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THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20201

MAR 2 2 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

Introduction
The purpose of this memorandum is to proxiride a summary of:

- what we know now about the effects of welfare refonn

« what we know about the implementation of welfare reform, including State pollcy
and spending choices; and L

»  what implications this information has for the next steps and the unfinished agenda of
welfare reform.

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 of studies show positive
impacts on earnings, many parents leave welfare for work yet still do not earn enough to raise
their families out of poverty. 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 of welfare reform, we need to focus attention on supporting
working families through a range of strategies, 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 heaith
services, domestic violence services, and supported work. Finally, we need to continue our
efforts to ensure that legal immigrant fmnlhes are treated fairly.

The R:esearch Evidence

Despite the broad array of ongoing research about welfare reform, 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-béing 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 of a strong national economy, so we
know little about the effect of welfare reform in other economic circumstances.
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mployment and Esmings

There is solid and consistent evidence from a variety of sources that welfare reform has
increased the average employment and earnings of welfare 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. -

. ‘Expenmental stud:es of State waiver demonstrations and other work programs that are very
similar to TANF programs show consistently positive impacts on employment and earnings'.
Recent results from specific State programs at the upper range show employment increases in
the range of about 7 to 29 percent, and earnings increases of about 16 to 27 percent, For
example, in the evaluation of the Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP), earnings
for single-parent long-term recipients in urban counties increased by $1,041(26.9 percent),
and the gercent ever ernployed increased by 17 0 percentage points {28.8 percent) over 18
months. :

+ TANF adrmmstratlve data from 39 States shows a 30 percent increase in employment among
TANF recipients in the fourth quarter of FY 1997, compared to the first three quarters. Over s

" the same period, the average cammgs of those employed mcreased by 17 percent, from $506 :
to $592 per month. , . .

« Analyses of data from the Census Bureau s annual Current Populanon Survey (CPS) mdaoate
a clear pattern of increased employment. The March employment rate of previous-year
AFDC adult recipients increased from 19 to 25 percent between 1992 and 1996, and jumped
to almost 32 percent in 1997, Also, the March employment rate of single mothers whose
prewous-year income was under 200 percent of poverty rose from 44 percent in 1992 to 54
percent in 1997, mth average annual increases in 1996 and 1997 twice as large as in the
prewous 3 years.?

Other Impacts of Welfare Reform

The evidence about impacts on family income, on food security and hunger, on health insurance
status, on child outcomes, and on other family experiences, are much less clear at this point. The
best reading of the available evidence suggests that because the baseline levels of employment
and earnings for welfare recipients are so low, even with substantial increases most families
exiting welfare continue to be poor; and tl:lat while some families are benefiting dramatically

! Fein, David et al, Indiana Welfare qubnn Evaluaﬁon Program Implenwntaﬂon and Economic Impacts
Afier Two Years, Abt Associates, Inc., November 1998

Bloom, Dan et al, The Fami tv Transition Program: Implementation dnd Interim Impacts of Florida's Initial
Time-Limited Welfare Program, MDRC, April 1998, ,

Miller, Cynthia et al, Making Welfare Work and Work Pay: Implementation and 18-Month Impacrs of the
anemta Family Investment Program, MDRC, October 1997.

Miller, Cynthia et al, Making Welfare Work and Work Pay: Implementation and 18-Month Impacts of the
Aﬁnnemra Family Investment Program, MDRC, October 1997,

U.S. Department of Health and Huxnan Services, Administration for Children and Families, Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF} Program: First Annual Report to Congress, Angust 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 of people are becoming
homeless or that more children are being moved into foster care (see below).

+ Results from waiver demonstrations and studies of recipients 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 (Sl 374) and quarters of employment up 12.8 percent, but total
combined income from earnings and beneﬁts was unchanged.* _

= When earnings are combined with the EITC and other benefits, most families who go to
work would have a higher income than if they had remained on welfare. In the average
State, a woman with two children 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 of restrlctmg 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 qu:ntlle of female-headed
families w1th children declined between 1995 and 1997, after i mcreasmg from 1993 to 1995.°

»  Some individuals leaving welfare may earn too much to qualify for Food Stamps, or they
may be unaware of their eligibility. For example, a South Carolina leaver study found that
17 percent reported having had no way to buy food some of the time since leaving TANF.
(This was true of nine percent wlule on TANF ) Havinga jOb did not reduce the probablhty
of not having a way to buy food

«  Another ares of concem is the impact of welfare 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 hezlth and development, foster care and child abuse.
There are no early indications that rates of the latter two have increased with welfare reform.

4 Fem, David et al, Indiana We{fm Reform | Evaluation: ngram Impfemntation and Economic Impacts |

After Two Years, Abt Associates, Inc., November 1998

South Carolina, Department of Social Services, Survey of. Farmer Fami{y Independence Program CIlenrs
Cases Closed During April Through June, 1997, July 1998,

Cancian, Maria et al. Post-Exit Earnings and Benefit Receipt Among Those Who Left AFDC in Wisconsin,
Institute for Research on Poverty, University of Wisconsin-Madison, October 1998, :

Bloom, Dan et al, The Family Transition Program: Implementation and Interim Impacts of Florida's Initial
Time-Limited Welfare Program, MDRC, April 1998.

Fein, David, and Karweit, Jeanifer, The ABC Evaluation: The Early Economic Impacts of Delaware ‘s A
Beaer Chance Welfare Reform Program, Abt Associates, Inc., December 1997,

Bavier, Richard, “An Early Look at the Effects of Wel.fa:e Reform,” unpublished manuscript. -
i South Carolma, Department of Social Services; Survey of Former Family Independence Program Clients;
Cases Closed Durtng April Through June, | 997 July 1998.
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A 1997 Maryland study found that, of the 1,810 children in their sample of families 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 of respondents — 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 many 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 of other 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 of rec:plents have reached them. Over the next four years, an
increasing share of the caseload will come up against them. We are also currently
undertaking studies to increase our limited knowledge of how famlltes are faring in which
there are persons with disabilities, substance abusers, or victims of domestic violence.
Finally, early research is not yet available on the effects of welfare reform on child health
and development.

Pmiéipatign in Medlggld and Food Stamps
Enrollment in both Medicaid and Food Stamps has fallen recently, for & variety of reasons.

» Because of your efforts, Medicaid covcrage has been preserved to a 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 we do not have any definitive
answers about why it has occurred. Improvements in earnings and employment resulting
from the strong national economy have probably played an important role in this decline,
meking 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 of people under the poverty level who are uninsured has not increased from 1996 to
1997. Changes in attitudes toward public assistance may also be playing a role in falling
TANF, Food Stamp, and Medicaid caseloads

However, as States change how they de]wer cash assistance, we need to be concerned that a
variety of other factors might be affecting Medicaid participation. These include:

termination of the 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 of operation); and confusion about the eligibility of legal 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. et al. Life After Welfare. Family Iovestment Administration, MDHR and University of Maryland
School of Social Work. September 1997. (This analysis was not repeated in the later reports in this sexies.)

Survey of Those Leaving AFDC or W-2 January to March 1998, Prelithinary Report, Wisconsin
Department of Workforce Development, Jantary 1999.
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= Food Stamp participation fell from an average of 27.4 million persons in 1994 to 21.5 million
persons in 1997 — a drop of $.9 million. iDuring this same period, the number of persons
living in poverty fell by only 1.5 million, 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 of this 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 of the 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 of the decline can be attributed to fewer

-~ AFDC/TANF participants.

Lepal 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 of public charge policies and confusion over changing eligibility
requireinents on the use of benefits 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 vulnerable legal immigrants, We also have research efforts undenvay in New
York City and Los Angeles that are studymg the situation of legal i 1mmlgrants

J
i

§tage{‘Policx Choices
{

States have a wide array of choices when it comes to designing their programs. However, the
primary focus of State policy choices continues to be encouraging, requiring, and suppomng
work. A major study of the implementation of welfare reform noted that the pervasive changes
in social programs since enactment of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity .
Reconciliation Act “have 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 & central objectwe 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:

s Zimmerman, Weady and Michael Fix, Declining Immigrant Applications for MediCal and Welfare Benefits
in Los Angeles County, The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C., July 1998,
Fix, Michac! and Jeffrey S. Passel, Trends in Noncitizen's and Citizen's Use of Public Benefits Follawing
We{ﬁw Reform, 1994 to 1997. The Urban Institute, March 1999,
. Nathan, Richard P. and Gais, Thomas L., Implementation of the Personal Respon:fblmyAc! of 1996;
Fedzralism Research Group, The Nelson Rockefeller Institute of Govemmmt, State University of New York.
f

I
i
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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, sanctions, 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” of eligibility 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 TANF resources freed up by declining caseloads to .
help families with more intensive needs (for example, families with & disabled 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 fimits
take effect. We must keep challengmg States to make these investments, while at the same
time protecting the TANF resources in the Congress.

'Makug Work Pay and _Rgumng Work

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

g

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 3. States with other time frames for
work. In addition, some States use a narrow definition of “work,” whereas others allow for a
broader range of activities, 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 of any State except Pennsylvania that is treating it as a strict
time limit that could lead to termination of individual families from assistance.

Another major feature of State policy regarding work is the increased use of sanctions 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 of sanctions under
welfare reform. For example, waiver demonstrations 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 1% Under PRWORA, if the individual in 18 family

10 Bloom, Dan et al, The Fomily Transition ngram: Implemeniation and Early Impacts of Florida's Inlﬂa!
Time-Limited Welfare Program, MDRC, May 1997. .

Fein, David, and Karweit, Jeanifer, The ABC Evaluation: The Early Economic Impacrs of Delaware 's A
Better Chance Welfare Reform Program, Abt Associates, Inc., December 1997, )
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receiving assistance refuses to engage in required work, the State has the option to either reduce
or terminate the amount of assistance payable to the family, subject to good cause. Thirty-eight
States have elected to terminate the amount of assistance payable to a family for not cooperating
with work requirements (typically after several infractions), and thirteen States have chosen to
reduce the amount of cash payable to a family. '

Time Limitin istance

State policies related to time llmmng assxstance toa famzly vary greatly. States have chosen the
following time limit policies: ;
|
» 27 States use the federal time limit (Alabama, Alaska, Colorado, District of Columbia,
Hawaii, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri,
Montana, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Dakots, Oklahoma,
' Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and
. Wyoming),
= 6 States (Louisiana, Nevada, North Carolma, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia) have
chosen “intermittent™ time limits with a lifetime limit of 60 months (for example, Louisiana
limits TANF receipt to-24 months in a,ny 60 month period, with a lifetime limit of 60 '
'months};
» 8 States bave chosen a lifetime time limit shorter than the federal limit (Arkansas,
Connecncut Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Ohio, and Utah), .
= § States have chosen options involving supplements for families reaching the federal time
limit (Tlinois, Massachusetts, Michigan, Nebraska, and Oregon); and '
» 5 States have chosen time limits for adults only (Arizona, California, Indiana, Rhode Island
and Texas).

" Diversion

Many States are experimenting with a variety of strategies to divert families from receiving cash
assistance. These strategies are quite diverse and include lump-sum cash payments, where
families receive a payment sufficient to resolve an immediate emergency (such as a car
breakdown) and keep the family working and off of cash assistance; applicant job search, where
the applicant is required to look for a job for some period of time {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.

However, a recent study, funded by the Department, has examined the emergence of diversion
programs as a welfare reform strategy and the potential for diversion to affect access to
Medicaid. - The study reported on the use of diversion in all 50 States and the District of
Columbia, and also included an examination of the experiences of five local communities in
estab]nshmg and operating diversion programs. In addition to noting the i 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. 1

One of the local programs examined in the study is Mohtana s, which provides a child care and

Medicaid only option for families with work or child support income. The study found that this
has greatly increased demand for child care in Montana., :

Families Fgcing 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
succeeded 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 of specific 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 of domestic 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 of Labor a
series of conferences 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 of States that have developed mnovatlve and impressive approaches

and a few States that have already made substantial mvestments, we are concemed that too few
States are operating at a scale that will meet the need. One important accomplishment to note is
that as a result of your strong focus on domestic violence, many States have made policy

- decisions and investments that focus for the first tlme on protecting and suppomng women on

welfare who have experienced domestic violence.!® The challenge now is to convince States of
the importance of investing unspent TANF funds in these hard-to-serve adults remaining on the
rolls,

n Maloy, K., et al, A Description and Assessment of State Approaches to Diversion Programs and Activities
Under Welfare Reform. The George Washington Umvctmty Medical Center, Center for Health Policy Research,
August 1998.

Pavetti, LaDonna A, et al, Diversion as a Work-Oriented Welfare Refarm Strategy and its Effect on Access
to Medicaid, An Examination of the Experiences of Five Local Communities. The George Washington University
Medical Center, Center for Health Policy Research, publication pending.

12 Ancillary Services to Support We{fare-lo- Work, prepared by Mathematica Policy Rﬁeatch, Inc., under
contract DHHS/ASPE, June 1998,

In Harm's Way? Domestic Violence, AFDCRecelpt and Welfare Rejbrm in Massacbmm. University of
Masachuseus, 1997, '
1 For example, North Carolina is reported to be doing innovative programming mlh substance abuse clients,

and Washington is reporied to have focused attention on the leaming disabled,
i Ancillary Services fo Support Welfare-to-Work, prepared by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., under
contract to DHHS/ASPE, June 1998. ,
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Unobli TANF nds

While 17 States (including California, Ilinois, and Texas) have committed all of their FY$7 and
FY98 Federal TANF funds, the remainder of the States have about $3 billion (10 percent of the
total) unobligated as of the fourth quarter of FY 98, the subject of much attention in Congress
and the press (see 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 lmpiementmg welfa:e reform on a statewide
basis.

" Innovative investment of these funds is essential to the success of welfare reform. States need

both to help working families to sustain and improve their employment and to help hard-to-serve
famxly members overcome their various obstacles within the time llmlts so that all families are
given the chance to succeed.

The Unfinished Agenda

Making work pay — to lift families out of poverty — has always been one of this
Administration’s major goals. Your initiatives to expand the EITC and child care, to raise the
minimum wage, and to encourage States to expand their earnings disregards through waivers,
have been important steps toward the goal of every 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 of poverty once they do work.

Working parents, including both those who fhave 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 of children now living in working families with incomes
below the poverty level. To make work pay and ensure the long-term success of welfare 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 of the proposals below are in your FY 2000 budget.- We will see them enacted only if the

Administration as a whole makes these items high priorities in any budget, tax or appropriations
negotiations.

" Helping low-income workin nts keep their j ﬁﬁd er on

1. Hold the States’ feet to the fire.
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Millions of eligible 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, whlch would make clnld 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 assi'_siance through Child Care and Development Block
Grants for only 1.25 million of the 10 million children eligible. .

In addition, an extensive body of research shows that the poor quality of care many young
children receive threatens their cognitive and social development. As you and the First Lady
highlighted in the 1997 White House conference 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 Leammg Fund should be a centerpnecc of the
Administration’s education agenda.

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 inappropriately diverting eligible persons from Medicaid.

Shortly, we will issue a guidebook describing the requirements governing Medicaid eligibility,
application and enroliment. 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 of working families under section 1931 and providing
presumptive eligibility and 12 month continuous eligibility. As part of our 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 of outreach activities for both Medicaid and CHIP.
|

4. Eliminate unnecessary reporting requirements for transitional Medicaid, in order to

provide this transitionnl health coverage to more working familiu. (in FY 2000 budget)

This will lessen one of the main reasons clted by States and families for low utilization of
transitional Medicaid. : -

5. Eximnd allowable uses of the $500 niillion Medicaid fund created to cover the cost of
extra eligibility determination work resulting from the breaking of the link between
welfare and Medicaid. (in FY 2000 budget)

Giving States greater flexibility in the use of these funds for outreach would allow them to enroll
in Medicaid and CHIP more children in families that are diverted from or never connected to
TANF. :
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6. Resist effox;ts to rescind the funds available for CHIP.
7. Eanact your proposal to increase the minimum wage from $5.15 to $6.15.

Verious 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
money in the pockets of those parents currently working for less than $6.15 per hour and would
likely also bump up the wages of many 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 optionl to implement quarterly rept;rting (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 $5, an action that would reduce
potential State liabilities for serving working families with changing circumstances.
. . ) I '

The latter two proposals do not require legislation.

If savings 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. 1 know this is a priority for Secretary Glickman, and I
completely share his goals in this area. '

The avallablllty 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 law and regulanons (which USDA did in a January 29
letter to State comm:ssnoners)

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 otherwise use TANF dollars creatlvely to accomplish the goais of
welfare reform, _ ‘

In addition, the Department will continue to explore through demonstration projects innovative
strategies to stabilize the employment and boost the earnings of TANF 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 placernent. We will continue to encourage States to focus on
these goals, which will in turn provide us with 2 wealth of information regardmg State -
performance in welfare reform.
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10. Secure the additional $144 million requested for HUD's Welfare-to-Work housing
vouchers and the additional $75 million sought for the Department of 'I‘ransportatlon 5
Job Access program in the FY 2000 budget.

Investing in all families, including the hardest to serve

11. Reauthorize DOL’s Welfare-to-Work program, which is taf'geted to high-poverty areas
and to hard-to-empley 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 inte long-term
employment. Also encourage States to invest in services for non-custodial parents, to
help them increase thetr earnmgs and child support payments.

13. Give States the option of providing Medicaid and CHIP to legal immigrant children
who entered the country after enactment of welfare reform. (in the FY 2000 budget)

14. Give States the option of providing Medicaid to pregnant legal immigrants who entered
the country after enactment of welfare 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 DOJ/INS/State guidance on public charge,

Clarifying the public charge policy will ensure that immigrant families know which benefits they

can access without fear of deportation or other adverse impact on their immigration status, thus

addressing the potential effect of public charge on this community’s receipt of needed benefits.

16. Restore SSI and Medicaid for legal ninmlgrants who entered aﬁer enactment of welfare
reform, have been in the country for|ﬁve years, and became disabled after entry. (in the
FY 2000 budget) ,

17. Restore Food Stamps for aged legal immigrants who were in country prior to passage of
welfare reform and turned 65 after that date. (in the FY 2000 budget)

Maintaining TANF funding

- 18. Resist efforts to reduce the TANF block grant and enact the Administration’s budget
proposal to uncap the contingency fund; this combination wnll enhance States’ ability to
meet needs not currently antlclpated

As welfare reform has been implemented in a time of a strong national economy, we know little

about how effective the TANF program would be in other economic circumstances. In addition,
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it is likely that fallmg caseloads have left on the welfare rolls a higher proportion of families who
need intensive services.

g:onclusio

Perhaps the most important step you can take as Presndent is to help working families by
fundamentally changing the per~eption of programs 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 of Food Stamps, Medicaid, CHIP or child care
subsidies as no different from student loans, Hope scholarships, or Pell Grants — which no one
considers welfare. States are the critical actors in this transformation 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 of welfare reform is clear. Now we must, throug‘h 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. »

Attachment
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P death rate
jtinues to dec]me

.a’”f; Amra Mamnng '

USA TODAY
WASHINGTON — The num-
ber of people who died of AIDS

declined 19% in the first nine

- months of 1996 compared with -

" . of AIDS deaths between Janu .

" the. same period in 1993, con-

tinuing a trend that began eay-

e

ild-cz

- By Karen s, Peterson | o

ly last year, federal health offi- .

cials said Monday.

“We are entering a new era’

in this epidemtic;” says' Helene
D. Gayle of the Centers for.Dis-
.ease Control and. Prevention,
Atlanta, At a forum sponsored -
by AIDS Action, an advocacy’
group, Gayle said the number

ary and- September 1996 was

30,700, vs, 37,900 in the same_
period of 1995,

Yet, Gayle says, “these
trends are not equal across de-
mogr"aphlc categories.”

Among racial groups, blacks

now account for the largest -

proportion of AIDS ceses,ldl‘%,

she says, and AIDS is “increas- .
- ing miost rapidly among wom-

fzn particularly minorities.”
Heterosexial AIDS cases

are increasingat 15% to 20% a”
year, compared with increases
of 5% or less among gay men’
and injecting drug users.
-Gayle attributes the: decline
in deaths to a drop in the in-

. crease of new cases along with

powerful new treatments. that

- are helping people live longer,

Protease inhibitors, which re-

UsA TODAY -
Although many states lag behmd

-in - encouraging : “high-quality child”
care, the latést annbial’ study by -
other stales, with its plan dor.a unj-

Workmg Mother magazine finds"

' some tmprovements in day-care pl'(}--. )

grams in- almost, every state, edxtor s
Judsen Culbreth says. -
“We have seen a lot of new mma-

‘tives, a lot of imagination;. a.lot of
states trying really, hard,”. Culbreth
. says. Part of the reason, she says: ad-

ditional federal” funds for. child care_

. set aside forstates as a resultof legis-
* ation intended to- move women from
. welfare to work.’ ’

The magazine namee ll} wmners,-

based on childcare quality, safety
‘training'and guidance to.new care .
" givers and ‘makes sure caregivers :

and. avauabillty, plus comrmitment.

. by state leaders: ' ,

2 Californla. Cont.muee 0 support';

a large pre-kmdergarten child-care: -
- program and to-provide care to tens.

