. HaVing assumed 
a majority in both houses of Congress, the Republi­
cans made welfare reform a high priority. In late 1995, 
Congress passed the Personal Responsibility and 
Work Opportunity Reconciliation A<;:t on largely party 
line votes. The bill imposed time limits 'on benefits, 
and 'via the mechanism of block grant funding, de­
volved to the states all responsibility for the provision 
of welfare services. Among the bill's'more contentious 
components were provisions denying services to non­
citizens; drug addicts, children, and the disabled.54 

Clinton vetoed the bill twice, first as part of a budget 
reconciliation bill, and then as,a stand-alone bill 
passed by Congress after the initial veto.55 In a s.ta,te­
ment accompanying his second veto, the President 
said that, while the bill contained many elements 
which he supported (such as time limits and work 
requirements), it also included unacceptable cuts' in 
health care, food stamps, tax credits for the working 
poor, and benefits for children arid immigrants. 56 ~ 

The President delivered his second veto on Janu­

ary 6,1996. Congress took up the question ofwelfare 
reform again in May of that year and added provi­
sions to the bill addressing the President's concerns. 
These changes included the elimination of a proposed 
cap in annual spendii\g on food stamps and a partial 
restoration of services for children and the disabled. 
Nevertheless, the bill stillcontained substantial cuts 

,in welfare programs, and it retained the provision 
derying benefits to legal immigrants. 57 It was eventu­
ally passed by both houses of Congress with the sup­
port of all congressional Republicans and about half 
of the Democrats.58 . 

After weeks of irresolution, the President an- . 
nounced onJuly 22 that he had decided to sign the bill . 
In so doing, however, he pursued the unique tack of 
praising and condemning simultaneously the legisla-
Hon to which he had just put his name: "This act hvn­
ors'my basic principles of real welfare reform .... I am 
proud to have signed this legislation .... I am doing 
so, however, with strong objections to certain provi­
sions."59 Among the provisions to which the President 
objected were the cuts to the food stamp program (al­
though the cuts we.renot as deep as in the original bill) 
and the denial of provisions to legal immigrants.60 

.. Nonetheless, he declared that the bill represented "not 
simply the ending of a system which too often hurts 

. those it is supposed to help, but the beginning of a 
new era in which welfare will become what it was 
meant to be: a second chance, not a way of life."61 

Congressional Quarterly projected that the bill was 
going to create about $54.6 billion in savings by 2002­
a far cry from six billion dollars in increased spending 
that candidate Clinton had advocated in 1992. Senator 

. Moynihan decried the bill's passage, declaring that 
"this is not welfare reform, but a welfare repeal. It is the 
first step in dismantling the social contract that has been 
in place in the United States since at least·the 1930s."62 
How was it that a president from Moynihan's own 
party-the party largely responsible for the creation 
and growth of social welfare programs in the United 

. States-came to sign ,a retractive Republican welfare 
reform bill? 

One oft-cited explanation is that of political expe­
diency. His campaign pledge to "end welfare as we 

. know it" had contributed powerfully to the image of 
Bm Clinton as a "New Democrat," which, in turn, 
helped him win the White House. He was up for re~ 
election in 1996, and he needed to be able to demon­
strate to the. public that he was capable of making 
good on his promise, and so he did, Clinton's signing 
of the welfare reform bill wasregarded by many as the 
final nail in the coffin of the Dole campaign. In fact, 
Bob Dole was actually hoping for a veto from lite Presi­
dent on the very bill which he, as Senate Majority 

, , 
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Leader, had helped to craft.63 "Bill Clinton's signature j 

on the Republican-drafted welfare-reform bill turned 

out to be so popular," wrote journalist George 

. Church, "that the President bragged about it over and 
over to enthusiastic crowds."64 The Economist claimed 
that, to "the extent that the President's decision was to 
be a defining one, "it is most likely to prove, once and 
for all, not that he is a New Democrat ... but that he 
is what everyone knew him to be all along: a consum­
mate politician."65 

Nevertheless, it would be difficult to ascribe the 
President's decision solely to callous political maneu- . 
vering. By the time he signed the bill, he was already 
well ahead of Dole in the polls, and many believe that 
his signature was not necessary to secure reelection.66 

His deciSion was surely based at least in part on the fact . 
that he actually agreed with much of the substance of 
the legislation, just as Nixon genuinely approved of 
many elements of FAP. Clinton had alway~ advocated 

.transforming the system in order to make it incumbent 
upon able-bodied reci12i­
ents to find work within 
a specified period of time. 
rn this respect, the end 
(and even some of the 
means) of the bill were 
not unlike those that the 
President had always 
advocated. With the Re­
publicans comfortably 

-


, Jere going to suffer heavy losses in the midterm elec­
ti~)flS of 1994, and his prediction turned out to be true. 
"~t was in>th4> fallow stage of his presidency," writes 
journalist John Hohenberg, "that he decided to experi­
rrlent with some ... Republican ideas."&.! Put another 
wky, itwas at this stage of his presidency that Clinton 
Wrned to Dick Morris. Morris warned the President 
thkt he had drifted too far to the left. The liberal con­
sehsus that had once dominated the political debate 
h~d dissipated, and the President could not govern 
effectively until he accepted this reality. He encour­
ag~d the President to adopt a political strategy called 
"tiiangulation": .the appropriation and synthesis of 
th~ best elements of traditional liberal and conserva­
tivk thought in order to create a new id~ological para­
dibn. This notion appealed to Clinton, who'thought 
of himself as an innovative and transformational 
leaaer. In order for this strategy to succeed, Morris 
told the President, he was going to have to rethink his 

. approach to welfare, whiCh, he said, had become a' 
loser for Democrats.7o 

He stressed this point . . ..' I' to Clinton at every tum. 
. . "Just asDaniel Patrick Moynihan had Journalist Bob Wood­

1 . 

been a gadfly for reform hjor t~e Nixon ward writes that Morris 
. was at one point "liter-'

Administration, 50 was IDick Morris , I ally begging him" to sign 
for the Clinton Administr:atioti.': the Republican welfare 

. . 


.ensconced in the majority in Congress, he may have 
perceived this to be his final opportunity to:enact real 

. reform, flawed though it might be. This was the ex­
planation that the President himself offered when he 
said upon signing the bill th<;lf, despite his strong ob­
jection to certain provisions, he was doing so, be­
cause "the current welfare system is fundamentally 
broken, and this may be our last best chance to set it 
straight. "67 . 

Another parallel with the circumstances surround­
ing FAP is the crucial importance of the President's 
staff in his decision to sign the bill. Just as Daniel 
Patrick Moynihan had been a gadfly for reform for the 
Nixon administration, ?o was Dick Morris fOJ:: the 
Clinton administration. Morris was a political consult­
ant from Connecticut who had first worked for' 
Clinton during his initi~l guoernatorial campaign. 
Like Moynihan, Morris was more often associated 
with the President's opponents than he was with the 
President. 'He worked almost exclusively 'for Repub-> 
licans, and like Moynihan, he had a keen ability to 
channel the President's longing for renown into spe­
cific policy stances.68 

He had cautioned the President that the Democrats 

. I· reform bill. 71 Senior 
\ . Presidential Adviser 

George Stephanopoulos and Deputy Chief of Staff 
Harbld Ickes, two of the most liberal members of the 

I .. . 

Wh~teHouse staff, took up the mantle of Martin 
Anderson and Arthur Bums. They became foils for 
MoAis in much the. same way that Anderson and

I . . 
Burris had done for Moynihan. Stephanopoulos, 


: writbs Woodward, "was going through hell with ... 

Dic~ Morris ... Clinton obviously trusted Morris's 


: instfucts on how to position himself .... Previously, 

instihets had been part of the Stephanopoulos portfo­

'lio.n!StephaI\opoulos and Ickes urged the President 
not ta sign the welfare reform bill, arguing that it was 
bad Roliey, and that signing it could only enhance his' 
,repu~ation for waffling on controversial issues.73 

Af.ter vetoing the first two versions of the bill, the' 
Presi~ent put off his decision on the third iteration for 
'months. When it became 'evident that the bill's pas­
sage ras imminent-a vote was possible within a 
numoer of hours - he convened a meeting of five cabi­
!let sebretaries and five key advisers. He gave each one 
the o~portunity to voice his or her opinions on the bill: 
Secre~ary of Treasury Robert Rubin, Secretary of 
Health and Human .. Services Donna Shalala, and 
Housing Secretary Henry Cisneros all counseled a 
:.' ..\ " . . . . 

• 	 '. ' < 
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veto, while Secretary of Commerce Mickey Kantor 
and policy adviser Bruce Reed recommended tijat he 
sign it. Shortly after the meeting ended, he told Vice 
President Gore that he had decided to sign the bill. He 
formally announced his decision shortly thereafter.1~ 
Some of the meeting's attendees thought that the 
President had already made up his mind by the'time 
they were convened, while others'were convinced 
that, despite Morris's admonitions, he had been as yet 
Undecided. Regardless, it seems that at the very least, 
Morris had a meaningful impact on the President's 
decision to sign the bill, just as Moynihan had been 
instrumental in Nixon's decision to support FAP. 

Ultimately, it was probably a mixture of the influ· . 
, ence of the President's staff, the weight of political .. 

considerations, and the impact of Clinton's own 
policy priorities that led him to sign ,the bill. The leg­
islation contained, enough appealing elements that he 
was unable to dismiss it out of hand. Additionally, 
Morris had convinced him that signing it would gUar­
antee him reelection and provide him with an oppor­
tunity to move the Democratic Party closer to' the 
political center. As Hohenberg'put it, "with the aid of 
Dick Morris ... he had brought his party back from. 
the dismal swamp of defeat in the 1994 congressional 
elections. Could so promising a trend now be aban­
doned?"75 Apparently not. 

RICHARD NIXON AND BILL CLINTON: 

CONTRASTING ARCHETYPES OF 


CONSTRAINED LEADERSHIP 


From now on, any comparisons of Bill Clinton and 
Richard Nixon will almost inevitably begin with .the . 
observation that both their presidencies ,were marred 

. by debilitating political scandals. They have much 
more in common, however, than this singularly un­
fortunate distinction. Both men struggled to'reconcile 
their ownideological predisposition with the prevail· 
ing views of their time. Both were forced to work with 
a legislative branch controiled by the oppqsition 
party. Both yearned to leave a lasting mark on their 
nation's history, in the hope that those who recQrd 
that history mightlook favorably upon their legacies. 
In endeavoring .to. create lasting legacies for them­
selves, both Clinton and Nixon found that their abil­
ity to lead was circumscribed by a set of inalterable 
parameters. They could not govern without working 
with a hostile Congress. They could not make deci· 
sions without relying on the counsel of advisers who 
measured their success according to the extent t9 
which they were able to sway the Pr:esident to their 
own point of view. And they could not act without 

first considering political ramifications of their ac­
tions-to do otherwise would surely doom their ef­
forts to failure, as was the case with FAP. 

Political scientist Stephen Skrowronek has exam­
ined the boundaries that constrain all modem Presi­
dents. Hearkening back to Lieberman's discussion of 
the "structural, political, and ideological obstacles" 
with which Nixon had to deal, Skrowronek contends, 

. that presidential leadership has become stifled by all 
the "systems and processes" that now represent the 
interests of those who have a stake in the activities of 
the federal government. He asserts that these barriers 

.are so imposing as to have brought about "the prac­
tical disintegration" o{Presidents' authority to gov­
ern in the latter partaf the twentieth century.76 If 
Skrowronek is correct, then we cannot attribute to 
Presidents Nixon and Clinton a great deal of respon­
sibility for the policies of their admwstrations. Those 
policies were, instead, the inevitable result of "sys­
tems and processes" over which they had little-if 
any-:-<:ontrol. 

In a certain sense, this is true. ,President Nixon ul­
timately failed to reform the system, and, for all Presi­
dent Clinton's languished soul-searching, the simple 
factof the matter is that the final vote on the RepubJi­
can bill was decisive enough to override. a presiden­
tial ~eto.71 Moynihan and Morris serve as powerful 

,metaphors for the' forces that confined these Presi­
dents. Moynihan was, for Nixon, the voice of the lib­
eral consensus of the day, and Morris was Clinton's 
anchor to the political center. Moynihan's portrait of 
Nixon as a "Tory man with'liberal policies" and. 
Morris's grandiose talk of ideological triangulation 
were, once distilled, nothing more than injunctions to 
embrace boldly the institutional and political bound­
aries'within which the modem presidencY,must op­
erate. Upon embracing them, a Republican may 
suddenly find himself fighting for guaranteed, annual 
income, and a Democrat might hear himself herald­
ing proudly the rewriting of the social contract to 
which his party has staked its legitimacy for over half 
a century. 

Yet, having embarked upon this course, Presidents 
Clinton and Nixon met with differing degrees of suc­
cess. In the simplest terms, it was Bill Clinton, not 
Richard Nixon, who actually signed sweeping welfare 
reform legislation. Once Nixon's FAP failed, he opted 
not to pursue further any major welfare legislation, 
and he directed his staff to "Flush it. Blame it on the 
budget."~ But Clinton, having made no pr<?press on 
his o\;Vn proposal and having already vetoed two 
Republican welfare bills, elected to sign the 1996 bill 
because,he said, it was the country's "last, best hope" 
for re(il welfare reform. 
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Furthermore, it was Clinton, not Nixon, who was 
able to capitalize politically upon the difficult situa­
tion in which he found himself. After the death of 
FAP, Nixon just blaIJl.ed "the damn social workers," 
and resigned himself to failure, reasoning that "politi­
cally, I wasn't going to pick up by reason of my sup­
port of FAP ... a substantial number of the liberal 
democrats."1'9 Clinton, however, ever the political 
animal, was able to fum the systemiC weaknesses of 
his office into a politicaiasset by signing a bill for 
which he claimed to have only partial responsibility. 
He took credit for the creditable elements of the bill 
and disavowed the rest. Having done so, he enhanced 
his own popularity (thereby improving his chances 
for reelection) and he furthered the Mortis strategy of , 
repositioning his party closer'to the middle of the 
political spectrum:. To the extent that the President's 

, , 	 victory in 1996 and the Congressional Democrats' 
surprising success in 1998 can be attributed to the 
party's having successfully rehabilitated itself, Bill 
Clinton's ,decision to sign the welfare reform bill 
stands as a testament to his political mastery. Unlike 
Nixon, he recognized' his limits and, worked' within 
them, endorsing a reform of welfare ,policy ,that was 
far from IIcosmetic" and scoring a political victory for 
himself and his party. 
. This is not in any way to say that the Personal Re­
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation 
Act was necessarily a good thing for the country, or 
for those to whom the President and Congressional 
Republicans claimed it would extend a "second 
chance." It remains to be seen whether the now-fall­
ing welfare rolls truly reflect an amelioration in the 
lives of the nation's poor. Nor is it yet apparent 
whether the President will be able to keep his prom­
ise to soften the impact of the harshest elements of the 
bill. President Clinton is to be respected for his politi­
cal prowess; it remains to be seen whether he is like­
wise to be commended for his policy leadership . .In 
either case, however; he was at least successful in 
achieving some sort of reform, and in tumingthe situ­
ation to his political advantage. Nixon, meanwhile, 
deserves credit for the fact that, despite the enormous 
controversy it generated even within his own admin­
istration, he was bold enough to support truly pro­
gressive and transformational welfare legislation, 
largely, it seems, because he simply pelieved that it 
was the right thirig to do. 
, The welfare reform policies of the Nixon and 

Clinton administrations provide us with a number of 
insights into the distinctive nature of the modem 
presidency, and into the distinc;t natures of two mod­
em presidents. Richard Nixon and Bill Clintqn faced 
many of the same in,stitutional and systemic con-
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str~ints, but they dealt with th~m in different ways. 
In many respects, Clinton comes across as the more 
sa~vy of the two presidents, and Nixon (perhaps sur­
prisingly) as the more principled. Ultimately, the sto­
rieJ of the Family Assistance Plan and the Personal 
Re~ponsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation 
Actdemonstrate that the presidency is but one cog in 
the!complex policymakingmachinery of the federal 
go~emment: It is for each individual occupant of that 

, office to determine how best to utilize his, or her con­
stra~ed policymaking and pblitical authority. It will 
be tpe task of future presidents to take up the mantle 
,of their predecessors and continue the struggle to 
unl~ck the full potential of the modem presidency.
l' ~ 
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WASHINGTON OUTLOOK 
Welfare Reform Makes a Case for Boosting Welfare of 
Working Poor 
. In the Urban Institute study, surprisingly few fonner recipients were 
receiving the Medicaid and food stamps for which they remain eligible. 
By RONALD BROWNSTEIN . 

rnJ,'I hen the nonpartisan U.rban Institute recently released the 
UJjmost detailed study yet ofwomen who have left the 

. welfare rolls, it offered ammunition to both critics and 
supporters of the landmark 1996 welfare refonn law. 

Supporters pointed to the findings that 71 % of the women 
who had left welfare from 1995 through 1997 were still off the 

. dole--and thaf61 % of them wer:e working, at wages 
significantly above their welfare benefit, and comparable to the 
wages for all low-income working families. Critics noted that 
fewer than one-quarter of the fonner recipients had health 

. insurance in their new jobs, and that about a third reported 
economic strains such as being forced to reduce the size of 
meals at some point in the last year. _ 

Yet, those economic difficulties were not significantly 
greater than those reported by other low-income working 
families who had not been on welfare recently. And that 
convergence points toward what may be the most important 
lesson ofthe Urban Institute study: the need for policies to 
bolster all working families struggling to stay out of poverty. 
One of the unanticipated benefits ofwelfare refonn may be to 
bring that need into clearer focus. 

Few issues in Bill Clinton's presidency have generated more 
anger on the left than his decision to sign the ~elfare refonn 
bill--which ended the federal entitlement to welfare, imposed 
strict work requirements on recipients and set a five-year 
lifetime limit for aid. That liberal resistance is flaring again in 
the Democratic presidential race,. with fonner Sen. Bill 
Bradley, who voted against the bill in 1996, continuing to 
criticize it. Yet the irony is that welfare refonn, by moving 
millions of welfare recipients into the work force, may 
strengthen the case for one of the left's top priorities:. 
supporting the working poor. 

Before welfare refonn, the campaign dialogue about poverty 
inevitably collapsed into an argument about whether welfare 
recipients should be· compelled to work. But now that work is 
required, there's more discussion in both parties about ensuring 
that work is more-rewarding than welfare. When liberal Sen. 
Paul Wellstone (D-Minn.) says that "ifpeople work hard, they 
shouldn't be poor in America," he expresses a sentiment with 
far more popular support than the idea that no one on welfare 
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far more popular support than the idea that no one on welfare' 
should be' poor. 

That's evident even in the actions of a Republican-controlled 
Congress usually skeptical of new federal initiatives. Since, 
1996, Congress has approved an increase in the minimum 
wage, a $24-billion program to provide health insurance for the 
children of working poor families, and a measure permitting 

states to use federal Medicaid dollars to cover working poor 


, adults (which six states, including California, have now done.) 

In 2000, both Bradley and Democratic opponent Al Gore 

are looking to do more. Gore. has already called for a $1 hike in 
the minimum ;wage, an increase in the earned-income tax credit 
for married couples and government funding for universal 
preschool--which could ease the day-care crunch for working 
parents. Bradley is mulling his own proposals to raise incomes, 
subsidize day care and provide health care to low-income 
families. 

Yet Bradley has taken a long step away from Gore by 
challenging the welfare reform law itself. Aides say Bradley 
hasn't decided how, if at all, he'd seek to revise the welfare law. 
But in an interview, he made clear that his objections to the law 
are fundamental--so much so they would demand basic changes 
if he acted upon them as president. 

Bradley criticizes the decision to end the federal entitlement 
to welfare, the time limits and the bill's core provision--:the 
requirement that recipients accept work within two years. "We 
know the most important period in a child's life, is from birth 
till age 3, and that's when the bond ,between the mother and the 
child is absolutely critical," Bradley says. "What this bill does 
is break that bond." Asked whether the problem is a shortage of 
adequate day care or the basic requirement that mothers on 
welfare leave the home to accept work, Bradley insists: "Both." 

'In a separate interview, Gore planted himself firmly on the 
opposite side. He expressed puzzlement about Bradley's 
objection to the law's two-year work requirement by noting that 
both partners now work in "7 of 1 0 American families with two 
parents"--and that few of them are given two years ofmaternity 
leave. And he responded with an unequivocal "yes" when 
asked if he would maintain the time limits. Those limits, Gore 
said, are "important as a signal that [welfare] is a way station, 
not a way of life. And there are sufficient exceptions for the 
cases where really the time limit is not appropriate." 

While the spectacular decline in the welfare caseload (down' , 
40% since 1996) has attracted justified applause, the early " 
studies of the law's imp~ct do raise some warning signs. In the 
Urban Institute study, surprisingly few former recipients were 
receiving the Medicaid and food stamps for which they remain 
eligible; as Bob Greenstein, director of the Center on Budget 
and Policy Priorities, points out, that highlights the need for 
more effort by states to sign up all working poor adults eligible 
for that aid. Likewise, evidence suggesting that the very 
poorest single-mother families may be, growing even poorer 
since 1995 shows the need for states to target more of their 
mounting welfare block grant surpluses toward training and 
wage support for those with the fewest skills. 

The debate ahead for Democrats may be whether these 
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, problems demand a basic reconsideration ofthe welfare law. 
There's clearly a liberal constituency still hostile to the reform. 
But proposing to loosen the work requiremef).ts or time limits 
could be risky for Bradley even in a Democratic primary'(to 
say nothing of a general election); in one poll last year, 74% of 
Democrats said they wanted the next president to maintain the 
welfare time limits. 

The larger question for Bradley is whether a frontal assault 
on the welfare law could threaten his broader cause of 
assembling a "great coalition" to attack poverty. Without 
moving more families from welfare to work, it will be difficult 
to significantly reduce poverty. (In no state is the welfare grant 
large enough to lift a family over the poverty line.) It's 
reasonable to ask government to do more for families that work 
hard for-low wages. But ifDemocrats retreat from the principle 
that anyone who can work has a responsibility to work, they 
could find it much tougher to argue that government itself must 
shoulder more responsibility to uplift the poor. 

*** 
See current and past Brownstein columns on The Times' 

Web site at: http://www.latimes.comlbrownstein 
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.Executive Summary 

, After nearly 2 years of panisan debate, the Republican welfar refonn bill, which had been 
developed by a series of House Republic¥1 task forces and legislative initiatives extending back to 
1988. was passed by Congress and signed into law by President Clint n on August 22, 1996. After 
years ofstruggle by Democrats to build and then protect anentitlem:'! t-based welfare system in which 
young people were allowed to have chilpren' they could not support d to avoid work. a revolutionary. 
new, law was passed that transformed a major entitlement program required welfare recipients to 
work for their checks. '1)1e essential features of the new law were an nd of legal entitlement to cash 
welfare, a block grant with fixed funding, mandatory work requ' tS, strong sanctions on both states 
and individuals if work requirements were not met, and a S~year limit on cash benefits. 

It has now been more than 5 years sillce 'a majority of states g t a head start in implementing 
strong welfare-to-work programs by acquiring waivers from previa law. nearly 3 years since 
enactment of the national welfare refonn law. and ahnost 2 ye~s sin ,e all states were required to , 
implement its essential features. A review of available evidence de I nstrates that the 1996 law has 
already produced many striking successes. It has converted trJQ5t lac welfare offices from check­
writing operations into welfare-to-work programs; produced by far t greatest exodus from the rolls in , 
the history of any American welfare program; resulted in,a substanti increase in per family funding; , 
played a major role in an unprecedented increase in la'bor force patti ,. 'padon by low-income,especially 
never-married. mothers; been associated with important declines in verty. especially among black >,,-.. 

children; and may have inf1uenced a historic reversal in illegitimate' . These dramatic successes 
were produced by the Republican revolution in welfare workrequire ts combined with the system of 
federal work support programs that provides cash tax credits. health· surance, child care, and other 
benefits to low-wage working families. '\,J:. ') 

, -..I,j I\G>'(
/ .,' , 

Although continued action'is required to soUdify and expand e early successes of welfare 
reform. it is not too early to conclude that the 1996 welfare refonn 1 wis one of the most successfuJ 
p~ces of social legislation in Americanhistory. ' 
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, Introduction 

,The welfare refonn debate of i995-96 was one of the most 
memory. Seldom has a Congressional debate offered such clear . 
Democrats. Democrats were defending an entitlement-based welfar 
over a 60-year period, primarily by Democratic Presidents and Co 
from Republicans. By contrast, Republicans wanted to fundament 
system constructed by Democrats over more ,than six decades. ' 

arti~an Congressional debates in 
rences between Republic~s and 
system that had been constructed 
esses, but with occasional help 
y refonn the welfare entitlement 

' 

At the heart of the Democrat's welfare system was the philo ophy that all citiiens were entitled 
to welfare benefits if they were poor or had low income. This syste 
case of families with'children. Specifically, single mothers with chil 
food stamps, and Medicaid health insuranc~, a package of benefits 
state in 1995. These entitleI:Ile'nts were the mountain in a Iandsea e 
poor and low-income in~viduals and families with cash, health care 

, and social services. . 

was especially generous in the 
ren were entitled to cash welfare, 
orth about $12,000 in the average 
fprograms which provided most 
food, housing, tnlining, education, 

. 