- of thousands of children.. ' b
B Colorado. Created new fundmg ;

source by allowmg taxpayers to

. check & box and deelgnate some ol"

progra ns

show lmprovement

'thelr tax dollars for child care

» Connecticut. Rémains a leader,

. “with governor and siate lawmakers -
- pledged” to . more: -child-care pro-. L e Ty
statewide byithe-year 2000.  ~- v -0 i

b Hawaii. Remams -a -model for.

versal system of child care; .
I»Mary!and. ‘Will ‘expand. its al"

" ready. impréssive résource and re- |

ferral-service this year. =
». Massachusetts Allocated an C
additional $10 million-for pre-Kinder-

.gartenl and_ other -early: educahon -

programs;. allocated $25 million to -

« improve salaries tor caregivers. '

- Minnesota. Enacted: new laws
to grant. $200- million t0. .care; -
13,000 more families will'getthelp,~
» Vermont. Offérs two hours . of

homes are: safe.
. > Washington. Alloceted 31003

: ,mllllon in new funds. -’

P Wisconsin. - Boosted” child-care .
funds to'serve 17,000 miore children. -

The:full survey appears inthe Ju- .
ly/August issue ‘on, newastends today

Texaco lawyer: No shurs on tapes;w,f{..u

" themn, -cautions Christine. Lus

_-duce HIV levels. drastically in
" many patients, were not widely .Out51de mvestlgator
available in early 1996, she :
_ notes, so it's likely even a great- releases fllll report
er reduction in the death rate
will become apparent later. .BY Ellen Neubome
But the high cost of these “USA TODAY .

drugs, estimated -at $10,000 to
$15,000 a year, keeps theni out
of the hands of many whe need

", The. racml eplthet Whlch
" vaulted a Texaco [discrirnina- .-
tion lawstit into' the . national-

binski of the AIDS Action Coun-  spotlight, was:riever uttered-on
cil. She notes that Gungress will . tape, an mdependent 1nvest1ga~
discuss this week whether to.in- - tor says. S

“Those words were not spo»

crease funding to provnde“
. ken,” says Michagl Armstrong, '

drugs for mdlgent AIDS pa*
tients.

Such funding, she says
“could well- contribute to re-"
ducing the disparity in death’
rates between men and ‘wom-
en, white and black.”

Wik ad m v rmme o

vestigate . whether.’ executives:
used racial shirs and plotted to
-detroy evidence.inthe case. A ;

USA TODAY )

.a lawyer hiréd:by Texacotoin:.
- ded, 0r even very' well hidden:
“The documents “(personnel’,

“poer copy of. the ongmal tape

made by former Texaco exec:

utive Richard Lundwall was-to
. blame for perception the racxal
“'slur was made, hie says, -

Last winter, plamnffs m the

. case released tapes .of .what
', they said-were executwes us- -
ing-racial:siurs’ and plotting to.

withhold evidénce.: Soon. after.-
Texaco'sértled for $176 million,
~Armstrong released the re- -

‘POI‘L finished in" January, in.

'fall'Monday. Portions-of the re
. port had been prewously re
leased Among new details:.

»-Arghistrong- found. no. ‘evi
dence documents ‘were ‘shred-

executwes) did withhold ‘they, .
put m a ﬁle witli a llttle sur:ky‘

_'TUESDAY JULY 15 1997

1

CPHOTOCORY

1

-~ PRESERVAT!ON

. erate’ erasires:on: xrecordmg
made: by Lundwall (Lund

vad Keough ‘and suspended the

Lundwalland: Ulrich: pleaded L
-inniacént to federal chargﬁ of _._§
Aobsuucnonofjustlce' £

~Berger: “There was evidence of
--& much more; wldespread prob-
. lemat, Texaco, -If saving that .
word:was" the ‘only. thing that:. .~ "

< paid us $176 millioh” * - | A

-on it labeled ‘Documems thh
‘held from’ ‘legal" he says, .|

> A tape expert found dehb-

wall's lawyers‘say no erasures -
were ‘miade to hide ev:dence )
-Texaco fired: execuhve Da-.-

. benefits-of - Lundwall:and :te- :
" tired'treasurer ';‘Robert “Ulrich:. "

"Says plaintifls’ lawyer riamel

- happened; they would:not have
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- dec:mons ahoutwhat is best foran mdividual fa.msly

Y 'I\wenty five statés are instituting “divefsion” programa,

By BarbamVobejda '
and Judith Havemann
Washinyten Poct Stalf Wrkzrs |

= Iz

As states propose their plans for:
mplemenung the welfare overhaul’

- approved by Cons'ress last year, it is
clear ‘that many of them have re
thought a key principle: of social

. policy:"A welfare program that dis- ..
penses checks without referencetoa -
recipient's personal arcumstances 15 >

no longer suitable.

L

assistance to different welfire fami~
Ties. In a pumber of states; for exam-

" soon; which will be ‘offered a.one.

“time payment and" which will ‘be:

given . ongoing “benefits, In sbme
states, cageworkers can décide how
long a family can receive benefits;

This departure from 3 standard- -
ized system, like a flurry of other
state activity in restructuring wel-
“fare, began to take root. before pas-‘

- sage of the federal law. last summer,
but' it has accelerated enomoously

July. 1 deadhne set hy
Congress. -

. half their caseloads into jobs ‘within

five years and set a time limit on-hiow

. long any individual can receive bene-

fits." And by ending the six-decade -
" old guarantee of benefits 1o eligible.
families, it-signaled thit no longer -
must states treat -all needy people

‘exactly the same,
The most obv:ous sagn that’ the

world of welfare is- _changing is a.
sharp decline.in caseloads—9 per-- -
cént since last July-and 20. percent

- aver four years—whmh experts. bl‘:~ .

lieve is the result of a healtk; econg--
y.ecomn .~ Salt Lake City drea, it meant she. could receivé-ayear and..

. my and these policy changes.

© SeeWELFARE,A8,Col.2

. lated hiow thuch afamily could receive eack month, rarely
- focu;jmg on the spemﬁc prublems that kept adults from ;
working

" determine for-each family

~and type of training they-will ¢

_Gasewarkers are being grven the'
t kinds of .
dcretion o offer diferent Kinds o these “two-tiéred” systems were consitered illegal under.
the previous. federal law, Congress attempted to chunge;
that in the new measufe. “This approach too'could make :
for, gituations ‘in which welfare families of ideotical size . - -
livihg next door: to each other could veceive d;ﬁereu “thg -
' : syatem.andiuanowmoreﬁkelytohuemmd %
workers than it wasin the past. -

“ple; welfare offices and casewbdrkers..
are free to determine which welfare |
mothers must go to work, and how. -

Less appasent to the outside world -
are changes in welfare offices acfoss
the country, where workers are now
‘béing told they can make theLr own,

 onetime payiments meant’ to keep’ families’ from ‘ever -

_ - coming opto-.the .. welfare rolls. [n some- sates; the
-payments are uniform, but in: others, caseworkers can:.
that comies before them how
. much gash to hand out and whether {zmilies should also -
" Feceive child-care - subsidies and ‘other assistance: In.:
. some states, inchding Virginia, families who accept d .

-lump sum for' staying off the rolls’ are, bam:d imm_
' receiving welfa:efur A cerfain period of ime, - B
- Numérous sfates are requiring mdmduahzed persom.

al responsibility”: contracts;. written by recipients and -

‘caseworkers, -that tajler ‘the treitment -of families’ by
‘spelling out when adults must g0, 0 wark md the length
feceive, .

» Thirteen states plag to payrlower. beneﬁts to weltam

families moving in from states that offer less assistance, "

“2ccording to the: National Gavernors' Association, While -

benefits, .
- All of this essennaliy rejeczs reqent demdes of welfare .

~practice, which was built on:a philosophy. that tandard-.;
vized b‘eatmeutwas the best way to-enstire &quity.

*Our zeal not to be unfair had driven judgment out of .
the ‘process,” and you-endéd:up -with "a ‘coo

worry that caseworkers miay.not receive enough triining:

~before w:eldmg such power over peaple’s Tives! They:;

argue that the new.discrétion could bring a retum to days

. when some poor. families:were turned away because of I telhng vecipients they must quit school:and find a job
since—as states devise their plansto - -

administer the welfare law in time to - -
- meet the

race or othér prejud:ces dong caseworkers. . -
“My- concemn is. mot . over . different’ approaches fio

- different people, bt whethier it's done in a system where.
. there are.standards, or-where, - willy-
The law. requl.red states to mova

-nilly, caseworkers -
can do what they like,” said Hennr‘Freedman,an attnmey
with the Welfare Law Center is New York. .

The ‘goal may-be mdmdualned h*eaunent, Freedman

" said, but “the reports we get are that, in fact, caseworkers .
are pverioaded, undertrained and pushing pamc:pants

through'ini 2 hasty, arbm-ary manner ofice aguin."
- This debate over the proper balance -of eqs.uty nnd

ﬂe:uhtllty is being played’ out ‘in. the lives of individuals -
acrossthe tountry as states: embraoe thls new appman:h
-to delivering social'services; - . :
For'Theresa. Bfown in rural West. V’uguna. this new_
‘latitide madeit gg}osaslble‘ior her to receive n’ oneime:

for car repairs, allowing ber to take . ‘to subsidize’ her child .care and medical. covérage’for.

state payment of
ajob as acook and kéeping her. off the welfare rolls. *
.For welfare recipient Lori Charboneau; whe lives in the_

a half of state-financed cotinseling for depresswn before
she was-expected to look for 3 job. .
- But| (or Sara  Wethall, another Utah res:dent. it brousht

. confusmn ahd anger: She has been told $he can no longer.
- attend’ college and recejve beneﬁts, wihile' some others m,
-+ the state are being allnwedto finish school, S

“Unidér the prévious sysiem,. caseworkers sn'nply cllcu i

. Butnow, v&orkerﬂ mustimmediately look for individual

' i c:rm.l.mstances ‘that could - entitle. apphca.uts 1o’ special- ~

_ services or.exemptions:, A;'e they victims' of domestic™’
.. ‘abuge? Or drug users? Are they. disabled? Are their skllls _
. so low they could never support themselves'* i

<*Thatisabig change fromthe; past, said Jason 'nimer

B culture of welfare offices.

L=

eyl a;asgudfv.m‘? latitud

PHOTOCODY ——

people ™ he said, :
. 'Whether. meworkm e the training an
handle the:new demandsé b me up-in. Utah ‘whic
l - Yegan experimenting four years ago with-indi uahze
" plans o get every welfare mupnen movmg mward
self-sutﬁuency .
~*Ttis noteven in tha same’

. RobinArtiold-Willidms; director of the Utah’ Depaﬂmen

kigwciitter,.
mentality,”said Do Winstead,Florida's welfare reform,. |
. administrator, But'the change has also drawn critics who -

e

.. complete college. she argued "] could be cnmpletely off '

"2 74qli ¥could do was to get out of bed Hercasewarker.cqld:

- executive director of the.Center. for Slf Sufficiency. m‘_"“? ", She fgures even if he: had Been able to ﬁnd work

. Wisconsin. Caseworkers, he: said, “were told o) shut'up.
© . and be quiet and:issue the'checks.” The hew, aithority ™
" invested 'in~workers] he’ predlcted will translorm Ihe. Jemore T

Robert A "Bu.z" Lox IHJ dlrector of social- semces ior RS .
e; said some of the efforts afoot -

PRESERVAT I ON

: g:‘ .‘wisaaii;
m: e
gmnts ;ilhﬁ%rl mﬁd m

“The big fear in nﬂndiat'hn ¥ oould etmany
pemnﬂblégedsions ggsed upen’a pemonal dml.\ie of the .
“indiidual™ he said, Caseworkets inay.be poorly tiained; .
fhegn-spirited or simply. overwhelmed from "deulmg day
aher. day. with despersicly metimes: hostl

casewarkers” under.the new individualized system; sai

of Human Services, "Sore oi our staﬂhave_noth f1 abl

. Prim Burgie, a clinical aoualworker empluyed by the
s!ateintah. aaul she frequently sees caseworkers “from
‘the old school; ", . Same people get into this kind of work
.because it's:a power irip for them. They get these puo
: people] in their officé and put them down.” 5 _
- And the systeni allows mconsxs_;e,ncyg,saidlﬁi_nﬁ Cornia

"own a5 Utah Issues, She sdid some caseworkers are - -

while' others: are allowmg rempxents to stay ‘in- school -
withoutlusingbeneﬁts
Co"[‘hey‘re telhng t]lem a.nything they want to teli them. .
raia said,
~That:new power rankles Sm Wethall '3 M—year-old :
- mothes who has beeén on "welfare since’ 1993, when she .
.and her husband divarced, Wethall ‘who: has physical .
. digabilities” that Limit - her. movement, “jisst “earnéd 2t
" two-year degree and wantsto finishicollege and become a
..~ teacher. -She said her-caseworker initially told her. she .
“might be able to mnhnue. but smce has mdlcated she
misst ﬁnd & job::
| *To tip it away and say 'you take 2 lmmmum wage job' .
-, geems ; absurd,” she. smd ‘You cant go any furthe .
withoit abacheloi’s.” - s
*, Alag, her caseworker has sa:ii the stale wauld ccntm

* three“years while' che ‘is’ workizig. But if ‘she could .

the systemmtvm ears,”
“But that same lmd of: brond dsscreuon aliowed Lon .
Charboneau the time she needed to pull toget.'ne
psycholnmmlly aid find ajob.
.:Charboneau,“d. 34 yearold smgle mother. Sa.ld ‘gh
went through @ period of “bad, tleep dépression,”. whe}

er she could atay.on. welf:are and postpone work whﬂg'
', she’ received Lherapy i
.Soghe begantalnngad:ugto ease her epress:on anq,._-
for aliout 18 months, she saw her, counselor oncea week;”
Eventually :sheé found an accounting job: with the sta
-and fow is off welfare, but 3t receives 3 housmg subsu:l
andhelpwnth child care. - .
] wouldn't be where'] am todaf' mthout the ume for .
couuseimg shesajd, -~

uring that “timé, she . would shll be suﬂenng trorn*'
épress;on 'Iwouldheworseoﬁ" e




"%~ welfare clients in work or Uaining programs — 50% by.2002—.
or itk losmg some of iheir feceral funds.- . )

NG LVAHHSEItId

Economy s been a big help,.._ff".'i"u
--hut effort is just"?begmnmg

AdODOLOHd_

.o Visitars ‘to the wek, .
¢ “'fare office in Trenton,
.= -Mo., ‘come face-to-face .
~ - with ;a full-length mir-
n rormlhewamngroom
- Abave it, a yellow, ban-
ner reads, "Welcome
" Joh Seekers.” Then
they see:a second sign:
©Would you hire this
person°' .
: Under ‘the welfare PR
reform law enactsd by - -
- Congress and signed by - -
. President Clinton a
vear ago, the.answer - :
- . [fromagrowingnumber .
Jw . of emplayers is yes, More than 1.2 million’ peo-
.- . ple pot-off welfare the first eight months after. -
. the law was s:gned That's 5,00 peopie a day,
s, - twice. the previous .Jear's: pace: By April; the’
ST .number of adults and.children on “welfare. had
R : o . fallen-below 11 million
. L for the first time.since
1988, Just ‘over 4% ‘of .
the populationls on wel-
fafe,, the -fowest’ per-
/ centage since.1970.

.. -The miost noteworthy -
aspect of welfare re-

e T ) forin so far is. what
¥ . hasn't happened.” Poor
- . < - people- threatened by

' - the new law, the most. 3

‘sweeping changes since

federal welfare was.

. created. in- 1935, have -

not flooded child wel-.
fare rolls, homeless
panmies’

’ shelters, food

. or 'soup ‘kitchens. -But

- w-i'while welfare  reform -

“hag’ exceeded almost - everyone’s: expectations,”
" the maif réasan for its siccess hagbeen a-strong
economy Wn.h the nauon s jobless: ral.e down to

S N leesee COVER STORY next >
kS 1Conti.nuéd h'o'm“m o e

", 48%, employers need workers, even weifare recnpients. More

. - :people have left well'are for-that.reason than for any other.
-But many say the’ economy hag. masked the potential ill ef-. .

.. fetss of timifing beriefits. In addition, many of those who have
gone off welfare are the ones for whom getting a job wasrela- ~
tvély easy, Many of the 4 million adults still on welfare have

L

‘as drug abuse, which will make ther harder to'émploy. ‘
-*This is 2 very fortunate time'to be running Welrare-to-work-

N :"PI‘OSTﬂmS. S4ys A. Sidney- Johnson, executive director of the

* - American Public Welfaré Association. Buf he ¢ cautions, "If this
v was a.baséball game, it's the. firstianing"

" The Persoria! Responsibility and Work o;bommw Recon-

B _-'cmauon Act of 1996, known &5 me welfaze reform-law, re--
dins & work in. progress.
- COVER STORY within v years-or i

: " benefis, In additionithere's

Most adults must get:a job
o1 hfeume cap ol live ym ‘Each year; statés must have more

B‘;E’fc’;%fy““'“Al COVER STO

”.30% of the projected $54 billion: in savings for takpayers.©

thiat Testo
. about $15.billion over five years for legal immigrants, food'
‘stafmp Tecipients and ‘work progranm ‘That elimicates nearly

st las: week. Clmton mgued. mm IE\‘i_Cha.nges

‘But: people have jost beneﬁts. More than 100,000 disable
cmldren ‘arhong the' 7 million i recewmg wellare are losing ak
and up t¢ 500,000 able-bodied adults and 1 m:lhon le@l immi

- grants stand 10 loge food. stamps. *

There have been problems. Expe.nence in- stzlﬁ that re-t

formed 'welfare. several- ym ago°has shown that more’ than

" halt placed.in jobs quit or-get fired, ‘withifi two vears: Some
- states ‘have béen. slow 0 create. expenslve “workfare™ pro-.
~ grams. And. people who have: been on wellare !or many years'

vare proving harder to place, |
Most troybling of all 15 the fiture of the economy A reoes-

- - sion would mean manypeople with good jobs would [0sé them
andiseek welfare benefits, At the sare tirme, private, employ-. -

" - ers:would probably stop hinng those-already-on welfare, The
resiit could mean sharply Higher caseloads: And: unl:.ke the oud; L,
L '=en1sbuyusedcarsorﬂxﬂ1eonesthey have.

‘system, fedéral fonds would not incresse. -
Says Robert. Greenstein, ‘director of the Cemer on. Budget_
and Policy Priorities; a liberal research group: "We're goingto-

havea [earnmgexpenence,nndltmay beapmuyrough one. g

Recor‘d drop i.n we!ia.re rol.ls

- The one indisputable ract inthe welfa.re reform story isthat
l.'arm]jes are geting-oft welfare, Fast.

The national-decline began‘in. March- 1994 when weltare(
rolls peaked at.14.4 millich. Forty4hree: states had piltt pro-
gmrnsberoremerederal law was passed, Wiscomnbeganre-

forms in 1987 and has ‘citits caseload by 55%. Other states ~ |-
_'i_-_Taldng weltare away

nolab]y California and New York, which have 30% of:ihe na-
tion's welfare: reclplenrs “have had far smaller redud:lons.

turn on the television And not see a welfare reform story,” & ' Says:
" Florida welfare reform administrator, Dor Wigstead. “If you’
‘had told me (last yeéar) what dur caseload 1§ today (464 000, a
-drop of -more than 110,000 sinoe January 1995) I ww.ldn’t_
‘have believed:- you T would: have aid; “Nah,.not a chance.' ».

tare clients are fleeiig the new system: Some fear it and still

oﬂ:ersdontmtohaslemthitldahosmmilymseloadWS" :
* eut in half last month, 10 3,138, after the states!mply noﬂned i

‘residents of new work rules and time limits.:
[Even while on welfare, “a lot of people ey have hiad unde:b

. the-tidble obs; unfeported incomme,’ that kind ofl.hmg, mys Ar-

nold ‘Torpkins; Ohit’s buman servites director, -

Even the names of welldre. programs The ac-

chanong
" ronym of Florida's new program is called WAGES. Wyomifig's.
..is POWER, Arizona's acronym now is. EMPOWER. And-after’
87 years, the American ‘Public Welfare: Assoclition is st to .
drop the word “welfare” and replace it with *human services,” =

'ACTOSS . Mié riation, welfare ofiées. are” belng -transformed.
into jobs centers. The mamber of Florida ‘welfare families with ©
-earnings-fimped-§19 ini étght months. In-Massackuseits, half. -

 Tess education and work expérience; along with problems such o those who left welfare in. December and January got jobs. **

-Empioyers; usually small mmneasa. aren't in it for charity:
'n;ey need 7eliable workers, ‘even more than the tax.credits
and wage suppléements-offered. by masy states. Clinton has:

- signedup inore than 108 companies to promote hiring people:
< on welfare and.is seeking to go'beyond 1,000, 'I‘haleﬂortoon-l.

.tinues to-grow,” Labor Secretary Aléxis; Herman says. |
But it's dwarfed by the magnitude of the task. With 4 milllon"

“adults on weltare, | Clinton' waiits Drivate employers to hire at

least 1 million by-the year 2000:. Joﬂrey Joseph of the US.

"Chamber of Commerce recently:told a gathering of Great - °
. Lakes welfaré officials that would' mean 160D hires a day :
‘Thereweregasps mthemom, hemcalLv..

From welfare to work

I-‘or maoy. the ﬁrststep loward work ‘has been "worldnre.
a governmeit job thet offers-

" 10 low-income workers. Clinon and Congrms Tuled last month:

" or unrealistic expectations. : ; - ©

..+ that pegple on- workfare must be pald the nummum wage and

_beneﬂm That eould stop stites from. such jobs: .-

- "Whether itsa public or private job; welfare redpienm usual
Iy leave it within the first two years: Sdrne havé problems with

child care or traissportation: Ofliers come: vmh a bad amtude

“Thesé Jobs yion’t be Pubhshers c: louery Vigs

: ‘tories,” says Elaine Ryan, lobbytst for the American’ Public
" Welfare Association. “They'fe. poing th be smaller steps.”

I'henewrederal Iawholdsbackinminweuaremmd .

ing over ‘the next ﬂve#years. But
winding .up.'with more money-per client,
That'’s bacause they actually got more money
for the"first Year of reform and because so

"péaple-have gone off welfare. Armed
with that-extra | money, many states allow re-
cipients 'whe take low-paying ‘jobs to keep

;_ their welfare and other benefits temporarily.
Their bimtnwd esually. is child care. 5o

‘states are using some of their extra federal
money for that. At least 27 aré spending more

I “of their own Iioney to help find child care: INli-

Tois ficreased state child care funding 96%.
S‘tamalsoaretryingtomakechnd care more
‘availabte af night and on weekends. - '

The: nen .greatest need is transpontation.
States-‘are . ‘reverse-COmmuting pro-
gramis to get:city residents to the suburbs, of-
“ten ‘with van pools. And they are helping cli-

" “1¢'s been difficult ifithe past year to pick up s newspaper or |
| -oft the rolls, They're stopplng would-be clients
'from petting on them - Dozens of states have

Something more than a robust econemy is fesponsihle, We.l- .