Between the beginning of the New Deal in 1935 and the Re ublican takeover of Congress in 
1995. the welfare debate at the federal level was ~ressed primaril to the questions: . How many 
programs'? and How much'speIidfug? With the ~rtant exception of the welfare ieform debate of 
1987 -88. welfare politics throughout this periodcoDcemed primaril ~w much money the nation 
should spend clothing. feeding, housing, and providing other benefit to the poor. On the eve of the 
Republican takeover of Congress, there were wellciver 300 federal rograms that provided means­
tested benefits and combined federal and state spending on means-t sted programs was $350 billion, 
This proliferution of programs and rapid' growth of spendmg embol ened Republicans to question the 
effectiveness of th~ federal role in'social'policy, and even to questio the entitlement philosophy at the 
center of the nution's welfare policy. 

, . 
Another majo'r development during this period vias that the riginal cash welfare program for . , ' 

single mothers and children, created hy President Roosevelt in 1935 was intended primarily to help 
widows so they could stay at home und'rear their children. But the· rogram changed dramatically over 
the yel.l.rs; hy 1961 neW'ly 2/3rds of the mothers on we1fnre had child en with able-bodied living fathers. 
Muny of these mothers, in. fact, had never been married. ' 

As married mothers with children began to' '~in the worktor e in ever growing numbers in the 
years aft~r rough1y 1970, t eJust cation for them paying higher t es so that nonworking and 
Unn11ln'ieo mothers could stay home with their children rapidly bee e outdated. By the 19708, many 
Americuns began to question why young, able-oodied mothers shou d not be expected to work and 
why the fmher of their children should not he expected to pay child upport. Between the early 19705 
and 1988, Congress frequently debated, and occasionally enacted, 1 gislation designed to force fathers 
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to pay child suppo!'t and require mothers to ""ark or prepare for wo 
were largely ineffective and as the welfare rolls grew rapidly dl.Uing 
welfare actually worked. 

1988-1995: Repub~c~s Deve]op Their Welfare Reform Ideas· 

The welfare reform debate that resulted iuthe Family'Suppo 

..... .9456743.1 ;#22 

k. The work programs, however, 
these years very few mothers on 

Act of 1988 was the'first sign 
that Republicans were beginning to get some traction in their challe ge of the entitlement system. Led 
by Republican members from several committees with jurisdiction 0 er welfare programs. House 
Republicans argued that the entitlement philosophy was deeply flaw d. Such a sys~em pern-litted young 
peopJe who did not prepare for work. did not work. and had childr they could not ·support·to be 
given enough money and benefits to suppon themselv~s and their c . dren. As a result of this syst.em. in 
the crucial years when most yow:ig Americans 'were learning to sup ort themselves and to form and . 
suppOrt families, a significant fraction of 'young adults, often those oncentrated'in inner-city 
neighborhoods. simply learned to live off welfare. In Cloing so, they avoided both work and marriage. 

The solution that came to enjoy increasing support among publicans was to require able~ 
bodied parents to work in exchange for their welfare benefits. As 0 posed to entitlement, Republicans 
argued for a welfare system based. OJ,l the philosophy that public ass' tance must be reciprocal. 
Government should provide benefits fat only so long as able-~died adults prepare for work or actually 
work. The Republican version of welfare is based on the concepts fpersonal responSibility, social 
contract, and mutual obligation between taxpayer and recipient. are in fundamental conflict with the 
entitlement philosophy. . 

This personal responsibility approach did nO[ get very far in However, House an9. 
Senate Republicans. assisted by the Reagan Administration .. did per uade Democrats in the Se~ate to 
agree to two imponam, albeit moderate. steps. toward the agenda 0 personal responsib.illty. First. 
states w~re r~quired to ensure that a small' fraction of the weifare ~a 'elond participate in education and 
training programs. Second. a substantial percentage of parents in t Q-par~t welfare furi:lilies were 
n:4uireu· to work 16 hours per week. However, this requirement w s delayed for 5 years, In addition. : 
Democrats expanded welfare coverage for two-parent families und' anverted child care for .families 1. 
who il!lfr..,welfure into another entitlement. . 

The 1988 reform was modest ancion balanc~ continued the emocratic tradition of increasin 
benetits rather than initiating a serious attack on depeDdenc)' by im' sing strong work ·requirements. 
But .the legislution at le.ast implied the principle that able-bodied ad Its on welfare should be required to 
do something in exchange for their benefits. Work requirements In an that benefits are contingent on 
behavior lUld are not an entitlement. 

. House· Republicans were determined to expand this contract al feature of welfare -- all adults 
receiving benefits must work or prepare for work and tnereby,acce t responsibility for supporting 
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~hemselves and their children. In 1991 and 1992, the House Wedn sday Grou~, then headed by'Vin 1\ 

Weber of Minnesota and Bill Gradison of Ohio, published two det ed papers emphasizing the '\ 
importance of reforming welfare and the:cflntral place of work in su h reform. As a follow-up to thesb 
reports. in early 1993 Bob MicheJ of Illinois, the Minority ~ader 0 the House. appointed a Republicnb 
task force headed by Rick Santorum of Pennsylvania and Tom De y of Texas to write a welfare. } 
refonn bill that would, as President Clinton had proIllised in. the 19 campaign, "end welfare as we . 
know it." 

:' The task force completed its work Jate in 1993 aild introduc d a bill (H.R. 3500) that was 
supported by almost every House Republican. Among several pro' . ent refonns. including a Food. 
Stamp block grant, this bill contained very strong work requirernen . But many Republicans, felt even 
this bill did not go far enough. Thus, a small group of Republicans om the Ways and Means and the 

, Education Connnittees worked during' the Spring and'Swnmer of I 94 to suengt:h.en rhe already strong 
work requirements of H.R. 3500. This task force also ru:ided seve major new provisions addressing 
the issue of nonmarital births, includln8 Ii rohibition on aid for chi! 'of ' rs and a 
requirement that families that bad additional children while on welf: e be ineligible for. an increased 
welfare benefit. This bill became part of the Contract with America and was widely discussed by 
Republican Congressional candidates throughout the COUDtry:in the 1994 election. 

The Pro· Work Provisio1l$ of Welfare R~fonn ' " 

By the time Republicans were ready to introduce their Cont t with America welfare refonn 
bill in early 1995. they had settled o~ five ~form features thIlt. take together. would produce the 
transformation from an entitlement-dominated welfare system to 0 based on work: 

--The end of entitlement to cash welfare for families headed y an aJi!~:J~.,,!i~d ad,91~;__... 

--A block grant with fixed funding~ . 

-~Mumlutorywork requirements; 

,--Sanctions on states and individuals for failure to meet fede. al requirements; and 


. :--A 5-year time limit on cilsh welfare henet1u: .. 

End the'Cash Entitlement. Ending the federal entitlement to cash'welfare' (while retaining the' 
entitlement to foodstwnps and medicaiQ health i!!sunlIlc¢) was the. st controversial feature of the 
RepubUcan bUI. To libe,iais. the creatio'n of weJ,fare entitlements wa one of the most important features 
of American social policy and one of their most valued achievement because entitlements guaranteed ' 
payments to most poor Americans, especially children and their'P nts. Thus, no matter w,hat the 
status of the economy, no matter which politicru party was in cont 1of Congress or the White House, 

, and no matter how large or small the caseload might be at a given ment, payments for every quiilified 
person were guarante~d. ,To conservatives, however. ,entitlements' evitabl~ canied a moral hazard. 
Because recipients were guaranteed payme~ts regardless of their be avior, entitlement policy permitted 

, -.or evenencour.aged dependent behavior such as.nonwork and no 't~l births. Moreover, as long as 

, , 

, ' 
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recipients had a legal right to benefits. it would be impossible to cr te the type of reciprocal welfare 
system conservatives wanted to establish. Conservatives wanted to make it clear that unless able­
bodied, adult reCipients took concrete steps to free themselves fro welfare, such as training for work, 
looking for work, or actually working a fixed number of hours per eek, theirbenefit.swould be . 
~educed or ~wen eliminated. 

Given the popularity of requiring welfare recipients to work for their checks among the 
American public, Democrats faced a dilemma. They could not op se work. But neither could they 
support serious work requirements with sanctions for failure to co ly because these provisions would 
seriouslyu~dermine entitlement. This aspect of the 1995-96debat min"ored the welfare debate of 
1988. Democrats tried to find a compromise between strong work equirements and preserving the 
entitlement, In fact, 30 years of Democratic policies designed to pr mote work while preserving the 
entitlement had failed utterly: Mary Jo Bane and David Ellwood 0 Harvard showed that ~5 percent of 
those on. welfare at a given moment would eventually have spells th t lasted ~ or more years; a student 
of Ellw<;wd's, LaDonna Paveni. showed that the ave a e . th of s a on welfare, counting repeat 
spells, for those on the rolls at a given moment was nearly 13 years; Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children CAFDe) administrative data showed that only around 8 pe cent of recipients actually worked. 
Thus, on the eve of the Republican attack on cash entitlement, welfi e dependency was a significant 
problem 

Republic;:ans saw clearly that entitlement blocked all serious teps toward creating a system . 
based on work and individual responsibility. Hence the entitle1tlent 0 cash welfare had to end, 

. Block Grant Funding. RepUblicans wanted states to have ch more authority over welfare 
program.... , If welfare was to become primarily ajob program, flexi . 'ty at the state and local level was 
u must. The caseworker. who previously was interested primarily' getting the amount of the welfare 
check correct. was now [() hecome ajoh counselor and motivator. ith this new responsibility would 
c.;(lI11~ the need for more authority .- including the right to reduce th benefits of recalcitrant recipients. 

Almost as important, giving states a flXed amount of nloney would provide theIl)' with great 
.inc~ntj\'e to hl:,\lp people leave welfare. Under the old AFDC progt m in which states received 
ulkiitionul tbJeral funds for ~nt:h ne'w recipient added to the welfare Tolls as a partial reimbursement for 
the! increa~t!d cOSt~ and JO!\t federal fund~ fOT each recipient who the Tolls, the state reward for 
helping people find work was a reduction in their federal funds ( ugh states did save money on the 
stat!;! shure of welfare payments), Further. with very modest except ons, the federal funds were 
provided a~ an entitlement to individuals. As a result, they could used only to pay welfare benefits, 
not to help prepare people for work. Creating the block grant (Te porary Assistance for Needy 
FamUie~ (TANF)), and allOwing states to spend their funds on clilld care, transportation, training, 
education, work bonuses, or anything el!:le that would promote inde ndence from welfare, provided : 
both the financial incentive and the flexibility needed to promote ch ge. Fixed funding meant that WIj.eD' 
states helped people leave welfare. they retained control of all the ney saved from the reduction in i 
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welfare payments. This feature of the block grant' gives states grea incentive to help people leave 
welfare for work. 

Another important outcome ofblo~k grant policy is innova on. If states are given maximum 
authority and. flexibility, they will develop widely divergent policies Flexibility yields innovation. 
Through innovation, a host of new and potentially effective welfare strategies can be developed and 
tested. This innovation can be seen in the welfare waiver programs states mounted in the year~ leading 
up to the 1996 reform For example, states began to test welfare d version in which adults are helped 
to find employment or given resources to deal with a crisis, rather t an join the welfare rolls. States 
also began to provide a combination of generous work disregards.' which welfare recipients were 
allowed to keep more of their cash benefit once they found work. d much more stringent training and 
work requirements. Many states also began to dCvelop sophisticat d job readiness programs. usually 
lasting for about a week.; to prepare people for work. These short grams usually involved help in 
networking for job location, practice in job interview skills, help P paring a resume, and lectures and 
discussion about the so-called "soft" work skills such as being punc ual, getting along with peers, 
following instructions, and dressing properly. 

Not only will states use their new flexibility under the block grant to design and implement 
innovative policies. but' states' will also submit their programs to . -party evaluations to examine the 
impacts of their new poliCies. Again. this tendency can be seen cle ly in the state waiver programs that 
preceded national refonn in 1996. Highly competent companies su h as the Manpower Demonstration 
Research Corporation. Mathematica, Abt. and others have been us d by states to test their programs. 
These companies, as wellas a number of research institutes founde by universities, provide states with 
skilled, independent, and reliable evaluations that allow the entire n don to profit from both the 
successes and failures of innovative programs. 

Work Reyuirements. Mandatory work requirements were t e third element of the Republican 
refonn ~tl'ategy. These were the logical expansion of the modest p icipat~on standards that had been 
placed in the 1988 welfare refonn legislation. The intent of work r . quirements was to ensure that the 
atmosphere of welfare oftices changed. Most Republicans believed that when a sufficient number of 
adults on welfare began preparing for work. looking for jobs, findin jobs. am;' then actually leaving the 
rolls, a kind of contagion would tuke piuce in which most able-bodi d adults on welfare w,ould begin to 
perceive a real change and would feel themsdvesundet' pressure to make serious changes themselves. 

\ 

Stiff federal requirements of this type might seem inconsiste t with the philosophy. inherent in 
block grants, that states would have great flexibility in running the' programs. However, few doubted 
that if state programs were to undergo real change. work require nts with teeth would be necessary. 
Thus. the federal govenunent was requiring something that was uni crsally regarded as essential to 
serious welfare retbnn. Second, the actual work requirements and nalties were negotiated d;rectly ( 
with the governors. thereby ensuring that the new requirements acc mrnodated state interests and \ 
capabilities to the maximum extent possible. 
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Sanctions. The fourth element of the refonn strategy was s ctions. Two types were 
embodied in the legislation. First, after 30 years of soft federallegi lation. states had to believe thul 
Washington was serious about welfare reform this time around. A er all, the Congress had been 
passing work and training "requirements" since 1967 and litt1e had appened to change the routine 
check-writing operations of state and local welfare offices. Thus, e Republican legislation contained a /
number Q[ casl:t penalties against states that failed to achieve tbe w rk-re uirements. The governors'­
position was that.as long as the federal government gave them aa uate flexibility and control of 
resources, they would agree to cash penalties for failure to meet th new norms. Congressional 
Republicans took them at their, word. 

, The most prominent of the requirements was the work stan ard under which states had to pla.ce 
a specific percentage of their caseload in work programs every ye . The standard began at 25 1"-0+ 1-L 
percent:of the entire caseload,in 1997 and increased at the rate of 5 percentage points a year until it {c,I- {2.tpv~' 
tea:;hed 50 percent in 2002. States that failed to meet these stand ds were subject to penalties that ","If 
could grow as high as 21 percent of the state's annual block grant. 

Like states, individuals were ·also SUbject to supstantial pen ties. Although states had the 
flexibility to design their own penalty structur~, the federal statute quired states to impose penalties on 

. individuals who failed to meet the workrequrrement and to do so· proportion to the seriousness of 
their failure to comply. At state option, the penalty cou1d iriclude c. mplete termination of cash benefits 
and of adult Medicaid coverage. These penalties reflect the belief ng Republicans that real change 
required that adults on welfare realize they were subje~t t9 serious enalties if they failed to change their 
behavior and work diligently toward independence. 

5-Year Time Limit on Benefits. Finally, individuals weres ~ect to a 5-year time limit on 
henefits paid with federal funds. With the exception of ending the ntitlement to cash welfare, the 5­
year time limit was the most controversial provision of the legislati n. Republicans held that it was vital 
to send young welfare recipients a direct and unambiguous messag from the first day they signed up 
for benefits: namely, that they must begin imrnediately to prepare fi r self support because welfare was 
now ren1pOl'al'Y and not a way of life. 

Democrats strongly opposed this policy, often using harsh r etoric about Republic~s 
uhandoning the poor and being "mean-sp~rited". But Republicans ere insistent that welfare .recipients 
acted irresponsibly primarily becawse entitlement welfare encourag d them to do so. If an emphasis on 
temporary heneth~ were an inherent part of the welfare system. the majority of recipients would 
respond appropriately. Ironically. on thispoint Republicans had n re faith in the abilitofrecipients 
t~nn their liberal opponents. ·The House Floor debate in both and, 1996 is full of Democratic 
claims that without entitlements, recipients and their children woul be in grave jeopardy. To this claim, 
Republicans responded that it was the entitlement system itself that made recipients appear helpless and 
that if they understood from the beginning that welfare was only a mporary support,. and if they were 
given help in preparing for and finding work. they would display th same ability to support themselves 

11 

... ; .' 



\:)t:i~ I. OT • )l,erox I e I ecopJ.erl Uti :l-q-l:1l:j ,0; :l:lt-'M. I 

I , 

... 

.and their families as other AmeriClUlS. Regardless of what disadv tages able-bodied adults faced in 
their persona1lives~ the.welfare system must .11ot provide them wit an excuse [0 surrender their natural, 
, lin' f' .If ffi· , ! /\ :;' ~ ,me atlon or se SU Clency. ,; 1-\ ..~;, / 'j'I ,­

Republicans did agree with Democrats that 'there would be o~;ind~~i~~als o~' ~elfJ.·~\'i~71' 
particularly those with large farrdlies,addictions.personality disord TS. or mentaIlimitations, who would! 
need more than 5 years to achieve independence, Thus. the law all wed s~ates to mak~ exceptions to : 

.: the S-year limit for up to 20 per:cent ~f ~ir caseload in order to a commodate these hardship cases. i 

, , 

Supunary of the 1996 Welfare Reform Law 

The sweep of the 1996 welfare refonn law (P.L.I04-193) In addit~on to. 

establishing the block grant and work program. that replaced the Ai to Families with Dependent 

Children program. the new law su~tantia11y 'changed welfare bene ts for drug addicts and alcoholics. 

Supplemental Security Income benefits for children, fuod stamp an child nutrition benefits, child care 

programs, and welfare benefits for noncitizens. In addition, the c' support enforcement program was 

greatly strengthened by extensive provisions' that' are' generally reg ded as the most important and far­

reaching refonns since the mceptionofthe'program in.'197S. The 1 gislaf:ion also created a new $250 

million program to promotel:lbstinence eduCation for adolescents' every 'state. Although we focus this 

report primarily on the cash welfare and work provisiOns. and to 80 . extent the child care block 

grant, the~ is growing evidence that the impacts of the other provi ions are substantial, 


What We Know So Far 

By themid-1990s, many states were already implementing t ir own welfare refonns based on 
waiver requests granted by the Department of Health and Hu~ S Tvices. Most of these waivers 
involved strengthening work requirements. Encouraging states to se waivers to refunn their welfare 
programs wa.... ut:linnoyative federal policy initiated by the,Reagan dministration as early as 1985. The .,y' 
Reagan, Bush. and Clinton Administrations all actively recruited st es to apply for waivers. B~ 1994 . ~ 
more than half the states had implemented reform programs that' sed requirements on recipients I 
designed to incl'ease work. Then the Republican federal legislation as' enacted by Co~gress and j 

si~ned hy President' Clinton in August 1996. By the beginning of 1 98. every state had implemented its 
ret'oml' pro g.ram. ' .,.. 

. Thus, the nation is now nearly a decade -beyond the early' _.l~mentation of work-based' . 
welfare retorm by many states and over 2 years bey6nd national inl lementation of the federal 
legislation. Although many observers claim that we need to wait fo additional studies, enough is now 
kno.wn to conclude that the immediate effects of welfare reform are positive. To be sure, there are 
issues and questions that need further attention. ,but the criticisms 0 the welf~ refonn legislation hurled 
at Republican sponsors during the Congressional debate in 1995 an 1996 have tumedout to be 
groundless.. There has been no race to the bottom by states~ indeed' many states have increased . . ,~ 
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increase, in hornelessness related to welfare refonn; and there.is no 

state foster care case loads. As we will see, the implementation of 

issues and problems, but the wide} reported predictions of disaste 


By contrast. there is pervasive evidence of a host ofpositiv iqIpacts - on welfare oftices 
around the country; on ca.seloadsizes in nearly every state; on per . y money available to states to 
conduct their benefit and work programs~ on female labor force p . cipation of mothers, especially 
among never-married mothers; and on poverty. In addition, there e hints that welfare reform may be \ 
having an impact on nonmarital childbearing. 

Change at the Locall&vel 

One of the more surprising results of the welfare reformla has been the continuing and even 

growing'volume of stories, stUdies, and reports about its effects. A steady stream of newsletters, 

special reports from research organizations, TV reports, newspape stories, weekly magazine 

coverage, and scholarly studies has hardly slowed since the law wa enacted in 1996. It is doubtful 

that any federal domestic reform since the New ,Deal has generated uch interest and study. 


Many of these studies and stories are about how local' welf e offices have changed since states 
began serious implementation of reform Although the Stories mak for interesting and even exciting 
reading, they do not provide reliable evidence about changes in we are offices across the nation .. 
Everyone from reporters, to scholars. to policymakersappears to I:l ree that welfare offices have 
changed dramaticully. But the real question is how many offices ha e changed and how have they 
ch~nged. -, 

Ari10ng muny good and interesting. studies, one stands out f r its breadth. depth, and even­
handedness. Scholars Richard Nathan arid Thomas Gais of the Stat University of New York have 
conducted u thorough study providing extensive infom'Ultion on we are refonn activities at the state and 
local level in 20 states. Their methods were innovative'but straight orward. Nathan and Gais organized 

, 20 smulJ groups of experienced academic researchers. each of wille conducted an extensive study of 
one state. Using a common protocol. they studied state statutes an regulations, visited local offices, 
exammed administrative and. budget data, and interviewed state and local officials. Each tearn then 
completed standard reponing fom1.."l to summarize the infommtion n each state in a common fonnat. 
The intbnnation they collected and analyz.ed has now been summa . ed by Nathan and Gais in ,a handy 
and readable little book entitled "Jmplementing the Personal Respe sibility Act of 1996: A First Look". 

According to the repens from state after state, the essence f welfare reform has been ~ 


and pervasive change at the local level. More specifically, local offi s that used -to be organiZed 
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primarily to·gather.infonnation from recipients SO they could write welfare benefit checks are now 

engaged much more heavily in. a host of activities designed to help eople work. The changes in these 

offices range from the. superficial to the profound. 


Many offices cha.il.ged their name to remove the word "we " and substitute the word . 
"work". More importantly, Nathan and Gais docu:mented substant aJ chan es in the beh 'or of 
welfare buteaucrllts. Fonner check-writers now turned job counse ors told reCipients and those 
applying for benefits that what they really need.ed was not a welfi check, but ajob. The new "Work. 
Office" was reorganized to provide welfare recipients and applican s with help preparing for and finding 
a job. It is now routine practice for welfare workers to help their" lients" pr~pare resumes, participate 
in classes on job preparation, check wruit adds, use the Internet to d potential jobs, practice j~b 
interviews, arrange transponation, .arrange child care, sign up for t e earned income credit and other .. 
wqrk-related benefits, and panicipateinmany similar activities des ned to lead to actual work, 'usually 
in a private-sector job. ." . 