.. "They'
-ing. says Chery]

. usually training in excharnge for- .
" welfare benefits. Unions view that as slave Iabor and a threat - -

~ "In Howard Cousty, Md,, former welfare re-

clpientsuse a telephofie hot line to get emer-

gency rides; child care or‘counseling, In Con-
necticut, - farnilies ‘are fnatched with

i)
- -l "mentors for. hetp with -everything from car
“{ loans ¢ kids®

mework “It's what you dream
of. when' you hand'over a federal program,
and that.is the states'tike ownership,” says
“Health and Human Services Secretary Donna
Shalalﬂ. *They have So much publicly invest-
ed lnthlslhalmeymn’tnskatmlure

Smtes aren’t Just my welfare remplems

“diversion” pmgnum to help those seeking

" wellare overcome obstacles, such as a hroken-
: -Jown carof & temporary need for cash. About

18 stetes also tave a “family cap” that denies

" ald to newborn children of wonien on welfare.

_Buf thié toughest penalties hit those who fail
lo Seék work or child support. Rujes vary, but
many, states cut the adult’s portion of tae wel- -
“fare cheche About, 12 eventually cut an entire

,tamily’s aid untli the client cooperates.

States -also are using computers to track -

|* noncustodial pareits of children on welfareto .
-collect child support

They're even matching

lists ofdellnqucmt dads:with requests for rec-

-reational, Beenses,. “We're ' getting serious

_Dow;” says Terry Gates of Virginia “We're -

masi.n,g with’ your, hunung License and your
 License,”

" Time' Lmits; 160, are taking eﬂecr. More
than ;100 cliénts i Pensacole, Fla., have run
cutof time. They will be jeined sova by others .
in Virginis,:Delaware and. Cortdecticut -~ -
e nat kicking s out without warn-

1 Jehnson, 35, of Pittshiingh, a
.mother of two who found a summer job'as a
.camp sipervisorahter-12 years without work.
"'I'hey':e Iemng us hxow up l‘ronr."
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ber of employers using welfare workers
to combat a labor erunch and score pub-
lic relations points. Human Resources
Director Carol Koepernick says she. was -
skeptical at first, because marny AFDC re-
cipients lack a solid work history. But
when Tulsa’s unemployment rate’ sank
below: 4%, she tried out six IndEx temps
and hired four. Two, including Smith,
worked out. “We've had as much suc-
cess as with anybody we hire for entry-
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 expanding it statewide. “It's one-
aof the best prototypes,” says 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 he transported
to other urban areas.”

True. But can Thlsa's tiny project be .
replicated on a grand enough scale to
transform millions of welfare dependents
into working class citizens—even in the .
nation’s most poverty-torn cities? “It will
be very, very difficult,” Ivry concedes,
Then again, all mass change begins with-
small steps. And in Oklahoma, Sandra
Barnett, Carlos Smith, and dozens of oth-
ers have already taken the first.

By L Jeanne Dugon in New York

a pi:inéompgn;ﬁ’s web site records 1,321,362 hits. .-

The R5/6000 Web Server Putting your business up on the Not needn’t disrupt your
' enterprise. That’s because the RS/60007 web server works with your existing systems. lts award-
. winning systems management capabilitics help simplity integrating your Internet solution into your

3 Bk i 31 sz ademark and PE6000 £ Eatutana | Cooneaiion. Toa it e Loty o tigw

) |

PHOTOQCOPY —— PRESERVATI|ON

business. For complete details, call 1 800 [BM-2468, ext. FAOS5, or drop by www.rs6000.ibm.com. -
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" pplying for welfare was one of the

must difficult decisions of my life.

Proud and independent, | was furced
“ta aak fur.s handout. The year waa 1970,

1 got a ruda awakening when my request-

" for emergency assistance was denied,

And when the Tull impact of the new' S
welfaré relorm law hils those who now are ,

receiving cash grants, food atamps and Med.

icaid, it will be a wakeup call—a call for .

independence-ihat is long averdue.-
The bill President Clinton aigned last

" week is aplly named the Personal Responsi-

bility and Weork Opportunity Reconciliation
Act of 1556, It .abolishes Aid to Families

- With Dependent Children, the main cash.

" “the’ I'almly. ‘though, the safety net will

grant program for poor people The savings
are estimated st $54 billion over six yeara.

The food stamp program also will be cut,
for a savings of $23 billion over aix years.
" Most chansea are effective Oct. 1.

Never again will poor families be auto.-

matically entitled to a welfare check every
month. 1If there's a preschool-age child in

remasin in place.

A single mother with nl least one child
under age 5 won't hava to.comply with the
“get n job" edict if she can prove she can't
find "suitable snd afTordable” child care.

". IF the youngesl child is at leaat 5, however;

- working within two years. As an incentive, _

>

the single mother will be expected to be out

: they can-keep their famlly’a health benefits
“under Medicaid for an long as they would
“quallfy for weifare undercutrént aw:

CHICAGO SUN- TtMES WEDNESDA'\' AUGUST ZB TBGF

l:nltl realltv nt weltal-e retm'm l?.et a jllll

The goal is (o have every sble- bodied man: -
and woman ot Jenst partinlly self-sufficient -

in two years. But to listen to-some of the
welfare advocates, you'd Lhink the propﬂnals
were crvel and heartless,

It certninly seems eo, Indeed, anyone over
18 without a child under age 5 18 cul of luck.
They won't even get food stamaps o tide
them aver. Food coupona will be issued for

_only three manths in.a three-year period -

After that, they may have 1o go hungey.

“Tough luck.” They're tired of working and
paying taxes to support able adults.

What's the rationsie, 1 nsked Michigan

Gov. John Engler, chairman of the Republi-
can Governors Associntion end & vocal pro-
ponent of welfare reform. Most of these

peopie spend all their mogey on | rent, and

need food stampn to eat.
. Engler was blunt. “Betauss !lley could be

- ~—out fooking for work from-sunup to som--

r “ m/ t'may sound héartless but i't'
- ‘builds resolve—and eventually
leads to Lndependence '

ly Ilnhull smm f‘ 17,5’

down or in job tmmng
That's Just the kind of lough l.ﬂlk Repub~
licana and Increasing numbers of Democrats

want to tear. Get those lazy bums off

welfare and make them go to work and pay
taxes, just {lke the res! of us.

That sounds reasonghle. In fact, it's the
aame attitude | enccuntersd. more than 25
years ago when I walked Into the neighbor-

-hood welfare office to apply for welfars, 1
. was young and sble-bodied, iiving on my
But many conservatives and others say -

own and going to college, But | needed help:
I had lost my summer job and the rent wae
dus at the end of the week, If [ didn't get

$25 by then, I might be kicked out of the-

rooming house.

It took grest eft‘ort to walk into that.
-storefront office on 63rd Street in Wood-

Inwn, because “going on welfare™ wan
shaméful, o laat resert. But | preferred to
ank strangers for help yather than admit to.
-y family fhat'l w“t‘failun‘ AL

.the city's Consumer Services De

"Unlem you re pregnant,” the cammkel
told ma, “you're not entitled to help.”

That’s the way it was in 1970, That tougt
sttitude strengthened my resolve to makc
it—on my own. | stayed in school am

- eventually got snather job., - -

And that's the way it's going to be agaln

" Able:bodied folks are going to have to (am
_for thempselves or turn,

rieighbors or churches.
Clinton, who signed the welfare reforn

" bill 1ast week deceeeing that reciplents mus

wark, admita (hat there are deficiencies I
the faw, The biggest flaw la joba: Thern

-aren’t enough to go around. :
Not the traditional ciericsl and retail fobs ™

which don't require inlense tralning,
Sa the thing to do, for able-bodied mer

and women who've had a free tide on the ;

welfare wagon, I to start.looking in some o'
the - unteaditional Elacea In some of the
larger spartment

free olber mothers to go to work.

Caroling - Shoenbarger, ‘commissioner of
pariment
praposed years ago that men with entrepre,

neurial spirit sign ap to drive transportatior -

vehicles to eupplement CTA bus routes.

There are other proposals,. The scone:
those who need joba start looking for worl
or nltemntlvea t s bell.er cff they'll. be,

Michelle Steven: is cdafor of the Chirag

Sun-Times editorial poges. E mml !euera

@suntimescom - -

to _thelr familles . -

uildings, for example
motbers could form a baby-sitting sarvice t-
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By D. Ian Hopper

Associated Press Writer 4

‘Tuesday , August 22, 2000

WASHINGTON — Welfare rolls are half what they were four years age, 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 meant to be — a second chance, not
a way of life," Clmton said in a statement issued at the White House.

1 .
In a report released on the fourth anmversary of the welfare changes belng 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 1n 1993 to
2.3 percent in 1999, and is now at its lowest level since 1965, the White House said. Welfare rolls have
shrurk from 14.1 million households in January 1993 to 6.3 million i in December 1999 ~ a drop of 56
percent or 7.8 million households.

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

Clinton met at the Whlte House Tuesday with top corporate executives who 1ssued their own progress
report on welfare. , ‘

The natien s welfare system was dramatically inlproved by the overhaul, but poor people entering the
work force need help with child care, transportation and training, the busmess executives said. Their,
report added that former welfare rec1p1ents have made "good, productive employees.”

Job retention rates for those workers meet and often exceed those for employees who havent been on

- welfare, according to the report

But the executives say government programs are still needed to help welfare recipients get _]obs citing
child care and transportation as the "biggest obstacles to work."

"Lawmakers should sustain or, ideally, increase resources for a range of programs 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 encouraged 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 of United Airlines, Sprint, Citigroup,

- Time Wamer, 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,

8/22/2000 4: 11 PM
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‘ éigniﬁcantly higher than the minimum wage of $5.15, and more|than 74 peréént receive medical
benefits. More than 44 percent of hires, the report says, get a 401(k) matching savings plan.

The report 15 crmca] of the way some states have used federal welfare funds. While some states have
spent the money responsibly and creatively, others have used the funds to offset state spending instead
of directly supporting welfare recipients and low-wage workers,|the report says.

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

The definition of work activities should include:. substance-abuse treatment, domestic violence

counseling and other special needs, and Congress also should glye a break to workers who need longer

than five years to get off welfare because of low starting pay, the report.says.

© 2000 The Associated Press
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o069 CLINTON-GORE ACCOMP‘LISHMENTS
REFORMING WELFARE .

1

- On August 22, 1996, President Clinton ézgned the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act, fulfi ng his longztme cIc::mmttmenr io ‘end welfare as we
know it.” As the President said upon szgnmg . this legislation provides an historic

" opportunity to end we!fare as we know it and transform our broken welfare system by
promoting the fundamental values of wqu responsibility, and family."

TRANS FORMING THE' BROKEN WELFARE SYSTEM

. Overhaulmg the Welfare System with the Personal Responsublllty Act: In 1996, the -

- President signed a bipartisan welfare plan that is dramatlcally changing the nation’s welfare
system into one that requlres work in exchange for time-limited assistance. The law containg
strong work requirements, performance bonuses to reward states for moving welfare '
recipients into jobs and reducing illegitimacy, state maintenance of effort requirements,
comprehensive child support enforcement, and supportsifor families moving from welfare to
work -- including increased funding for child care: State strategies are making a real
difference in the success of welfare reform, specifically m job placement child care and
transportation. In April 1999, the President unveiled landmark new welfare regulations that
will promote work and help those who have left the rolls‘ to succeed in the workforce and stay
off welfare. In May 1999, the Department of Health and Human Services released guidance
on how states and communities can use welfare block gr‘ant funds to help families move from
welfare to work, support working fami_[ies_ and fulfill the other pu;poses of the law.

*» - Law Builds on the Administration’s Welfare Reform Strategy Even before the Personal
" Responsibility Act became law, many states were well on their way to changing their welfare
programs to jobs programs. By granting federal waivers, the Clinton Administration allowed
43 states -- more than all previous Administrations combined --'to require work, time-limit
assistance, make work pay, improve Chlld support enforcement, or encourage parental
responsibility. The vast majority of states have chosen to build on their welfare
demonstratlon projects approved by the Admlmstratlon : -

L ol
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MOVING PEOPLE FROM WELFARE TO WORK: .
WELFARE ROLLS DECLINE AS MORE RECIPIENTS GO TO WORK
l f

Caseloads Have Fallen to I-Ilstorlc New Lows. In August 1999 the President released state
State-by-state data (from March 1999) showing that the percent of Americans on welfare is at
its lowest level since 1967 and that the welfare rolls have fallen by nearly half since he took
~ office. Since January 1993, 31 states have had caseload [declines of more than half, and

nationwide the rolls have fallen by 48 percent, from'14, 1‘ million to 7.3 million. Aceordmg
to'the Council of Economic Advisors, the single most inllportant factor contributing to this
historic decline is the implementation of welfare reform| Of the caseload reduction from
1996 and 1998, approximately one-third. is due to federal and state policy changes resulting
from welfare reform and about 10 percent is due to the. strong econoimy.

Four Times More of Those on Welfare are Working than m‘1992 The first full year of
work data since welfare reform, released in August 1999 show that all 50 statés met the
law’s overall work requirement for 1998, confirming that record numbers of people are
moving from welfare to work. Nationally, 35 percent of all welfare recipients were working
or in work-related act1v1t1es in 1998. The data also shoviv that nationwide, the percentage of
welfare recipients working has nearly quadrupled since the President took office, rising from .
- 7 percent in 1992 to 27 percent in 1998, with the remainder fulfi lling their partlclpatlon '
requ1rements through job search, education and trammg‘

I ' .
Independent Studles Confirm People are Moving from Welfare to Work. Numerous
independent studies also confirm that more people are moving from welfare to work. A
national survey released by the Urban Institute found 69 percent of recipients had left welfare -
for work, and 18 percent had left beeause they had mcrelased income, no longer needed
welfare or had a change in family situation. A recent General Accounting Office report -
found that between 63 and 87 percent of adults Have wolrked since leaving the welfare rolls —
results similar to state studies funded by the Department of Health and Human Services. At
the same time, the Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey shows that bétween 1992 and
1998, the employment rate of previous year welfare recipients increased by 70 percent.
Mobilizing the Business Community: At the President’s urging, The Welfare to Work
Partnership was launched in May 1997 to lead the natlonal business effort to hire people from -
the welfare rolls. The Partnership began with 105 part101patmg ‘businesses, and as of August .
1999, has grown to more than 12,000 businesses of all sizes and industries. Since 1997,
these businesses have hired over 410,000 welfare recipients, surpassmg the challenge the
President set in May of 1998. The Partnership provides technical assistance and support to
businesses around the country, including: its toll-free number 1-888-USA-JOB1, a web site, a
quarterly newsletter, and a number of resource guides for businesses. The Partnership also
published “The Road to Retention,” a report of companles that have found higher retention
rates for former welfare recipients than for other new hllres, and strategies they used to
achieve this success. ! - '

- Connecting Small Businesses with Ne;w Workers antli Creat:ing' New Entrepreneurs: The
Small Business Administration is addressing the unique and vital role of small businesses

P
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who employ over one-half of the private:workforce, by helping small businesses throughout
the country connect with job training organizations and job-ready welfare recipients. In
addition, SBA provides training and assistance to welfare 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 small business development and women's business
centers, one-stop capital shops, Senjor Corps of Retired Executlves (S CORE) chapters
district ofﬁces and its website. - L

. Mobilizing Civic, Religious and Non—ﬁroﬂt Groups: In May 1996, _Vice_Presideﬁt Gore
- created the Welfare-to-Work Coalition to Sustain Success, a coalition of national civic,

service, and faith-based groups committed to helping former welfare recipients succeed in the

‘workforce. Working in partnership with public agencies and employers, Coalition members

provide mentoring, job training, child care, transportation, and other support to help these
new workers with the transition to self sufficiency. Charter members of the Coalition .
include: Alpha Kappa Alpha, the Boys and Girls Clubs of America, the Baptist Joint
Committee, Goodwill, Salvation Army; the United Way,| Women’s Missionary Union, the
YMCA, the YWCA, and other civic and faith- based grorps : ‘

Doing Our Fair Share with the Federal Government’ s Hiring Initiative: Under the

+Clinton/Gore Administration, the federal workfarce is thje smallest it has been in thirty years.
- Yet, this Administration also believes that the federal government, as the nation’s largest

employer, must lead by example. In March 1997, the Pr}esiden’t asked the Vice President to
oversee the federal government’s hlrmg initiative in which federal agencies committed to
directly hire at least 10,000 welfare recnplents in the next four years. In August 1999, Vice
President Gore released the sécond annual report on thig{initiative and announced that the
federal government had hired over 14, 000 welfare recipients, exceeding the goal nearly two

.years ahead of schedule. To date, federal agencies have hired 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 Pres&dent $
leadership, the 1997 Balanced Budget Act included $3 billion for Welfare-to-Work grants to

" help states and local communities move long-term welfelxre remplents and certain non-
. custodial parents, into lasting, unsubsidized Jobs. These funds can be used for job creation,

job placement and job retention efforts, including wage sub31d1es to private employers and
other critical post-employment support services. The Department of Labor provides
oversight, but most of the doltars flow through local business-led boards to localities who are
on the front lines of the welfare reform effort. Federally-recognized tribes.also réceive up to
$30 million of the Welfare-to-Work funds. In addition, |25% of the funds are awarded by the
Department of Labor on a competitive basis For FY 1998 and 1999, the Clinton-Gore
Administration has awarded 188 compet1t1ve grants. These competitive grants support
innovative local welfare-to-work projects, including strategies to help noncustodial parents
and welfare recipients with limited English proficiency, disabilities, substance abuse

problems, or a history of domestic violence to get and keep erﬁf;loy_ment.

The Department of Labor also joined forces with the Department-of Commeree to train
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welfare recipients as enumerators in the Year2000 Census. In September 1999, White
House Chief of Staff John Podesta, Labor Secretary Alexis Herman and Commerce Secretary
William Daley announced that Goodwill; Industries will receive $20 million in Welfare- to-
Work competitive grant funds to move up to 10,000 welfare recipients into temporary,
‘unsubsidized jobs, and later, permanent jobs, while helping the 2000 Census get a mare

accurate count of individuals in high poverty areas around the country.

" The President’s FY 2000 Budget proposés to invest $1 billion to extend the Welfare-to-Work
program to help more long-term welfare recipients and roncustadial parents in high-poverty
.areas work and support their families. The initiative would provide at least $150 million to
ensure that every state helps fathers playa respon51ble part in their children’s lives. Under
this proposal, states and communities would use a mmm'ltum of 20% of their formula funds to

. provide Job placement and job retention assistance to lbvlwincome fathers who sign personal

-responsibility contracts committing them to work, establish paternity, and pay child support. .
This effort would further increase child support collectto'ns which have risen 80% since the
President took office, from $8 billion in1992 to $14.3 billion in 1998. Remaining funds will

_ go toward assisting long-term welfare recipients with thé greatest barriers to employment to

move. into lasting jobs. The reauthorized program also would double the Welfare-to-Work

funding available for tribes. The Administration’s reauthonzatlon proposal is included in-

H.R. 1482 introduced by Congressman Cardln and S. 1317 mtroduced by Senator Akaka.

Tax Credits for Employers The Welfare—to Work Tax» Credlt enacted m the 1997 Balanced
Budget Act, provides a credit equal to 359, of the first $'10 000 in wages in the first year of
employment, and 50% of the first $10,000 1 in wages in the second year, to encourage the
hiring and retention of long term welfare recipients. This credit complements the Work -
Opportunity Tax Credit, which provides a credit of up tc[u $2,400 for the first year of wages

for eight groups of job seekets.” The Omnibus Budget Act of 1998 included an extension
through June 30, 1999 and the PrcSIdent s FY 2000 Budoct proposes to extend both credits -
for an additional year.

Welfare-to-Work Housing Vouchers: In' 1999, the President ptoposed and Congress
approved $283 million for 50,000 new housing vouchers for welfare recipients who need

- housing assistance to get or keep a‘;job. Families will usle these welfare-to-work housing
vouchers to move closer to a new job, to reduce a long commute or to secure more stable
housing that will eliminate emergen01es which keep them from’ gettmg to work every day on
time. On October 1, 1999, HUD Secretary Andrew Cudmo announced the release of voucher
funds to help 50,000 families in 35 states and two ‘tr:besi Nearly all of these vouchers were
awarded on ‘a competitive basis, to communities that created cooperative efforts among their
housing, welfare and employment agencies. The’ Presidént’s FY 2000 Budget provides $430
million for 75,000 welfare-to-work housing vouchers, 1r‘wludmg $144 million in new funds

for 25,000 addtttonal vouchers,

Welfare-to-Work Transportatmn One of the biggest barriers facing people who move
from welfare to work -- in.cities and in rural areas -- is finding transportatlon to jobs, training
programs and child caré centers. Few welfare rempxentis own cars. Existing mass transit does
not provide adequate links to many suburban jobs at a]ﬂ, ot within a reasonable commute
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time. In addition, many jobs require evehing or weekend hours that are poorly served by
existing transit routes. To help those on welfare get to work, President Clinton proposed a
$100 million a year welfare-to-work transportation plan as part of his ISTEA reauthorization
bill. The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century| (TEA-21) authorized $750 million |
over five years for the President’s Job Acccss initiative and reverse commute grants. Of this
amount, $50 millicn is guaranteed fundmg in FY 1999, r‘lsmg to $150 million in 2003. The
Omnibus Budget Act included $75 million for this progtam inFY 1999, and in May, Vice
President Gore awarded $71 million of these funds to 179 communities in 42 states around
the country. The President’s Budget proposes to double fundmg for FY 2000, bringing the
program to the authorized level of $150 millicn. The Job Access competitive grants will
assist states and localities in-developing flexible transportatlon alternatives, such as van
services, for welfare recipients and other low income workers.