Three tools that the Nathan and GBis teams, as well as otbe researchers, have found in 

frequent use by local offices.are welfare diversion programs, perso al res onsibilit 'reements, and 


. • > ~ • 

sanctions for failure to perform. Diversion programs, a recent inno ation. are designed to help adults I 
------- • t

applying for welfare avoid actually joining the rolls. 1be the<>ry be. . d this approach is that welfare , 
could ,be habit-fanning (President Franklin Roosevelt used to refer 0 welfare for the able-bodied as a 
. "narcotic") and is therefore best avoided. To avoid welfare, casew rkers'provide advice and services 
to get applicants into the workforce as quickly as possible. Sev states require applicants to search 
for work before they can qualify for welfare benefits. something th t would not have been possible 
under an entitlement system Caseworkers provide assistance in th form of help fuding chUd care, 
fuding jobs, managing family budgets~ and arranging transportatio . Only those who cannot find jobs 
after a serious effort are actually allowed to go on welfare. Many sates have also initiated the practice 
of making one-time cash payments to individuals in need of welf1 because they fnce a crisis of some 
son. In these cases. states provide their clients with cash payment to repair a broken car, make chUd 
care. a,n'angements, pay rent or electricity, or move to acceptable h using. The goal of this approach is 
to make n one-time payment that allows people to continue workirl and thereby avoid going on 
welfare and risking the hazard ot: g~tting trapped. 

A second too I that states have used widely is 'the personal r sponsibility agreement. This 
agreement specifies whut services and benefits the state will provi in exchange for a list of specific 
obligations by the recipient, . In some states, this agreement is little re than a standard fonn With no 
individualized agreements tailored to specific recipients. In other sates, however. the agreement spells 
om in great deutilwhat the 10cal welfare office will do and a series f specific steps clients must take to 
reach self-sufficiency. Th~ersona1 responsibility agreements e d the neW hiloso h of the 
nation's cash welfare system. The agreements show clients that t y no longer have the option of 

. getting something for· nothing .. Rather. the agreement underlines th reciprocal nature 'of the new system 
-- we'lJ do Aif you do'B. nus is precisely the t e of system Rep blicans argued for during the long 
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welfare debate leadin,g up to passage of the 1996 refonn legislation. 

But what if recipients ignore the requirements spelled out in their agreement? Aft!!f all, since 
1967 federal law has required states tp refer appropriate recipients work activities, and yet only after 
the 1996 legislation has work really taken hold. An important part f the answer is that both federal 
and state law now require that serious sanctions be placed on indivi uats who do not Uve up to their 
side of the bargain ... In the past, clients who failed to show up for jo preparation activities or failed to 
search for work were sanctioned with a letter or at most a partial efit reduction. Now 33 states can 
end the family's cash benefit entirely. usually after one or more w s for failure to perform. 

't Few 'on any side of the welfare refonn debate question the' ortance of sanctions in explaining 
why the welfare rolls have declined and work has increased. In fact Robert Rector of the Heritage 
Foundation has recently found that th~ states with strict sanctioning policy have much greater caseload 
declines than states with weak sanctions. Rector divided states into three categories according to the 
strength of their sanctioning policy and found that states with stro sanctions have had average 
caseload reductions of 42%, those with moderate sanctions average 28 percent reductions, and those 
with weak sanctions averaged 17 percent reductions. Caseload dec . es, iIi short, were directly related 
to the magnitude of sanctions, ' 

The Republican welfare refonn law a.i.rned to change the be vior of bureaucrats and through 

them the behavior of welfare recipients and potential recipients. Th re is now nO doubt that welfare 

bureaucracies throughout the nation have changed. Such change w the first and essential step in 

refonning welfare and thereby reducing dependency and increasing elf-reliance. As Richard Nathan 

has observed, all they did was pass a law in Washington. Of course Washington has done that many 

times before. But this time the law has produced dramatic changes the behavior of both welfare 

hureaucraL:ie~ and welfare workers throughout the nation. 


Cu!\e1oud Reduc.;tiom; 

, Consid~rati()n of the effects of welfare reform must begin w' h caseload reductlons, Many 
. c.;ritic!' huve pointed out thut reduced caseloads cannot be the only 0 even the.major goal of welfare 
rd'onn.. After aU. l:aseload reductions can be achieved by simply fo ing families off the rolls, Even so, 
I.:u!o\eloud reductions; are an exceptionally important measure if for n other reason than that the rolls 
have so rurc~ty dedined in the past. Moreover, young adults cannot chieve self-reliance until they 
ul.:tually leave welfare. 

Thus, it is of great significance that between the spring of 1 94 and December of 1998, the 
most rt:ct:nt period for which we, have data, the numberof families n welfare had fallen a staggering 45 
percent after 4 con:::ecutive years of decline (Figure 1), This caselo d decline is without precedent in. 
the history of cash welfare. In fact, as can be seen by examining the trends in Figure ], ~clines in just 
2 consecutive years are almost unprecedented. In any case, the gre test decline since the Korean War 

..---- ---­
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was amere 8~rcent. No refonn ill the 
,history of any American welfare program 
has produced an impact on caseloads 
that resembles the decline in the cash II 

welfare caseload since the Spring of 
1994. 

Two additional points provide 
perspective on the~ caseload declines. 
First. many people seem to think that 
welfare rolls move up and down in rough 
correlation with the economy -- when the 
economy is good and employment is 
high, the rolls decline; when the economy 
is bad and emplo~n[ is declining, the 
rolls increase. Ahnost every media story 
about the recent caseload declines 
contains the claim that a primary cause of 
thedeclIDe is the booming economy. 

But this view is highly questionable. Consider Figure 2. 
. ____ , both the number of people empJoyed and the number of families on 
~ the booming economy of the 19808. Over this extended economic 

.....- which the economy produced a net increase of around 18 millionjo 
~:'~"'~I increased by over 12 percent. Similarly, as shown in the bottom p 
~ \""v~ years of the current recovery, as the economy was adding about 3 

~xperienced one of its most rapid periods of growth (see Figure 1), 
million families. It was not untilthe Spring of 1994, at which time 
their own welfare reform programs based on work requirements. t 
decline was modest until 1996. when federal refonn was enacted. 
free fall. Even the President's Council of Economic Advi~ors does 
tifth of the caseload decline can be 'attributed to the economy. 

This brief examination of the relationship between the econ 
provides very little support for the daim tha.t the hot American eeo 
decline in welfare caseloads. We have had hot economies before, b 
similar to the current caseload decline. No doubt a good economy 
condition that supports welfare reform, but an expanding econolll)' 
to substa.ntial caseload declines ~:- until now. 

A second interesting point abOut case)oad declines is that, a 
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el of Figure 2, during the initjal3 
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xploding from 4.4 million to 5.1 
ore than half the states had mounted 
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Twenty.eight states 
have caseload declines that ex.ceed 40 percent. seven states are bet een 50 percent and 59 percen,t, 
and three stutes are over 60 percent, One of these states, Wiseons' , experienced a decline that 

. exceeds 80 percent, although some of the Wisconsin de~line may be attributable to fWnilies being 
switched to other programs. 
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If anyone had suggested in 1994 that before the end oqhe ,",101101,,",,"', over half the states w·ould 
have welfare casel6ad declines in excess of 40 percent and that 
their caseload, welfare experts and program administrators w~~ld 
momentous declines have now occl1!1"ed should serve as a caution 
.understand what is happening to cash welfare caseloads in the U 
unchaned territory. Predictions are therefore risky, since they are 

would lose more than half 
l~ughed. The fact that such· 

anyone who t~s they 
States. We are in completely 
based in any way on e"perience. 

The mOst important prediction that should be questione~ is 
go. To put it another way, what percenulge 'of the people who' 

deep caseloadreductions can 
to be dependent on welfare c~ in 

fact join the productive economy ~d support themselves and their jl ..................,.. Expens and media 


mathematical result of the fixed funding feature of the block grant qOlmDlme:Q with the precipitous drop in 

than 75 percent ofthe level 0 f state spending in 1994 on the T1r',\Of'Qt'rI~ replaced by the T ANF b10ck· 
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reporters are now arguing that the caseload reductions cannot go 
primarily of adults who have serious barriers to. work. But until 1 
·adults on welfare were unemployable. Moreover, when three 
overthree-quarters,someoptimism about national 
seems justified. not· 
be dependent on welfare. The national project of helping the 
productive should have no anificiallimits: . 

More Money 'Availableto States: 
.to Help Poor Families 

While caseloads have 
plurruneted. the average number 
of federal dollars per fainlly that' 
stutes have to spend has 
ulcreased substantially. As shown 
in Figure 3, whereas the average 
state had tederal funds that 
av~raged S3,514..ver f~mi1y under·· 
·the old me program. 8$ of : 
Septemher 1998 states had an . 
average of $~699 per fclmiJ~, 

.• 

alnlost twice as nluch ..TIlls 

impressive im,:rease is the 

caseloads. 

As fortunate as this substantial increase in per.family 
understate the total number of additional dollars available to states. 
required to continue spending state dollars (as opposed to the 
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funher because the rolls consist 
many observers argued that most 

have reduced their caseload by 
beyon4 the current 45 pex:cent 

caseload will·........·".." 
or potentially dependent .become 

might be, the numbers in Figure 3 
111is is the case because states are 

dollars just discussed) at not less 
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grant. Given that the natio~al caseload has decline~ 45 percent sin e 1994, even if stateS spend only 
the minimum 75 percent of the 1994 amount (several states spend re). on aper family busisstate 
,spending would stili be much higher than in' 1994. e e 

The welfare reform law' also greatly increased the money a auable to states for the child c~e 
needed to help poor parents \!Jork. According to the Congression Budget Office, the 1996 ref01TI1$e e 

will increase; federal spending o? child care for poor and low-inco e children by about $4.5 billion ov~r 
the 1991. to 2003 period., 

When these three sources of support for poor families are c n1.bined - federal TANF money. 
state maintenance-of-effort funds.- and federal child care funds - it comes quite clear states have 
enough money to maintain benefit levels of those remaining on we are m'ld yet to spend aggressi~ely on 
programs designed to help mothers - and even fathers - enter the 1 bor forc'e or get better jobs. 

,e ' 

Whereas rpany Demo,crats predicted a raCe to the bottom if tates were given full responsibility e 

for cash welfare, the opposite hals happened. States halve used the' money to ~tain and even 
expand benefits, primarily by erous so that working 
mothers could retain mere of their cash welfare benefit. Moreover, many states are investing in child 
care, transportation, post-secondary training, ,education, wage sup ements. and a host of other 

, welfare-to-work services and benefits designed te help poor rnothe s join the workforce. Thus, the 
fmanciallandscape nearly 3 years after the welfare law w'~s enacted is exceptionally positive. 

Work Rates 

A fundamental expectation of the Republicans who insistt:d n strong work requirements was 
that most people who 'left welfare would work. This was an irripo t point during the debate on the 
Flool' of the House. Liberals argued that the poor must have entitl rnent benefits bec~use otherwise, . 
they would net be able to' support their families; Republicans argue thllt most of the poor were capable' 
of supportingthe:mselves but did not because they had been trappe by the entitlement-based welfare . 
system. 

WI"- how have two m.ajor:~ources .of empirical i.t:tformation ~ Whether mothers could leave 
welfare for work. The fl.Tst is national datu sets .on random s'ump1es of the U.S. population; the second 
is studies hy stutes that loc~te und interview former welfare recipie tS. Both sources reveal a dramatic 
i1,1creuse in work. 

To begin with nationiil data, Figure 4' sumITlari.zes data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics on 
the net increase in employment by mothers heading families. As is onsistent with one of the most work 
force increases almost every year. In fuct, between 1~88 and 1995, the averufie net increase was . 
around 170,000 per year. But in important demogniphlc trends of e 20th Century, the number'of 
fe'male family beads who enter the work force increases almost eve year. In fact, between 1988 and 
1995, the uverag'enet incre~se was around 170,000 per year. But' 1996, the year the welfare reform 
law wM enu(:ted and when many states were well along in impleme ting their work programs, the 
nwnber shet up to 272,000, the highest ever until that time. But 27 ,000 was modest compared with .. 

, . 
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female family.neads who enter 

the 1996,lne yeaI' the welfare 

reform law was enacted and 

when'rnan~ . . 


the@76.000net incre~r 

1997. the first full year after 

the federal legislation had . ~ 

passed Congress. Seldom'·. 

has a national data set base~ 

on population samples shown 

a I-year change of this 

magnitude. 
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If we now look behind 19S8.. U90 1991 1m llIN 191)5 1m 1 '\'! r'.( .' 

. this curve to learn more about ,,~-, . l J \ U\,J
~ . Saurce: Bur-.!tIUbar8II.tdIIk:s ' ~..r , 

the types of mothers who ":IF\ J ': 'j \ 
. \\ ,. 

were likely to enter the Jabor . ' . ~. ." \~ 
force, we find that it is pre.cjsel)' low-inco~.lllQlP~rs who displ~y~ .Jhe~Qiggest increase in labor force 
participation. Figure-S shows that·betwe~n 1993 andT998the'Pe entage of never-married mothers 
who were employed increasectfrom 44.0 percent to 61.5 ~cent. increase of 40 percent in 5 years. 
~ .
In the previous 15 years. . 

the biggest increase over a . Fl ure S 

roughly comparable period 
 .Employment-Po ulatlon Ratio orNe'ver 
was 19 percent between . Married M thers, 1978-1998 
1986 and 1991. Again, the' 70 

magnitude of increase in 

labor force participation has· 

no precedent. In trus case, i' So 


however, the evidence J ..0 


applies to never~married 
 ! 30 
mothers, precisely the ones I, ;to
most likely to be on. 4:
welfare. For e){ample, . . c!i. 10 


according to a widely~cited . 
 o~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

1990 study hy the 
...~"o ...",

Congressional Budget 
Office. over half of the 
young mothers who give 
birth outside marriage wind up on welfar~. Similarly. over 60 perc nt of the mothers on welfare at any 
gIVen moment are never-marned. Even more important. never- 'ed mothers are more than twice as 
likely as other mothers to spend more than 8 years on welfJre, It f1 llows.that the unprecedented .-increase in employment by never-marrie~ mothers is a major factor the welfare caseload decline. 

The second source of data on the effects of welfare reform n employment is state surveys of 
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mothers who have left welfare. At least 17 states have conducted t ese surveys and made some of the 

results public. After reviewing the studies produced by these 17 st tes, the U.S. General Accounting 
Office determined that sevenof the studies -- those conducted by diana. Maryland, Oklahoma. South 
c'aroliTIa. Tennessee, Washington, arid Wisconsin -- wer~ of suffici nt quality that rellable conclusions 

,could be drawn from the results. These states located and intervie ed welfare leavers who had been 
off the rolls between 2 and 18 months., 

Two 'findings from these seven states are pertinent to our c Dcem in this section. First. of the 
six states that reported the percentage of welfare leavers who were eIlfP]oyed at the time of the 
interview. ~ll found at least 60 percent of the Ieavers employed, Se ond, in all but one state, at least 80 
pe[cent had been employed at some time since leaving welfpre: se numbers are probably . 
somewhat of an underest~te of the true employment level of toos leaving welfare because in some of 
the s~rveys those who had returned to the welfare rolls were inc1ud d. 

These increases in labor force participation are precisely wh t Republicans hoped to achieve 
with welfare refonn. Now well over a million additional oun me hers, including 'many who were very 
disadvantaged, ~ working rather than langUishing on welfare. Bu in addition to the impacts on the 
lives of individual fa.Iililies, so substantial has been the increase in 1a r force participation that laror 
economists have begun to take notice of the impacts on the Americ economy. Professor John, ' 
Bishop, a highly regarded economist at Cornell University. conclud s that siggle parents have been 
responsible for "almost all ofthe increase in the over ' 1994 arid 
1998, .. Bishop attributes their increased labor force participation t the combined effects of welfare 
retonn and the increased value of the" Earned Income Credit (see ow). 

Poverty 

During the height of the 
welfare dehatt!, u major 
Washington think tank published 
a study daiming to demonstrate 
that the Repuhli(;un welfare 
refonl1 hill w(lUld throw mort: 
than u million l:hildre:.n into 
povel1y. Demo(!rats und liheruls 
in the:. me:.diu used this number 
rekmlcssly to attuck the 

, Re:.puhlil:un bill, It hus now'been 
over 5 years since the states 
began retlml1ing their welfare 
progrums to emphasize work 
and nearly 3 years since weU'ar~ 
refom1 wa.s enacted. Is there 
evidence that the new law has 

, increased poverty'? 
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Figure 6, based on government data from the Census B au and the Department of Health1 
and Human Services, compares the percentage decline in the welfi caseload, the child poverty rate. 
and the poveny fatc among black children for 1995. 1996, 8lld 199 (the lasl year for which poverty 
data are available). Both the welfare caseload and child poverty de line in every year. Most notable if; 
1997, the fIrst full year of welfare refom1 implementation, During t at year, the welfare rolls declined b)' 
aOOst 20 percent, more than in any previous year. Yet during that year, the overall child poveny rate 
declined by around 3 percent and bla;k child po~ declined b n arly 7 ercent. the bi est sin le-~ 
year decline ever. . 
--~ 

"""\ 
Another way to judge the impact of welfare reform on pove y rales is to examine the poverty i 

status of children in states that have had the biggest declines in the' welfare caseloads. As wou1d be 
expected from the decline in welfare caseloads -- as wen as the dec e of federal and state spending on 
cash welfare benefIts, unless there is some offsetting source ofhous hold income, more of these 
mother-headed families are going to be poor. This inevitable effect of reduced welfare income would \ 
be greatest in states that have the highest level of caseload reductio and consequent reduction in 
income from welfare. In this sense, the poveny rate in states with t greatest caseload reductions is 
the most acute test of the claim that the welfare reform bill would . 

Table 1 

Caseload Decline .and Child Poverty Decline i 


High and Modest Caseload DecUnes between 1 


Average Percentage Caseload Av rage Poverty Rate 
Type of State Decline" Chan e (percentage Points) 

High Decline k31.2 


Modest Decline -17.0 


. Source: Congressionul Research·Servictl. 

Table 1 shows the average change in the child poverty rate or the 23 states that had caseload 
dedines of 25 percent or greater us compared with the 27 states ( the District of Columbia) that 
ha<..l caselolld declines of less than 25 percent between 1995 and 19 7. If caseload decliiles caused 
incrt:!use!:i in poverty. we would expect the high decline states to exp rience higher poverty levels. The. 
opposite is the case. The states with high declines actually had an a e lion of 1.8 . \. 

ercemuge points between t 99 and 1997. Not only did the poven rate fall by nearly 2 points in 
states that a IS case 0 clines, but the 1.8 percentage point duction in povertyfu these high 
decline states was actually ~uch greater than the 0.3 percentage po t reduction in modest decline 
states, It is not appropriate to conclude from these results that we e caseload declines cause poverty 
declines, but lx)th the national poverty data. a.nd the analysis of povy in the stateS with the greatest 
caseload declines fail to provide a shred of evidence for the claim t t declines in welfare benefits 
inevitably lead to increases in poverty. Many people on welfare c and have leamed to support 
themselves by replacing welfare income with earnings. 
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Millions of families, previously dependent on welfare, now support themselves the old \ 

I 
! 

fashioned way -- theyearn their money. ' 
i 

!/>It is wOMh pausing here to note how significant these pove y data are. Although the' measure 
of poverty suffers from many shortcomings, it is nonetheless the s' gle broadest and most reliable 
measure of how many American families are experiencing serious e onomic difficulty. When liberals 
predicted that the Replib\ican welfare reform bill would'cause huge increases in children's poveny, they 
were employing one of the most powerful tools in the arsenal of rhods for attacking reform initiatives..
To produce "scientific" evidence that a controversial reform propo al would greatly increase poveny 
was a deeply serious and effective charge. No wonder"that,liberal s holars"social critics, and editorial 
Plilge writers seized upon this prediction and used it to argue that t Republican bill was crueL 

I ' 

, Now. more than 2 years lifter the Republican bill became 1a and produced deep and 
pervasiye institutional changes at'the locallevei, and after the welt e'rolls have declined more than 
anyone prediCted, we find that Eovert has actuiUI declined durin ach ear ofwelf; e reform, that it 
has declined among minority children by an unprec~dented'amount, and·that poverty has declined more 
in states with high caseload declines than in states with modest case oad dedin~s.' That the nation can 
achieve simultaneous dec;' e ~' t9 and ve . a kable acrueveme t.The* TOOst likely explanation is that families have replaced welfare inco with wage income aJ.!.d, as we shall \ 
see, with other benefits that our national policy provides to wor' families. Even TOOre remarkable, itl 
is likely that the offici~ poverty numbers actually understate the nat on's progress against poverty 
because the Earned Income Credit. which can provide almost $4,00 to families with two children and 
whi<;h administrative data show bas increased dramatically in recent years (from $21 billion in 1994 to 

. $28 billion in 1998), i~ ignored in the official poverty calculation. y a cynic could cieny that the 
poveny numbers indicate that AmericaIJ social policy has taken a h . fbt rum. 

lnfommtion on Household Consumption: " 

It seem,,,; '~omewhat curious that the nation's primary poverty measure is based on income. 
In<.:ome is un indir~ct indicator ofwell being; the more direct and re able 'indicator is consumption. In 

\ 
common st;nStl terms; someone is poor if they do not buy the items eqessary to maintain a reasonable 
material existence, 

Fortun~tely. in collaboration with the Bureau of Labor Stati tics, the Census Bureau collects 
'extenSive infonnation from the nation'S households and families on xpenditures. This survey is the 
major source of infonnation on how Americans spend theiT money d how much they spend each 
yeur. The infom'lation enables us to examine the course of expendit res by low-in<;ome, female-headed 

. households over the period of welfare reform we have been examini g ... If weU"are reform, and the 
. <.:onsequent hig declines in caseloads and welfare income, is contrib iQg to a reduction in total family 

in<.:ome, family consumption would decline. ' 

Table 2 contains the spending data for families with self-rep rted income of less than 55,000 
and tor families with incomes between $5,000 and $9,999. course, are the income 
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categories mostlike]y to contain both families receiving welfar~ an families that have recently left 
welfare. 

TabJe 2 
'Personal Consumption Expenditu 

by Low-Income Female-Headed Families, 

ditUTes 

Income Cate 0 1994· 1995 1996 1997 

< $5,000 13,842 13.746 ·14,331 14~734 

$5,000-9,999 .12.002 13.602 ·14.284 14.442 

Note: Figure~ adjusted for in1lation. 

Source: Bureau of Labor StatistiCf' 


Most people are surprised when they first learn that families that reponS5.000 or lessin, 
income also report $15,000 in spending. But this result has been fo d every year the Census Burea.u 
and Bureau of Laoor Statistics have conducted the Consumer ~xpe diture SwveY. Over the years, the 
Census Bureau and other analysts have develoPed several.expl8nati os for how families can spend 
more money than they eam. , TItese include underreporting qf ineo , spending money saved in the 
past, and borrowing. But perhaps the biggest factor is· that some w thy families with substantial 

, wealth in the form of real estate, businhsses. or stocks and oonds. ve' business losses'that reduce their'· { 
net income in a give~ year to less than $5,000 orin some c::~s eve less than:zero .. 

In any case. ·the data for families with reported income of u er $10,000 do not contain any 
indicution thut these families are worse off in 1996 or 1997 than ear ·er. Whatever the explanation for 
spending exceeding income might be: there was a small increase of bout 6 percent between ·1994 and 
1997 in spending by fami.lie's with incomes of-less than $5,000 and much more substmlliaUncrease of 
over 20 percent aillong fa.rilllie5 with inco~s between $5,000 and 9,999. In short. family 
consumption datu are consistent with poverty data. in. refuting the cl . 'that low-income female-headed 

: fainilies are worse off now that theY'r~ceive less income from welf e and more income from earnings. 
. ~ . '. 

'NoIUTIurital Brrths 
. " 

Although controv~rsial in the late ·19805. there now ~eems. t be widespread agreement" that 
nonrnaritaI birt.hS are.a~ the heart ofmost of America's social proble . A large and growing number of 

: studies show that children bom to never-married parents are more' ely to be poor, to be raised by 
welfare-dependtmt families. to fail in school, to have poor health, to be delinquent. to quit school. to go 
on welfare and conunit crimes as adults. and to themselves grow up to have chil~n outside marriage. 
Moreover, studies show that never-married mothers are more likely to become'dependent on welfare 
than divorce~ or married mothers. ' 
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In the years before the welfare refonn debat~ o~ 1995 and 99'6, the num~r ~d per~entageo( 
,	American children born outside marriage continued. its relentless . crease. Republicans argued t~at ' , 
even. welfare reforms prorpotin.g work would prove of onJy lirni~ed significance .~i1less something' was 
done to reduce the number of illegitimate births.' Thus, Republic s included'se\ieral controversial ' 
provisions in. their welfare refonnbill that were,designed to attack' egitimacy. These included a cash 
reward for states that.reduce noninarital births wbiledecreaSing a' nion, funds for abstinence 

education, a requirement that unwed teen mothers live wi,th a res' ,nsiple adult. and exceptionally strong' 

paternity establishment :requirements., Further, the bill's .substantial refonn of the child support, , 

enforcement program'can be se.enns part of a 'comprehensiv~ klttaC on illegitirriacy because'effective 

child suppo'rt builds Wlderstanding among young males of the longtenn financial burden that nolll11inital 

chlldbeanng places on noncustodial parents,' Finally, the block grt structure ofthe welfare refonn law 

allowedl st!ites to develop their own policies to reduce illegitimaCy. One response to this flexibility is­

that about half the stat~sno~ prohibit addition'aI payments to mot rs already on we1f~e who have ,. 

additi~nal children. 	 . ' . , 

, , Fl 7 

.It is possible that these ,Rate rl.Ncnrluital'Bl and ~ 


initiatives against irresponsible II. AIlBrths thai: Are ~rrm1tal, NJ).l997 

childbearing are helpin.g the 

nation halt the increase in. ~ ; :50 
 40 

,nonmarital childbirth. Figure 7 i 45 3! 


presents the trends in,?6th the ~ «J 
 31)7 
.

lSi 
~ rate per 1.000 unmanied ,:t 15 

30: women of nonmarital births and ~ .. 
2S 201.

the percentage of all births ,thai :: 20 ... 
15­

areoutside marriage. The" , I.. 15 10~trend for the percentage of . .. 10 
! . " ~ nomnarital births shows the ! 


rapid rises that preceded. 0 


welfare reforrn in thenrid- ! 

1990s. Just aswe saw with:' 

we-Ifare ,caseload declines, the·' , 

good news began as the 

number o'f stutes implementing their own work programs reached n critical mass in. the years afte~ 1994. 

In this case, the percenta e of non 1" ctuaU decreased 'or .. 

generations in 1995. The tall. from ~in 1994 to E2 percent in 1995. is not large., but even a· 

leveling off of this portentous trend is welcome news. Even more elcome is the finding that after a 

slight increase to 32.4 p~rcfm(in1996, the rate held ste~dy at 32.4 ercentin. 1997. Thus, three' 


, consec.:utive years of data are consistent·with the conclusion that th~ nation inay be turning a comer in its I 
tight against illegitimacy andthe host of social problems associated Iwith it. ·1 

1 

Equally encQuragiIig are thetr~nds in nonmarital birthrates Figure 7), Like the trends for. 

percentage of illegitimate births, for several ,generations the nonma 'tal birthrate seemed to be on an' 

elevator that moved only upward. After genera~ions of increases, t e rate declined in 1995 aIl9has' 

continued its faU in both 1996 and 1997. Over this period. the rate of nomnarital births has fallen b a 

welcome 6 percent. 
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The trends in teen binlltates' 
contain even more good news. Unlike 
the overaU trends in illegitimacy, which 
have moved up 
ahnost every year, the" trend in teen birth 
rates has been more volatile (Figure 8). 

After a mode~t decline beginning in the 
early 1980s"the rate increased 
dramatically between 1987 and 1991. It 
then began a steep decline; recent data 
from the National Center for Health 
Statics shows that in 1997 the decline 
continued for the sixth consecutive year. 
Over" that period, the rate d~cUned about 
11 percentage points or 17 percent, and 
returned almost to the levels of the mid­
19805. 

study these trends attribute them to a. 
variety of factors, including increased 
abstinence among youth, more effective 
use of birth control, and demographic 
changes. For e;Jtample, recent data 
frOm the Centers for Disease Control 
show impressive recent decuDes in the 

'percentage of teenagers who have ever 
had sex, especially among males. ' 
Figure 9 show~ that except'for a slight 
increase among females in 1995, sexual 
activfty among both males and females 
shows apattern of slight decline 
between 1991 und 1995,and then a 
substantial decline between 1995 and 
1997. These patterns pf behavioral 
change among young people are ' , 

Teen B 
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Figure 8 
rthrate,1980-1997 

consistent with the conclusion that one reason for the steep decline 

1995 1997 

among both males and females. It is alsO possible that in.~c~r.::::ea:::s:::e=d:..u=r:-::...:::;~=.!.=-~A.U. 

contributes to the declining teen birthrate. In' any case, once agrun . 

reaching consequences for individual young people are moving in t 

responsibility, 


. It would not be justified to claim that the 1996 welfare refo law is the sole" or even the most 
important cause of these trends. But consider the changes the 1996 law imposed on young unmarried 
mothers, The old welfare system guaranteed a bundle of welfare be efits to these mothers and allowed 
them to set up their own :living arrangements while virtually guarant ing that they would not be required 

35.0 ...l.----'_....;......_-'--~___--'---'---'---' 

1991 


Source: Ceftters For DI 
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to work for years. By contrast, the new system requires them to liv at home or with a responsible ~ .;" .') 
adult, requires them to identify the childls father, requires teen moth rs to stay in school or work. and, 
imposes a 5-year limit on their cash benefits. In addition, states are' competition with each other for. 
cash bonuses of .up to $25 millionper year for reducing their illegif cy rates, Taken together. these 
strong measures may be playing a role in the leveling off or decline f the various measures of 
illegitimacy. 

Perhaps even more important th~ the specific policies addr ssed to illegitimacy is the impact of 
the welfare reform debate at the national and state level on the . . of young people. The nationaJ 
debate produced a surprising level of agreement that nonmarital biTt 's were destructive for children, 
destructive for p~ents, destructive for local communities. and dest ctive for the nation, In the context 
of this debate many politicians and other public figures argued stron ly that it was wrong to have 
children outside marriage and 'wrong to have children that parents c uld not support. This debate, ajld, ' 
the realit that having a child outside mania e would not arantee an income without work. a ears to . 
have influenced young peopl~ to hesitate and reflect before engag', in the risky behaviors that lead to 
pregnancy. In the last three or four decades. the nation has been gr atly improved by broad social 
movements that changed the behavior of millions of Americans. se movements included civil rights. 
use of car seat belts, and anti-smolcing ca.rnpaigns. It seems possibl that we are in ~he early stages of a 
s~ar revolution in thinking and behavior aoout nonmarital births. , so, tbl~ welfare refonn debate will 
have provided another vital benefit to the nation by signaling that fe eral policy held nonmarital births to 
be destructive for individuals and the nation. 

comhinc;u cush and food stamp welfare henetit in California and oth r high-benefit states is over $9,000 
per yeur. how cun the. mother he hetter off leaving welfare'? 

The answer is that over a period ofroughJy 15 years, Demo ratie and Republican Presidents 
und Congre~ses created un extensive s stem of rovernme a with 
low eurnings. This work system consists primarily of Medicaid heal h insurance, housing supplements, 
food stamps. child t::are, and cash wage supplel'l'lents. primarily tmo gh the earned income credit and 
the child credit. 

Beginning in roughly 1984% Congress dramatically ex.panded three of the most important 
program.s in this work support system First, Congress enacted a se 'es of Medicaid expansions that 
resulted in eoveruge for most children, and in some cases adults, wh live in working families earning 
below roughly $16,000 per year, Then in 1221. Congress appropri cd an addition $)9 billion over 10 
years to provide health insurance to children from low-income t . es who were not covered by 

5-~1-~~ 1;UO~M.' 
I ,,~"" 
i'·.....t-"'.'...V.... -, 

It will be recalled that at the height of the welfare refonn de 
Washington. D.C. think tank predicted that the Republican bill woul 
into poverty. A little less than 2 years after the welfare refonn bill 
puhlished a detailed study, based on extensive analysis of the welfar 

~ I 
te in 1996, a prominent 
throw more than a million children 

came law, the same think tank 
retorm program in 12 states, 

dwho 
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relnained on welfare. ,Given that a half-time minimum wage job pay 
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Medicaid. Before these 
eXE~sions beg!ll, with a 
few minor exceptions, 
oruX families receivin,g 
some form of cash 
welfare were eligible for 
Medicaid - so families 
that took jobs and left 
welfare often lost their 
health insurance. With a 
\Velfare system like that. 
many mothers made a 
rational decision to stay 
on welfare. 

In addition to 
providing better health 
care coverage, Congress 
expanded the Earned 
Income Credit (EIC). a 
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program that provides cash wage supplements to low-income ur",rlr;lna families through the tax. system 
Because of major expansions enacted by Congress in 1 mothers leaving. welfare 
today can receive up to nearly $4.000 in cash supplements; this can be paid either in the 
mother's month1y paycheck or in a lump-sum after the mother files simplified tax return. And on top 
of this tax credit, in 1997 Congress approved the Republican to provide all families, Including 
working families who pay federal taxes, with {>J~!:Ll::~!!!U!!oll:L~~f5''''JL~. 

Beginning in 1988 Congress also enacted several laws. that the amount of money 
availahle for child care. The 1996 welfare legislation alone ..."".......,"''''''''' federal child care funds by about 
$4.5 billion over 6 years. Cowuin~ Head Start und the child care c::redit, the federal gOverru'nent will . 
spend about $14 billion this year subsidizing child care. mostly for and low-income working 
families. 

Tuken together. these expansions of the nation's work 
families are very substantial. We recently asked the Congressional 
much (he federal governrnent is .spendingin entitlement dollars on 
programs that have been expanded by Congress since 1984. The 
~edjcaid and associated health prograrn.s, the 1Mf. and entitlement 
billion. the amount the federal government would have spent in 1 

system for low-income working 
Office to estimate how 

three major work support 
answer is tbat.sp611ding on 

has increased from ~ 
if the country were still operating 

under pre-1984 law, to nearly $52 billio!! under current law (Figure 10). The expanded work supports 
include $1 billion in entitlement child care (not including the increases non-entitlement child 
care and Head Start), $13.4 billion in medical benefits, and $30.6 in the BIC. These figures do 
not include a host of nonentitlement benefits and benefits that have expanded greatly since the mid­
1980s such as housing. Head Start, food stamps. and child care. Nor do they include 
the state matching funds that are required by the Medicaid and care programs. 
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Without question, these figures show that the federal gove nt has greatly ex anded its 
conunitment to makin work a. That is why mothers stranded 0 welfare can accept the types of 
low­ ge JO s which are plentiful in our economy and for which t yare qualified and then enjoy total \ 
income that greatly exceeds their welfare income. Consider the act al numbers comparing welfare with \ 
work. In the average state, a mother with two children on welfare eceives a little more than $700 per 1 

month in cash welfare and food stamps. If this same mother takes minimum .wage job and w07kS 35 
hours per week. she receives about $720 per month in wages after 
additional $150. or so in food stampS. bringing total monthly inca 

aying Sodal Security taxes plus an 
to about $!W. TIris amowlt alone 

is greater than the $700 in cash welfare and food ~tamps she receiv d wll.Qe on welfare. Work pays. 

But that's not all. The fomler welfare mother working at t miilimum wage is eligible for 
. maximum benefits from the EIC. If she bas two children, the EIC ill provide her with an additional 
$300 per month. bringing her tota] monthly income to·nearly $12 • about 70 percent more than she 
would receive on welfare. . . -. . • 

. When the major features of the Repub~can welfare reform ill are considered simultaneously 
with the generous characteristics of the nation's work suppon syst the achievements of weI fare 
reform come into sharp focus. Here's the most reasonable ex I 'on of how welfare reform led to 
reduced caseloads, increased employment, and reduced poverty. F st, the firm mandates of the 

. reformed welfare system itself convinced recipients and applicants tat' refomi was serious this time. 
Thus, they actually attended classes on work skills, prepared resu s, looked for jobS, and accepted" 
jobs \"hen offered: In many cases, these activities·took place befor applicants actually joined the roUs. 
If the General Accounting Office summary of state studies of welf: leavers is accurate, we can 
assume that around 80 percent of the adults who have left welfare ave actually worked for some 
period of time since leaving the rolls. 

And what did these adults encounter, when they joined the orld of work? In some states they 
were. allowed to'retain pan of their cash benefit after they began w rlong, thereby providing them with 
extra money during the critical transition period. Most also retame the eligibility to receive food 
stamps .. For example. a lnother earning. $6 per hour and wMking time is still eligible for $1,400 irl 
food stlln1pS per year. In every state, mothers leaving welfare for w rk are also guaranteed at least 6... 
months of child cure subsidies, andin many states even more than 6 months. Similarly, under the 
federal statute. every mother leaving welfare retains eligibility for ~ for a minimum of 6rmonths 
and usuully much longer. In addition, because of the expansions ou lined above, childreiilii families --. 
leaving welfare remain eligible for Medicaid or the Children's Healt Insurance Program (CHIP) 
program as long as their mothers continue earning low wages (u t as much as $20,000 er ear and 
even higher in a few states): And of greatest importlmce, a mother ith two children who earns 
between about $9,500 and $13,500 is eligible for over $3,800 from he EIC. In short, because of the 
work" support system enacted by Congress over nearly two decades mothers leaving or avoiding 
welJare tind an envirorunent in the post-welfare world of work that s liveable, if still challenging. 

After years of building and defending an entitlement-based s stem of welfare that required 
virtually nothing of recipients, the nation has now experienced two evolutions. First, the Republican 
welfare reform law ended the central welfare entitle~nt and requir d individuals to prepare for work 

. within the context of time-limited cash benefits and sanctions for th se who refuse to cooperate. 
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',Second. the: '.Y0~ld of low·w ework entered b welfare leaveis w smuch more accommodating than," 
.predicted by oppo~ents, of.we1far~ refonn because'Congress had cr ated a enerous universill 

, " ~ork support system' thus, eVen in high-benefit states. mothers' d children who leave welfare and 
take low-wage jobs are almost ,always better off financiallY-than w n they were on welfare, , 

, Exploitine Early Spccess 

. As shown by the review of evidence above, the 1996 wel.far refonn law has been successful in 
changing the welfare bureaucracy. increasing the fundsav~able to lp families escape dependency, 
reducing the welfare rolls. and increasing employment among poor ernale family heads -- especially 
never married'heads. Equally impressive, as these changes have be n'taking place. the nation has ' 
experienced a substantial decrease,in overall poverty and child pove y, especiallyameng black 
children. Similarly, the nation's vexing rate ofnonmarital births ,ng teens has con~inued to decline 
throughout this period and the overall percentage of children born utside marriage has declined slightly 
or held stable for the' last three years. ' ' , 

, " ,,,',:', " I 
To conclude that the nation is on the right track seems fully ustifi~. On the other hand, initial 1 

success does not warr~t exCessive exuberance. Rather, the nation. in:luding state and local " I 
government and the pnyate sector - must make an'evenstronger c tment~o ensuring that the early I 
successes continue apd even exPand. To do so we reco~d that five policies be pursued with'vigor, 
SOIJ+e of which will require further legislation.' ' 

Continued Aggressive In:n?lementation of Welfare Reform:. 
_ .. ' 

First, states and IO,cal governments must continue t? aggress vely implement the strong welfare­
to-work provisions that have produced the Jargely pOsitive early res Its ~viewed above, As Nathan 
and Gais and many other observers have demonstrated. the old entit ement culture is being abandoned 
in fuvor of a work culture that emphasizes personal responsibility, e specific rni:lt of policies varies 
greutly across jurisdictions~ but work requirements. aggressive case ork. assistance in qualifying for 
and finding, el'nployment. time limits. sanctions, and rmancial work r wards constitute a mix. of carrots 
and ~ticks that hus produced re~ults. These policies should continu • and juriSdictio~s -- particularly the 
large urhan stat~sn thu~,have not yet vigorously implemented them should move quickly t6 c!tch up. V 

, Th~ Nathan and Gais iniPlementation study.conc1udt:d that 1 cal welfare offices,w;e often 
rducta.nt to deal with the issues of marriage and nOI1IIlllrital births., ased on their observations in 20 
states, they concluded that local,offices were in a uquundary" over hether to discuss nonmarital births 
with their clients because there were "deep political divisions;·, over hether such discussions were 
appropriate for welfare workers; To the extent that Nathan and Ga 5 are correct, on the issue of ' 
nonmarital hirths there i~ u large gap between the intent ~of the Feder J welfare refonn legislation!'lnd " /"­
irilPlementati~n at the loc,allevel. Thus, Congress must as~ssboth he extent to whicp state and local 
programs are taking actions, to r~uce illegitimacy and whetht;r the actions are effective. To the·se. 
ends, the Committee on Ways 'and Means will conducthearlngslate this year'and, ifnecessary. pursue 
additipnallegislation: . ' " , , '\ 

, Medicaid and Food Stamp Issues 
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Second, caseload data from the food stamp program and th Medicaid program seem to 
indicate that many adults and children who meet the demographic, come, and resource standards for 

. these benefits are not receivrnlZ them' In 1997. the number of chil en receivin Medicaid ell for the -	 . 
fiI,sLtime even t.hough the number of children eligible for benefits p obably increased slightly. Thus, it 
appears that lots,of children eligible for Medicaid are not receiving overage, Meanwhile, Census 
Bureau estimat~s of t:tle number of children without health insuranc 'continue to rise. Similarly. there 
has been a very substantial. decline in food stamp receipt among rna hers and children. and some 
expens ~laim the .decline exceeds that·observed in p!evious econo 'c expansions.' 

Some of the decline in the number of people receiving Med aid and food stamps ~ 
~ For example, state sUrveys suggest that roughly 40 rcent f mothers leavin welfare a wo k 
take jobs with employers that offer health care benefits. A number' fthese families may have replaced 

I 	 . 

Medicaid with private health insurance. Sinillarly. some famlliesl~ viD.g welfare earn enough so that 
they no longer qualify for food stamp benefits. Despite these and's . ar considerations', th~re is 
concern among program administrators and other experts that ther are probably many children eligible 
for Medicaid and food Stamps who are not receiving them 

We do not yet have enough infonnation about the number f children and families not receiving 
benefits for which they are eligible to detennin~ how serious thep· blem is or what solutions might be 
undertaken. Later this year, the Cornri:Uttee on Ways and Means .other House committees will be / 
examining the~e tS5\ues in detaiL In addition, the.General Accounti g Office has organized a study group 
of staff members from the Congress, Congressional agencies. and t e Administration, as well as 
selected expens, scholars, and program admiDistrato.rs from outsid the federal government, to examine 
the impact of welfare refonn on infonnation systems. One of the is ues this study group has taken up i~. 
the administrative foble . nsistencies between T t s and Medicaid that have, \ 
been occasioned by welfare reform This group may produce a re rt oil t ese iss 'ater this ear. . 

/", 

For no;.v. it seems. likely that administration at the state leve may need some revision and V' 

updating. Before the welfare retb'rrtllaw of i996, ,thepoim of ent for AFDC. food stan1p, and 
Medicaid benefits was AFDC. In most states. application 'for AFD was tantamount to application for 
the other benefits as well. Thus, as the welfare rolls declined, and's hundreds ofthousands offamilies 
that would nom'lally have enrolled inAFDC .... und hence food sta Ii and Medicaid.- were divened 
into work. it was virtually inevitable thllt entry into food stamps an Medicaid would be diSrUpted, . 
Another factor may be that many faini.(j~s eligible for Medicaid pre r to ~ait until someone in the farniJ.y 

, has an acute condition that requires an emergency room visit and t n sign up for Medicaid in the 
hospital. Yet anotner possibility is that a somewhat unexpected efti ct of welfare reform has been that 

. all welfare programs have become stigmatized. State Medicllidad' . 'stratoTs are now providing us· 
with anecdotal ,reports that some potential recipients actually avoid signing up for welfare benefits 
because they wish to avoid the stigma. FinaUy,t.hereis strong evid nee that receipt of welfare benefits 
is.undcrreported in national surveys. and that this undeITepOrting h s increased in recent years. 

Whatever the explanations might be, the work suppon syst m is an . ortant achievement and 
has been constructed oyer neru:ly-t~es-en-a-li though the media an(i scholars 
oft;n wring their hands over growing wage aDd income inequality, hey usually fail to mention the very 
set of programs that now improve living standards for poor and 10 ~income working families. If 
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families leaving welfare earil too much to, qualify for some or all'of hese programs, or families don't 

want to accept welfare, these are positive outcomes. But if there ar ,families leaving welfare that gillu / 

know they are eligible for the benefits or encounter lots of bureaucr tic hassle in trying to get the 
benefits. these are policy problems that must be addressed. For our pan, we will examine these issues, 
carefully in this and subsequent sessions of Congress and take what ver action may be necessary to 
help people obtain these nonwelfare benefits if they want them ' 

, Adults with Multiple EmplovIDentBarrie!s 

There was a time when many observers felt that ,most adults n welfare were iDcupable,of 

supporti..og thep1Selves and their families. But given the very subst tial caseload declines and the 

extraordinary increase iIi work by low-income mothers. it seems cle that many of the adults 

previously dependent on welfare are capable of earning enough mo y so that. when combined with 

income from the work support system. they can support their family But research indicates that some' 

number of parents. because of addictiOIis. personality disorders, me tal limitations, or other problems. / 

are havuig serious difficulty finding or holding steady jobs. TIlis is e third issue that requires careful / 

,attention this year. No one should be surprised by this development escaping welfare is bound to be If 

difficult and we should expect some people to fail and fail again., key will be to develop a'system if' 

that helps these adults keep trying until they sucCeed and provides t m with needed financial support i,t 

between jobs. 


, , 

Without assuming that any welfare recipients are incapable'o self SUppOI1, O;mgress and the 
states should focus agreat deal of attention on ways to help,these a \11ts. Previous research. especially 
by Toby Herr tit Project Match in Chicago, shows that sniaJl steps. nstant monitoring and 
encouragement, and frequent failure are characteristics of Programs hat attempt to help high1y 
dependent parents. Plus, the programs are expensive. But the subst tial decline in welfare rolls has 
left most states with the necessary funds to invest additional reSourc sin adu1ts with inany barriers to 

. work. Inevitably, serious efforts by many states will lead to greater nderstanding of how to help these 
udults, which in tum will lead to improved programs. 

, Conc~rn about welfare recipients with many barriers to empI yrnent leads inevitably to a 

concern for low-skill adults who have left welfare or avoide " not e )0 e . Far too " 

little is know uhaut this group. but it seems likely that some ofthem too disorganizeg or have tooi, 

many personal problems, including mild disabilities 'and, addictions, t meet the requirements now, 

placed on nearly aiiWelfare recipients to work or prepare ~ork., 'e old AFDC system hid these 

people bbcause they could just stay on welfare year after year., ,In su h a system, learned helplessness 

was bound to flourish. But now 'under the new syste~ many of the challenged adults are sanctioned 

for failing to comply with welfare requirements; 'sOme even choose t leave the rolls rather than face the 

n~w requirements. 


Thus, it is not surprismg 'that' there is some evi~nce that fe e¥,headed families at theve j _, 
,bottom of t e' distributio or even declinin in 0 s. The .total income (earnings I 
plus welfare) of female-headed families with children in the next-to- ttom 20 percent ,of the income .~ 
distribution increased by 15 percent from $13,564 to $15,418 betw n 1993 and 1997. B2: contrast" 
total income of the bouom20 percent of female-headed families dec by about 2 perc~t. This fall 

" 



female-headed families are ~ , 
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seems to be c~d primarily by a decline in welfare income by t . 'es in the bottom half of the bottom 

20 percent and to be concentrated in the 1995 to 1997 period.. ' 

Some analysts regard these data as somewhat uI!!'eliai>le bec use of the relatively small number 1 
, • y 

of families in the survey and because many faInilies say they have z or nearly zero income, which is J 

clearly not possible. There is also strong evidence that welfare inca is substantially underrcported in:! 

Census Bureau surveys. Even so, it seems quite plausib1e tbat so 

experiencing st,agnant or declining income. 