-~ SUPPORTING -WORKING' FAMI-LIES ' -
Expanding the Earned Income Tax Credlt Expansmllls in the EITC included in the
. President’s 1993 Economic Plan are makmg work pay for 15 million workmg families,
“including former welfare recipients. A study conducted by the Council of Economic
Advisors reported that in 1997, the EITC lifted 4.3 million American out of poverty -- more
 than double the number in 1993. The findings also suggest that the increase in labor force
participation among single mothers who received welfare is.strongly linked to the EITC
expansion. '

: Improvmg Access to Affordable and Quahty Child Care: Under the Clinton
'Administration, federal funding for child care has 1ncreflised by 70%, helping parents pay fOr
the care of about one million chlldren The 1996 welfate reform law increased child care
funding by $4 billion over six years to prov1de child care assistance to families moving from
welfare to work. The President’s budget proposes to expand the Child Care and

" Development Block Grant to help working families strugglmg to meet the costs of child care.
The President’s proposal increases funding for child-care subsidies by $7.5 billion over five
years, and these new funds, combined w1th funds provided in welfare reform, will enable the

program to serve an additional .1.15 mllhon children by}FY 2004. Additional funds for -

" subsidies are necessary because currently, only 1.25 million of the approximately 10 million

families eligible for assistance under federal law recelwl: help. The President’s proposal also -
includes $5 billion over five years to expand the Child ind Dependent Care Tax Credit

- {CDCTC) to provide greater tax relief for nearly three thillion working families-paying for
child care and eliminate income tax liability for almostall families with incomes below

~ 200% of poverty. Addltlonally, the proposal includes $1 3 billion to enable parents who have
children under one vear old to take advantage of the CDCTC by allowing these 1.7 million
families to claim assumed child care expenses of $500. ‘ The President’s plan also includes a
new tax credit to businesses that offer child care services to their employees. The President
has proposed spending $600 millien inFY 2000 to tnple funding for the 21st Century
Community Learning Center Program, ‘which supports the creation and expansion of after-
.school and summer-school programs to help roughly. 1 1 million children each year. Finally,
the President’s proposal includes a 51gn1ﬁcant new investment in Head Start, our nation’s
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premier carly childhood development program, with an additional $607 million in FY 2000 -
to reach 42,000 more children, enabling ;the program to serve 877,000 low income children. .

Providing Health Care to Low-Income Working Families. The President has insisted on
maintaining the Medicaid guarantee and has successfully fought to mcrease low-income
families’ access to health care.

> Creation of the Children ’s Health Insumnce‘PrLogmm; The President, with

' " bipartisan support from the Congress, created the Children’s Health Insurance
‘Program (CHIP).' The Balanced Budget Act of 1‘997 allocated $24 billion dollars -
over the next five years to extend health care coxlrerage to uninsured children through
State-designed programs, States will cover up to § million children through a

+ combination of Medicaid and CHIP outreach. i :

» Allowing States to Expand Medzcatd to Cover f‘amrhes The welfare law allows
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 al freestanding health insurance
program for low-income families -- an important step towards removing the stigma. .
associated with the program and reachmg families who do not have contact w1th the
TANF system. : ; :

D Providing Medicaid Caverage to Low-income T wo-Parent Families Who Work. In
August 1998, the President eliminated a vestige lof the qld welfare system by allowing
all states to provide Medicaid coverage té working, two-parent families who meet
State income eligibility requirements. Under the old regulations, adults in two-parent
families who worked more than 100 hours per month could not receive Medicaid
regardless of their income level. Because the same restrictions did not apply to’
single-parent families, these regulations created 'disincentives to marriage and full-
time work. Prior to eliminating the rule-entirely, the Administration allowed a
number of states to waive this rule. “The new regulation eliminates this requirement
for all States, providing health coverage for more than 130,000 workmg families to
help them stay employed and off welfare.

» - Transitional Medical Assistance (TMA) TMA prowdes time-limited Medicaid

coverage to low-income households whose eamnings or child support would otherwise .. -

make them ineligible for welfare-related Medicz:iid under state-income eligibility
standards. The President’s FY 2000 Budget would reduce burdensome reporting -

' requirements, including TMA eligibility proced‘ures in the current Medicaid eligibility

" redetermination process. The budget also exem‘pts those. states that have expanded
Medicaid coverage to families with incomes up|to 185% of the federal poverty level
from burdensome TMA reportmg requirements! prowdmg states with addmonal
incentives to prowde critical health care serv1ce's P

> .Helping States Help Low-Income Families. I March 1999, the Admlmstratlon

released new guidance encouraging States to reach out to children and families who
are no longer eligible for cash assistance but are still eligible for Medicaid or CHIP.
It also establishes that states must provide Medicaid applleatlons upon request and
process them without delay. The guidance relterates state responsibilities to establish

and maintain Medicaid ehglblllty for families and children 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 Président took the following
three executive actions to help ensure workrng fammes Wwho need Food Stamps have access.

» New policy guldance makmg it casier for workmg families to own a car and still
receive food stamps; S ' :
> New regulations making it ¢ egasier for states to serve workmg famlhes by srmphfymg

rules so that famllles don’t have to report income as often and states won’t be
penalized for small errors in proj ecting families’ future earnings; and,
» A new public education campaign to educate working families about food stamps,
mcludlng a toolkit 1o assist local, state, and community leaders in understanding food
- stamp program requlrements as well as model strategies to improve participation.and
future efforts by Secretary Glickman to include 1 new informational materials and an
enhanced toll-free 1nformatron line. '

Investmg for the Future: In 1992 the Presrdent proposed to establrsh Individual
Development Accounts (IDAS) to empower low-i mcome familiés to save for a first home,
post-secondary education, or to start a new business. The 1996 welfare reform law
authorized the use of welfare block grants to create IDAs And last year, the President signed
legislation creating a five- -year demonstration program. Households 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 are eligible to participate in the demonstration. In FY
1999, the Department of Health and Human Services awarded nearly $10 million to 40
grantees that will establish over 10,000 savings accounts for low-income workers. The
President has proposed to double the commitment to $20 million in FY 2000 The
demonstratlons will -

PROMOTING PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY
Increasing Parental Responsibility and Enforcing Child Support: Tougher measures
under the Clinton Administration resulted in a record ${14.3 billion in child support
collectionsin 1998, an increase of $6.4 b]lhon or 80% since 1992. Not only.are collections
up, but the number of families that are actually rece1v1dg child support has also increased. In
1997, the number of child support cases with collections rose to 4.2 million, an increase of
48% from 2.8 million in'1992. - -

» Improving the C ollect:an System A new collectlon system, proposed by the
President in 1994 and enacted as part of the 1996 welfare reform law, has located
over 2.8 million delinquent parents in its seconld year of operaticn. . With

* approximately one-third of all child support cases involving parents living in different
states, this National Directory of New Hires helps track parents across siate lines.

¥ Tougher Penalties. In June 1998, the President signed the Deadbeat Parents
Punishment Act, a law based on his 1996 proposal for tougher penalties for parents

who repeatedly fail to support children living in anothér state or who flee across state
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lines to avoid supportmg them.
> Increasing Paternity Establishments. Patemlty estabhshment often the crucial first
step in child support cases, has dramatically mcrleased due in large part to the in-
hospital voluntary patemity establishment program begun in 1994 by the Clinton
Administration. In 1998, the number of fathers takmg responsibility for their children
by establishing paternity rose to a record 1.5 mllhon triple the 1992 figure of
512,000. In 1998, 40%, or 614 000 of all patemltles were established through the in-
hospital program. . ¥
> Increasing Collections. Finally, President Clmt‘on has taken executive action,
including: collections from fedefal payments such as income tax refunds and
" employee salaries, and steps to deny federal loars to delinquent parents. The federal
government collected over $1.1 billion in delinquent child support from federal
‘ income tax refunds for tax year 1997 a 70% increase since 1992.

Breakmg the Cycle of Dependency - Preventmg Teen Pregnancy: Significant
components of the President’s comprehensive effort to reduce teen pregnancy became law .
*when the President signed the 1996 Personal Respons1b1hty Act. The law requires unmarried
minor parents to stay in school and live.at home or in a supervised setting; encourages
“second chance homes” to provide teen parents with the skills and support they need; and,
provides $50 million a year in new funding for state abs‘tmence education activities. Since
1993, the Admmlstratlon hss supported innovative and promising teen pregnancy prevention
strategles including working with boys and young men on pregnancy prevention strategles
The National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy, a pnvate nonprofit organization, was
- formed in response to the President’s 1995 State of the Unlon In 1997, the President -
announced the National Strategy to Prevent Teen Pregnancy. The first annual report on th1s
Strategy reported that HHS-supported programs already reach at least 31% or 1,470
communities in the United States. In April 1999, the Vice President announced new data
showing that we continue to make real progress in encofuraglng more young people to delay
parenthood and led a roundtable discussion highlighting promising local teen pregnancy
‘prevention strategies. Teen births have, declined nati'on“wide by 18% from 1991 to 1998, and

have fallen in every state and across ethmc and racial groups. In addition, teen pregnancy
rates are at their lowest level in 20 years ' _ |-
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RESTORING FAIRN ESS AND PROTECTING THE MOST VULNERABLE

The President made a commitment to fix several provisions in the 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 Budget| Act protects the most vulnerable. In
1998, the President continued his proposals to reverse unfair cuts in benefits to legal immigrants.
The Administration’s FY 2000 budget would build on this progress by.restoring important disability,
- health, and nutrition benefits to additional categories of legal 1mm1grants at a cost of $1.3 hallion
over five years. The Administration’s proposal is included in the Faitness for Legal Immigrants Act
of 1999 (§:792/H.R.1399) recently imtroduced by Senator Moyhihan and Representative Levin. In
addition, Senators Chafee, McCain, Mack, Jeffords, Graham, and Moynihandntroduced S. 1227, a
" _bipartisan bill similar to the Administration’s proposal to restore health coverage to legal immigrant

children and pregnant women.

. Disability and Health: The Balanced Budgét Act of 19|97 and the Noncitizen Technical
Amendment Act of 1998 invested $11.5 billion to restore disability and health benefits to
380,000 legal immigrants who were in this country before welfare reform became law
{August 22, 1996). The President’s FY 2000 Budget would 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 yéars and become disabled after ?ntermg the United States. This
proposal would cost approximately $930 million and a531st an estimated 54,000 legal
immigrants by 2004, about half of whom would be eiderly

¢ Nutritional Assistance: The Agricultural Research Act of 1998 provided Food Stamps for
225,000 legal immigrant childien, senior citizens, and people with disabilities who enter the
United States by August 22, 1996. The President’s FY; 2000 Budget would extend this
provision by allowing legal immigrants in the United S{tates on August 22, 1996 who
subsequently reach age 65 to be eligible for Food'Stamlps. at cost of $60 million, restoring
benefits to about 20,000 elderly legal immigrants by 2004.

» Health Care for Children and Preg:liant Women: Under current law, states have the option
to provide health coverage to immigrant children and |:|=regnant women who entered the
country before August 22, 1996, The President’s FY 2‘000 Budget gives states the option to
extend Medicaid or CHIP coverage to low-income legal immigrant children and Medicaid to
pregnant women who entered the country afier August 22, 1996. The proposal would cost
$325 million and provide critical health insurance to apprommately 55,600 children and
23,000 women by FY 2004. . This proposal would reduce the number of high-nisk
pregnancies, ensure healthier children, and lower the dost of emergency Medicaid deliveries.

¢  Helping People Who Want to Work but Can’t Find|a Job: The Balanced Budget Act, as

" amended by the Agricultural Research Act, also restored $1.3 billion in food stamp cuts. The

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

" BBA provided funds for work slots and food stamp berlleﬁts to help those who are willing to

work but, through no fanlt of their own, have not yet found employment. In addition, the-

BBA allows states to exempt up to 15% of the food stamp recipients (70,000 individuals .



moﬁthly) who would otherwise be denied béncﬁts as a tesult of the “3 in 36” limit.
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: MEMORANDUM
TO:
IFR:

RE:

DA

Eli, Rodney, communications and senior staff

Dorian Friedman - :
Wirthlin Membership Survey IV: FINAL RESULTS
January 17, 2000 . -

Following are the key message points from new Wirthlin results that we’ve agreed to highlight.
This draft reflects the FINAL results received from Wirthlin on 1/16 and contains several
revisions since the last version you received, so please discard old copies.

HIRING REMAINS STEADY — AND STRONG.

¢

e

The Welfare to Work Partnership’s business partners ha ve hired an estlmated 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 Partnership companies have hired a total
of more than 649,000 (actual estimate; 649,602) former lwelfare recipients in the last three
years (1997-9). This updates-the 'e_stimatecll 410,000 recipients hlred in 1997-8,

" OFF THE ROLLS AND, OFTEN, OUT OF POVERTY
-Among our members who pay their new welfare hires hourly wages (that’s 89% of them),

average pay has risen to an hourly $7.50 (up from $6.86[and $7.20 in our last surveys.)
That's 46% higher than the minimum wage. At that wage, a single mother with two children

- working full time rises to the federal poverty line; with|the Earned Income Tax C‘redlr and

other transitional benefirs, she’s boosted well out of poverty.

Among the small minority (10%) of our members who pay annual salaries instead of hourly

wages, the average annual pay is up sharply — to $18, 087 (from $15,266-in the last survey.)

© At that salary, a single mother with three kids rises well above the federal poverty line.

WAGE PROGRESSION LOOKS GOOD TOO

L 4

Almost all (94%) of our partners pay the same starting wages to the former welfare remplents
they’ve hired as to other entry-level workers.

_And the former recnplents are almost as. lrkely (90%) to receive pay '_inereases as quickly as their

non-welfare colleagues. . _
One-third of the former recnp1ents recelve thelr first 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% year.

~

RETENTION IS HOLDING STEADY AND MOST EMPLOYERS REMAIN SATISFIED.

L4

*

For 62% of our business partners we]fare recipients have retention rates equal to or better than
non- welfare hires. ‘ : Cd :

Fully 80% of employers call the1r newwelfare hires ¢ good productwe employees

- -
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EMPLOYERS ARE OFFERING AN ARRAY OF BENEFITS TO KEEF THEIR NEW
WORKERS ON THE JOB. - S

‘¢ Traditional benefits remain pretty steady for those hired joff the welfare rolls:

¢ - 76% get medical benefits (up from 72% in the last survey)
¢ 58% get some kind of men;torilng (up from|$3% last time)

. 18% get help with transportation (down from 23% last time)
* 16% receive child care assistance {up from 12% last time) .

¢+ Buta surprlsrng number of employers are offering their pew workers benefits we hadn’t thought
to ask about in the past, benefits that give these new workers d solid shot at the American
dream” in a way they never had before For example:

¢ .51% offer their new welfare hires a 401-k match
+ - 13% offer company stock options ‘
¢ And 22% offer other financial supports, which can meludc Ioans or lines of credit to

buy a home, a car, or other necessntles

_ BUSINESSES CAN DO MORE TO I-IELP THEIR NEW WORKERS ACCESS OTHER

SUPPORTS TO WHICH THEY’RE ENTITLED -- ENABLING THEM TO ESCAPE

POVERTY, WHILE SHORING UP THEIR OWN BOT|TOM LINE.

¢ Two-thirds (63%) of our parmers don’t know whether tllrelr new hlres are eligible for food
stamps, Medicaid, or other transitional programs for low-income workers. ‘

0 But most of our members (79%) say they’d ‘try to help‘thew employees access benefits” like
food stamps or Medrcald if they knew! they were cligible.

" BUT BUSINESSES CHALLENGE GOVERNMENT AND SOCIETY TO ADDRESS
BROADER PROBLEMS THAT IMPEDE SUCCESS OF NEW WORKERS. -~

¢ The top barriers employers encouniter among welfare hires are inéreasingly things they say
they can't solve, like lack of basic mterpersonal skills (as well as child care, transportation,
and poor educations.} For example, 41% of our members often see applicants with poor
social (or “soft”skills, like workp]ace ethuette), and 53% say that would prevent them from

hiring a jobseeker. : ‘
¢ . Just as President Clinton and Congress challenged the 1|Xmer1can business commumty to step up

and give welfare recipients a-chance, employers are ready to return the challenge. They need
the help of politicians, pubhc Sckoois' and community mstztutrom to get the job done

LABOR SHORTAGES CONTINUE - AND SO DOES CORPORATE COMMITMENT
TO WELFARE TO WORK..
¢ More of our members than ever {76%, up from 67% laat time we asked) say their company or

their industry faces a labor shortage. That suggests they 11 be looking for workers’ anywhere
" they can find them. '

¢ Our partners say they mtend to hlre more welfare recipients in year 2000 than they FRave in the
previous:three years. . L . ' .




THE NEXT CHALLENGE - FATHERS AND EX- OFF ENDERS
¢ Our members seem surprlsmgly open to the prospect of hn‘mg welfare recipients w1th nonviclent
criminal backgrounds — who are most often’men — under; strict conditions: L
+ 82% would consider hiring a recipient conv1cted on a misdemeanor,
¢ 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 gc‘wemment bonding program protected them

against any financial loss or legal hab111ty caused by‘ the employee; and
+ 51% are more likely to hire if a social service agency continued to counse! the ex-

) offender to help avert any problems.
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Sorry, Warren!|

Bad news shortage hits paleolibs.
hame Posted Friday, October 15, 1999

archive [Note: You can sign up for the free kausfiles.com
- e-mail service at the end of this column.]

masthead .

U You're probably on tenterhooks awaiting the

contact outcome of the annual crunching of the poverty numbers

— (aspreviewed in the 9/27 kausfiles). The daily press, as
expected, reported that the overall poverty rate for 1998
fell, along with the child poverty rate. In fact, both rates
fell to the lowest level in almost tvn;/o decades.

But real poveﬁy cognoscenti,
groups supporting the traditional hberal glve~ em-~cash
agenda, weren't focusing on the overall poverty rate. True,
these groups once predicted that the 1996 welfare reform
would drive a million children 1nto poverty. But with

" poverty declining, they have retrcated to a more remote .
statistical battlefield — asking if the income of very poor
single mothers (i.e. those already well under the poverty
line) has fallen, once the Census numbers are adjusted to
include food stamp benefits, whxch aren't counted in the
official poverty report. Liberal lobbles such as the Center
on Budget and Policy Priorities (CBPP) and the
Children's Defense Fund spotted just such a downward
trend in the 1997 numbers. Along with speechwriters for
more conspicuous liberal poverty 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. According to the statistics
(Wh]Ch may never have reﬂectecﬂ reality) the decline in the
income of very poor single rnoms stopped in 1998. That's
according to caléulations performed by the Office of
Management and Budget and publncnzed by Republicans
on the House Ways & Means Commlttee ‘Wendell
Primus, of the liberal CBPP, says his own calculations are
even a bit more positive: they show an income gain for
the bottom 20 percent of single mothers -- roughly those
making less than 75 percent of poverty. 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 mothers back to where it
was in '95. But it does put them ahead of where they were
in'93.

It also probably means the left won 't get much
traction in the press with the claim --  which the CBPP
was pushing as recently as two months ago -- that the
poor are getting poorer. Things are jllSt going too damn
well. Take a look, for example, at smgle mothers one
quintile up from those on the very bottom These mothers
are still poor; they make from about 75 percent to 112
percent of the poverty line. But from '93 to '98, according
'to the OMB crunchers, their incomes rose ﬁ'om $12,144
to $14,290 -- an 18 percent increase,| Not bad. Better yet,
the increase came about because these mothers went out
and eamed more than they lost in welfare benefits, just as
welfare reformers hoped they would! -

Even the little bad news in the Census report was
really good news. The official Census report actnally
showed a small increase in the black single-mother
poverty rate last year. But when you|look closer, you
notice that the actual number of black single-mother
families in poverty went down. That smaller number
could only constitute a higher percentage of all black
single-mother families because the number of all black
single parent families went down faster -- while the
number of black matried couples went up. It's way too
early to call this a trend, but if it contmues the historic
dechne of the black famlly will have been halted

The CBPP's head, Robert Greenstem strammg to
find a dark cloud, was left to claim m a press release that
"For an economy this strong, the poverty rate is still too
high." That may be true. It may alsol be true that without
welfare reform the poverty rate would be even higher --
that 1t was the 1996 law (which Greenstem fought tooth
and nail) that put poor single mothers into the workforce
where they could then be swept up by the strong

~economy.

The CBPP also claims that "the number of full-time
year-round workers with incomes below the poverty line
rose by 459,000 in 1998." But that Census number does
{| ' not take into account the Earned Income Tax Credit -- the
primary means our society has chosen to boost these
workers' incomes. (This is an embarrassmg bit of
hypocrisy for the CBPP, which makes 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 of deSperate antipoverty groups
-- a "state-by-state” survey, which W]ll inevitably show
that some states are doing a lot worse than others,
producing gloomy headlines in hometown papers.
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And the speechwriters for Bradley and Beatty? Thcy

have thelr work cut out for them.

New E-mail service: Slgn up, usmg the ListBot
- gizmo below, and you will be notlﬁed by e-mail
whenever there's a new item on kausf iles.com. [Note: this
service is free. You'll be asked a couple of demographic
questions; if you find them annoying _]llSt lr;:ave them
unanswered.]

Join the kausfiles.com mailing list!
Enter your email address below,
then click the 'Join List' button:

Powered by ListBot
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%-Deadbeats
will pay to.
keep driving

Professional license loss
also boosts child support

Pl

When Congress reformned welfare in 1996,
state c!’uld-sup&.rnrt officialz were told ‘I‘.hey
could start yanking the driverw, professional
and sporung licenses of deadbeat parents.