To the extent that this analysis ,is correct, the difficulties' be' 
have two causes - the are not working and tne are not rece' , benefits for which they 
are eligible, In both cases, adults must have at least some level ,of c mpetepce and organization to 
obtain income. In the fonner case, they must be able to consistentl hold down a job; in the latter ca.~e :/, 
they must apply for benefits, periodically update their eligibility info tion, and meet program ,:/ 
requirements. Unfortunately, it appears that some adults are not ca able of successfully fulfilling even • 

these minimal r~quirements. (,~:. ~.,'< _,'.:' {, ,I cJ' '.. 
All of which serves to again emphasize the importance of st tes using their TANF' dollars to\ : 

follow these families and to provide whateverassistance is needed t get them on track, A point that ,i} 
many critics seem to miss is that these families are eligible for many elfare benefits, including T ANF, i 
But they apparently don't get the benefits for which they 'are qualifi and for which the money is IL 

available. What may be needed is some kind of living situation for t eSe families that is more sheltered'··.. ~· 
and also more closely superVised than the norm. . I'" 

The New Employment Programs 

The ongoing attempt by many states to continue following f1 . 'es after they 1eave welfare raises 
thl! fourth is:iu~ that is now coming into focus. One of the many 

E'I 

co ateral effects of welfnre reform.. and 
of other Itlgi~lati()n ~nacted since Republicans took over Congress' 1995. is that federal legislation 
nnw ~n<..:ourages and permits closer coordination between emplo nt. education, and training 
program,,'1 at the locallevel. Before 1995. Congress had authorized ell over 100 federal prograJI'lS 
that provided money for employment and training. This hlizzard of rogram.;; represented a nonsystem 
with u huge vUliety of purposes, stream" of federal dollars, reportin requirements. and rules. Vision 
and unity of purpose in such u system ar~ impossib1e. Perhaps the st telling sign of poor 
cnordinuli()1l was the almOSt complete sepa(iltion in most jurisdictio s between emploYment and training 
progrum"i conducted under welfare departments. th~ U.S. Emplo nt Service, and the Job Training 
Purtnership Act . 

But now the TANF block grant has given state and local go etn:ments complete control of a 
major part of their resources andvrrtually no federal rules that can . terfere with attempts to control and 
~oordinate employment and service !.lctivities fi..mded by T ANF. ally important. last year, in the 
Workforce Investment Act, Congress combined most of the 100 or a employment and training 
programs aimed at helping low-income youth und adults into three dor block grant programs. These 
actions give state and local governments a new opportunity to creat comprehensive, coordinated 
employment and training programs at the 10caHevel. 
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That states and local governments are already roovmg in s direction is indicated by the growth 

of ~StoB Job Centers. Although these centers are still evolvin ,. ex.amples of what they can 
accomplish are beginning to emerge in places like Racine, Wiscons and Broward County. Rorida. 
The new employment service providers will have at least five de g characteristics; 1) a single locution 
for employment services whether paid for by the U.S. Employmen Service, TANF. the new 
Wox:kforce Investment block grants. or any other source; 2) stand d job services such as prepruing 
reswnes. obtaining skills needed for job interviews. locating potent aljobs, using the Internet to search 
job banks, obtaining soft skills. and so forth~ 3) job train.ing or edu ation. often at local specialized 
training programs. junior colleges. technical schools, Of 4-year coll ges; 4) 'Flin a~inglor publi~*' benefits such as child care, medical care, food stamps, and the eam d income credit to supplement( 
in~ and prevent welfare dependency; and 5) a single location fi job services and public benefits so 
that adults with low skills can obtain additional services to retain jo s and get better ones. 

Over the next decade. we expect One-Stop Centers to cont ue their development as the 
community hub of employment. training, and education services. communities across the country 
expand and perfect these programs, low~income and low-sldlled ricans, who previously resorted 
to welfare ·benefits, will be able to seek additional counseling or tr . or whatever assistance might be 
necessary to help them achieve independence and self-reliance. As hese Centers develop, it may be 
. necessary to further ada t federal .0 ams to' increase the tlexibilit . enjoyed by local programs. The I 
Committee on Ways and Means and the Committee on Education working closely together to' Ii 

. monitor the development of One-Stop Centers and the integration fTANF. the U.S. Employment .r 
Service, and the new Workforce Investment Act programs. 

Fatherhood Programs 

Illegitimacy is the scourge of ~rican social policy. As w have seen, a host of social 
problems are rooted in the conditions in which children ofnonmarit 1 chlldbinh are reared. Several 
provisions in the welfare reform law of 1996 were addressed to fig ing illegitimacy, arid the nation is 
just beginning to experience success in reducing its fo~rly relentl ss rise. 

But there is another way to reduce illegitimacy. Instead ofr maining single, young couples who 
become pregnant or have .babies can get married. There is an unfo UDate myth in America that most 
nonmurital births are the result of tleeting relationships. Recent re arch by Sara McLanahan at 
Princeton UniverSity on a very large sample of inner city noIlIlllU'ital births shows that h,!llf the couples 
ure COhabiting at the time of the birth and 80 percent teU researcher they are involved in a serious and 
exclusive relationship witll their partner. Most even tell researchers they hope to marry. And yet we 
know from careful demographic research that within roughly 2 year after the birth less than 10 rcent 1 

of these couples will still be living together and most of the fathers ill be visiting their child less than I 
once a month. !, 

i 

The return of two-parent families would have major impacts on domestic tranquility by reducing 
poverty_ improving child rearing. and creating better Communities, e pecially in the inner city. To this '·.i.; 
end, later this year we will be introducing legislation to support fath rhood programs .. These programs '1, 

will aim both to improve the economic status of poor, single famers and to improve their relations With 
their children and the children's mother. Man}, of the programs will tervene with young mothers and 
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fathers around the time of the nonmarital birth. In tbis way~ the pro ranls will begin with young adults 
who are trying to sustain their relationship at the same time that the;are trying to generate an earnings 
capacity. The small, conununity-based organizations supported by ur legislation, including faith~bused 
organizations. have a real chance to improve the economic circwns ces of these young parents and to 
increase the likelihood that they will fonn viab1e fainily units throug . marriage. . 

Final Word 

After years of trying to refonn welfare, we have corne to an ,w understanding: What works is 
work - supplemented by work supports.. Continued aggressive impl mentation of the provisions of the 
19'96Welfare refbnn law. supplemented by new legislation designed 0 provide states with new 
flexibility to exploit successes or attack remaining problems, will en . that tbe nation can at last claim 
important victories in its continumg war on poverty and welfare dep ndency. 
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Figure 1 Composition ofFamily Income for a Family of Three under Four Work/Welfare 
Scenarios-An IllustratIve Example .. . . . 
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Figure 3 Percentage Increase in Monthly Total Income for a Family of Three Moving 
from No Work to a Part·TIme Minimum Wage lob ill 12 Stat~s. 
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TABLE 1 
TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES 


TANF WORK PARTICIPATION RATES 

FISCAL YEAR 1998 


ALABAMA 

ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALIFORNIA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE 
DIST. OF COL. 
FLORIDA 

GEORGIA 

GUAM 
HAWAII 

IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA 

MAINE 
MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 
PENNSYLVANIA 

PUERTO RICO 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH 
VERMONT 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 
VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON 
WEST VIRGINIA 
WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 

ACF/OPRE: 07-231-99 

28.6 
37.7 
29.9 
56.9 
41.3 
38.3 
29.2 
~i 

45.6 
12.7 

49.2 
30.6 
25.2 

68.6% 
53.7% ./ 
57.8% 
32.7% ./ 
15.1% ./ 
66.5% ./ 
54.4% 

30.1% 
NA 

NA 
75.0% 

NA 
./ 
./ 
./ 
./ 
./ 
./ 

../ 

./ 
NA 

44.6% ./ 
38.4% ./ 
42.5% 

1.2% ./ 
0.0% ./ 

52.2% ./ 
53.1% . 

31.7% ./ 

./ 

NA 
49.2% ./ 

4.2% ./ 
9.8% ./ 

26.3% 

NA 

./ 
NA 
./ 

'/. 

NA 
NA 

KE 
11 State does not have any two-parent 

families in its T ANF Program. I . 
21 State claims waiver inconsistencies 

exempt all cases from partiCipation rates . 

I 
31 The work participation rate standard 

before the application of the caseload 
reduction credit is 30% for the overall rate 

L..­ ..;.,an..;.,d;.,.75% for the two-parent rate. 
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UNITED STATES 

The crunch comes for welfare reform 
WASHINGTON, oc 

ACROSS the country they greet the guests at Marriott hotels or dispense Bmger 

King Whoppers; east of the Mississippi they ring the tills at cvs pharmacies; in. 

Washington. DC. they give manicures at rhe Just Nails with a Gentleman's Touch 

salon. They, and several hundred thousand like them (President Clinton's estimate 

is 105m), have left the welfare rolls over the past two years and are rhe 

wage-earning p:roof that welfare refonn is working. 


BU! will it go on doing so?-By July 1st, or earlier in many states, those families 
who have been receiving welfare payments for two continuous years will receive 

-them no more. Nor will families who) over time, have had a total offive years of 
payments. The pessimists, worried that America's long economic expansion will 
finally run out of steam, are ¢eady raising the alann. The newly hired will be the 
first to be fired, but this time there will be no welfare cheque to sOften the blow. 
Some mayors are predicting m.assive social unrest. . 

Perhaps they protest too much. After all, when Mr Clinton signed welfare reform 

into law in August 1996. it was a bold stroke. For years there had been attempts to 

wean families off welfare; but the roUs kept growing, to a peak of Sm families 

(I4m individuals) in 1994. Under the terms ofMr Clinton's bill, welfare ceased to 

be a federal entitlement; recipients of welfare would have to work for it. For their 

pan, the states, in return for federal block grants and the freedom to run their own­

welfare programmes. would have to remove 25% of their families from the welfare 

rolls (or at least into "work activities" such as training programmes) in the first 

year, rising to 50% by 2002. 


So far, so very good. Since 1994 the rolls have fallen to about 3m families, or 
fewerthan 8m people (see chart). The private-sector Welfare to Work Partnership, 
launched in May 1997 by United Airlines. UPS, Burger King. Sprint and 
Monsanto, now has almOSt 1 0,000 member~companies committed to hiring from 
the welfare rolls. Its latest estimate is that in the past two years they have hired 
some 410,000 people. The Partnership'scruefexecutive, Eli Segal, says: "We're 
trying.not to gloat ...Welfare was an income·production system; now it's a 
work~preparation system.' . 
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Maybe so. Even late converts to the cause, such as Hawaii, have managed to meet 
the law's requirements. Some enthusiasts, such as Wisconsin (whose caseload fell 
by 77% over two years), have done spectacularly well. But do the figures, and the 
emphasis on cutting caseloads, flatter to deceive? 

Mr Segal argues that welfare recipients are not doomed to find only '"dead-end" 
minimum-wage jobs. Some 80% ofPartnership companies claim to pay well 
above the $5.50 an hour minimum wage (with an average of $7.20 an hour); more 
than 70% offer medical benefits, and have promoted employees hired from 
welfare. Moreover, the former welfare recipients appear to show above-average 
loyalty and sticking power. Steve Wing. director of govemment programmes for 
CVS, reckons that 55% ofwelfare hires over the past two years are still employed 
by CVS, oompared with an overall retention rate over that period of 25%; Giant 
Food, an east-coast supermarket chain, compares its 90-day retention rate of79% 
for ex-welfare recipients "with a dismal company-wide avt=rage of 50%. 

Yet the truth is that such figures do not happen easily. A successful move from 
welfare to work involves an investment by both states and the private sector in 
training programmes, transport, remedial education and "mentorins" by colleagues 
or outside advisers. For the moment, with the labour market at its tightest since the 
1960s, the private sector arguably has little choice but to make the investment. As 
for the states. they can afford to be generous: the economic"expansion has given 
almost all ofthem healthy budget surpluses, and until 2002 they are supposed to 
receive a federal block grant of some $16.8 billion a year. Add the president's 
2000 budget proposals for welfare-to-work tax: credits, housing vouchers and 
tranSpOrt, and perhaps the downtumin the economic cycle will notbe as damaging 
as the"pessimists fear. ... . 

But. it cannot be entirely painless. As a recent study from the Brookings Institution 
points out, the welfare rolls in America's biggest cities may be falling, but they are 
doing so much more slowly than in the surrounding counties. The implication, as 
some mayors argue, is that when the downturn comes poverty will be still more 
concentrated in cities. which will become still less attractive to investors. 

Moreover, for all ME Segal's glad tidings. others tell a less happy story of 
wi~ningincome disparities and families trapped in poverty even when they are in 
work. An~ysts at Washington's Centre on Budget and Policy Priorities, for 
example, maintain that most welfare hires do not receive paid holiday or sick 
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... 	 leave, and that it takes a year ofemployment before they can be covered by the 
Family and Medical Leave Act-a crucial factor when so many welfare hires are 
single mothers. 

StilI, welfare refonn has worked better than anyone dared hope. How ironic, then, 
that the experiment's future could ~ imperilled by its present success. Because the 
welfare rolls have fallen so fast. the states have had to spend less on welfare 
cheques-which means they have some $3 biUion in federal block grants left 
unspent. To Washington's politicians that money is an iITesistible temptation, 
which is why this week some Republicans in the Senate proposed siphoning off 
$350m to provide disaster relief for Central America and why other Republicans in 
the House want to let the states use their federal welfare money for education 
programmes. 

Happily for the states, not all Republicans agree. As the House Ways and Means 
chairman, Bill Archer, wrote to the Senate leader, Trent Lott: "We made a deal. As 
state legislatures confront the toughest challenges of welfare reform, Congress is 
proposing to pull the rug from under them~" Indeed so, and as Mr Archer points 
out, that would be a bad precedent to set when the Republicans want to turn other 
areas--education. child protection, housing and so on--OVer to the states in the 
form of block grants, After all, welfare reform is an exp~riment in a different son 
of government provision for its citizens, and ifit keeps working there could surely 
be more. ( 
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Work is the Centerpiece of State TANF Programs 

• 	 TANF recipients are getting jobs: in the first·year ofTANF, 1.7 million welfare 
recipients became employed -- that means that 1 in 3 families who were on 
welfare in 1996, were working in 1997. This is a substantial increase from 1992, 
when only 1 in 5 families on welfare the previous year found work. 

• 	 The most recent data show this·success continuing: the percentage of the 1997 
caseload who were employed in 1998 has remained at over one third. In 1998, 
1.5 million families who were on welfare the previous year were working in 
1998, a slightly lower number than in 1997 because the total caseload has 
declined substantially. 

• 	 The proportion of people working after receiving welfare is higher·than in the . 
past -- about 50 to 60 percent of those leaving the welfare rolls· are working in 

. the period following welfare receipt. 	This. is comparable to or slightly higher 

than States! experience under AFDC. 


• . Evaluations of State programs suggest that increased employment ofwelfare 
recipients is due to implementation of welfare policy changes -- a study of 
Oregon!s program showed increases in the employment and earnings by 11 
percent over 2 years due to State policies that focused on work and work 
supports. State-specific studies isolate the effects of State policies from external 
factors, such as the economy. 

State Policy and Spending Choices 

• 	 Most States have changed the way they count income under T ANF to let 
working recipients keep more of their check -- 42 States have changed the way 
they count income in determining eligibility and benefits. Most of these have 
increased their earnings disregards. 

• 	 Most States have maintained their benefit levels. According to State T ANF 
plans, 9 States have increased, while 8 have decreased their benefit levels. 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On August 22, 1996, President Clinton signed the bipartisan welfare reform plan that is 
dramatically changing the nation's welfare system. The Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996 replaced the old welfare system (AFDC) 
with Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), to focus on work and responsibility and 
to provide States with flexibility to create the best approaches for their individual circumstances. 
Even before the Personal Responsibility Act became law, many States were well on their way to 
changing their welfare programs into 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. 

This strategy of requiring work and responsibility and rewarding families who have gone to work 
is paying off. Since welfare reform there has been a dramatic increase in employment among 
welfare recipients. The percent ofcurrent T ANF adults who are working has nearly quadrupled. 
In addition the Census Bureau's Current Population Survey reports that between 1992 and 1998, 
the employment rate ofprevious year T ANF recipients increased by 70%. Finally, all States met 
the first overall work participation rates required under the welfare reform law for FY 1997 and 
1998. 

A recent General Accounting Office report found that between 63 and 87 percent of adults have 
worked since leaving the welfare rolls. Preliminary findings from six of the HHS funded studies 
of families leaving welfare indicate that between one-half and three-fifths of former T ANF 
recipients found work injobs which were covered by their States' Unemployment Insurance 
program. Employment rates were even higher - 75 to 82 percent - when mea,sured as the 
percentage of those who were ever employed within the first 12 months. 

Welfare reform has shown promising results among those most vulnerable to welfare 
dependency in a continuing rise ofemployed single mothers. In 1998, according to the Census 
Bureau, almost three-fifths (57 percent) of single mothers with incomes under 200 percent of 
poverty were employed as compared to 44 percent in 1992. 

Welfare caseloads are at their lowest level since 1969 and the welfare rolls have fallen by nearly 
half since the beginning of this Administration. The number of recipients fell from 14.1 million 
in January 1993 to 7.3 million in March 1999, a decline of nearly 6.8 million or 48% fewer since, 
President Clinton took office., The rolls have declined by 4.9 million people, or 40 percent, since 
President Clinton signed the welfare law in August 1996. Since 1993, welfare rolls have declined 
in all States, with 29 States recording declines ofhalfor more. A new report by the Council of 
Economic Advisers finds that the implementation ofwelfare reform accounts for one third of the 
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decline between 1996 and 1998, and is the single most important factor contributing to the 
. widespread and continuous caseload declines during this period. I 

The President started reforming welfare early in his first tenn, granting waivers, expanding the 
,Earned Income Tax Credit and the minimum wage to make work pay, and pushing the Congress Ifor historic nationwide welfare reform legislation. Since 1996, he has launched the Welfare-to­
Work Partnership which now includes over 12,000 businesses that have hired over,410,OOO 
welfare recipients; issued an executive order to ensure the Federal governrnenthired its share of Iwelfare recipients - over 14,000 have been hired to date; encouraged the launching of the Vice 
President's Coalition to Sustain Success, a coalition ofnational civic, service and faith-based 
groups who are working to help these new workers with the transition to self sufficiency; and I 
fought for and won additional funds for welfare to work efforts for long tenn recipients in high 
poverty areas including $3 billion in Department ofLabor Welfare-to-Work funds enacted in the 
Balanced Budget Act; a new tax credit to encourage the hiring oflong tenn welfare recipients; . I 

. funding for welfare to work transportation ($75 million in FY 1999); welfare to work housing , 
vouchers (50,000 enacted to date); and putting in place new welfare rules that make it easier for 
States to use T ANF funds to provide supports for working famil~es. such as child care, I 
transportation, and job retention services. 

IWith more parents entering the work force, the need for childcare has risen as a critical support 
to help parents keep their jobs ...The 1996 welfare law did provide $4 billion in additional funds 
to States to provide more care and help improve the quality ofprograms, but the unrnet need I
remains large. There are approximately 10 million children eligible for federal funded support, 
yet in 1997 only 1.25 million children received assistance. , 
Ensuring that families who leave welfare for jobs stay employed is one of the next challenges of. 
welfare refonn. Reliable, safe and affordable childcare is one of the critical ingredients for 
parents succeeding in work. A recent GAO study demonstrated that parents who receive child I 
care assistance more often complete training, get jobs and experience positive outcomes. To 
address this growing challenge, President Clinton proposed an $19.3 billion child' care initiative 
comprising increased subsidies to States, expanded tax credits and an early learning fund so I 
States have a dedicated source of funding to improve the choices parents can make for child care 
programs. The President's proposals to invest an additional $1 billion to extend the Welfare-to­ ·1Work program! increased funding for Access to Jobs transportation, provide 25,000 more welfare 
to work housing vouchers; and extend employer tax credits will also help people make a 
successful transition from welfare to work. ' I 
This report compiles early data about welfare caseloads, family employment and earnings, and 
State policy choices, to give a picture ofthese first two years of welfare reform. Below are some I 
more extensive highlights describing the information available to date as well as the research 
underway to learn more. 
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EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS OF NEEDY FAMILIES 

There has been a dramatic increas~ in employment ofcurrent welfare recipients. ._ 
The percentage of employed recipients reached an all-time high-at 23 percent, compared to less 
than 7 percent in 1992 and 13 percent in 1997. Thus, almost one in four recipients was employed 
in a typica.l month, the highest level ever recorded. Similarly, the proportion of recipients who 

- . 

were working (including employment, work experience and community service) reached 27 
percent, a nearly fourfold increase over the 7 percent recorded in 1992. 

All States met the allfamily participation rate standardfor; 1998. All States plus the District of 
Columbia met the all family participation rate standard. Of the forty-three States plus the 
District of Columbia that are subject to meet the two parent work participation rate, twenty-nine 
met the FY 1998.two-parent participation st~dard. 

Between 1992 and 1998, the employment rate ofTANF recipients increased b~ 1992I one in five previous year recipients was working the following spring, whereas in 1998, the 
figure had increased to one in three. Each March the Current Population Survey, which is used , to calculate unemployment rateS, collects information about households' income and program 
participation in the previous calendar year as well as employment and earnings data reflecting 
individuals' March employment status. As a result we know whether adults who received AFDC 

I 
I or TANF in the preceding calendar year (who mayor may not still be receiving welfare) were 

employed the following March. Between 1992 and 1996, the employment rate increased from 20 
percent (its approximate level for the previous four years) to 27 percent. In the last two years it 
jumped even more dramatically to 34 percent in 1998. po . • 

I Employment ofsingle mothers has grown significantly. By 1998, the latest year for which 
Census figures are available, the percentage of single mothers with incomes under 200% of 
poverty who were employed rose from 44% in 1992 to 57% in 1998. 

I 
• 

A variety ofState research studies show that most adults have worked once leaving the welfare 
rolls. Studies summarized by the GAO show that between 67% and 87% of adults had worked· 

I since leaving the welfare rolls. These findings from these interim reports also indicate that 
between one-half and three-:fifths of former T ANF recipients found work in jobs that were 
covered by their State's Unemployment Insurance program at the time they left welfare which 

I found employment rates of families leaving welfare were from 75 to 82 percent when measured 
as the percentage of those who were ever employed within the first 12 months. While these 
employment rates are not radically different from the patterns of AFDC leavers in earlier studies, 

I they indicate a dramatically large increase in the absolute number of families leaving welfare 
with earnings, given the significant caseload decline in the past few years. 

I 
I 
I 

5 

/ 




" . 


, MAKING WORK PAY 
" 

The average earnings ofemployed TANF recipients increasedfrom $506 per month to $553, an 
increase ofabout 11 percent between 1997 and 1998. Eight percent of adult recipients had 
unearned income averaging about $2·32 per month. 

A recent GAO study found annual earnings oj$9,512 - $15,144 among those who had left . 
welfare. Especially when'earnings are combined with other supports for working families such as 
EITC, food stamps, and child care, families are better off than they were on welfare. 

The Administration has taken, key steps to support working families and make work pay. 
, These initiatives include: expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit to lower taxes for 15 million 
working families; raising the minimum wage to $5.15 an hour and fighting for an additional $1 
per hour increase; adding $4 billion more in child care and fighting to provide even more, and 

, enacting the $24 billion Children's Health Insurance Program to extend health care coverage to 
millions of uninsured children. Most recently, the President announced a series ofexecutive 
actions to ensure working families access to food stamps. Through $4 billion in additional child 

. care investments added in the welfare reform law, an additional 441,000 children have been 
provided child care so parents could work. The EITC lifted 4.3 million Americans out of poverty 
in 1997 and reduced the number·of children living in poverty by 2.2 million. 

The poverty rate, as measured by the Census Bureau's official poverty measure, has fallen to 
13 percent, down from 15 percent in 1993. Since 1993, the African American poverty rate 
dropped from 33.1 percent to 26.5 percent- the lowest level on record and the largest four-year 
drop in more than a quarter century. Last year, the Hispanic poverty rate dropped from 29.4 
percent to 27.1 percent - the largest one-year drop since 1978. The child poverty rate declined 
from 22.7 percent in 1993 to 19.9 percent in 1997, the biggest four-year drop in nearly 30 years. 
While these are encouraging trends, there is more work to do in all these areas. The Department 
will be monitoring child poverty rates in States through regulation. 

Although welfare reform is having a positive effect on the earnings ofsome categories of 
recipients, early information provides a complicated story. Along with the employment gains 
described above, the CPS data suggests average earnings for all female-headed families with 
children have increased substantially between 1993 and 1997 from.$14,668 to $17,646 (both in 

.1997 dollars). However, the early CPS analysis suggests preliminarily that the gains are not 
, evenly distributed over the period with roughly three-quarters of the gain occurring between 

1993 and 1995, and only one-quarter between 1995 and 1997. 

Family income on average has increased for some families, but there is also preliminary 
evidence that some families are experiencing losses. For the period 1993 to 1997; CPS data 
indicate that the average annual income of all female-headed families with children increased, as 
did employment and earnings as described above. This measure of income includes both 
earnings and a broad range of transfer programs. Again, the income increases were unevenly 
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distributed over the period, with larger gains in the 1993 - 1995 period, and across the income 
distribution. The bottom quintile did not fare as well as the top four fifths, especially in the 
1995-1997 period, underscoring the need for additional welfare to work efforts. 

" TRENpS IN CASELOADS AND EXPENDITURES 

There continue to be dram"tic declines in welfare caseloads. Overall, between August 1996 and 
March 1999 there has been a 40 percent decrease in the number of recipients on the rolls. The 

. percent of the U.S. population receiving assistance in March 1999 was the lowest since 1969. 

I 
I I Date 

1992 
·1993I 
1 

11994 

1995

I 1996 

I 
1997 
1998 

Estimated U.S. AFDCITANF Percent ofu.s. 
Population Recipients Population 
254,489,083 13,625,342 5A 
257,563,667 14,142,710 5.5 
260,103,333 

262,560,167 

264,990,250 

267,510,917 

270,063,250 


March 1999 272,445,000 , 

14,225,651 

13,659,206 

12,644,076 

10,935,151 


8,770,376 

7,334,976 


5~5 

5.2 ! 

4.8 

4.1 
3.2 
2.7 

A new report by the Council ofEconomic Advisers finds that the implementation ofwelfare 
reform is the single most important (actor contributing to the widespread and continuous 

I caseload declines from 1996 to 1998. CEA estimates that the federal and State program·and 
policy changes implemented as a result of welfare refonn account for approximately one-third of 
the caseload reduction during this period: While the strong economy has also played an 

I important role, accounting for approximately ten percent of the decline between 1996 and 1998, 
it was the larger factor in declines from 1993 to 1996 when the largest declines in the 
unemployment rate occurred. .

I 
In FY 1998, States continued to make large investments in their work first welfare programs. , Overall, based both on the level of spending in FY 98 reported by States and on the cash 

I 
assistance levels established by the States under the TANF program, there is clearly no "race to .. 
t_h_e_b_ott_o_m_." occurring. When FY 1997 and 1998· funds are combined, States spent or committed 
to spend 90 percent of the TANF Federal block grant funds. By the end ofFY 98, nineteen 

I 
States had already spent or committed all of their FY 98 federal funds. All States met the 
minimum requirement in State maintenance of effort (MOE) spending in 1997 and 1998, with 
some States spending more. Also, to meet the critical needofchild care·for parents moving from 
welfare to work, States increased the amount ofTANF funds (~P to $652 million) transferred to 
the child care block grant. In May, HHS provided guidance on how States and communities can ­

I 
I 
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use the flexibility and resources available under T ANF to support working families and address 
the needs of families facing challenges to self-sufficiency. I 
STATE POLICY CHOICES. I 
States are emphasizing work in their TANFprograms. Under the TANF program, parents or 
'caretakers receiving assist~ce are required to engage in work (as defined by the State) within 24 . 	 . Imonths or less at the State's option. Currently, lQ. States require immediate participation in 
work, 6 States require participation in work between 45 days and 6 months of receipt of cash 
assistaice, 23 States require participation within 24' months, and 2 States within other I
timeframes:- '. . 

States vary in limiting the time thatfamilies can receive TANF assistance. Currently, 28 States I 
are using the Federal five-year limit, 6 States are using "intermittent" time limits up to a total of 
five years, 8 States are using shorter time limits than the' five-year threshold, 5 States are using 
options involving supplements for families exceeding the five-year limit, and 5 States are I 

. applying time limits for adults only. 

IStates are offering up-front payments or services to divert jamilies from entering the welfar.e 
rolls. 	 To date, 27 States have opted to offer diversion payments or services to families applying 
forTANF benefits as part of their TANF plan. In several States, this includes lump-sum I 
payments to the families who in turn agree not to seek additional assistance for a specified period 

of time. In other States, the diversion includes job search and related services designed to help 

the family go directly to work. 
 I 
States are seizing the opportunity tf! become certified under the "Domestic Violence Option" 
ofTANF. The TANF program offers flexibility to States in offering special treatment to the I 
'victims ofdomestic violence under the "Domestic Violence Option." To date, 27 States have 
certified that they will assist victims of domestic violence, with 4more States in the formal 
pr~cess of becoming certified. I 
. States are engaging in forums to share information and lessons learned. The Department is Isupporting the Welfare Peer TechnIcal Assistanc~ Network Project as an opportunity for States 
to link up and share information as well as cross-train each other on emerging best practices in 
areas such as transportation, substance abuse, and post-employment services. The project is Ichallenging States to develop and share solutions for issues ranging from assuring adequate 
transportation for T ANF families in rural areas, offering substance abuse treatments to T ANF 
families, particularly those withahistory of domestic violence or with mental health issues, to I 
strengthening supportive services for TANF families that enter the world of work. 

.. 	 I 
I 
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" I CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS , In 1998, the number ofchild support cases with collections rose dramatically. Children need 
the support of both parents, which is why the Administration has worked closely with Congress. 
and the States to increase child support "ollections. In 1998, child support was collected for 4.5 
million families, an increase of 33% from 3.4 million in 1994. In fiscal year 1997, $13.4 billion 
was collected in child support. In 1998, the State and federal child support enforc~ment program 
collected a record $14.4 billion for children, an increase of80%- from 1992, when $8.4 billion 

I 
t was collected. The Office of Child Support Enforcement established a record 1.5 million 

~temities in 1998, two and a halftimes the 1994 figure of 676,000 and triEle the 192,,2 fIgure. 
A key to improvements in the nation's child support enforcement program is the use of modem 
automated technology. The new National Directory of New Hires has located 1.2 million 

. . -'. 
delinquent parents during the first year of operation since its October 1, 1997'launch. The 
Administration's Welfare-to-Work reauthorization proposal will help even more low-income 

, . ,I fathers increase their employment and child support. . 
" 

OUT OF WEDLOCK BIRTHS 

I We will soon award bonuses to reward reduction in Out-of-Wedlock births. The Bonus to 
Reward Decreases in Illegitimacy Ratio will be awarded later this year to up to five States who 
have had the largest decrease in their ratio of out-of-wedlock births, and also decreased "their 

I abortion rates. Out-of-wedlock births and teenage births continue to decline. Final data for 1997 
(calendar year) indicate that the birth rate for unmarried women aged 15-44 years decreased from 

I 44.8 births per 1,000 women in 1996 to 44.0 in 1997. The actual number of out-of-wedlock 
births declined very slightly from 1,260,306 in 1996 to 1,257,444 in 1997. Over the same' 
period, the proportion of all births that were out-of-wedlock was unchanged at 32.4. 

I Approximately 500,000 teenagers give birth each year. Nationally, the birth rate for teenagers 

I 
continued to decline in 1997, and has now fallen by 16 percent to 52.3 births per 1,000 women 
aged 15-19 years, compared with 62.1 in 1991. During the 1991-97 period, teenage birth rates 
fell in all States and the District of Columbia and the Virgin Islands. 

I DEMOGRAPHIC AND FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF FAMILIES RECEIVING 
ASSISTANCE 

I Families received an average monthly amount of$358 in cash assistance under the T ANF 
" program. This is consistent with past years. . 

I The average number ofpersons in TANFfamilies was 2.1 persons. The T ANF families averaged 

I 

2 recipient children, which remained unchanged. Two in five families had only one child. One in . 

ten families had more than three children. 


While the percentage ofchild-only cases on the welfare rolls has risen steadily since 1988, the 

I rate ofincrease seems to be slowing in the recent 3 years. For the 49 States that reported child-
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Ionly cases', 23.4 percent ofTANF families had no adult recipients, a less than one percentage point 
increase for the comparable States for the October 1996 - June 1997 period. Even though the 
overall percentage ofchild-only cases has continued to increase, the total number ofchild-only Icases has actually declined by about 200,000 since FY 1996. 

There was little change in the racial composition ofTANFfamilies. Three of five TANF adult! Irecipients were members ofminority races or ethnic groups. Thirty-seven percent ofadult /
recipients were black adults, 36 percent were white, 20 percent were Hispanic, 5 percent were 
Asian, and 1.6 percent were Native Americans. '. . I 
Understanding the reason for case closure is severely limited by the fact that States reported 56.1 , 
percent ofall cases that closed did so due to "other",reasons. T ANF families are no longer I 
receiving assistance for the following reasons: 21.7% due to employment, 15.5% due to State 
policy, and 6.2% due to sanction. There is evidence that these case closure data und~rstate 
employment rates when compared to State leaver studies. I 


I
TRIBALTANF 

As ofApril 30, 1999, DHHS has approved TANF plans for seventeen Tribes and two Iconsortiums with Tribal TANFplans, involving 72 Tribes an.d Alaska Native Villages. An 
additional 13 plans are pending approval and several other Tribes are known to be exploring the 
option ofoperating a TANF program. I 

, Tribal TANF programs served slightly more than 3 thousand families in a typical month in 
FY 1998. Another.47,502 American Indian families were served by State governments. Some I 
Tribes and T ANF programs also operate Native Employment Works (NEW) programs. 

Native Americans make up a considerable amount ofthe caseload in certain States. In Fiscal I 
Year 1998, the percentage ofTANF adults in the TANF caseload served by the States who are 
American Indians was almost 73 percent in South Dakota, over 54 percent in North Dakota, Ialmost 41 percent in Alaska, and over 46 percent in Montana. 

ICHILD CARE 

Child care continues to be a critical support for families moving from welfare to work. The IJ 
increase in the proportion ofTANF families who are working and the increase in number of 
hours they must work makes the availability of child care critical in allowing T ANF families to 
retain jobs and avoid seeking cash assistance. PRWORA added $4 billion for child care, I 
providing child care for an additional 441,000 children. As State minimum work participation 
rates increase, from 25 percent of all parents in FY 1997 to 30 percent in FY 1998 and rising to 
50 percent in FY 2002, parents will need more child care to get and keep jobs. States mill!e I 

. significant investments in child care, spending over $1 billion of their own funds. In addition, in ,. 

I 
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I FY 1998 States transferred a total of$652 million in T ANF funds to the Child Care 
Development Block Grant, an over three-:-fold-increase from FY 1?97. " 

I Despite our investments in childcare, there is still a large unmet need. Nationally, there are 
approximately 10 million children who are income eligible for CCDBG childcare. The 

I Department estimated that in 1997 about 1.25 million children were receiving childcare 
assistance through the CCDBG. 

t Another indicator ofthe high demand for childcare services is the rate ofState spending of 
their federal childcare funds. While States have two years to obligate and expend the CCDBG 
funds, States have obligated or expended 100% ofthe.funds available in FY 98 in that same 

-I fiscal year. . 

l 

, A recent GAO study demonstrates the issues aroundfinding affordablel;hild care by analyzing 
the trade-offs low-income mothers confront when they want to work but face high child care 
costs. According to that s1:udy~ child care: subsiQies are often a strong factor in a parent's ability 
to work, and reducing child care costs increases the likelihood that poor and near-poor mother~ 
will be able to work. The GAO observed that affordable child care is adecisive factor that 
encourages low-income mothers to seek and maintain employment. In an earlier study, the GAO 

\ . found that single parents who received child care assistance more often successfully completed 
their training, obtained jobs or experienced other positive outcomes. 

PUBLICATION OF FINAL TANF RULES AND OTHER INITIATIVES 

The TANFfinal rules reflect PRWORA's strong focus on moving recipients to work and self­
sufficiency, on ensuring that welfare is a short-term, transitional experience, and on States' 
accountability for moving families toward self-sufficiency. The final rules encourage and 
support State flexibility, innovation, and creativity to develop programs that can reach all 
families and use T ANF funds to provide supports to working families such as child ~are, 
transportation and job retention services. At the same time, they incorporate the core T ANF 
accountability provisions, inCluding work requirements, time limits, State pen~lties, and data 
collection and reporting requirements. This final rule announced by the President on April 10th

, 

will take effect on October 1, 1999. 

We will soon award 'the high performance bonus (HPB) provision in the new welfare reform 
block grant legislation as a way to reward States that are the most successful iii achieving the 
goals andpurposes ofthe TANFprogram. A total of$l billion (or an average of$200 million 
each year) is available in FYs 1999 through 2003. The four work measures for the bonus in FY 
1999 and FY 2000 are: Job Entry,Success in the Work Force (a measure based onjob retention 
and earnings), and improvement froIJ;l the prior fiscal year in each of these measures. The 
participation in the HPB is optional and States may compete in some or all measures .. Forty-six 
States have submitted data to compete for the HPBfor FY 1999. We anticipate awarding the FY 
1999 bonuses later this year. 
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The President's FY 2000 budget includes key initiatives that buildon the Administration's 

continuing efforts to' help fammes move from welfare to work andsucceed in the workforce. 
The FY 2000 budget requests $1 billion to extend the Welfare-to-Work program to help 200,000 I
long-term welfare recipients and low-income fathers move into lasting unsubsidized employment 
and support their families. The budget requests $430 million for 75,000 welfare-to-work housing 
,vouchers, including $144 million in new funds for 25,000 additional vouchers, and doubles I
Access to Jobs transportation funding from $75 million to $150 million. The President is 
proposing to extend both the Welfare-to-Work Tax Credit and the Work Opportunity Tax Credit 
to encourage the hiring and retention of long-term welfare recipients and other groups ofjob I 

seekers. Finally, the President is proposing significant new funding for childcare to help 
working families meet the cost of childcare. Central to this childcare initiative is an expansion of 
the CCDBG by 7.5 billion over 5 years. I 

HHS has a critical role in ensuring that the nation has the answers to major questions 
regarding welfare reform. These questions can only be answered through rigorous and I 

systematic studies. HHS's welfare reform research agenda has two broad goals: to increase the 
likelihood that the objectives ofwelfare reform are achieved by developing credible information I
that can inform State. and local policy and program decisions, and to inform the Congress, the 
Administration and other interested parties on the progress of welfare reform. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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PROGRESSIV' POllCr INSTITUTE 

August 3, 1999 

Dear Friend: 

Since President Clinton signed historic welfare reform legislation in 1996, transportation has risen 
to the top of the welfare· reform agenda, with many administrators, employers,and recipients 
reporting it to be the single most important barrier remaining to getting and keeping a job. 

A recent report by the Progressive Policy Institute (PPI) and PubliC/Private Ventures (PIPV) , 
Working Far From Home: Transportation and Welfare Reform in the Ten Big States (Executive 
Summary enclosed), presents a new survey and field research from the states and makes several 
provocative recommendations to federal and state policy makers. The authors are Margy Waller: 

, Senior' Fellow at the Progressive Policy Institute and director of a new joint PPUBrookings 
, Institution project on ending poverty among working families; and Mark Alan Hughes, formerly vice 

president of PubliclPrivate Ventures and now Distinguished Senior Scholar at the University of 
. Pennsylvania and Nonresident Senior Fellow at the. Brooking's Center on Urban and Metropolitan 
Policy. 

Over the past year, Waller and Hughes surveyed numerous state and local officials responsible for 
funding, designing, and implementing transportation assistance for low-income workers in the ten 
states with the largest number of recipients of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) 
funding, which collectively represent two-thirds of the national caseload. They point out some of the 
limitations and consequences of transportation strategies centered on public transit, even though 
substantial welfare funding is being spent on these systems. Noting several innovative examples of 

. car-related programs, the authors argue the necessity of expanding our commitment to helping low­
, income workers acquire and operate cars to access work and other opportunities. They offer policy 
recommendations designed to improve the performance of both public transit and private cars in 
assisting those leaving welfare for work. 

I hope'you find the study of interest. For a copy of the full report, or for additional information on 
PPI's work in the area of welfare reform, I encourage you to call us at (202) 547-0001, or visit our 
web site at www.d1cppi.org. 

Cordially, 

Will Marshall 

President, Progressive Policy Institute 


600 Pennsylvania Avenue, SE, Suite 400 - Washington, OC 20003 - 202·547·0001 - Fax: 202·544·5014 - E-mail: ppiinfo@dl(ppi.org - WWW: hffp://www.dl(ppi,org . 

http:ppiinfo@dl(ppi.org
http:www.d1cppi.org
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Mi~~aelKellj ,. 

~sessing Welfare Reform 

It is official: The reform of the 

w~; system is a great triumph of 
socialpolicy-&i great, indeed, as to 
restore'some legitimacy to the whole 
concePfof1arge-scaIe social policy. 

Whiin the 1996 law ending welfare 
, as an entitlement was under consider­

alion,;l:he Department of Health and 
Humaii Services and the nongovem­
mentanJrban Institute predicted that 
the proPosed reform would push more 
than li'"inillion children into poverty. 
Critics,w.uned of social catastrophe. 
This Week. after studying the data for 
1998,HHS and the Urban Institute 
have returned their verdicts: The pes­
simists were wrong. Welfare reform 
did nofgive rise to catastrophe. It did 
not rung a million dependent children 
into the streets; it did rescue from the 
grinding tyranny of the do1e millions of 
dependent adults. 

The principal aim of the 1996 law 
was t4. require the states to move 
adults' off the welfare rolls and' into 
work. In 1998 the states were obliged, 
to show that 30 percent of adult 
welfare recipients were working at 
least 20 hours per week. The actual 
results, released this week by HHS: 
On av~e,35 percent were working. 
In somestates more than 55 percentof 
~ recipients were working at 
least hhlf-time. 

The: Urban Institute also released a 
report;'::UUS week. Studying women 
who left welfare between 1995 and 
1997, the institute found that a majori­

. ty-60 percent:"-were employed at 
the time they were interviewed. And, 
as President Clinton justifiably boast­
ed Tuesday, the welfare rolls have 
been em in half since 1993. . 
. The-~first question about welfare 
reform's success is: Why? Recall that 
only a decade ago, .the,:-Veltare system 

. 

Seemed frozen utterly and forever. In 
the media·warped public discussion, 
the politics of welfare were also locked 
in place, with.hberal Democratic bu­
manists protecting women and cJill. 
dren from cruel Reaganite ketchup-as­
vegetable-heads. How did we ever get 
out of this great dismal swamp? 

The first answer is political Here·is 
one of, those rare happy ocCasions 
when everyone takes credit and every­
one deserves credit 

Governors-Republicans mostly, 
but some Democrats too--led reform 
well in advance of the administration 
and Congress, and they get credit for 
forcing and drivmg the issue-and, in 
many states, for implementing reform 
so aggressively and creatively as to 
outstrip the law's requirements. ' 

Newt Gingrich and his revolution­
ary Republican COngress of 1994 get 

'credit for drafting three welfare re­
form bills, sticking with the' cause 
through two Clinton vetoes, and ho1d· 
ing the president's feet to an election­
year fire to win enactment the third 
time out 

Bill Clinton gets credit for making 
the governors' crusade a national 
promise, with his' 1992 campaign 
pledge to "end welfare as we know it," 
and for keeping that pledge. It is 
perhaps true that he kept it reluc­
tantly, tbut he kept it, and more. 
Clinton worked to undo some of the 
more Draconian and underthought 
elements of the law, and to strongly 
support the reworked version. In so 
doing, as a Democratic president, 
Clinton legitimized the reform; he did 
'something crucial that no Republican 
could have done and no other Demo­
erat had ever dared to do. 

The second answer to the'question 
of why is one of econoinics, and one of 

considerable debate. Some-Clinton, 
for one-hold that the 1996 law is 
responsible for almost all of the re­
form's success. Others believe the 

,fantastic economy largely did the job. 
Isabel Sawhill. a policy analyst at the 
Brookings Institution, is probably 
right to figure that the economy ac· 
counted for half the gain and the other 
half was due to policy changes (includ­
ing the 1996 bill, the increase in the 
earned income tax credit, improve-' 
ments in child care for the poor and 
the increase in the minimum wage). 

Sawhill's analysis raises a last, criti- , 
cal point: Welfare reform's success is 
fledgling and fragile. As the Urban 
Institute's study· shows, many of the 
women who have left welfare are 
barely making it A recession of any 
length could threaten much of what 
has been accomplished. 
. What this suggests is that we niUst 

plan for a recession, and to defeat a ' 
recession. Incredibly, House Speaker 
Dennis Rastert thinks differently. The 
states have been so successful at 
getting people off welfare that at least 
$4 billion in unclaimed welfare block 
grants have piled up in Treasury 
accounts. The states have been wisely 
content to leave the money ~ere for 
now, as rainy-<lay cushions against 
recession's ability to undo the hard­
won gains upon which millions'of 
reclaimed lives depend. 

Rastert has proposed that Congress 
giom the cash instead, and spend it on 
somethingelSe.It would be interesting 
to know what the speaker thinks is 
more important than the rescue of 
what was long thought to be a perma­
nent underclass. ' 

Michael Kelly is the editor oj 
NationalJournal. ' 
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Rollertf, Samue!J;on 

-The DeficitinLeadership 

It's: been a bad time for good 

deba~. Thomas B. Reed, speaker of 
the House a century ago, once re­
marked of two woeful colleagues that 

, ~they never open their mouths with· 
out subtracting from' the sum of 
human knowledge." The same can be 
said of the budget debate. The longer 
it lasts, the more confused the public 
.becomes. We are bombarded by baf· 
fling numbers, slogans and programs. 
There' may not be a conspiracy be­
tween President Clinton and Con­
gress to confound the public. but the 
effect is the same. 

This ought not be. What Ameri· 
cans ,need. to know about budget 
surpluses-and what ought to., be 
done' with them-.:-is straightforward. 
Let's review (again) the essentials: 

Fiist No one knows whether the 
surpluses will materialize. The Con· 
gressional Budget Office (CBO) puts 
them' at $2.9 trillion over 10 years. 
The White House projects them at 
$5.9'trillion over 15 years. But the 
projections could easily unravel. The 
economy could disappomt. Health 
costs might exceed forecasts. Tax 
'collections, which have risen unex­
pectedly, could just as easily drop 
unexpectedly. Moreover, the projec" 
tionsassume--probably unrealistical­
ly and undesirably-a constant fall in 
defense and domestic discretionary 
spending as a share of national in­

"come. ' 
SeCond; IT big surpluses continue, 

their best use is to reduce the publicly 
held federal debt, now $3.7 trillion. 
This ought to please both hberals and 
Conservatives. In 1998, interest pay­
ments on the debt totaled $243bi!· 

" lion, 'slightly more than Medicare 
, ,pending, ($211 billion): Eliminating 
the ,debt and interest costs would 

, shrink government. That ought to 
. cheer conservatives. But lower inter· 

est payments would also make it 
easier'to afford the retirement costs 
of the baby-boom generation, which 
in 15 or 20 years threaten to over­
whelm any budget' surpluses. That 
oUght to please hberaIs. 

Fmany: Budget surpluses may 
someday justify lower taxes or new 
spendllig programs. Tax cuts might 
cushion a recession or promote tax 
simpOOeation. Government may have 
to r+d to new national needs. But 

,. 


that time is not now. Having man­
aged only one surplus between 1961 
and 1997, the White House and 
Congress ought to let today's surplus­
es run to gauge their strength. 

President Clinton created much of 
the present confusion, No one is more 
influential than the president in set· 
ting the national agenda. Early this 
year, Clinton might have laid out a 
clear framework for reducing the 
federal debt. Instead, he proposed a 
baffling prograni , 

Though preaching debt reduction, 
the proposal had much more. First, 
Clinton made budget projections for 
,15 years-a period so Wl!ealistic that 
no president had done it before. This 
allowed Clinton to claim huge future 
surpluses that could be spent on new ' 
programs: WJiversa1 savings ac­
counts; common-stock investments 
for Social Security; a drug benefit for 
Medicare; increases in defense and 
domestic programs. The president 
also double-counted much of the sur­
plus so as to make extra Mcontnbu· 
tions" to the Social Security and, 
Medicare trust funds. 

Republicans might have challenged 
the president to focus honestly on 
debt reduction., Instead, they CO!ll­

pounded the confusion by embracing 
big tax cutS. MAmericans are paying 
the highest taxes as a percentage of ' 
the nation's ecOnomy since World 
War n," said House Ways and Means 
Committee Chairman Bill Archer. ' 
"'We should give it back to them 
before it gets spent by the bureau­
crats." So House and Senate Republi­
cans endorsed different tax cuts each 
totaling '!l>out $800 billion over 10 
years. 