Four years later, 3 state-by-gtate reviaw by
“The Washington ‘Times shows that licenses have
beco\r?e a major money maghiel

®» Mo,

rmm@ﬂnmuw_%’ stales have
had Weir driver s licensts stspended for non-

payment of child support. The pareny. ar
least 5300 mimun 1o getth mﬁm

et eds ol’ paren:.a in ar Jeast 26 states.
lncludmg fourptirses in South Caro
tician in Missisyi pl and 35 _worm-dipgers
Maine, hawe had their professinnal lice
clipped untl) they paid up. Ohio said
- $635,000 from 14 parents who couldn’t afford
ta lode their Work perits.,
Resalts like these have made license revoca-
Hon the new best friend pf chﬂd-suppmf oﬁ
cia
, "My staff loves driver's Hcense canctions. It
gels to people,” said Nancy Thoma, chief of the

. Jowa Bureau of Collecﬁnns, which
has suspended 772 parents’ dri-
. ver's icenscs to dare. -
Srill, the Great License Roundup
isn's happening in every state or m
ry venue COngress envisioned.
Seven states and the District of

By Cher

THE Wil

| Weszstaln
TEN Tine S

Columbia have little or oothing to  port

report about license revocation.
The District doesn’™t revake any
licenses, said an official with the
mity'® Corporation Coumsel.
© ., Wisconsin hasn‘t taken -any li- -
censes aither but will in the fall
when s carmputsrs come on lbe,
snjid » gtate spokeswoiman,
: In 5ix states where [icenie
- caton is ) hing,
can toke lcenses,
inclinied to do 50, say child-support
. officinlg, zome with greay ﬂ"tm
' . . diop in their voices,

“n;m Drwmg

ud
B g

One. it|gave L‘Iuldvsupporr agen-
civs mere leverage in thely gueat
for cmlccuous Becomdly, the con-
stenaf thi ear of ravorabon wig eqvi- -
sioned 3§'a way to ensure steady
child-suppoert peyments. Ttu:.
nioney, Congress reasoned, is
g o bBlnBeded by farnities at
use up their fve years of welfare
benefits. |

According to the latest dala
from the|federal Of8ee of Child
Suppart Enforcement (OCSE), 19
milion fnnulies are involved in
gc\'ernmcm child-supprort pro-
grams, Half of these families are
on welfare. .

In 1997, child-support agencies
collecyed a record 5$13.4 billion on
behalf off custodisl parents and
children. | However, this meney
wasn't even & quarter of the $62.2
billion that the govermmens esti-
mates was owed that year.

Wage wathhnldmg is the most
popular way of obraining child
support — 56 peccent of 1 cal-
lacuions were deducred from par-
enis’ paychecks, OCUSE data sajd.

But license reévocation has
. emerged [as an effective tool w0
7 resch parents who are self-em.
ployed or) otherwise unreachable
through wage withholding, child-

. 8 beag support directory said.

‘fol' dollars

From ¢onst 1o coast, the favorite
Hcense to lift is the driverslicense.
Floxida, which has a * Upo
Whalk" campaign, bas t
e Mr the past two yes
sadd Dave Bruns, spokesman. for
Florida Department oi Hevenue.
“It's a paagic wand,” especially
for muck drivers, hecause it Pro-
duces results whien other tools
won's,” he' said.
In 1997. Hawaji did a siorlar
or walk” mmp;:jgn zaid Bob
orton of the Haw Child" Sup-
reement Agensy.
In Decernber, the maonth before
the flrat llcensen were to be pulled,
“~we had our largest increase in ar-
rearage payrenrs in history he
gaid Bloefully. =SB0 it d::east&o;:.;h
. Even gparsely pop! 1
Has suspended- more than 2,500
drwcr“s l.u:euus.

Pz?d Bili wmr ]
&da.ho 'R child.-support office.

 Meanwhilz, in highly populated
New York, *bundreds of thou-
sends” of parents have received

Meanwhile, theras ong In.nd of warning lettérs and “at any given

© license that is ubiguitous bur vn-
touchable by most child-suppart

agqnmeﬁ._ﬁsl'ung licenges,
Laxs ] T states troll foy

deadbears, ‘The Times" survey
found. The problem is compurers,
¢hild-gupport directors say. .

Like most states, "“we issue -
censs from e cigar boyx in the back
of the bait shop,” explained Na-
thanisl L Young Je, divecior of -~
child support in Virginia, one of 39

slates that doesn’t squeeze the |

fisherman.

Without expensive computers ta
match annglers and obligors., he
sdded, “theres \nrmally no way 1o
wack that licene ™

- Licanses as Iavdtaga ’

The 1996 welfare law made 1§
censn revocation . the  law of the
lnnd tor twa maih reasons. -

time, 60,000 driver's-liceaye sui-
pensions are bn effect” paid Hobert'

Doar, dirtl.r.'n:rol'New 'i‘in-k'; ghilds "
Agency.
Mr. Doar added that New Yorks

no2
‘% AV d g
censes — 2 824 since 1995

the threat ur takinyg vhein, plus
state's highly publicized "“boodn,

program, which disables eargy
ownued by deadbeats, has brought?

in more than 568 million, said Mr.
¥oung, Virginja's directar.

Revoking other kinds of work-
relared licenses has proved effec-
tve a5 well,

For instanceé, po-nonzense
Aloine has ;puned the licenses of
484 prafessionals, including two
Iawyers, three aurc dealers, thres
insurance agents, three veterinay-
iang and 35 worm-diggers.

In Norih Caroling, 600 deadbeat
professionals have received a let-
ter zaying “you've got 20 days to
‘respand tw this issue and prove to
us THAT you have eliminated this
problem, or your Hleense is re-
voked,” said Barry Miller, director
of Lhe North Carolina Child Sup-
pori Enforcermnent Program.

“Bam" he sald, “We got in ex-
cess of 300,000 in payments ...
that's about $800 a pop.”

South Carolina;”which has al-
ready nabbed the licenses of 12
barbers, one teacher, four regis-
tered nurses and three Realrors,
“1akes away all kinds of licenses
Including ‘manufactured housing,
which is a very large industry in
this state ” said Marilyn Mathéws,
a.spokeswnman far the stzate.

“Toere is only one profession in
the stale whose license we don't

and that is attorneys. Isa't
that interesting?” she aaid,

Locally, Virginda cirrently takes
professional licenses, while Mary-
land is nne of five states that is
phasing in this this year
owever, these and 38 oth
states are devoring far less energy
to the natiops 42 milllon spo
Asheymen and 35 million hunters,
de.sp;te the congressional mandal
ake their licenses.

-

agency-cun license~ .

mp:umon 3 15 “enorInous-
1y effective” and conuibuted “a

ood partion® ieward the state's 51
billion 1n énliecrions since 1995,

Dradbeats in Maryland and Vir-

girma are also at considerabls risk
ot Joss of thelr drivers licenses.
Since 1996, Masyland stare offi-
cizls hove threatened to take
257,740 driver's licenses and sus- |
pande:l 13 4?2 of thern. These af-
forts h.llve brought in nearly $153

- eaillion in' collections and payment

plans, said “Peresa Kaises, head of

the Mn.ryl.nnd Child Supphoit En-

forcement Administradon,
Virginia bas taken fewer Ji-

.- - =
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Fishing for deadbeats
According o The Thmet’ review,

10 stares have taken a totad of 630

figshing ‘licenses sinece 1996. An
1ith state, New Mexico, has 771
licenses under review,

- Arkansas hasn't taken any fAsh-
ing Bcenses yet, but has 3.300 in ita
ncwly automated license-revocs-
tion pipeline, sald Dan McDanatd,
head of Arkansas® child-support
agency.

Sych, meager tallies of rmbmg
licenss revocarions don’t surprise
parents like Jeunie Marshali-
Hoenack of Anchorags, Alaska,

Mrs. Marshali~-Hoenack's for-

Stll, some child-suppart pPro-
moters say state agedcies should
not give yp on tecreéational -
censes.

“Irs another tool. You never
Jnow what taol will work with what
individugl. You need different tools
for different people’ sald Nora
OBrien, who works wirh the Asso-
ciation’ far Children for Enforce-
mentof Suppart (ACES) inCalifor-

“The benefit of suspending a
fishing license i3 that it should
have the intendad effecy of getting
a non-custodial parent's afiention
and motvating paytnent, but it
doesn't hurt the:r abHiry to work,"”
said Kevio A u.irre director of

mier husband is “an avigd spotts

fishcrman,” but Alaska officlals | child-suppart in Oregon, a state

never pulled his Heense., she told that i5 just starTiog to recrea-
“Asx of March I, be tional Licenses.

The Times.
pwed $65.60% in child support,” she
added.

Lack of autpfication prevenu
recreational-license revocation,
child-suppart offickels Lo half the
siates told The Tiines, .

A few states have gamely tried
to orgonize the paperwork anyway.

For instance, in Dalaware,
where nearly 25000 bOshing li-
censes ane kepr on card fileg, oo

AChild-support officiala don't ac-
tally want 1o take the licenses, Mr.
Aquirte said, echoing-dozens of
other direcrors.

““I'he whole idea Iz 10 nmuVau:
and compel payment”

“ig a huge passiop" and

taldug the licenses would be effec.

tive, mﬁstggebble Klme.anAcES

- leades
~Bass fishersnen live, breathe, -

ll=at and sleep fishing” sbe said,

atalf went down and alphabetized

B wvar depuny direoues of Daty,  oving thit hier ex-husband cve
waes %ﬁﬁ“ﬂﬂ?ﬁﬁ:ﬁ”’ﬁm '| 8. Ray Wesver, Ollahoma’s rop
anghe s Sl b B ST, e s

"Bm ity not been an eany pro-
CEIE.
York—weﬂnmrg:tkdm" :

Mr. Doz of New York, where

more than 1 million ﬁ.shn:g -
censes were $old in 1998, seconds

that sentirnent. .

Without camputers, he and a
charus of other child-suppart offy-
cials saig, it% ju.st not g e fe

feevive.

“Hunting and fishing licenss re-
vocaton was required by Congress
so of coursa we roquire it oy well ™
said Dan Rlchard, director of
Pennsylvania's =h1ld-suppar(
agency:

"But we have not fowd JMI i
actually produces dollars. It re-
voles the lictnsc, and tharlk the

end of the wail”™ he sald, adding

that be knew of ene huntng-

license revocatnon.

y WE'TE not & INew .

hece™ whess they revoks Lifeticne
fishing and hunving teensoa.
l“!':upll: fect they are entitied to
[licensel ‘even if they aren’t
paying their child support” he
2aid, "When we take it, they fed
ma: we've destroyed their warld ™

Maing child-support director
Stephen Hussey is apother satis-
licd supporter of recreation-

+license revocaton.

Mme recently went after 225
moose hunices for chiid support
" ond all but three paid up. he said.

“Qne guy came In with a check for
avelr 37,000 and said "I've been
w.z...ng ail my iife for this moose
PErmxt. Here's your check” ™

el
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Rethinking | Wélfare Reﬁ)rm

pears to be succeeding like no other in

the country, and the achievement has
created a stir on hoth 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-

’ 3 WELFARE program in Minnesota ap-

regarded Manpower Development Research .

Corporatmn of New York. MDRC found that
the program had produced “substantial, far-
ranging improvements in the lives of smgle
parents who were long-terrn 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, amoug two-parent
families, there were indications of greater
marital stablhty
-Minnesota decided that, not jliSt 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,
asa lot of states have done. But the incomes of
those going back to work were higher thag 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 Washington Post

Sunpay, June 18, 2000

the combmatmn apparently had the impor-
tant, though hardly surprising, effects on fami-
v hfe that MDRC also found,

The MDRC finding speaks to what has al-
ways been the! central issue in welfare re-
form-—not whether work is to be preferred to
dependency, on|wh1ch there is no dispute, but
what mix of carrot and stick the government
should use to mduce (or force) mothers to be-
come less dependent It’s a balancing of risks.
The stricter the society is with parents, the
greater the risk|that some chifdren will be left
without even minimal support; the more it
worties about the welfare of children, the

greater the risk jof allowing some indolent par-

ents a free ride.

{ur sense of the welfare reform bill of 1996
was, and conti:fues to be, that it tilted too far
in the former dxrectwn The rolls have heen
hugely reduced and nao doubt cleaned up in the

sense that parents who didn't belong in the
system-—didn't really 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. The test will be when the econo-
my weakens, and the federal safety net that
used to exist beneath such children turns out
not to be there. \

States like anesota have done well by the
poor in the absence of a federal program. The
right national pohcy might have been to re-
guire 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 respo:‘mbﬂlty as they choose,




A Test for Gov Bush

EXAS GOV, George W Bush likes to
say that, in overseeing Texas’s hyper-

active death penalty system, he aslks-

only two questions about the clemency cases
thatland on his desk: Is there any doubt as to
the guilt of the accused? And has the convict
had full access to the courts? When Mr. Bush
decides this week whether to let a man
named Gary Graham be put to death, we will

learn something about whether this oft-

repeated mantra states real principles or
mere wotds. Because in Mr. Graham's case,
there is subsiantial doubt about whether he
committed the murder for which he has been
on death row 19 vears, and his access'to the
courts has been indisputably impaired,

‘Mr. Graham was sentenced to death for

the 1981 killing in a parking lot of a man -

named Bobby Lambert. His conviction rest-
ed on the testimony of a single eyewit-
ness—a woman named Bernadine Skillerp.
Mas, Skillern had caught only a fleeting
glimpse of the killer's face—at night and
through the windshield of her car—yet she
told the jury she was certain Mr. Graham was
that man. Because of Mr. Graham's inegt
counsel, however, the jury never learned that
she had initially failed to ideatify him posi-

tively from a photo spread—though he was’

the only man in the spread who, consistent
with her description, had no facial hair and a
short Afro haircut. Nor did the jury hear

that, when‘ she p:cked him out of a lineup the
following day, he was the only man present
whose picture had also been in the photo
spread, Two other evewitnesses who testi-
fied at tnal did not identify Mr. Graham as
the killer. And the jury never heard from two
ather eyewitnesses, wha have since filed affi-
davits denying that Mr. Graham was the man
wha shot Mr Lambert. One does not have to
suspect Ms Skillern's truthfulness to won-
der ii she may be in error.

Yet in the maze of appeals this case has
seen, no court has ever held a hearing to ex-
amine the evidence that has surfaced since
Mr, Graham' s conviction. The federal courts

refused to consuier it until the state courts |

had done so. [Texas's courts, however, reject-
ed {t summarily. And by then, Congress had
radically curtailed death-penalty appeals—
so the federal courts refused to step in. The

result is that iMr. (Graham is at the brink of
execution on a record that could well result -

inacquittal if the case were ever retried,

Mr. Bush does not have the power by him-
self to save Mr Graham. Under Texas's con-
stitution, he cannot grant clemency without

the consent ofthe Board of Pardons and Pa-~

roles. But he can ask publicly that the board

help him StODlth!S execation. Mr. Graham

presents as clear a case for clemeucy under
Mr. Bush’'s own stated principles as one
could imagine.

Ehe Washingten Paost
Sunpay, June 18, 2000



" - — coupled with a reduced IRS work force

IRS wants

10% increase

to stop slide

Says it needs funds
for hardware hirmg

ASSOCIATED PRESS

The Internal Revenue Semce 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,
-Charles Rossotti told a House government
reforn subcommittee. “We have half the
number of audits we had three years sgo.
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 of a 10-year,
£248 billion inceme tax cut for married cou-
ples.

The IRS is asking Congress for about $8.8
billion in fiscal 2001 — an increase of $769
million aver last year's budget. Some of it is
meant to hire almost 2,000 more people
beef up enforcement of tax laws and im-
prove service to taxpayers: The agency also

wants 5119 million to continue the long-
term task of replacing its 1960s main com-

puter systems.

Without endorsnhg the budget request. '

Rep. Steve Horn, the subcormmittee chair.
man, said Jawmakers are concerned that
taxpayer-friendly reforms enacted in 1998

-— has contributed t¢ a decline in enforce-
ment. Mr. Horn, Cealifornia Republican,
said taxpayers now owe $231 billion in over-
due taxes and penalties. .
“Some people are now concerned that
the agency has become So userfriendly
that it isn’t collecting enough of the tax
money it is owed,” Mr. Horn said.
Stll, the IRS will collect a lot: Mr. Ros-

- sotti said net tax collections should top $1.6
trillion this year. About 127 million individ-
ual tax returns will be filed this yzar; s of

' ﬁ&rﬂ 2, the agency had received about 70 1
As Amencans rush to finish mexr re-

" turms, Republicans in Congress plantokeep

focused on cutting taxes and rax reform,
n]’.rcdoftheu- signature issues. nghhghts in-
clude:
@ Votes in the Senate on leg:slatmn cut-
ung income taxes for millions of married
couples, including the 25 million- who now

I

pay more than they would if single. Thebil .

also would permanently ensure that tax-
payers could claim personal credits such as
the $£500-a-child tax credit without running
afoul of the complex altermative minimum
tax.

® Another Senate vote on whether to -
debate a bill pushed by Majority Leader
Trent 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- B
-pend the entire 18.4-cent tax if average

prices topped $2 a gallon at the pump.

# House consideration of legislation cost-
ing $2.1 billion over five years that would
expand taxpayer rights and give people
new hreaks 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 regquiring & two-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 flattax and a
national sales tax.

e 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 McCain. f

* Zhe Washington Tismes
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Chlld-abuse and

neglect cases

~ decline for fifth year, HHS says

By Cheryl Watzsiein
THE WASHINGTON TIMES

sive year of deelme the federal

and earlier reporting of child

community-based prevention pro-

on early childhood educatmn held
© at the World Bank. -

More investment is. needed she

* added.
“Atthough we ‘can_ be encour-
" -aged that the number of children

who suffer abuse and neglect con-
. tnues to decline, these numbers .

are stll unacceptably high” she
o osaid.
The number . of ctuld fata]mes

T
The number of child-abuse and

Ineglect cases fell to around’
900,000 in 1998, the fifth succes-"

by maltreatmént also declined to';
12.9 per 1,600 children, the lowest

in more than 10 years, Health and -
Hiifman Services IHES) Secretary :
Donna E. Shalala said. ‘

These trends are due 0 better

abuse and neglect as well as more -

grams, Miss Shalala said yester--
' day at an international conference |

caused by maltreatment remainied

unchanged 4t about 1,100, the

HHS said.
"Kevin KJrkpatrlck spokesman

hild . Abuse. America, said his
roup sees hlgher|esnmates for

but’ agrees that the numbér of
" cases fell in 1998.
§dll, even with declines, he smd

child- abuse numbers are subslan- \

tially higherthan 1 0yes rs ago, and
rose 9 percent-between 1993 and
1957 even as’ overall crime rales

4+ ‘were falling by 21 percent
“The ‘abuse and neglect of chil--
_dren is probably.. the only violent

social problem we have that hasn’t

1mpruved substanually {as] overal] .

crime statistics have -improved.

And that’s troisblesome to-us,” said . -

Mr, Kirkpatrick.

ernment s

dren after they've been abused, we

only spend apenny on prevention.”. -

Even the main. vehicle for child-
abuse prevention — the Child
Abuse Prevention and Treatment

! Act — was recently funded at 568

]

r the Chicago-based Prevent -

abuse and neglect than the HHS -

“For every: $1 the-federal -gov-
nds- on helping chil--

million when 1‘( was authorized w -
have $166 million, he said.

The HHS said in its report that _
there were an estimated 2.8 mil-
lion reports about possible child -
maltreatment to child-protective
service agenetes in 1998, :

Sixty-six percent of those refer- -
rals were investigated. : .

As a result, there were an es-
timated ,903,000 children who.

-were found to be victims of abuse

and/for neglect, This is around 11

. percent lower than the record

1,018,692 child-abuse cases identi- .

fied in 1993, the HHS said. ST
Parents ¢ontinue to bé the main’

perpetrators of child mal-

* treatment. More than B0 percent of

children are harmed by one or
‘both of their parents.
The HHS also said that o
. ®More than half of the children
(54 percent) suffered neglect: -
¢ o Twenty-three percent of chil-
dren suffered physical abuse. .
" # Nearly 12 percent of the chil-
dren were sexually abused. :

» The most cormmon pattern of

-maltreatment (45 pereent) was by = |

a female parent.

-

Vlagra rival set to be OK’d by FDA

- Medical adwsers note Upnma has dangerous side effect

’ AssocmTED PHESS

‘soon be cutting into Viagra's impo-
tence drug market, thanks to gov-

emment advisers’ recommenda- ,
- tion yesterday that the tablet be
allowed to sell despite some wnrrl- 1

_ some side effects.

Ope in 30 men who tested the t

o . Dptlma] dose of Uprima fainted or’
oL - -suffered seriously low blood pres-
ST sure — a few fell and hit their

" heads, and one crashed his car into |

.a fence the Food and Drug Admin-
1strauon says. '
“There will be some people who

' - will probably lose their lives be- :
* cause they pass out at the top of .
 stairs or are operating acar” when -

they faimt, warned Philadelphia

nf the FDA's scientifi¢c advisers.
" Btill, because Uprima did help
" some men regain erections strong

+-enough for ‘sexual intercourse —

.and because many of the nation’s
' estimated 30 million impotent men

T -

cm'dlolng':: Dr. Peter Kowey,.one...

[N

. e are niot helped by today’s medlca'
A tablet catleéd Uprlma may |

tions — the panel vuted 9.3 yester-
» day that Uprima shotid sell as long
as men and thelr doctors get strong
warnings. .. |

visers’ demswns but typ:ca]ly fol-
. lows them." " ! \

ately need alternative treatments.