,The resulting debate gushes mis­
information. Contrary to Archer, "bu­
reaucrats" don't decide spending; 
Congress and the president do. An~' 
other myth is that the Republican 
plaD. sacrifices debt reductioh, while 
Clinton's doesn't. The Republican 
program would achieve debt reduc· 
tion of $2.2 trillion by 2009, says the 
CEO. By contrast, Clinton's debt 
reduction would be oilly $2 trillion. 
Democrats complain that CEO esti­
mates of spending under the Repub­

, lican plan are artificially low. But even 
adding $500 billion of spending (over 
10 years) to the Republican plan-

subtracting from debt reduction­
would leave the two plans fairly close. 

And all these competing claims ' 
suffer from the self-serving assump- , 
tion that the underlying surpluses will 
actually occur. How iffy are they? 
Let's take one item: tax collections. 
One reason the budget has suddenly 
sprinted into surplus is that personal 
inccime-tax revenues have unexpect­
edly increased by about two percent- ' 
age points of national income since 
1994. This may sound small, but it 
isn't. It roughly equals $170 billion a 
year. 

No one really knows why this' 
happened. The most thorough anal· 
ysis comes from CBO economists in 
an agency report and a professional 
paper.. Their figures indicate that 
perhaps 60' to 70 percent of the rise 
came from taxpayers with $200,000 
of income or more. This implies a 
couple of conclusions. First, it quali. 
fies Archer's claim that most Ameri· 
cans are paying historically high tax­
es; mainly, it's the rich whose taxes 
raise total taxes to lofty levels. Sec· 
ond, it suggests that the tax windfall 
might vanish. It could be a creature of 
the economic and stock booms that 
have produced large gains from stock 
profits, bonuses and stock options. 

The eagerness' to dispose of the 
paper surpluses says more about the 
political culture ,than sound budget 
policy. This misleading debate could 
have been avoided. Had Clinton pro­
posed a simple program for debt 

, reduction, he could have rallied public 
opinion and large blocs of centrists 
from both parties. The president's' 
compulsive cleverness, aimed at dis­
guising his irrepress!.ble partisanship, 
squandered this opportunity, in part· 
because the Republicans lack states­
manship and are so easily goaded into 
shrill partisanship. 

These Democrats and Republicans 
represent a generation of hyperactive 
politiciimsunschooled in self­
restrairii. They are media addicts, , 
living to score points on their oppo­
nents. Their fiscal proposals would 
lead the country in different-but 
equally undesirable-directions. 
Though the budget has swung into 
surplus, the deficit in national leader­
ship grows wider. 

mije Wusijlngtonflost ' 
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Poverty 


Tour' 
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. ""
'.> By Peter"Edelman 
--"c-------->'l;:...,.~,:,.,.",-_--..,.--'-" 

. WASHINGTON 'President Clinton travels . 
• . across. the country. 
, . this week visiting 

poor areas, he should 
, , stop· referring toA. them ,as. '~pockets" 
of poverty. It is not just a· matter of 
pockets. Persistent poverty is en­
demic in cities and rural areas and is 
increasingly present, 'if less .visibly 
so, in suburbs. ' 

The Preside.nt cannot admit the 
extent of the problem because his 
Administration has a: vested interest 
in the notion that welfare reform has 
been a success. But welfare reform 
does not 'live up 'to the hype. The 
welfare rolls are down 40 percent. 
but poverty has been reduced only a 
little, Even in our hot economy, those 
who have just left welfare are, on 
balance. worse off. More people 'are 
working. but the increased earnings 
add up to less than the benefits lost. 
~y? ' 
• People are being pushed off the ' ' 

rolls all over. the country. Many. 
states drop people from the rolls for 
such derelictions as failing to come 
to the office for an appointment, De­
pending on the state, 30 to 50 percent 
of those who leave:welfare don't find 
jobs. With the rolls down by more ' 
than six million people; this adds up 
to a big number. 

• Many people who lose jobs can't 
get welfare. They come to the wel- " 
fare office for assistance and are told 
to look for a job. This is called "di- C' 

. version." To make matters worse, 

they are often not told they can,get 

Medicaid and food stamps right 

away. Indeed, the food stamp rolls, 

are down by' more than a third ­
much more than what can be attrib­

uted to the booming economy. 


, • Getting a job doesn't always 
mean steady work. Unemployment ' 
records across a number of states 
show that since early 1997, two-thirds 
of those who left welfare were unem­
ployed for at least' three months in 
the first year after they left the rolls. 

• Too many jobs pay poorly, often 

because they are only part time. 


, Peter Edelman, a law professor at 
, 'Georgetown, reSigned as Assistant 

Secretary for Planning and Evalua­
tion at the Department of Health and 
Human Services to protest the 1996 
welfare law; 

Moreover, two million people work 
full time all year and can't get their 
families out of poverty. More than 70 " 
percent of pqor children live in fam­
ilies where somebody, has, income 
from work. Lousy pay from work is 
the biggest source of poverty for 
people who aren't' elderly. 

And all of these problems hit mi· 
norities the hardest.' We should re­
member that race is an underlying 
issue in the debate on poverty. 
, Some-states are·better, some are 
worse. Vermont, Maine and Rhode 
Island are really trying to help peo­
ple get and keep jobs and protect 
children at the same time. Minnesota 
gives income assistance to those 
with low-paying jobs. 

Idaho, on the other hand, has a 
two-year lifetime limit, with few ex· 
ceptions; and throws the whole fam­
ily off welfare for life after the third 
violation of its rules. In Mississippi, 
which has very tough poliCies and a ' 
weak economy in much of the state, 
the welfare rolls went down by 68 

cent of their income over the same 
two years.' 

Boosters of the new welfare law 
tout the decreases in child poverty 
the past couple of years. Child pov­
erty is down slightly, but it oUght to 
be down much more in,this hot econ· 

.. 'Theba~news 
behind diminishing 

caseloads~, ' 

.,;- ... 
percent, but only 35 percent. of those .omy. One child in f~,v,e is still P,oor, . 
people found jobs. New York City ,.
and a number,of states force women and we are a long \YaY from,the early' 
out of community' coUege and into 1970's, when one child in s!l\'en was 
welfare programs that lead nowhere. . Poor:itself.llot a','statisti~;lo write 

The bottom line: the poor are not home about;'Arid the'nuinber,of chil­
,better off. The number ofextreme.dteri in" extreme, ~vertY' has in· 

poor - people trying to survive on'an creased.'" '" " 

income of less than half the poverty: States are sittingon larg~'surplus­

line, or less than abOut $6,750 a year 
for a family of three - actually w~nt 
up to 14.6 million people in 1997 from 
13,9 million' in 1995. Among families 
headed by single mothers, the poor· 
est 10 percent actually lost 15.2 per­

, " 

' es of unspe•.Federai welfafe money 

while welfare-to-wor1l: need's··..... child 

care, trallSporta4Orl'; literaf:Y: men· 

'tal health Services anddWg and al· 

'cohol treatment;":",. conttn~·to go 

unmet. If we want real~~are reo 


form, weh~ve to offer more. The 

needs are going to become more 


, pressing. Nearly eight million people 

are still on the rolls, three million of ' 
them adults, mostly women. The 
Federal' five-year time limit, one of 
the welfare law's harshest features, 
.will start hitting )hemtwo years 

,from'nqw. . " 
In faci, the real iSSue isn't welfare., 

It's poverty. And, it's not just pov­
erty. it's the situation of millions' of 
people who don't earn enough to sup­
port their families. When you add up 
what it really costs to pay the rent, 
buy food, buy clothes, pay to get to 
work, and all the rest, it's a whole lot 
more' than what we cail the poverty 
line. The vast majority of those get­
ting the short end of the stick are 
doing the be~t they can and are not 
making it. 

If ,there is a constructive side to 
the new welfare law, it is that it has 
helped many people see anew the 
challenges in making work into a 
reality for so many who were ma­

,rooned by the old system, Perhaps 
now we'can have a debate that goes' 
beyond bumper stickers and sound 
bites. For openers, we should insist 
that Mr. Clinton's poverty tour, be , 
based on the real facts about the 
state of the poor in America. 0 

(!;!Jt ~tur if~r15 ~h~tts 
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Naysayers, Thrivingin the.Heat 

By Gale E. Christianson· 
I

TERRE HAUTE, Ind. 
n 1896, with the Industrial Rev­
olution as his . backdrop, 

. Svante Arrhenius, a Nobel 
prize-winning chemist, first 

.. theorized that the mass con­

. sumptibtt of fossil fuels ­
coal:: oil and natural gas - would. 
gradua\1y push earth:s t£.!!lperature 
upward..He calculated that in the 

. distant .centuries to come, humanity 
.." would flourish in a more benevolent 
: climate, one that, would open up the 
sparsely settled reaches of the. 
Northern Hemisphere to agriculture 
and to commerce as never before. 

'Scientific research in the last 30 
years has yielded a mixed ve~dicton 
Arrhenius's hypothesis. On the one 
hand, the planet is clearly warming 
just as he predicted~ its temperature 
having increased by a littlem,ore 
than one degree Fahrenheit. On the 
other, this warming has occurred 
during the century following this the­
ory's publication, and instead of cre­

'ating a climatic nirvana, we are now 
stewing in our own juices. 

What is more, global warming is 
acceleratlDg. The 1970's were warm­
er than the 1960's, the 1980's were 
warmer· than the 1970's, and the 
1990's have been warmer still. Last 
year was the warmest in recorded 
history, and - as this recent record 
heat wave seems to bear out - the 
temperature contmues to rise. 

Yet even when a 91-degree day 
qualifies as a break from the heat, 
there 'are still those who dis'count the 
idea of global warming. TheY'persist, . 
in denying the obvious, even though a 
majority of the world's scientific 
community is now convinced· that 
humans are at least partly responsi­
ble for this phenomenon, though to 
precisely what extent. remains to be 
determined. 

Many of the most vociferous nay­
sayers tend to be astronomers, 
chemists and phYSicists, often hav'" 
ing no' track record whatsoever in 
climatology and the environmental 
sciences. Having established their 
reputations, they have often joined 
forces with conservative think tanks 
like the American Enterprise Insti-

Gale E. Christianson, a history pro· , 
fessor at Indiana State University, is 
the author of "Greenhouse: The 200· 
Year Story of Global Warming." 

tute, the Cato Institute and the Hoo­
ver Institute. Some, like Frederick 
Seitz, a physicist who once served as 
president of· the Nadonal Academy 
of Scienc~s, and Thomas Gale Moore 
of the Hoover Institute, seem obliVi­
ous to the ongoing depredation of 
nature arid the climate system. 

How cansome 
scie~tists still deny 
global warming? 

"Th'e environmental problem is 
largely hypothetical and not substan­
tiated by careful observations," Mr. 
Seitz wrote. 

Add to this the fact that few of 
their papers have .been placed in 
respected scientific journals, where 
all articles are subj ect to intense 
peer review. Instead, they pen short 
books that are published by the ideo­
logically driven think tanks to, which 
they belong. . 

In sum, they cannot 'see what Ar­
rhenius saw' a century ago, though 
his conClusion has been bolstered by 
hundreds, perhaps thousands, of arti­
cles in distinguished journals like 
Nature, Science. and Scientific Amer­
ican. ' . 

As ahistorian of SCience, I have 
spent the last two years plumbing 
that literature, some of it reaching 
across two. centuries. And. most of 
the predictions of what a single de­
gree of warming can d8' are proving 
to' be right. The corals of the warm­
ing seas are dying, destroying a frag­
ile ecosystem that has flourished 
time out of mind; the waters of the 
world are gradually rising, their de­
structive storm surges and high 
'tides a menace to the island nations 
of the world, as well as to southern 
Florida,Louisiana, the Netherlands 
and Bangladesh; the glaciers and 
polar caps continue to shrink; the 
melting permafrost in the Arctic tun· 
dra threatens to buckle roads and 
topple electrical lines, releasing 
great quantities of methane, one of 
the most potent of the greenhouse 
gases, into Hie atmosphere; the habi­
tats of many insect species, including 
.butterflies, shrink under a withering 
summer sun,' and ice core samples 

collected in Greenj~d inforlh us that 
there has been no warming like ours 
in the past 250,OO(} years, though ice ,.-. 

has come and gofte:and corne again, 
The· most common argument used 

by skeptics of globatwarmihg is that 
during the four blUJon years of its 
existence, earth.hasgone through 
cotnltless cycles:·Qf. warmlilg' and 
cooling, which, of course, is~bsolute· 
ly true. But let us not hide behind this 
chestnut as a waY.pf 'evading scientif­
ic truth. And the truth is this: There 
is' no evidence of a cycle of warming 
in the fossil record, or in the core 
samples taken from the ocean' 
depths, or in the growth rings of 
'trees, or in the ice cores drawn from 

the spinning axis of the world, that 

matches the pattern of the last centu­

ry, which saw the rise of modern 

industry and the widespread release 

of carbon dioxide into the atmos­

phere. 
·· .he attempt, to turn a 


scientific discovery 

.' . into' an ideological, 


. .' . splrlt~ii1 or. political 

debate does no one
T . any good, as:.students 


of Galileo and Darwin well know. 

Rather, it impedes the vtlry steps 

required to set things to rights, and 

in the current climate of drift It will 

take a very long time to do so. for a 

century's supply of greenhouse 'gas­

. es have accumulated in the earth's 

atmosphere, and more are being
' 
banked every hour of every day. 

We should have learned long ago 

that in such cases as this it is science 

and not personal beliefs that will 

prevail. \t is well past the time to 

start paying close attention to what 

almost all well-informed SCientists 

are saying, The naysayers have long 

since had their day. . . 0 


Note to Readers 
The Op-Ed page ,welcomes 

unsolicited manu,scripts. Be· ' 
cause of the volume of s~mis­
sions, however, we regret'that 
we cannot acknowledge ~n arti­
cle or return it. If manuscripts 
are accepted for publication. 
authors will be notified within 
two weeks. For further infor- . 
mation, call (212) 556,1831. ' 

'. it 
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,. The new welfare rules be 

.: tested in 'the next recession: . ~ 

P
"ROPONENTsor the 1996 'weifare law are' 

, finding plenty of reasons to feel smug thes~ 


days.' Repllblican 'leaders held a news coil. 

,ference la!;t week to' proclaim a 'triumph after' 

'. releasing a study by the General Accounting Of. 
fice that showed plunging welfare rolls, soaring' . 

. employment rates' among former reCipients ll!ld 
no burst of homelessness, ,as many of :the· hiw's 

, opponents had predicted.' ' 
SO should oj)ponents, inCluding, several. high. 


ranking Administratioll officials who resigned 

,when President Clinton signed the ,Republican" 

spol,1sored bill, acknQwledge they werewrongi '.:' . " " :' . ,- , 

"No," says. wen~ell Primus; 'one of thoseoffi::. 
clals who reslgned,m protest and who now works' 
for the Center on Budget and' Policy Prlorities,a. 
liberal research group ill Washington. It might 
,seem churlish to sl~ugh off all the good news, bu~ 
Mr, Primus has a pOint. The test of the '96 act 
comes when the next recession hits 'and there will 
'be no Federal security blanket for tlie firs'ttlme in. 
60 years, In an Interview this week, Mr. Primus 
. echoeg"testimony he gave to Congress last week., 
.. Many former reCipients are surviving on iess 
income today than when they were on welfare. 
And the number that will need to i-eturnto the rolls 
in the next few' months or years in an effort to 
make up for tQeir lost income by' combining work 
and welfare could prove staggeringly high." ­

First, the good news. Douglas J. Besharoli',' a 
resident scholar at the American Enterprise Instie 
tute; a conservative research group, testified last' 
week that- the welfare law, rather than the robust 
economy. was a key reason "for this unprecedent­

, ed decline,- now reaching 44 percent since March 
1994'" in caseloads. -He' estimates' that there are 
almost seven million fewer people on welfare. He 
cites an analysis by the Federal budget office that 
reductionsin welfare benefits were offset by "two 
o~ t~reefold.galns In .Income due to work." Be-, 
Sides, he says, perhaps 30 percent C!f poor single· 
mot~er familie,s live with nonfamily members_ 
from whom they can derive support ' 

, The. General. Accou~ting.. Office. adds, ~o the 

,cheery' evalu,at1on~ Its revltw, of studl.es. from 

seven states fmdl' empl~ymept rates of people who 

left welfare roll~ rangmg from. 61 percent to 87 


.percent Tho~e are stunnh)gly high numbers, well 

beyond predictions when the lawwas passed, By

contrast, the employment rates among current 

welfare recipients hover around 30 per~e~t. .' 

. Sarah Brauner and;pamela Loprest at the. Ur­
ban Institute reviewed II stu~ies of people'who 

have recentlj' left welfare and turned' up another 

encouraging result: More,than -half of the em­
ployed people who left welfare worked 30 or more 

hours aweek, nearly full time. A few ofthe studies 

found that a majority of recent welfare reCipients 

report life.ls better for those who.1eave the rolis. 


sharing income," he said: 
"I find an income loss for roughly a ,million 


families of $860 per family, which represeiltsa 

decline of 15 percent," he addeo,'·'That's big." 1 


'. Mr. Primus also points out that welfare rolls fell 
after 1995 five· times more tharrdld the number ofl 
people living' in poverty. '.He says that ~r. 'Be~ 
sharov exaggera~es the Importance of mcome 
gains report~~ by th~ Government for all female· 

, headed famlhes bec~use many of those families 
" were~o~ poor. In one. study, only 35 percent of, 
. those who left welfare earl)ed as much as $12,000 a, 

•year, and even that level. falls short of the poverty! 

level for a family, of three by about $1,000, AJ 

Wisconsin study showed that between athlrd anda 

half of those who left welfare for good had income: 

above the poverty level.' " " ' ' 


The Urban. Institute study concludes. that most' 

people who leave welfare "reporthavlhg:incomes:l 

that are lower than or,similar to their combined 


':.::rearnings and benefits before exit" Its revlevialso; 

shows that only about half'lo two-thirds of people-.:. 

who leave welfare receive Medicaid benefits and':' " 


.onl about half receive food t m .! 
y , . , , ,s a ps even tho~gh 


~e ~~lfa~~ law did fnot~lthdra: these benefits. 

ar IC pa Ion rates or t ase w 0 leave:.~elfare:. 


are much lower tha~ among those w~o contmue on,' 

welfare. About a thl~d of the families v.:ho leave, . 

report pr~blems paymg for,foodand ut1l1t~es" ~ 

. ~r. Primus focus,es on another threatenmg sta-:, 


. tlst~C:, In Maryland, about 20 percentot welfar~; 

'" r~lplell~sreturned to, the rolls after 3 m'onths, Int 

Wlsconsm, about 30 percent returned after 15, 

~ ~.;.-

•• '.' ': months. "The issue of families needing to return to:' 
Mr. Primus presents a darker view, Incomes of welfare will become more .important as increasing i, 

single:mother families did rise before the.l996 act ·numbersof recipients reach their tlme,limit on aid" 
passed. But between 1995 and 1997; the income of and returning to the rolls wi\l'nolonger be an: 

,the poorest 20 percent of single-mother families' 'option for them," he said. . '., ' 
fell by almost 8 percent despite a fast-growing - The d<!ta behind any evaluation of the welfare-
economy, a substanti!ll increase In, Federal tax' to:work pr()grams are skimpy. Few states ,have . 
creditsfo~ poor workIng parents andthe fact'that .conducted reliable surveys. "We could draw no " . 
time limits on welfare benefits had riot kicked In. conclusion about the status of most families that'; . 
The fall in welfare benefits overwhelmed the rise have left welfare," the General Accounting OffiCE( 
in earnings: And Mr. Primus rebuts Mr. Besl)ar- s~ys. But Mr. Primus and otners provide enough 
oV,'s suggestio!! that ,the income of. nonfamlly cautionary tidbits to make the case that "consid· i " 
memb,e~s could fill in the gap. "Mayb~ 3 percent of: erable caution ought to lie exercised before pro-, 

. the million househ,olds who lost mo~ey coped by ~ouncing welfare reform all unqualified success."', 
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Republican Elected 
To Head CF. T. c. 

WASHINGTON, June 2 (Reuters) 
- In a surprise move, the Commod­
ity Futures Trading Commission an­
nounced today that David Spears, a 
commissioner, had been elected act­
ing !=hairman after the departure of 
the chairwoman, Brooksley E. Born. 
The election of Mr. Spears, a Repub-: 

Hcan, is unusual under a Democratic 

' Administration, especially given the 

fact that a Democratic commission­
er, Barbara Holum, had indicated 
she expected to fill the role until a 
new head was appointed for the 
agency, 'which regulates United 
States 'futures markets. 

By convention, the, commission 

fore moving to the commiSSion, he 
was an aide to Bob Dole, the former 
Republican Senator from Kansas. 

" 

Home Sales World Bank 

UnexpectedlY$ays Poverty 

Rose .in Apr;l" ' Is Increasing 

U.S. Rrices Driven 
To RecordLevel 

WASHINGTON, 'June 2, (Bloom­
berg News) - Sales of new homes 
unexpectedly rose in April to the i 

By PAUL LEWIS 

The number of people living 'on 
'less than' $1 a' day appears to be 
, riSing and will reach 1.5 billion by 
year-end as ,a result of the economIc 
crisis in Asia and its aftermath, the 
World Bank said yesterday. 

second-highest level ever, driving!' "Today, countries that un,tilre­
prices to a record high and giving' cently believed they were turmng the 
Federal Reserve policy makers an­

' has named' as acting chairman the ' other reason to consider raising in-
senior commissioner from the party terest rates, Government figures 
that controls the White House. But, showed today. ' 
after Ms, Born stepped down on 
Tuesday, the agency's five-member 
commission - already down to four 
after a previous reSignation - was 
reduced to just three: Ms. Holum, 
'. 
Mr, Spears and James Newsome, 
another Republican. . 

None of the three commisSioners 
were available for comment, but a 
C.F.T.C. spokesman said, they had 
voted 2 to 0 in favor of Mr. Spears, 
with Ms. Holum abstaining. ' 

The C.F.T.C. said Mr. Spears 
would take over as acting chairman 
immediately, He was confirmed as a 
commisSioner in August 1996, with 

Sales surged 9.2 percent in April, 
to a seasonally adjusted annual rate 
of 978,000 units, the Commerce De­
partment reported. That topped ana­
lysts' forecasts for a 1.5 percent de-, 

. cline and came after an eight-tenths 
of a percent decrease in March.' 

RiSing mortgage rates contributed 
to the April increase, builders and 
economists said. , 
' Average rates for 30-year fb,<ed­
rate mortgages rose to 7.23 percent 
last week, up from about 6.8 percent 
at the si'art of the year and a three-
decade low of 6.49 percent last Octer­
ber.' 

The median price of new homes 
his term expiring in April 2000. Be- , rose 3 percent in April, to a record 

$159,500 from $154,800 in March, 
Commerce Department figures 

,showed. That is 7.8 percent higher 
than a year earlier. , 

Rising prices do not necessarily .' mains unchanged, the number of ab­
mean buyers are being priced out of jectly poor will reach 1.5 billion by 
the market. With a7.23 percent mort- . the start of the new millennium. 
gage on a $159,500 home, a buyer I In East ASia, the bank said,Indo­
would pay $1,086 a month in prinCipal 
and interest costs, compared with a ' 
$1,007 payment at 6.49 percent. 

The rise in home sales "will be one' 
more piece cif the puzzle that says t9' 
the Fed it's appropriate" to raise, 
interest rates, said Diane Swonk,: 

tide in the fight against poverty are 
witnessing its re-emergence along 
with hunger and the human suffering 
it brings," the World Bank preside~t, 
James D. Wolfensohn, wrote 10 ItS 
latest report on global poverty. . 

The report implied that the 10­
crease was caused in part by the 
international rescue packages begun 
to help Asian countries overcome 
their economic difficulties, Those 
packages were mainly prepared. by 
its sister institution, the Internatlon­
al Monetary Fund. 

The bank did not mention the 
I.M.F, by name, but said these pack­

'ages bore down too harshly on the 
least well-off sections of the popula­

' tion and should have been more care­
fully designed to cushion them from 
the effects of the crisis. 