Viagra became a huge seller’
when it hit the market in 1998 as

the only oral impotence treatrhent.
—and Viagra has kllled S0IDE Men.

action when taken by men using
nitrate- contammg heart medicine.
TAP said in studles of 3,000 pa-
tients, most that lasted a month no
‘-one died.or had. heart attacks. Sul]
. FDA's advisers couldn 1 say i

Uprima would be any safer _for.-

_nitrate-uiing heart pauents

But Uprima dees work very dif-.
- ferently than Vlagra Viagka in-
creases blood Aow. in 1he pems

e e e -

The FDA is not bound by its ad-

Uprima manufacturer ’I‘AP‘_
" Pharmaceuticals said men desper-

Viagra's big risk is a deadly inter-

brain. .
“Your brain is your most impor- |-
tant sexual organ,” said Dr Timeo- -
thy Fagan of the University of Ari-
zona, who helped test the drug for !
TAP, a joint venture between Ab-

Upnma, in contrast works in the ‘

. bott Laboratories and 'I'akedat

Pharmaceuticals. - ]
Upnma is not an aphrodmac ‘-'

‘Dr. Fagan said. It seems to in-
‘crease levels of doparrnne = a1

important neurochemical that
sends messages between cells —in |
a brain region thought jmportant |
for causing erections, )
Also unlike Viagra, Uprima is 1
not swallowed — the tablet is. dis-
solved under the tongue, where it
seeps into the bloodstream :

threugh mouth tissue. r v

In studies, men who took 2 mil-
ligrams of Upnma had an erection

. capable of intercourse about 47 .

percent of the time. Sucdéess in- ;.
creased to 56 percent when men

took four milligrams of Uprima.

Etl]e masi)mgtuu &imes : |

TUESDAY APRIL 11, .2000


http:one.died.or
http:manufactur.er

kaus files dot com http://kausfiles.com/archive/mdex. 12.31.99.htmi

oS

|". 173

" . Cynicism? %”% o
- No., ashington | )~ |7
‘Solutions.  \\{{ .. A f?n:hlyh , Ujgja[ua%h%f

Sf||eS Com

archive Deparle GEtS Half the

mickey's . Sto I‘y
assignment : - .
"9—5". The NYT doesn t teII us what we need to

. know about Mulwaukee $ poor.
masthead Posted Friday, December 31, 1999.

home

contact J ason DeParle § New York Times reports on’
o Wisconsin's radical welfare reform are typically gripping
Visit and fair. Thursday's Page One summmg up 18 1o
exception. But it also makes one of the basic errors of
- welfare coverage, an error thatl might be called the
- Leavers Fallacy:

Speciﬁcally, DeParle tends to judge the success of
welfare reform by what happened to families that were on
* welfare before the Wisconsin reform took effect, birt who
then left. As Christopher J encks and Joseph Swingle point
out in the current American Prospect, "[t]hese families are
- only half the story.” The otherj half includes those families
who 'woufd,have gone on welfare under the old system,
~ but who now "no longer even apply for welfare." These
atter families, you'd think, would tend to be more
successful in the marketplace than people who now spend
some time on the rolls. To really judge welfare reform,
" then, you have to look at what happens to al/ families who_
would have been on welfare under the old system, those
who leave and those who never 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 andon the stregts, to poor smgle
mothers who might get Welfare but dlso to single men
- and non-poor families who live in the same . T
‘neighborhoods. : '

 DeParle's piece has good anecdotal reportage about

specific women who left welfare for work and who still
o : - have.bi g problems. From this he concludes that welfare
reform "may end up making ]ess of 4 difference in the
lives of the poor, soc1ally or econom1cally, than much of
the public imagined.” But h1s piece has very little
evidence, and almost no statlsucal evidence, about what
has happened overall to WISCOHSIH s poor, including those
who "no longer even apply for welfare"--the other half of

of § | o S 14772000 12:13 PM
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P . who "no longer even apply for weIfare"--the other half of
the story.
~Click . Thys, DePale points out that "a long list of things”

LQ—!M remains present in the lives of the poor, including "violent
The End  nqighhorhoods, absent fathiers, bare cupboards, epidemics
of Equality”  ,f depression, the temptations of drugs." That's very true.
'~ Butare they getting better or worse‘? That is the issue,
isn't it? DeParle doesn't tell us. Are the neighborhoods .
more violent? Are fathers taking more of an interest in
their children? Are there fewer klds born without fathers
present in the household? Are more mothers being beaten
up by their boyfriends? Are kldS doing better in school? Is
the culture of drug-taking and drug-dealing becoming
- more or less entrenched? Are more people depressed?
_ Hungry? Overall, how has the texture of ghetto life
-changed? Welfare reformers said it would be change for
the better. Were they right?

_ Some of these thmgs would not be difficult to report

on; some would be very dlfﬁcult That's why we give
'Pulltzer Prizes. DeParle doesn't reaily seem fo try to come

. up with much. We learn a lot about the problemis in the

- lives of the handful of womien hé has chosen as his case
studies—-but not only are they alll individual anecdotes,
they are all "leavers," people who were on welfare before
The broader surveys DeParle offers are also all surveys of .
leavers. He offers no economic surveys of the whole
population--much less social surveys of crime, marriage,
and the like.

The Jencks and Swingle artlcle provides some of that
necessary missing information for the nation as a -
whole--as much as the existing : stattstrcs can provide.

- Although American Prospect glves the piece a sleazily
slanted cover line ("Welfare Reform s Vietims") the
article contains more positive news than negative.

~"Employment among single mothers has increased more
than almost anyone expected.” Most single mothers are a
little better off economically, but a small minority at the
bottom "seem to be a little worse off." The "rise of the |
single-parent family ‘may finally | have been arrested,"
although this began in 1994, so 1t's not clear that welfare .
reform can take the credit. The most troubling statistic. for
reformers: In Wisconsin, the proportion of children born
out of wedlock. doesn t seent to have improved lately.

DeParle's one stab ata’ general assessment of the

_ social health of Milwaukee's ghetto is rhetorically brilliant
but ultimately unconvincing. He ltraclcs down William
Love, a bus driver who in 1998, along with two other
drivers, gave the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel an upbeat-
assessment of the impact of reform on his clientele. The
Journal Sentinel clip got passed around in pro-reform -~
circles and wound up in a Clinton radio address. DeParle
says Love is now "having doubts!” Lovelis alsoa

* landlord, and some of his tenants} who no longer receive -

guaranteced monthly welfare checks, are offering

2of 5 SRR | . 1/7/2000 12:13 PM
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“excuses” for missing the rent. "So 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 that Mr. Love may be one of those kind
interviewees who winds up telling reporters what they
want to hear. (And aren't-there dther bus drivers to talk to,
like the two drivers whose pro- lreform observations in the
original Journal Sentinel piece ,were actually stronger than

‘Love's? What about 1oeal church leaders? Social workers?

Cops?) -
Some other beefs with Thtllrs'da‘y‘s piece:

--Discussing one "leaver" survey, DeParle declares

“that "for most families the work has failed to translate into

economic progress.” These famlhes he says, earn "$400
less than they would have received by staying on
welfare But he later admits ﬂllS figure ignores

"eamed-income tax credits, which at these levels typically -
total about $3,000 a year."™ Doesn t that mean families are
actually $2,600 ahead? Isn't that the story?

--DeParle refers to "Mllwaukee § growing. homeless
shelter population,” but doesn't! give any figures on how
much it's growing. When I checked a couple of years ago,

the shelter population had mdeed increased, but only by a -

handful of families. Is the problem now more severe? Are
we talking about dozens of people or thousands‘7 '

-DeParle's big concludmg- anecdote is the story of
Michelle Crawford, "a 39-year- old Milwaukee woman

-~ who went to work last year at aplastics plant, after two

decades of desperation and chronic dependence on

welfare.” She's still working, but DeParle notes that even

\though "she earned nearly $16, 000 this year" she
"struggles to simply keep food on the table" to feed her

family. But wait a minute. DeParle also notes that her
husband, Donald, recently "found a Job, as a hotel

maintenance man." Presumably|he gets paid. How much? -

And doesn't that money get added to the $16,000 to help
"feed her thre¢ children"? Maybie it's not enough to make
a big difference, but DeParle doesn't even bother to tell-

Is there an editor in th'e house?

Comt'ng; Soon: kausﬁies.com's Y2K policy.

" New E-mail service: Slgn up, using the ListBot
gizmo below, and you will be notlﬁed by g-mail
whenever there's a new item on kausf iles.com. [Note: this
service 1s free. You'll be asked a couple of demograph1c
questions; if you find them annoymg just leave them
unanswered. ] .
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'AND CLINTON ADMINISTRATIONS

POVERTY PoLiCY AND
PRESIDENTIAL POWER:

AN EXAMINATION OF THE WELFARE
REFORM POLICIES oF THE NIXON

N JANUARY OF 1969, RICHARD M. NIXON WAS INAU-
- gurated as the 37™ President of the Umted

States. In an essay published that month in The -

Progressive, Professor Reo Christenson of Mlaml
University predicted that, “with Richard leon as
president, the nation can expect few s1gmf1cant |
initiatives on the poverty front.”! Indeed, ifjany-
thing, one might have expected a scaling back of
the programs already in place. During his ﬁresv
dential campaign, Nixon proclaimed that, "
those who are able to help themselves-—what we
need are not more millions on welfare rollsi—but
more millions on the payrolls in the United States

~of America.” A number of dramatic approaches to

welfare reform were being discussed, mcludmg a
guaranteed income and a negative income tax, but
Nixon dismissed all of them, stating that he saw -
no “reasonable prospect” that he would advocate

any such reform.?

In the opening phrases of his first major presidential address onwel-

fare, Nixon remained true to form: “The present welfare system 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.” * 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 words, to “pay a basic income
to welfare families who cannot care for themselves. . ..
I propose that we make available an addition to the
incomes of the ‘working poor.” * Thus did the Presi-
dent who had once claimed that “what we need are
not more millions on welfare rolls-~but more millions
on the payrolls” come to advocate the Family Assis-
tance Plan (FAT), a welfare reform proposal which, by
the estimate of his own staff, would have added 7
million people to the welfare rolls.5

Almost a quarter-century after Professor Chns-
tenson’s pessimistic prognostications, Tom Bethell of

the National Review asserted that “there is not likely to

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 reférm
of it.” Others had already expressed similar premoni-

tions. An October 1992 article in The New York Times’

claimed that then-candidate Clinton “has not commit-
ted himself on the crucial details 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.”®

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.”” 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 con-

. verting an open-ended guarantee of federal assis-

tance . .. into a largely state-administered program

with time limits on benefits designed to pushmostof .-

the recipients into work. e

How is it that twa of the most dramatic welfare
reform proposals of the last half century drew the
support of presidents who were expected to make
little progress o the welfare front? More importantly,
why is it that the Republican President advocated-a
sweepingly expansionist proposal, while the Demo-

cratic 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 of 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.by his 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 {FAD)

When Rlchard Nixon took office in 1969, the primary

" vehicle for providing subsidies to 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-

- ments had 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 led to the ac-
cusation that AFDC encouraged fathers to abandon
their families so that they could receive benefits.!!
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$4,332 in Michigan.'? Consequently, critics claimed

that the program was severely inequitable. Nixon ac-
knowledged this probiem in his speéch introducing
FAP, saying that, “In many areas, benefits are so low
that we have hardly begun to take care of the depen-
dent.”" The President’s plan sought to replace the
AFDC system with direct payments undergirded by
a minimum requirement of $1600 for all states. 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.” The payments were
to be disbursed to both the unemployed and thg work-
ing poor. All families earning below $720 a year were
to have received the full benefit, while half of any in-
come earned above that threshold was to be applied
to a reduction in additional benefits 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 eli- |,

gible for AFDC payments than was the case under the

current system."” 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:”* 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.”*® 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.®

The Family Assistance Plan allowed Nixon to give ev-

. er:yone what he perceived to be his or herjust rewards.

First, it entailed a substantial increase in funding for the
peor, and second, to the extent that it streamlined and
standardlzed the allocation of benefits, it limited the
pOWEI’ of the bureaucracy. In the President’s words, the
pla.n was designed to “eliminate social workers’ snoop-
mg which is essentlally beratmg H

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

| - for the poor and his distrust of

cating that the President de-
cided to support FAP in part
because he sincerely believed in
the merits of the proposal, and
in part because of the limitations
inhereny to his office.

One of the most important
reasons for Nixon's decision to

“Although he erﬁpa\_tkized
with the poor, Nixon
despised the “bureaucratic
class” whom he pern!ceived to.
advocate their z'ﬂterlests.” '

the bureaucracy were s¢ com-
pelling as to convince him spon-
taneously to change his mind.
Rather, it seems more likely that
his decision was affected by an
array of factors of which these
were only a few. Any examina-
tion of this affair would be in-
" complete, for instance, without

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 .
We had
g duced te Nixon by domestic policy adviser Martin
-Anderson * A liberal Ivy League scholar with ties to

film, he declared that "We were poor. ..
very little. . . . We had to learn the value of money.”®
In a memorandum to speechwriter Ray Price, he re-
called the challenges his family faced in his youth:
“In the depression years [ remember when my

brother had tuberculosis for five 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.”? Thus, writes Wicker, Richard Nixon
“brought to the White House—though it was largely
unrealized by the public ... a considerable empathy
for the poor.”#

Although he empathlzed with the poor, Nixonde-
spised the “bureaucratic class” whom he perceived to
advocate their interests. This post-materialist class—
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 clearly 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 also when they arenot. .1 . On
average, | would suppose, for example that
white women who'teach Head Start children

LB} JournAL oF PUBLIC AFFAIRS

\ considering the instrumental

| 'role played by the President’s advisers. One of the most

mffuennal of those advisers was Daniel Patrick
Moymhan, a Harvard professor whose work was intro-

botl? the Kennedy and Johnson administrations,
Moynihan was not exactly the prototypical Nixon ad-

. ministration official. Nixon's original attraction to him
. washrooted in Moynihan's strident criticism of the
: welfare establishment and of the consensus upon
| whmh it was built.” Ultimately, however, Ambrose

attributes the hiring of Moynihan to his personal

T
- charm: “Nixon, like most people, was drawn by
: Moyruhan s gift for gab, by the brilliance of his mind,
by l'us uncompromising honesty, by his pixie qualities, -
- and the originality of his thought.””

Nixon appointed Moynihan to the chairmanship of
the Urban Affairs Council (UAC), where he quickly

:forged an alliance with Robert Finch, Nixon's Secre-

tary of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW). A fac-

tion forrned within the administration in opposition

to Moymhan and Finch’s relatively liberal coalition.

That [faction was headed by economist Arthur’
Burns—Counselor to the President—and, ironically,
Martiln Anderson. Brookings Institution analyst A.
James! Reichley maintains that Nixon “deliberately set
up competition between Burns and Moynihan as an
administrative technique—like Franklin Roosevelt's
practice of playing one adviser off against another.”*



http:built.26
http:Anderson.25
http:children.23

_ pushed for the expansion of federal

-omumendation as to which.of the two

_ mended that the President adopt -

12 - . Poverry, Pouty

AND PRESIDENT(AL POWER

SeRING 1999

Moynihan and Finch began formulating plans to

~ craft a welfare reform proposal involving a negatwe

income tax. In March of 1969, Moynihan presented the
Family Security System proposal to the UAC. A mast
ter rhetorician, he was able to pass off his sweeping
proposal as moderate arid uncontroversial. }’mdersmnl
who was present at the meeting, recalled that
“Moynihan laid out this plan which was contrary to
the whole thrust of the campaign and the administra;
tion, as  understood it. To my astonishment, all of the
people sitting around ‘the table . . . began nodding in

agreement. They simply did not grasp that what he

was talking about was a negative income tax.”#

Burmns formulated a rival proposal that established|
national welfare standards, mandated federal revenue
sharing with state governments, and

reform reached its most contentious stage, "it had
become impossible for the President to distinguish
between impressionistic and substantive advice from
his own staff.”* Reflecting on his time in the Nixon
administration, Arthur Burns claims that he was
sometimes uncomfortable with the readiness with
which the President embraced his opinion without
prolonged consideration: “The President sometimes
would accept my arguments without hearing them
out. . .. This bothered me. . .. It was wrong of the
Premdent to make deasmns w1thout bemg fully ac-
quamted with the problem.”¥
Burns’ statement illustrates one of the lmutahons .
of the modern presidency and illuminates one of the
traps into which contemporary presidents sometimes
- fall. Presidents must make deci-

work-training programs. The pro-
posal represented a far less substan-
tive break with precedent than did

plans to select. Schultz recom-

Moynihan’s position while incorpo-

“Clintons critics
- pointed out that, for

room w:thm which
to maneml)er.

sions on a wide range of issues and
are often compelled to rely heavily .
on others for information and
analysis. Their authority is dimin-

- Moynihan's, and Secretary of De- all the apparent ished to the extent that they stray
fense Melvin Laird criticized it as’ from the fine line that separates ef-
“an affirmation of the past.”® In the 5P ECIﬁCIty of his 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 a final rec- Wims e If e onsi iderable personal investment in those deci-

_ sions. In this instance, it is clear that
Moynihan played a significant role
. in Nixon's decision making process.
It is an open question as to whether

rating elements of the Burns plan

into the final draft. Nixorn agreed with Schultz’s rec-
ommendation and gave the order to proceed as such.
In its final form, the proposal, whose name was

changed to the “Family Assistance Plan” in an effort

to present it in more benign terms, involved both in-
come support and national standards; it was both a
reformation and an affirrnation of the system already
in place.® .
Moynihan's role was pivotal throughout this pro-
cess. He was, to a large extent, responsible for Nixon’s
decision. He submitted numerous missives skillfully

stroking Nixon’s ego. He told Nixon that it was his

destiny to play the role of-an American Disraeli—a
“Tory man with liberal policies.”* He convinced the

President that FAP would “strike a hard blow at the .

welfare bureaucracy "% He'appealed in one memo to
what Wicker describes as “the President’s well-docu-
mented love for the big, jaw-dropping gesture” by
writing in all capital letters that supporting FAP was
“THE SINGLE MOST DRAMATIC MOVE YOU
COULD MAKE. "3

* Itis entirely possible that Nixon was too dependent
upon the advice of his staff. Historian Joan Hoff-Wil-
son asserts that, by the time the debate over welfare

=

that role was foo significant.
While Nixon’s ‘position on welfare reform may

" have been affected by those around him, the prin-

ciples underlying FAP were not entirely out of sync
with his own overarching conservatism. After all, the -
notion of a negative income tax was first forwarded
by Milton Friedman, the patriarch of conservative
thought in post-war America.” It is also important to
remember, however, that President Nixon came to
power during a period of dramatic public sector
growlth, The argument between Nixon and his politi-

- cal opponents was rarely-about whether the govern-

ment ought to expand or shrink; few questioned the
merits (or at least the inevitability) of government
growth. Rather, the debate more often centered on the
question as to how much the government should
grow, and at what rate. In response to FAP, for ex-
ample, Democratic presidential nominee George

| McGovern proposed an even more expansive pro-

gram with even higher subsidy levels.” One could

- argue, then, that to be a conservative during the Nixon

era was to argue not for the dlsmantimg of the wel-
fare state, but for a different and more tempered in-
carnation of expansionism. Unable to recast the
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 .

remembered 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 darkened 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.®

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.”* Conservatives, he said, had
numerous reasons to oppose FAP. Not least among
them was the argumeni—forwarded fervently by Gov-
ernor Ronald Reagan of California—that it was far too
expensive and would encourage idleness among the
~ program’s beneficiaries.* Liberals, meanwhile, com-
plained that the work requirement was too stiff, and
that the subsidies were too small.® 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 Senateé floor ira palatable form.

Nevertheless, political scientist Cari Lieberman
.maintains that, above and beyond the obstrictive
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 term as a result of
Watergate.®

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, throughouthis political career, made enemies at
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" a remarkable rate-—had little hope of passing a major

reform premlsed at least partly upon distinctly liberal
dlsposmons

BiLL CLINTON AND THE PERSONAL
RESPONSIBILITY AND WORK OPPORTUNITY
RECONCILIATION ACT |
l
Desplte the Nixon administration’s failure to secure
the passage of FAP, the number of AFDC recipients
remamed relatively stable from 1971 to 1989. Never-
theless, that number swelled by 30 percent over the
subsequent five years, and, by the time Bill Clinton

took office in 1993, nearly one I évery seven children

was receiving welfare benefxts In total, fourteen mil-
hon people were on the welfare rolls, and the annual
cost of the program had grown to almost $26 billion.
Congressmna! Quarterly reported that a broad consen-

: sus‘was developing among Democrats and Republi-
. cans alike that the system was broken and that “the

h:mel: is ripe to attempt welfare reform.”*
That President Clinton at least ostensibly embraced

this consensus should have come as no great surprise.

As a candidate, he promised to fulfill his pledge to
“end welfare as we know it” by placing time limits on
welfare benefits, expanding job training programs,
Sanctionmg recipients who did not find work ‘once

. theu.‘I time limits had expired, and guaranteeing jobs
.to welfare recipients by offering them community

service jobs in the absence of offers from the private

sectcl‘r. One could even find in Clinton’s plans a dis-
tant echo of FAP—he proposed to guarantee all work-

‘ers al minimum income by expanding the Earned

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

in order to raise the earnings of all full time workers

to at. least $13,924.%
[ater on in the campaign, though, he admitted that
his proposals which carried with them an estimated

© price ltag of six billion dollars, might not be afford-

able.*) Some critics pointed out that for all the appar-
ent specificity of his proposals, he had left himself
considerable room within which to maneuver. For
examf:nle, he did not specifically define what “sanc-
tions”|he would impose upon recipients who did not
find wiork within the allotted period of time. Nor did
he.say, who might be exempt from the work require-
mentsl or whether the job training programs would be
mandatory for all AFDC recipients.*

President Clinton did little to assuage his critics’,
concerns during the early part of his first term, The
fwe-year budget plan he released in April of 1993 was
devoid of any mention of welfare reform.® The ad-
ministration focused most of its. attention during its
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first two years on the ill-fated health care mxtlatw'e
rather than on welfare, prompting loud protests from

© Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan {D-NY), who a!s :

chairman of the Senate Finance Committee {the very
cormumittee that had prevented the passage of the Famt
ily Assistance Plan), threatened to “hold health care
hostage” until the administration produced a welfare
reform bill.® "We don’t have a health care crisis in this
country,” asserted Moynihan. “We do have a welfare
crisis. And we.can do both.”™ ' |

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 President’s proposal amounted to “one of the most
radical welfare plans ever proposed by an American
president.””* 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 of AFDC recipients because it was so riddled
with loopholes.®® Moreover, the proposal entailed
spending increases that were unacceptable to many
Republicans. According to Cangressional Quarterly,
"helping move people from welfare to jobs—with
training, child-care help and other assnstance—-—prom—
ised to cost the federal government more, not less. .