The bank said that while 1.2 billion 
' people liv~d on less th~ $1 a day ~ 
1987, this figure had nsen to 1.3 bll­
lion by 1993. Assuming the propor­
tion of people living in poverty re-

deputy chieLeconomist at the Bank: .lion newly poor. 

misia Thailand and South Korea are 
suffering "Significant increases in 
poverty." In Indonesia alone, the 
bank said, the proportion of people 
living on under $1 day rose to 19:9 
percent in 1998 from 11 percent ~n 
1997, the bank said, implying 20 mll­

One Corporation in Chicago. "The 
strong home sales keep generating 
additional spending, and this just 
puts that much more in the pipelin:." 

Just last week, Mr. Greenspan ro­
dicated policy 'makers were y.ratch· 
ing the housing boom's effect on the 
rest of the economy. "The home 
sales market is a critical factor of 

'I I .. h
what's going on in reta! sa es, . e: 
said in a speech to the National 'Re- , 
tail Federation. . 

April's sales level was second only 
to November's record pace of 958,000 
homes. So far this year,home sales. 
have averaged an annual r,ate of 

921,000. If sustained, that would ex­
ceed last year's record 886,000 

homes sold. 
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.I'he picture for South Asia is more 
mixed with some countries record­
ing good economic gro~. B~t the 
number of abjectly poor 10 IndIa has 
increased to about 340 miIlion, by 
1997 from 300 million in the 1980's. 

In sub-Saharan Africa, economic 
I . 

growth lagged. behind popu atl~n 
growth last year implyi?,g a ,f~1 10 
average inc,omes. Brazl,1 s dlffl~ul­
ties continue to cloud Latin Amenca, 
where the World Bank found evi­
dence of growing inequality. It also 
. . 
anticipated "sharp declines 10 
growth and increases in pover~y" in 
Russia, Ukraine and· Romania asweIl as in the Middle East and North 

Africa . 
The bank's criticism implies that 

the rescue packages for Asian and 
other countries hurt the .poor dispro­
portionately, While cuts ,in gov~m­
ment spending are mevltable m a 
crisis it said services that protect 
the w~rse-off should be maintained. 



.More' Who Leave Welfare Rolls in New York Are.Found to Get Jobs' 

. policies intended to 'push people off requirements and restrictions on neictnine months. By excluding those. in thai progralTl have declined by 

the rolls have moved them toward public assistance. ' . who returned to welfare, Wisconsin' 224,316 siuce J995, and advocates for 
ButStudySaysMany, self-sufficiency, not destitution. Richard P. Nathan, the director of officials got Significantly better the ,poor have long contended that 

The findings, experts say, suggest the Rockefeller institute and one of results than if they had included for- . people in that program are among
Worked Short-Term that the combination of a robust the main authors of the study, said mer recipients who were unable to the most difficult to employ because 

economy and tough new poliCies 'that while crucial questions re­ find work and went back on the rolls. they often, have disapilities like sub­
. aimed at nudglng.people off welfare mained, the study provided a valu­ By contrast" New York inc,luded, stance·abuse problems. , 

By RA YMOND HERNANDEZ have led many former recipients to able glimpse of life after welfare. people who returned to the welfare' Rather, the study sought to deter-
ALBANY; Aug, 4 .-: Two-ihirds of find jobs. But the report does not "This is a first step in understand~ ,rolls, and it achieved largely the, mine what has become of the roughly' 

the, people who left New York State's answer many crucial questions, such, Ing the effects of the widespread same results,. ' 465,000 Single parents and children 
rapidly declining welfare rolls found as the types of jobs that former changes In welfare policy in New Nearly 690,000 people have left the ,Who have left the rolls since 1995. For

I jobs within the year after they recipients secured during their first York," he said, "But we need to know ' state's two main welfare programs, the purposes of the study, the re-' 
I stopped receiving public assistance,year off welr~re .and whether they 'a lot more. This is the tip of the - Aid to Families With Dependent _ searchers did not count people who 
! according .to a new study commis- ,\I?ere advanCing In the workplace.' analytical iceberg," Children and Home Relief -'- since returned to the rolls within two 

,I sioned by the siaie, Nor does ,it say how many of the 1995,accordlng to state social-serv- months of their cases being closed. 

The study, however, also found, people who were tracked are work­ ices data. About 470,000 of them left Those cases were excluded ,from the 


that onIy 40 percent of the people who !ng part time or how many are wor~­ welfare in New York City In that study, the researchers said, because, 

':. found jobs worked continuouslydur- mg ofLthe books. ' A robust economy period. welfare cases are often closed inad; 


ing that time" 'In the end, both opponents and, As the main part of the study, vertently and then reopemid once the 

Done by independent researchers proponents of New York's new wel­ may have led people , researchers compared lists of people error is noticed. 


using stated"ta, the study showed fare policies found something in the whose benefits ended during the first The study's ailthors estimated that
el that of the people who left welfare study that supported their positions. pushed offwelfare quarter of 1997 with records of wages when people with unreported em­
'-i 
:J:: .:::::-- during that period, more than 80 per- While state; of~lcials pointed to the that were reported to the state by ployment were factored in, more 

c:: I ,cent were still off public assistance a employment figures as eVidence that to find work. employers through March of 1998. than 70 percent of former welfare 
~ 

~, 
 , year later, although many did not their policies were helping former 	 Employers are required to file Yiage families had some kind of employ­
Ul 	 ~ ~t \ report wages" '" ' , welfare recipients become self-suffi-	 reports to the state each qilarter. , ment during thei r first year off wel- , t1 

"..,.;J:.. Conducted by the Rockefeller 1n- cient, advocates for the poor said the The study has certain limitations. fare, and about 60 percent were em­

:-< ~ stitute attile State University of New study showed how difficult it was (or That said, the results suggest that It did not track people who are self- ployed whim the year was over. ' 

;J:..' ~, York in Albany for the Office of former recipients to'hold onto jobs, people who lertweifare in f'lew York employed, who recently married an But the study counted anyone with 

c:: Temporary and Disability Assist- even In flush times. may actually be doing better than employed person or moved Ollt of, . even the most minimal employment 


* 
0C) 	 'imce, the study examined the fate of The report, for example, noted that 'former recipients in some siates that New York fQr a job. Nor did it include as having had a job; the threshold c: 	 roughly 9,000 single mothers whose while 66 percent of the people found a have been celebrated for their wel-, information from employers who are' was just $100 per three-month period Ul 


'-i cnses were closed in ¢arly 1997 and job within th~ 12 months after they Care-to-work efforts, like Wisconsin not required to report wages at all, in income. Even so, researchers' 


~. 
followed them throughout the nexi left the welfare rolls, slightly more .t.n el and Massachusetts. like farm owners. , found that by the fourth quarter after 

"- -year. It has not been published, but it than half - 53 percent - still had 'a In a survey released last January, The study als.o did not track 66,000 leaving welfare, the average family 
'0 
'0 	 ;:$ Wisconsin reported that 62 percent of families who came off the rolls after income was $4,230 for the quarter, 

I"') makers and a copy was provided to Many of those people may have tak­ Cor mer welfare recipients surveyed the state mal)aged' to' collect child equivalent to $16,920 for n year. 
'0 ' 	 - has been Circulating among policy job at the end of the 12~month period, ~ 

\,U\ The ,New, York Time:;. en low-paying jobs or jobs without . were working full time or part time 'support payments' from delinquent When that figure was adjusted to 
The report is the most' detailed benefits, the report noted. About 20 ,when they were interviewed and that parents. Those families, while off reflect income that might not have ,~

analysis to date of what has become percent of tho'se who left welfare 83 percent of respondents had welfare, do not show up in the state's been reported, the average was 

of hundreds of thousands of New returned to the rolls. worked at some point since leaving wage reporting system. $5,034, or $20,136, - ' 

Yorkers who have left welfare in' The study was financed by the welfare, ,More than that, though, the study Another major finding was that of ~ 

recent years. It also offers the firsi Federal Government to determine But the Wisconsin survey deliber­ , does not attempt to track the fate of the people whose, cases 'were closed, 
 '~ 

,documentation of claims by Gov.. the initial impact of the 1996 Federal ately excluded anyone who had left childless. single adults who received 29 percent were receiving, food t 
George E. Patak! and Mayor Ru- welfare overhaul, which gave states welfare during the first three months aid under the state-financed' pro- stamps ayear late~ and 48 percent 
dolph W. Giuliani that new welfare sweeping new powers to impose new of 1998 and then returned ,over the, gram called Home Relief. The rolls were receiving Medicaid, 

.;." 
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bullets got into the guns, is unclear. 

. Detective Scott Lange reported 

that he interviewed Eduardo the next 

morning in a hospital intens!ve-care 


By FOX BUTTERFIELD . ward. Mr. Lange said Eduardo told 
MILWAUKEE, Aug. 3·- Jacque, ·him that the two teen-agers had each 

lyo Woods was on the telephone, as loaded a gun, and Efra!n 'had said, 
usual, with her friend Efrain Casas "Let's see who can draw and cock 
one evening last January, and she " the gun fastest." 
could hear Efrain and his high school Four day~ later, after Eduardo 
buddy Eduardo .Rivera playing with' was arrested in the hospital and read 
two semiautomatic pistols owned by his rights, he told another detective 
'Efrain's father: 	 . ·that he and Efrain had checked the 

The boys were laughing and point­ guns by pulling the slides back and 
ing the guns at each other and pulling believed they were unloaded, 
the triggers. ,It was :a 'game to see Whatever happened, after the two 

• O'I "	who could fire the fastest. She heard . fired at the same time, Eduardo was. 
Efrain say, "Eddie, are you ready?" left helpless on the bed for five hours, 

, , arid count "One, two, three." There' until Efrain's father returned from 
d,) was a loud gunshot. After that, si~ .his job at the Milwaukee city garage 
~ 1'\ lence. ' . at 2 A.M. Ms. Woods had stayed on
U.IJ The teen-agers, it turned out, the. phone for a time arid had heard 
$.-.c pulled their triggers simultaneously, Eduardo. say, "Call 911," but his 
~ and unknown to them, even though voice was faint and she thought it 
\\,1 they had taken the magazines out to 'was a prank. . ' ..s::= ,examine them, the guns had rounds Robin Shellow, Eduardo's lawyer, ' in the chambers. Efrain, 15, was shot 

U 
said that' prosecuting him was 

,through the head and' killed. "ghoulish, . the criminal justice sys­
Eduardo, 16, was shot through the tem gone mad" and that "it's like 

~ neck, severing his spinal,column. ' convicting a dead person." 
\\,1 .Now, parillyzed from the neck "Ms. Shellaw, who' has taken the 

down, Eduardo has been charged ca'se without charge, will argue that 
O, with murder. , , , the teen-agers were simply playing 

......i "If we didn't prosecute this kid,'it and did not know the guns were 
" 'WOUld send the wrong message," the' loaded . .CIl Assistant District Attorney in charge 	 "It is easy to charge a kid with 

,'?"T"""t of the case, Steven V. Licata, said homicide, to provide accountability," 
V today after a preliminary hearing in she said,"so we don't have to look atcO Children's Court. was r~cessed after ,what guns do in America and what 

, two . hours because Eduardo, 	 role adults play." (J) slumped in 'a reclining wheelchair, 	 In this case, the father who owned 
, was in too much discomfort to con- ·the guns has not been charged be-,

,1--4 tinue. cause his actions did not constitute a 
"A human life" was taken:' Mr. violation of WisconSin law. 

Licata said, "and'there is a lesson to . , . , I 
On that ,evening in January,be learned about kids playing around load indicators to show.if there is ~ 

- with guns." bullet in the gun and safeties that I Eduardo and several friends had 
Mr. Licata said his office normally prevent firing a gun if the magazine gathered at Efrain's apartment, po­

charged the juvenile who pulled the has been removed. lice reports show. Tony Schmalfelt, a 
trigger in accidental shootings in In 1996, the last year for which IS-year-old who was there, told the 
which two young people were playing data are available, more than 34,000 police 'Fhat' Eduardo and Efrain 
with a gun and one was killed. The' . Americans ,were killed with fire­ opened a plastic case where Efrain's 
Government has already shown' arms, including· 14,300 homicides, father kept the two .22-caliber pis­
compassion for Eduardo's special about 18,100,suicides and more than tols, and the two teen-agers each 
plight, he said, by agreeing'not to try 1,100 uni,ntentional shootings; the, ·pulled back the slide on their guns to 
him in adult criminal court, where he Journal of the American Medical As­ check if they were loaded. The clips, 
would face a more severe sentence. sociation reports, Of the accidental 

But Dr. Stephen !:fargarten, direc- deaths, 23 percent occurred because 
tor of the Firearm Injury Center at the person firing the gun did not 
the Medical College of Wisconsin in know it was .loaded, a report by theA question of 
Milwaukee, said he believed that the General Accounting Office found. 
case was an example of a little- The absence of safety features in responsibility i 

known phenomenon iii which roughly pistols to help prevent accidental 
5 percent to 10 percent of shootings shootings is a main issue in lawsuits "when J'uveniles 

: listed by the police as homicides flied in recent months by 23 cities" 
. ~ were actually accidental deaths, fre- and counties agaiilst the gun indus- pIa,y with guns. 

quently involving adolescents who fry. The suits seek damages to re- , 
, " ; did not know that a gun was loaded. cover, the costs of gun violence for I 

, "Ttl is . is' a ,difficult issue for law ' additional police and hospital care, 
enforcement, . for district attorneys and for changes in gun design and : or magazines, were not in the g~ns, 
and for medical examiners and coro- marketing.' , Tony recalled. 
ners investigating these cases," said Today it took Eduardo's mother, "Being Efrain and Eddie,' they 

.' Dr. Hargarten, who is a professor of yolanda Rivera, three hours to get would pull the triggers and the guns 
, emergency medicine. "But from a him ready for the court appearance. would click while they were pointing, 

public health perspective, to classify She dressed him neatly in a tan shirt the guns at each other," Tony told, 
"these shootings' as homicides and and loose khaki pants. the police. 

cast'the blame entirely. on the people. Before the Jan, 5 shooting, At some pOint, the other friends 
who pull the trigger does not address Eduardo had been in trouble with the left, but Efrain remained on the 
the question of how can we reduce law only ,once. Last fall he was con- phone with Jacquelyn Woods. 
the number of these shootings." ·victed of, joy riding 'in Children's. "They were laughing and gig-

There should be more punishment Court and was sentenced to ayear of ·gling," Ms, Woods told the police. and,I 

, of adults who allow children access probation. Judge Thomas R. Cooper she could hear someone pulJ the trig­
to 'firearms, Dr. Hargarten added, warned him that under a new \Vis.' ger and the sound of 'a click. After 
and 'gun manufacturers should be consin law he was'prohibited for life that, one boy said jokingly, "I got 
required to incorporate more safety , from possessing a handgun. you," she said. 
devices to prevent accidental shoot- That conviction, and the ban on Eduardo was lying on abed and 
ings. These would inc1udeseveral possessing a gun, figured in the deci- Efrain was standing at the foot of the 
devices already' available, on some sion to prosecute Eduardo in the bed, no more than three or four feet 

, handguns, ,like trigger safety locks, ' ,shooting, Mr, Licata said. ,away. What happened next, and how 
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The food stamp mystery 
Piles of unsPfnt funds suggest a brighter poverty picture 

, ,BY JODIE T. ALLEN 

W
hen Congress was looking for 
ways to cover (or cover up) the 
costs of the "emergency" spend­

: ing bill it splurged on last month, 
it decided to raid an unlikely pantry-
the food stamp program. Tucked in the 

'line print of the $15 billion measure to 
pay for the war in: Kosovo-not to mention 
numerous pet projects pushed by 
various congressmen-was the rev­
elation that $1.25 billion was being 
diverted from one of tlie federal 
government's best-known anti ­
poverty programs. Is this a, case 
of guns literally crowding out 
butter? " 

Not quite. What's behind the raid 

on food stamps is a complicated but 

hugely encouraging story about the 

current state ofwelfare reform and 

poverty in the United States. But 

it's also a cautionary tale ofhow, in 

the current cannibalistic budget cli­

mate, unclaimed money can be gob­

bled up for unintended purposes. 

~en I close my eyes, I see tongues 

hanging out," says Rep. Nancy 

Johnson, who chairs theWays and 

Means subcommittee that deals 

with welfare. 


Less care or less need? Johnson 

has particular cause for concern. 

The Congressional Budget Office 

estimates that reserves under the 

reformed Temporary Assistance for ABaltimore welfare center: Plunging caseloads leave excess cash-and hard-to-solve problems• 

. Needy Families program could ex­
ceed $20 billion by 2002. States are spend­
ing less than a fifth of the $4.2 billion ear­
marked for the Children's Health 
. Insurance Program created in 1997 to aid 
low-income children. Most of the $3 bil­
lion meanUo help special-problem wel­
fare recipients find jobs has also gone beg-. 
ging. New York had.accumulated $689 
million in unspent welfare money by the 

. end of1998; California has spent only $9 
million of its allocated $162 millionfor 
job training. 

Whether diverting these surpluses is 
a good idea or not depends in large part 
on what caused them in the first place. Do 
they arise from a shortage of compas­

. sion on the part of ~tes charged with find-

protective agencies. "Some aspects ofthis 
picture must be considered troubling," 
Wendell Primus of the Center on Budget 
and Policy Priorities recently told John­
son's subcommittee. Primus calculates that 
the very poorest single-parent families had 
lost an average $860 in annual income be­
tween 1995 and 1997, astougher welfare 
policies went into effect. , 

But while welfare reform may not be the 
timeless masterpi~ that Ways and Means 
Committee Chairu;,.an Bill Archer implied 
when he compared problems to "cracks" 
in the Sistine Ch~pel ceiling, it has im­
pressed even the most skeptical of critics; 
A meaty new committee report notes that 
even as caseloads have declined, so has 

ing and helping the needy? Or simply from 
a shortage of nee.dy people? 

Advocates for the poor argue that as wel­
fare' caseloads have dropped-an as­
tounding 44 percent since their 1994 
peak-some states aren't making good-
faith efforts to reach out to the poor. News~ 
papers and welfare watchdogs cite scat­
tered reports offamilies resorting to soup 
kitchens or abandoning their children to 

poverty among families: In 1997, it fell by 
a record 7 percent among black children. 
Curiously, the steepest declines came in 
states where welfare caseload reductions 
were the largest. Strong local job markets 
no doubt help a great deal, but as the 
committee noted, job growth was strong 
in the late 1980s and welfare rolls went. 
up. , 
. University of Maryland School of Pub­

lic Affairs Prof. Douglas'Besharovnotes 
that employment among welfare-prone, 
never-married mothers has increased from 
44 percent to nearly 62 percent since 1993. 
And Urban Institute researcher John Ho­
lahan says that unused child health in­
surance is unsurprising because states are 
having the usual start-up problems, the 
number oflow-income children keeps de­
clining, and, from the stai!:, Congress great­
ly overestin:lated the number eligible under 
current rules. As for food stamp declines, 
working families leaving welfare may well 
skip the bother of signing up for food 
stamps even if they are still eligible. But 
preliminary analysis by the research firm 
Mathematica Policy Research suggests 
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that the decline in food stamp use since 
1993 has roughly followed the decline in 
people eligible to apply for them. 

In short, says subcommittee staff di­
rector Ron Haskins, while reform has like­

. ly produced individual cases of hardship, 
"nothing bad has happened that you can 
put a number on in a national data set." Of 
course in any evolving social transfor­
mation, "data sets" don't tell the whole 
story. But the anecdotal evidence is also 
encouraging. In one study, despite com­
plaints ahout being "hassled" by case­
workers, large majorities of recipients in 
two states rejected the notion that "life was 

, better when you were getting welfare." Sim­
ilarly, in focus groups conducted by five 
universities, most current and former 
recipients expressed ~cautious optimism" 
ahout the new system. . 

Trouble ahead. Still, Haskins and most 
other experts concede that Primus is right 
that many families have.been left behind 
and the hardest part of welfare reform may 
lie ahead. That's where the unspent money 
becomes so crudal, and why the nation's, 
governors recently warned Congress to 
keep its hands off their cash. "Welfare re­
form originated in the states due to the 
hard workof governors," says Wiscon­
sin Gov. Tonimy Thompson. "It would 
be a breach of trust and commitment on 
the part of Congress to go back on their 
promises." Part of ,the1>lock grant" deal 
under which states accepted fixed sums 
instead of the previous system of federal 
matching grants was that they would get 
to keep any surpluses in return for as­
suming the risk of deficits. Diverting that, 
money now would deprive states of the 
extra funds needed to deal with the' 
hardest-to-help families· and to cope 
with expanding caseloads should the 
economy falter .. 

For the moment, both liberals and con-' 
servatives seem inclined to give states the 
leeway they are requesting. (The food 
stamp moneywas completely under ~ed­
eral control.) "Republicans in Congress 
think states should use some of their sur­
pluses to handle unmet needs such as child, 
care,"says Ways and Means Committee 
spokesperson Trent Duffy. ~'States are 
doing a lot of interesting experimentation," 
says Eileen Sweeney of the Center on Bud­
get and Policy Priorities, but they are only 
starting to focus on the families with mul­
tiple barriers to work-substance abuse, 
child abuse, disabled dependents, and 
so on. "Congress definitely should be pa- . 
tient," she adds. ' 

But patience is not high on Congress's 
roster ofvirtues. And as budget pressures 
grow, so will the temptation to pilfer from 
stale piggy banks-and from the poor. • 
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The Medicare plan
everyone's waiting for 
Drug coverage leads Clinton's wish list 

By KENNETH T. WALSH 

AND JOSEPH P. SHAPIRO 


I
t may be the only major initiative with 
a chance of passing in the next year. 
While Kosovo has been front and cen­
ter, President Clinton has been work­

ing behind the scenes on a Medicare re~ 
form plan that is likely to dominate 
Washington's policy debate and emerge as 

percent of the growing federal surplus. 
Several White House aides, including 

Chief of Staff John Podesta, argue that it's 
likelythat congressional Republicans Will , 
want to pass a Medicare bill this year to . 
beefup their record for the 2000elections 
and take the edge off Democratic charges 
iliat they are running a "do-nothing Con­
gress.""This is about theonly big idea on the 
horizon that they can latch on to," says a 

a prime isspe for the nation's seniors in the ' -White House aide. "If we puta credible pro-, 
. . posal on the table, there's a 

good chance it could actual­
ly move this year. " 

They have a point, espe­ ",. 
dally when it comes to the .: 
House, where GOP leaders 
are eager to preserve the 
modest inroads they made 
among elderly voters in the 
last election as they struggle 
to hold their slim majoritY. 
In the Senate, GOP sources 

,',' , 
:~::j 

. say Majority Leader Trent 
Lott will accede to pressure 
to increase benefits for pre­
scription drugs. Yet some 
Hill Democrats may fight a 
deal, using the issue to blud­
geon Repuhlicans as they try 

Seniors want relief from soaring costs of essential drugs. to reclaim the House. . 

. 2000 election. White Housesources say 
the central element will be a program to 
heavily subsidize prescription-drug cov­
erage. Says a senior Clinton adviser, "It's 
not a question of 'if but'how.'" 

The president had hoped to unveil the 
details in May, Qut the Balkans war inter­
vened. White House officials now say the 
president will announce what is likely to 
be,the last major initiative of his adminis­
tration as early as'next week. Aides led hy 
economics adviser Gene Sperling presented 
Clinton with a detailed series of options 
last week, and Clinton said he needed to 
study them awhile longer. But prescrip­
tion-drug coverage, with a modest premi­
urn payment, will be the centerpiece of 
whatever approach he chooses. Also high, 
on Clinton's priority list is finding ways 
to restrain the cost of medicines. He pro­
poses funding the new programs with 15 

The White House plan will 
be more generous than one thatnearly won 
approval early this year from a bipartisan 
commission led by Democratic Sen. John 
Breaux of Louisiana and Republican Rep~ 
BillThomas ofCalifornia. The commission 
plan would have guaranteed drug cover­
age to couples with ajoint income of less 
than $13,300. But administration sources 
say Clinton isn't likely tobe as generous as 
Democratic~n.Edward Kennedy of Mass­
achusetts and Rep. Pete Stark of Calif or­
nia, whose plan would require Medicare 
to pay 80 percent of an individual's drug 
costs betw:een $201 and $1,700 annually,... 
and then everything above $3,000. Any 
drug plan would cost billions in a program 
that is already facing insolvency by 2015. 

Two other numbers tell the political tale­
4.5 million seniors each pay over $1,000 a 
year for drugs. Virtually all of them want 
some relieffrom Washington. • 