" And Republicans were looking at welfare reform as

a way to save billions of dollars in federal spending.”*

The President’s plan made no legislative progress
that year. After the midterm elections of 1994, the
political landscape—and the nature of the debate over
welfare - had shifted dramatically. 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 Act 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
compaonents were provisions denying services to non-
citizens; drug addicts, children, and the disabled.>
Clinton vetoed the bill twice, first as part of a budget
reconciliation bill, and then as.a stand-alene bill
passed by Congress after the initial veto.* In a state-
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.® *
The President delivered his second veto on Janu-

ary 6, 1996. Coengress took up the question of welfare
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 spending on food stamps and a partial

- restoration of services for children and the disabled.

Nevertheless, the bill still contained substantial cuts

. in welfare programs, and it retained the provision

denying benefits to legal immigrants.” It was eventu-
ally passed by both houses of Congress with the sup-
port of all congressmnal Republicans and about half
of the Democrats.®

After weeks of irresolution, the Pres:dent an-’

nounced on July 22 that he had decided to sign the bill.

In so deing, however, he pursued the unique tack of
praising and condemning simultaneously the legisla-
tion to which he had just put his name: “This act hon-
ors my basic principles of real welfare reform. . . . lam
proud to have signed this legislation. . . . I am doing
so, however, with strong objections to certain provi-
sions,”® Among the provisions to which the President
objected were the cuts to the food stamp program (al-
though the cuts were not as deep as in the original blll)
and' the denial of provisions to legal immigrants.®

~ Nonetheless, he declared that the bili 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 1t was
meant to be: a second chance, not a way of life.”*
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
“thisis 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.”
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 Repubhcan welfare

reform bill?
One oft-cited explanatlon is that of political expe-
diency. His campaign pledge to “end welfare as we

- know it” had contributed powerfully to the image of

Bill 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
goed on his promise, and so he did. Clinton’s signing
of the welfare reform bill was regarded by many as the
final nail in the coffin of the Dole campaign. In fact,
Bob Dole was actually hoping for a veto from the Presi-
dent on the very bill which he, as Senate Ma}onty
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Leader, had helped to craft.® “Bill Clinton’s signature :

on the Republican-drafted welfare-reform bill turned
out to be so popular,”
“Church, “that the President bragged about it over and
over to enthusiastic crowds.”* The Economist claimed

that, to the extent that the President’s decision was to -

be a defining one, “it is most likely te 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.”®

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 %
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 always advocated

wrote journalist George

Jransforming the system in order tomake it incumbent . -

upon able-bodied recipi-

ulrere going to suffer heavy losses in the midterm elec-

th.'l’lS of 1994, and his prediction turned out to be true.
"ch was in this fallow stage of his presidency,” writes

' jo]urmlist John Hohenberg, “that he decided to experi-

ment with some . .. Republican ideas.”® Put another
way, it was at this stage of his presidency that Clinton -
turned to Dick Morris. Morris warned the President
th]lat he had drifted too far fo the left. The liberal con-
sensus that had once dominated the political debate
had dissipated, and the President could not govern
effectlvely until he accepted this reality. He encour-

_ aged the President to adopt a political strategy called-

tnangulatlon” the appropriation and synthesis of
the best elements of traditional liberal and conserva-
twe thought in order to create a new ideological para-
d:gm This notion appealed to Clinton, who thought
of hxmself as an innovative and transformational
leader 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’

l ‘ loser for Democrats.™

ents to find work within
a spedified period of time.
In'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-

. "]ust as Damel Patr:ck Moymhan had
been a gadfly for reform for the Nixon
Administration, so was Dtck Morris -
for the Clmton‘Adm:mst}ratxon. ‘

He stressed this point
l to Clinton at every turm.
Journalist Bob Wood-
ward writes that Morris
was at one point “liter-
ally begging him” to sign
. the Republican welfare
i - reform. bill.”! Senior

publicans comfortably
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 that, despite his strong ob-
jectiori to certain provisions, he was deing so, be-
cause “the current welfare system is fundamentally
broken, and this may be our last best chance 'to set it
straight.“s -
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, so was Dick Morris for the

Clinton administration. Morris was a political consult- '

ant from Connecticut who had first worked for’
Clinton during his initial gubernatorial campaigh.
Like Moynihan, Morris was more often associated
with the President’s opponents than he was with the

President. He worked aimost 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.®

He had cautioned the President that the Democrats
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Presidential Adviser
George Stephanopoulos and Deputy Chief of Statf
Harold Ickes, two of the most liberal members of the
Whlte House staff, took up the mantle of Martin
Anderson and Arthur Burns. They became foils for .
Morlns in much the same way that Anderson and
Burns had done for Moynihan. Stephanopoulos

'-_ writes Woodward, “was going through hell with .

chk Morris . . . Clinton obviously trusted Morris's
mstmcts on how to position himself. . . . Previously,
instincts had been partof the Stephanopoulos portfo-
“lio.”?|Stephanopoulos and Ickes urged the President
not to sign the welfare reform bill, arguing that it was
bad pohcy, and that signing it could only enhance his’
reputatlon for waffling on controversial issues.”

After vetoing the [irst two versions of the bill, the -
Pre51dent put off his decision on the third iteration for
montlhs When it became evident that the bill’s pas-
sage was imminent—a vote was possible within a
number of hours - he convened a meeting of five cabi-
net seicretanes and five key advisers. He gave each one
the opporhmuty to voice his or her opinions on the bill’
Secretary of Treasury Robert Rubin, Secretary of
Health and Human Services Donna Shalala, and
Housmg Secretary Henry Cisneros all counseled a

1 ’ .
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 veto, while Secretary of Commerce Mickey Kantor
and policy adviser Bruce Reed recommended that he

sigrl it. Shortly after the meeting énded, he told Vice|

President Gore that he had decided to sign the bill. He
formally announced his decision shortly thereafter.”
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 suppart 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 wéuld guar-
antee him reelection and provide him with an eppor-
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?”™ Apparently not. :

RicHARD Nixon aND By, CrinTon:
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 toreconcile
their own ideological predisposition with the prevail-
ing views of their time, Both were forced to work with
a legislative branch controlled by the opposition
party. Both yeamed to leave a lasting mark on their
nation’s history, in the hope that those who record
that history mightlook favorably upon their legac1es
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 te the extent to
which they were able to sway the President 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 modern 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 ail

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” of Presidents’ authority to gov-
ern in the latter part of the twentieth century.”® If
Skrowronek is correct, then we cannot attribute to
Presidents Nixon and Clinton a great deal of respon-
sibility for the policies of their administrations. Those
policies were, instead, the inevitable result of “sys-
tems and processes” over which they had little—if
any-—control.

In a certain sense, this is true. President leon ul-
timately failed to reform the system, and, for all Presi-
dent Chnton’s languished soul-searching, the simple
fact of the matter is that the final vote on the Republi-
can bill was decisive enough to override a presiden-
tial veto.” 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 modern 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 progress on

his own 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 real 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 blamed “the damn social workers,”
and resigned himself to failure, reasoning that “politi-
cally, [ wasn’t going to pick up by reason of my sup-
port of FAP . .. a substantial number of the liberal
democrats.”” Clinton, however, ever the political
animal, was able to turn the systemic weaknesses of
his office into a political asset by signing a bill for
which he claimed to have only partial responsibility.
He took credit for the creditable elements of the bill
and disavewed therest. Having done so, he enhanced
his own popularity (thereby improving his chances

for reelection) and he furthered the Mortis strategy of .

repositioning his party close_r'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 “cosmetic” and scoring a political v1ctory 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 bé 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 reforin, and in turning the 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 believed that it
was the right thing 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 modern
presidency, and into the distinct natures of two mod-
ern presidents. Richard Nixon and Bill Clinton faced
many of the same institutional and systemic con-
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straints, but they dealt with them in different ways.
In many respects, Clinton comes across as the more
savvy of the two presidents, and Nixon (perhaps sur-
prwmgly) as the more principled. Ultimately, the sto-

. nes of the Family Assistance Plan and the Personal

Responmblhty and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Actdemonstrate that the presidency is but one cog in
the lcomplex policymaking machinery of the federal

* government. It is for each individual occupant of that
-~ office to determine how best to utilize his, or her con-

stramed policymaking and political authority. It will

 be the task of fufure presidents to take up the mantle
of thelr predecessors and continue the struggle to

unl?ck the full potennal of the modern presidency.
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WASHINGTON OUTLOOK

Welfare Reform Makes a Case for Boostmg Welfare of
Working Poor ‘

* In the Urban Institute study, surprlsmgly few former recipients were

receiving the Medicaid and food stamps for which they remam eligible.
By RONALD BROWNSTEIN

¥ %] hen the nonpartisan Urban Institute recently released the
W most detailed study vet of women who have left the
welfare rolls, it offered ammunition to both critics and
supporters of the landmark 1996 welfare reform 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 that'61% of them were working, at wages
significaitly above their welfare benefit, and comparable to the
wages for all low-income working famlhes Critics noted that
fewer than one-quarter of the former 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
convérgence points toward what may be the most important
lesson of the Urban Institute study: the need for policies to
bolster all working families struggling to stay out of poverty.
One of the unanticipated benefits of welfare reform may be to
bring that need into clearer focus.

Few 1ssues in Bill Clinton's presidency have generated more
anger on the left than his decision to sign the welfare reform
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 former Sen. Bill

Bradley, who voted against the bill in 1996, continuing to

criticize it. Yet the irony is that welfare reform, by moving

millions of welfare recipients into the work force may

strengthen the case for one of the lefi's top priorities:
supporting the working poor.

Before welfare reform, the campaign dialogue about poverty
mevitably 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 "if people 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

8/16/99 8:26 PM
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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 imtiatives. 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 10 American families with two
parents”--and that few of them are given two years of maternity
leave. And he responded with an unequivocal "yes” when
asked if he would maintain the time lmits. 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 impact 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 of the welfare law,
There's clearly a liberal constituency still hostile to the reform.
But proposing to loosen the work requirements 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
assembhing 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 if Democrats 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.

¥ K ok

See current and past Brownstein columns on The Times'
Web site at: http://www.latimes.com/brownstein
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Welfare Reform Has Already Achieved Major Successes:
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Executive Summary

‘ Aft_ef nearly 2 yeﬁrs of partisan debate, the Republican welfare
developed by a series of House Republican tagk forces and legislative

84567431417

reform bill, which had been
initiatives extending back to

1988, was passed by Congress and signed into law by President Clinton on August 22, 1996. After
years of struggle by Democrats to build and then protect an entitlement-based welfare system in which

young people were allowed to have children they could not support a
new law was passed that transformed a major entitlement program an|
work for their checits. The essential features of the new law were an
welfare, a block grant with fixed funding, mandatory work requireme;
and individuals if work requirements were not met, and a 5-year limit

nd o avoid work, a revolutionary
d required welfare recipients to
end of legal entitlement to cash
nts, strong sanctions on both states

on cash benefits.

It has now been more than 5 years since & majority of states gpt a head start in implementing

strong welfare-10-work programs by acquiring waivers from previo

law, nearly 3 years since

enactiment of the petional welfare reform law, and almost 2 years sin
implement its essential features. A review of available evidence de:

already produced many striking successes. It has converted most loc
writing operations into welfare-to-work programs; produced by far t
the history of any American welfare program; resulted in.a substantia)
played a major role in an unprecedented increase in labor force partic

¢ all states were required o | .
wmstrates that the 1996 law has

welfare offices from check-
greatest exodus from the rolis in
increase in per family funding;

ipation by low-income, especially
pever-married, mothers; been associated with important declines in ppverty, especially among black :

children; and may have influenced a historic reversal in illegitimate births. These dramatic successes
were produced by the Republican revolution in welfare work requiremnents combined with the system of

federal work support programs that provides cash tax credits, health

benefits to low-wage working families. o
BN U

L 2

Although continued action is required to sohdu'y and expand
reform, it is not too early to conclude that the 1996 welfare reform I
pieces of social legislation in Amcncan history.

insurance, child care, and other

the early successes of welfare
jw is one of the most successful

i
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- Introductijoq
‘The welfare teform debate of 1995-96 was one of the most partisan Congressional debates in 1
memory. Seldom has a Congressional debate offered such clear differences between Republicans and
Democrats. Democrats were defending an entitlernent-based welfare system that had been constructed
over a 60)-year period, primarily by Democratic Presidents and Congresses, but with occasional heip
from Republicans. By contrast, Republicans wanted to fundamentally reform the welfare entitiement
systemn constructed by Democrats over more than six decades, o '

At the heart of the Democrat’s welfare system was the philogophy that all citizens were entitled
to welfare benefits if they were poor or had low income. This systefn was especially generous in the
* case of families with children. Specifically, single mothers with children were entitled to cash welfare,
food stamps, and Medicaid health insurance, a package of benefits worth about $12,000 in the average
state in 1995. These entitlements were the mountain in a landscape pf programs which provided most
_ poor and low-income individuals and families with cash, health care] food, housing, training, education,
" and social services. ‘ S - A '

_ Between the beginning of the New Deal in 1935 and the Republican takeover of Congress in
1995, the welfare debate at the federal level was addressed primarily to the questions: How many
programs? and How much spending? With the important exception|of the welfare reform debate of
19B7-88, welfare politics throughout this period concerned primarily how much money the nation
should spend clothing, feeding, housing, and providing other benefitg to the poor. On the eve of the
Republican takeover of Congress, there were well over 300 federal programs that provided means-
tested benefits and combined fgdera] and state spending on means-tdsted programs was $350 billion, -
This proliferation of programs and rapid growth of spending emboldened Republicans to question the
effectiveness of the federal role in social'policy, and even to questiop the entitlement philosophy at the
center of the nation’s welfare policy. -

© Another major development during this period was that the ¢riginal cash welfare program for
single mathers and children, created by President Roosevelt in 1935| was intended primarily to help
widows so they could stay ut home and rear their children. But the program changed dramatically over
the years: by 1961 nearly 2/3rds of the mothers on welfare had children with able-bodied living fathers.
Muny of these mothers, in fact, had never been married. B oL

As murried mothers with children began to join the workforde in ever growing numbers in the
years after roughly 1970, the justification for them paying higher tayes so that nonworking and
~ unmarried mothers could stay home with their children rapidly becaine outdated. By the 1970s, many
' Americans began to question why young, able-bodied mothers should not be expected 1o work and
- why the father of their children should not be expected to pay child support. Between the early 1970s
- and 1988, Congress frequently debated, and occasionally enacted, legislation designed to force fathers

. _,"

6
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to pay child support and require mothers to wotk or prepare for wo
were largely ineffective and as the welfare ro]ls grew rapidly during
welfare actually worked.
1988-1995: Republicans Develop Their Welfare Reform Ideas

" The welfare reform debate that resuited in,tl‘le Family Suppo
that Republicans were beginning to get some traction i their challe

J4%e7441..822

tk. The work programs, however,
these years very few mathers on

i

rt Act of 1988 was the first sign
ge of the entitlement systemy. Led

by Republican members from several committees with jurisdiction over welfare programs. House
Republicans argued that the entitlement philosophy was deeply flawed. Such a system permitted young
people who did not prepare for work, did not work, and had children they could not support to be
given enough money and benefits to support themselves and their children. As a result of this systeny, in
the crucial years when niost young Asmnericans were learning to support themselves and to form and -

support families, a significant fraction of young adults, often those concentrated in inner-city
neighborhoods, simply learned to live off welfare, Iu doing so, they avoided both work and marriage. |

The solution that came to enjoy ncreasing support arnong

publicans was to require able-

bodied parents to work in exchange for their welfare benefits. As opposed to entitlement, Republicans
argued for a welfare system based on the philosophy. that public assistance must be reciprocal.

Government should provide benefits for only so long as able-bodied
work. The Republican version of welfare is based on the concepts ﬁ
contract, and mutual obligation between taxpayer and recipient. All
emxtlemsm phﬂo-sophy | :

This personal r65pon51b1hty approach dld not get very far in
Senate Republicans, assisted by the Reagan Administration, did pers
agree 10 two important, albeit moderate, steps.toward the agends of
states were required to ensure that a small fraction of the welfare cal
tralning programs. Second, a substantial percentage of parents in ty
required-to work 16 hours per week. However, this requirement we
Democrats expanded welfare mvura&.e for two-parent families und q
who left.welfuare into another cnurlcmcm :

The 1988 reform was modest and-on_ balance continued the ]

adults prepare for work or actually
f personal responsibility. social
are in fundamental conflict with the

1988. However, House and

uvade Democrats in the Senate to
personal responsibility. First,
seload participate in education and -
Q-parent weifare families were

s delayed for 5 years. In addition, :
tonverted child care for families |

Dernocratic tradition of increasing

benefits rather than initiating a serious attack on depepdency by imp
But the legislation at least implied the prinviple that able-bodied adu
do something in exchange for their benefits. WD]k Tequiremnents me
behavior und are not an entitlement.

House Republicans were determined to expand this contract

osing strong work requirements.
lts on welfare should be required to
an that benefits are contingent on

ual feature of welfare -- all adults

rf.:c,ewmg benefits must work or prepare for work and thereby- acceﬁt responsibility for supporting
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| supported by almost every House Republican, Among several pro

' Education Committees worked during the Spring and Summer of 19
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themselves and their children. In 1991 and 1992, the House Wedne
Weber of Minnesota and Bill Gradison of Ohio, published two dera
importance of reforming welfare and the central place of work in su
reports, in early 1993 Bob Michel of Illinois, the Minority Leader o
task force headed by Rick Santorurn of Pernsylvania and Tom De
reform bill that would, as Presxdent C]'.mtog had promised in the 19
know it."

* The task force completed its work ]ate in 1993 and introduc

Stamp block grant, this bill contained very strong work requirements.
this bilt did not go far enough. Thus, a small group of Republicans ¢

work requirements of H.R. 3500, This task force also added severa
the issue of noumarital births, including & prohibition on aid for chile

o 4007431, 844

sday Group, then headed by Vin |
led papers emphasizing the \
ch reform - As a follow-up to these
" the House, appointed a Republic nlfw
y of Texas to write a wekme o)
campaign, "end welfare as we

d a bill (H.R. 3500) thar was

inent reforms, including a Food
But many Republicans felr even
from the Ways and Means and the
194 to strengthen the already strong
| major new provisions addressing

iren of young-unwed mothers and a

requirement that farmnilies that had additional children while on welfa
welfare benefit. This bill became part of the Contract with America
Republican Congressional candidates throughout the country in the
The Pro- visi elfare
By the time Republicans were ready to introduce their Contx
bill in early 19935, they hud settled on five reform features that, taker

re be ineligible for an increased
and was widely discussed by
1994 election. ‘

act with Améﬁca welfare reforin
together, would producc the

transformation from an entitlement-dominated welfare system to omL based on work:

--The end of entitiement to cash welfare for families haa.ded
-~A block grant with fixed funding: . '
~<Mundatory work requirements:

by an able-bodied adult..

...--Sunctions on states and individuals for failure to meet fede
--A S-year time limit on cash welfare benefits. -

End the Cash Entitlement. Ending the federal entitlement to
entitlement 1o food smmps and medicaid health m:.urance) was the
Republican bill. To Libérals, the creation of welfare entitlements wa:
of American social policy and one of their most valued achievement
payments to most poor Americans, especially children and their p
status of the econorny, no matter which political party was in cont.

-. and no matter how large or small the caseload might be at a given

person were guaranteed. To conservatives, however, entitlements i

ral requirements: and

cash welfare (while retaining the
st controversial feature of the
one of the most important features -
because entitlerments guaranteed
nts. Thus, no matter what the

| of Congress or the White House,
ment, payments for every qualified
evitably carried a moral hazard,

Beécause recipients were guarameed payments regandiess of their behavior, entitlement policy permitted

- Or even cncouraged dependent behawor such as nonwork and no

8 .

ital births. Moreover, as long as
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recipients had a lepal right to benefits, it would be impossible to crel
system conservatives wanted to establish. Conservatives wanted to
bodied, adult recipients took concrere steps to free themselves from

9458743114824

ate the type of reciprocal welfare

malke it clear that unless able-
welfare, such as training for work,

looking for work, or actually working a fixed number of hours per Week, their benefits would be -

reduced or even eliminated.

Given the popularity of requiring welfare recipients to work
American public, Democrats faced adilemma. They could not oppg
support serious work requirements with sanctions for failure to con
‘seriously undermine entitlernent. This aspect of the 1995-06 debate
© 1988, Demmocrats tried to find 2 compromise between strong work
sutitlernent. In fact, 30 years of Demoeratic policies designed 1o pr
entitlement had failed utterly: Mary Jo Bane and David Ellwood of]

for their checks among the
yse work. But neither could they

Iply because these provisions would

mirrored the welfare debate of

requirements and preserving the
note work while preserving the

Harverd showed that 65 percent of

those on welfare at a given moment would eventually have spells that lasted 8 or more years; a student

of Ellwood’s, LaDonna Pavetti, showed that the average Jength of s
spells, for those on the rolls at a given moment was nearly 13 years;
Children (AFD() adminjstrative data showed that only around 8 pe

jay on welfare, counting repeat
Aid to Famnilies with Dependent

Feent of recipients actually worked.

Thus, on the eve of the Republican attack on cash entitlement, welfdre dependency was a significant

problem.

Republicans saw clearly that entitlement blocked all serious
based on work and individual responsibility. Hence the entitlement

Block Grant Funding. Republicans wanted states to have mj
programs. 1f welfare was to become primarily a job program, flexib
a must. The caseworker, who previously was tnterested primarily iy
check correct, was now to hecome a job counselor and motivator.
come the need for more authority -- including the right to reduce thy

Almost as important, giving states a fixed amount of money
‘ineentive to help people leave welfare. Under the old AFDC progra
additional federal funds for ench new recipient added to the welfare
the increased costs and Jost federal fupds for each recipient who left
helping people find work was a reduction in their federal funds (alth
state share of welfare payments). Further, with very modest except;
provided as an eatitlement to individuals. As a result, they could be
nat to hélp prepare people for work. Creating the block grant {Tem
Families (TANF)), and allowing states to spend their funds on child
education, work bonuses, or anything else that would promote inde;
both the financial incentive and the flexibility needed to promote cha
states helped people leave welfare, they retained control of all the mj

9

steps toward creating a system -
to cash welfare had to end.

uch more authority over welfare

ility at the state and local level was
1 getting the amount of the welfare
With this new responsibility would
c benefits of recalcitrant recipients.

would provide them with great

m in which states received

rolls as a partial reimbursement for
the rolls, the state reward for
ough states did save money on the
ons, the federal funds were

used only to pay welfare benefits,
iporary Assistance for Needy

care, transportation, training,
bendence from welfare, provided |
inge. Fixed funding meent that when
oney saved from the reduction in
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welfare payments. This feature of the block grant gives states great incentive to help people leave
welfare for work. '

Another inportant outcome of block grant policy is innovatjon, If states are given maximurn
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 programsistates mounted in the years leading

. up o the 1996 reform. For example, states began to test welfare diversion in which adults are helped
to find employment or given resources to deal with a crisis, rather than join the welfare rolls. States
als¢ began to provide a combination of generous work disregards, in which welfare recipients were
allowed to keep more of their cash benefit once they found work, apd much more stringent training and
work requirements. Many states also began to develop sophisticated job readiness programs, usually
lasting for about a week; to prepare people for work. These short programs usually involved help in
networking for job location, practice in job interview skills, help preparing a resume, and lectures and
discussion about the so-called “soft” work skills such as being punctual, 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 exarmine the
impacts of their new policies. Again, this tendency can be seen cleatly in the state waiver programs that
preceded national reform in 1996. Highly competent companies su h as the Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation, Mathematica, Abt, and others have been us by states to test their prograrms.
These companies, as well as a number of research institutes founde by universities, provide states with
skilled, independent, and reliable evaluations that allow the entire nation to profit from both the
successes and failures of innovative programs.

Work Requirements. Mandatory work requirements were the third element of the Republican
reform strategy. These were the logical expansion of the modest p icipation standards that had been
placed in the 1988 welfare reform legislation. The intent of work requirernents was to ensure that the
atmosphere of welfare offices changed. Most Republicans heijeveﬁ_that when a sufficient number of
adults on welfare began preparing for work, looking for jobs, finding jobs, and then actually leaving the
rolis, a kind of contagion would take pluse in which most able-bodied adults on welfare would begin to
perceive a real change and would fee] themselves under pressure to make serious changes themselves.

Stiff federal requirements of this type might seem inconsistent with the philosophy, inherent in
block grants, that states would have great flexibility in running their programs. However, few doubted
that if state programs were to undergo real change, work requirernents with teeth would be necessary.
Thus, the federal governmefit was requiring something that was universally regarded as essential to -,
serious welfare reform. Second, the actual work requirements and penalties were nepotiated directly. [
with the governors, thereby ensuring that the new requirements accpmmodated state interests and
apabilities to the maximum extent possible. -

e
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- Sanctions. The fourth element of the reform strategy was sinctions. Two types were
embodied in the legisiation. First, after 30 years of soft federal legislation, states had to believe that
Washingion was serious about welfare reform this time around. After all, the Congress had been
passing work and training “requirements" since 1967 and little had happened to change the routing :
check-writing operations of state and local welfare offices. Thus, the Republican legislation contained a  /
number of cash penalties against states that failed 1o achieve the e wark requirements. The governors’ s
position was that as long as the federal government gave them adequate flexibility and control of
resources, they would agree to cash penalties for fajlure to meet the new norms. Congressiona
Republicans took them at their word. : '

" The most prominent of the requirements was the work standard under which states had to place
a specific percentage of their caseload in work programs every yeay. The standard began at 25 ot Al
percent of the entire caseload.in 1997 and increased at the rate of 5 percentage points a year until it [5* {2;1,.,!,-
reached 50 percent in 2002. States that failed to meet these standards were subject 1o penalties that b/
could grow as high as 21 percent of the state’s anmual block grant. '

Like states, individuals were also subject 1o substantial penaities. Although states had the
flexibility to design their own penalty structure, the federal statute reguired states to impose penalties on
individuals who failed to meet the work requirement and to do so it proportion to the seriousness of
their failure to comply. At state option, the penalty could include complete termination of cash benefits
and of adult Medicaid coverage., These penalties reflect the belief among Republicans that real change
requn‘cd that aduits on welfare realize they were subject to serious penalties if they failed to chﬂnge their
behavior and work diligently toward mdependence ‘ :

S-Year Time Limit on Benefits. Finally, individuals were sabject to a 5-year time limit on
benefits paid with federal funds. With the exception of ending the gntitlernent to cash welfare, the 5-
year time limit was the most controversial provision of the legislation. Republicans held that jt was vital
to send young welfare recipients a direct and upambiguous message from the first day they signed up
tor benefits: namely, that they must begin immediately to prepare for self support because welfare was
now temporary and not a way of life.

Denocrats strongly opposed this policy, often using barsh rhetoric about Republicans
abandoning the poor and being “mean-spirited’”. But Republicans were insistent that welfare recipients
acted irresponsibly primarily because entitlement welfare encouraged them to do go. If an emphasié on
temporary benefits were an inherent part of the welfare system, the fmajority of recipients would
respond appropriately. Ironically, on this point Republicans had more faith in the ability of recipients
than their liberal opponents. The House Floor debate in both 1993 [and 1996 is full of Democratic
claims that without entitlements, recipients ond their children would be in grave jeopardy. To this claim,
Republicens 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 temporary support, and if they were
given help in preparing for and finding work, they would display the samne ability to support themselves

11
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and their families as other Americans. Regardless of what disadvas
their personal lives, the welfare system must not provide them with
inclination tor self suﬂ'iciency._

Republicans did agrec with Democrats that there would be ome mdiwduals on welfare, ~

particularty those with large families, addictions, personality disord
need more than 5 years to achieve mdepcndencc ‘Thus, the law all
_the 5-year limit for up to 20 percent of their caseload in order to ad

aw

of the 19 6 are Refo

dEJD IO T rwid

B

itages able-bodied adults faced in

an excuse 1o surrender their natura]

P B
o ,.‘...!..:‘ not

[
ers, or mental lumtat:ons. who wou]d‘

bwed states to make exceptions to

The sweep of the 1996 welfare reform law (P.L. 104-193)

as spectacular ln addition to

esr.abhshmg the block grant and work pmgram that replaced the Aid to Families with Depandent
© Children program, the new law substantially changed welfare benefits for drug addicts and alcoholics,
. Supplementa] Security Income benefits for children, food stamp and child nutrition benefits, child care

programs, end welfare benefits for noncitizens. In addition, the chi

gupport enforcernent program was

greatly strengthened by extensive provisions that are generally regarded as the most fmportant and far-
reaching reforms since the inception of the program in 1975. The Jegislation also created a new $250

million program to promote abstinence education for adolescents i
report primarily ot the cash welfare and work provisions, and to so

grant, there is growing evidence that the impaots of the other provis

What We Know So Far

By the mid-1990s, many states were already ‘ﬁnplementing t

. waiver requests granted by the Department of Health and Human S

involved alrengthcmnu work requu'emems ‘Eficouraging states to

every state. Although we focus this
rné; extent the child care block
sions are substangial

heir own welfare reforms based on
ervices. Most of these waivers
s¢ waivers to reform their welfare

progrants Was-an innovative federal policy initiated by the Reagan Administration as early as 1985. The

Reagan, Bush. and Clinton Administrations all actively recruited
more than half the states had implemented reform programs that i
designed 0 increase work. Then the Republican federal legislation
signed by President Chmon in Augusz 1996. By the beginning of 1
reforny progmm : : :

‘Thus, the nation is now nearly a decade beyond the early i
welfare reform by many steres and over 2 years beyond national imp
legistation. Although many observers claim that we need to wait for
known to conciude that the immediate effects of welfare reform are
issues and questions that need further attention, but the criticisms of
at Republican sponsors during the Congressional debate in 1995 and
groundless.. There has béen no race to the bottom by stateg; indeed,

_ 1.2: E

s %BS to apply for waivers. By 1994

sed requirements oo recipients
as enacted by Congress and
98, evcry state had implemented its

lernentation of work-based -
lementation of the federal

additional studies, enough is now
positive. “To be sure, there are

the welfare reformn legislation hurled
} 1396 have turned out to be .

many states have increased

commodate these hardship cases. ,

4
f
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- benefits; there is little evidence that states have simply dumped peo
farnilies on welfare have shown that they are perfectly capable of sy

state foster care caseloads. As we will see, the mmplementation of welfare reform has raised other

issues and problems, but the widely reported predictions of disaster

have not materialized.

By contrast, there is pervasive evidence of a host of positive
around the country; on caseload sizes it nearly every state, on per f
- canduct their benefit and work programs; on female labor force pay

impacts — on welfare offices

armily money available to states to
ticipation of mothers, especially

among never-married mothers; and on poverty. In addition, there are hints that welfere reform may be i

having an impact on nonmarital childbearing. .

Change at the Local Level

One of the more surprising results of the welfare reform law
growing volume of stories, studies, and repornts about its effects. A
special reports from research organizations, TV reports, newspaper
coverage, and scholarly studies has hardly slowed since the law was

)
i

has been the continuing and even
steady stream of newsletters,
stories, weekly magarine
enacted in 1996. It is doubtful

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

Many of these studies and stories are about how local welfare offices have changed since states

- began serious implementation of reform. Although the stories makse
reading, they do not provide reliable evidence about changes in wel
Everyone from reporters, to scholars, to policymakers appears to ng

“changed dramatically. But the real question is how many offices ha

* changed. ‘ ‘

Armong many good and interesting studies, one stands out ¢
handedness. Scholars Richard Nathan and Thomas Gais of the Stat
conducted a thorough study providing extensive information on wel
Jocal level in 20 states. Their methods were innovative but straightf
20 smull groups of experienced academic reseurchers, each of whick
one state. Using a common protocol, they studied state statutes and
exarnined administrative and budget data, ahd interviewed state and
completed standard reporting forms to summarize the information @
The information they collected and analyzed hus now been summari
and readable little book entitied “Implementing the Personal Respor

According to the reports from state after state, the essence ¢

and pervasive change at evel, More specifically, local offi

13

 for interesting and even exciting
fare offices across the nation..
rree that welfare offices have -
ve changed and how have they

yr its breadth, depth, and even-
e University of New York have
fare reform activities at the state and

1 conducted an extensive study of
1 regulations, visited local offices,
local officials. Each team then

D each state in a common format,

zed by Nathan and Gais in a handy !

»f welfare reform has been deep
bes that used to be organized

- L3R RIEE .74+ B

ple from the rolls: a majority of paor
: pporting themselves once they leave |
~ the rolls, in part because of federal benefit proprams for working families; there is little evidence of an

increase in homelessness related to welfare reform; and there is no évidence of an unusual increase in’

i
}
i

orward. Nathan and Gais organized -

sibility Act of 1996: A First Look™. .
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primarily to-gather information from recipients so they could write
engaged much rmore heavily in a host of activities designed to help
offices range from the superficial to the profound.

Many offices changed their name to remove the word “we

945674311828

welfare benefit checks are now
people work. The changes in these

substitute the word -

]Tf d
“work". More importantly, Nathan and Gais documented substantial changes in the behavior of

welfare burcaucrats. Former check-writers now turned job counse
applying for benefits that what they really needed was not a welfarg
Office™ was reorganized to provide welfare recipients and applican
a job. It is now routine practice for welfare workers to help their
in classes on job preparation, check wart adds, uge the Interner to 1
interviews, arrange transportation, arrange child care, sign up for t

ors told recipients and those
check, but a job, The new “Work
s with help preparing for and finding . -
plients” prepare resumes, participate
ind potential jobs, practice job
carned income credit and other

¢
work-related benefits, and pammpate in moany similar activities desincd to lead to actual work, usually

in a private-sector job.

Three tools that the Nathan and Gais teams, as wel] as othe

r regearchers, have found in

frequent use by local offices are welfare diversion programs, personal responsibility agreernents, and ;l

sanctions for failure to perform. Diversion programs, a recent inno

applying for welfare avoid actually joining the rolls. The theory behi

~ could be habit-forming (President Franklin Roosevelt used to refer
X narcotic”) and is therefore best avoided. To avoid welfare, casew
. to get applicants into the workforce as quickly as possible, Sever
for work before they can qualify for welfare benefits, something th
under an entitlement system. Caseworkers provide assistance in th
finding jobs, managing family budgets, and arranging transportatio
after a serious cffort are actually allowed to go on welfare. Many
of making one-time cash payments to individuals in need of welf:
sort. In these cases. siates provide their clients with cash payment
care. arrangements, pay rent or electricity, or move to acceptable h
to make a one-time payment that allows people to continue workin,
welfare and risking the hazard of getting trapped. '

A second 1ol that states have used widely is the personal 1
agreement specifies whut services and benefits the state will provids
obligations by the recipient. In some states, this agreement is little

individualized agreements tailored to specific recipients, In other st
olt in great detail what the local welfare office will do and a series
reach self-sufficiency. These personal responsibility agreements en

ation, are designed to help adults‘ ‘
d this approach is that welfare
o welfare for the able-bodied as a
rkers provide advice and services
states require applicaots to scarch
t would not have been possible -
form of help finding child care,
. Only those who cannot find jobs
ates have also initiated the practice
becaunse they face a crisis of some
to repair a broken car, make child
using. The goal of this approach is
and thereby avoid going on

>sponsibility agreement. This

» in exchange for a list of specific
more than a standard form with no
ates, however, the agreement spells
nf specific steps clients must take to
body the new philosophy of the

nation's cash welfare system. 1he agréements show clients that the

. getting something for nothing. Rather, the agreement underlines th

y 1o longer have the option of
e reciprocal nature of the npew system
blicans argued for during the long

--we'll do A if you do=B.l This is precisely the type of system Repy

14
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welfare debate leading 'up to passage of the 1996 reform lepisiation.

Burt what if recipients ignore the requirements spelled out in
1967 federal law has required states to refer appropriate recipients t
the 1996 legislation has work really taken hold. An irnportant part ¢
and state law now require that serious sanctions be placed on indivig
side of the bargain. In the past, clients who failed to show up for jo
search for work were sanctioned with a letter or at miost a partial
end the family's cash benefit entirely, usually after one or more w

Few on any side of the welfare reform debate question the ix
why the welfare rolls have declined and work has increased. In fact
Foundation has recently found that the states with strict sanctioning
declines than states with weak sanctions. Rector divided states into

| 945674315430

their agreement? After all, since

0 work activities, and yet only after
bf the answer is that both federal

juals who do not live up to their
b preparation activities or failed to

bcglcﬁt reduction. Now 33 states can

ings for failure to perform

nportance of sanctions in explaining
Robert Rector of the Heritage
policy have much greater caseload
three categories according 10 the

strength of their sanctioning policy and found that states with stro

sanctions have had average

cascload reductions of 42%, those with moderate sanctions averageld 28 percent reductions, and those
with weak sanctions averaged 17 percent reductions. Caseload declines, in short, were directly related

to the magnitude of sanctions.

The Republican welfare reform law aimed to change the behavior of bureaucrats and through
them the behavior of welfare recipients and potential recipients. There is now no doubt that welfare
bureaucracies throughout the nation have changed. Such change was the first and essential step in

reforming welfare and thereby reducing dependency and increasing
hus observed, all they did was pass a law in Washington. Of course
times before, But this time the law has produced dramatic changes
bureaueracies and welfare workers throughout the nation.

Cuaseload Reductions

talf-reliance. As Richard Nathan
Washington has done that many
n the behavior of both welfare

. Considgration of the effects of welfare reform must begin

- erities have pointed out that reduced caseloads cannot be the only of even the major goal of welfare

vefone After all, caseload reductions can be achieved by simply fo
caselosd reductions are an exceptionally important measure if for nd
have so rarely declined in the past. Moreover, young adults cannot
getualty leave welfare,

Thus, it is of great significance that between the spring of 195
most recent period for which we have daty, the number of families o
percent after 4 consecutive years of decline (Figure 1). This caselos
the history of cash welfare. In fact, as can be seen by examining the)

2 consecutiv ¢ almost unprecedented. 1n any case, the gred

15 .

w"Ea caseload reductions, Many

ing families off the rolls. Even so,
other reason than that the rolis
achieve self-reliance until they

94 and December of 1998, the

n welfare had fallen a staggeting 45
d decline is without precedent in.
trends in Figure 1, declines in just
test decline since the Korean War
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was a mere 8 percent. No reform in the

-history of any American welfare program
has produced an impact on caseloads
that resembles the decline in the cash
welfare caseload since the Spring of
1994.

Two additional points provide
perspective on thess caseload declines.
First, many people seem to think that
welfare ralls move up and down in rough
carrelation with the econony -- when the 1;

| »Aﬂ"f K\
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1 _
doad, 1959-1998

'I-‘
. economy is good and employment is i
high, the rolls decline; when the economy & o son s
is bad and employment is declining, the REZFEZESER

“both the number of people employed and the number of families

rolls increase. Almost every media story .
about.the recenf caseload d‘eclmes s . G ol §
contains the claim that a primary cause of ,
the decline is the booming economy. '

But this view is highly questionable. Consider Figure 2.
on

Tl'ﬂa top panel of the Agure depicts |

welfare throughout the duration of :

the boorning economy of the 1980s. Over this extended economic recovery of nearly 8 years, during

which the economy produced a net inqrgase of around 18 mitlion jol
increased by over 12 percent. Similarly, as shown in the bottom p
“years of the current recovery, as the economy was adding about 3

ps, the welfare rolls actually
¢l of Figure 2, during the initial 3
illion jobs, the welfare caseload

experienced one of its most rapid periods of growth (see Figure 1), gxploding from 4.4 milkion to 5.1
million families. It wus not until the Sprinyg of 1994, at which time more than half the states had mounted

their own welfare reform programs based on work requirements, t
decline was modest until 1996, when feders) reform was enacted. S
tree full. Ewven the Presidents Councii of Econamic Advisors does 1
fifth of the caseloud decline can be attributed to the economy.

This brief examination of the relationship between the econd
provides very little support for the claim that the hot American ecof
decline in welfare caseloads. We have had hot economies before, b
similar to the current caseload decline. No doubt a good economy j
condition that supports welfare reform, but an expanding economy
to substantial caseload declines -- until now.

A second interesting point about caseload declines is that, a:

16

¢ the rolls began to decline. The
ince then, the rolls have been in
10t claim that more than about one-;

4
{

my and the welfare caseload

1omy has produced the historic

it never anything even remotely
provides a useful background
without welfare reform has never led

v
|

]
!
i

s remarkable as a ngtiona] 45




percent declin
have caseload

& ight be, many states have had declines of substanti
declines that exceed 40 percent. seven states are betw

and three states are over 60 percent. One of these states, Wisconsir]

~ exceeds B0 percent, although some of
switched to other programs.

the Wisconsin decline may be|
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S Figure 2 |
Total Employment and AFDC/TANF Enrollment,
1982-1990 and 1991-1997
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ally more. Twenty-eight states
een 50 percent and 59 percent,
, experienced a decline that
attributable to families being
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If anyone had suggested in 1994 that béfore the end of the
have welfare caseload declines in excess of 40 percent and that ten
‘their caseload, welfare experts and program administrators would }
mMOMmentous dec]mes have now occurred should serve as a caution 4
understand what is happening to cash welfare caseloads in the Unit

decade, over half the states would

states would lose more than half
ave laughed. The fact that such
o anyone who thinks they ,

=d States. We are in completely

uncharted temtory Predlcuons are therefore nsky, since they are Iiot based in any way on experience.

The most important prcdzcnon that should be quesnoned is
go. To put it another way, what percentage of the people who uses
fact join the praductive economy and support themselves and their
reporters ave now arguing that the caseload reductions cannot go
primarily of adults who have serious barriers to work. But until 19

adults on welfare were unemployable. Moreover, when three states

over three-quarters, some optimism about national caseload reducts

seems justified. We should not accept the claim that more than half

be dependent on welfare. The national project of helpmg the form::
productive should have no amﬁcml Lmits, - :

More Money Available to States: Flg“ re

_to Help Poor Families

While caseloads have.

how deep caseload reductions can
1 to be dependent on welfare can in
families? Experts and media -
wch further because the rolls consist
56, many observers argued that most
have reduced their caseload by

ons beyond the current 45 percent
the original caseload will inevitably
rly or potentially dependent become

. . . 3 .
Federal Funds Per Family on Welfare

86.699

plummeted, the averape number E 3ém00 1
. of federal dallars per farnily that &  gxoes{
states have to spend has . E uno'u'l S .
increased substantially. As shown % ) $3.514
in Figure 3, whereas the average z $3.000
state had federal funds that 2 sac00 ]
averaged §3,514 per family under - i g
the old AFDC program, as of | T §1000 1
September 1998 states had an . E RS oo

average of $6,699 per family,
ulmost twice as much., This
impressive increase is the

mathematical resuit of the fixed Fundmg feature of the block grant ¢
cabeloadb

A ol‘J.'n.' I?iﬁ TANF onseload of 4.0
Spurest Dup-rlmbn‘ of Health an

As fortunate as this substantial increase in per family funding
ungerstate the total nurnber of additional dollars available to states.
required to cantinue spending state dollars {as opposed to the feder

than 75 percent of the level of state spending in 1994 on the progra

18

1594+

midtion
1 Human Services

ombined with the precipitous drop in

; might be, the numbers in Figure 3

This is the case because states are

al dollars just discussed) at not less
Ins replaced by the TANF block

geb67431.833
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grant. Given that the pational caseload has dec]med 45 percent smee 1994, even if states spend on]y

the mininwrm 75 percent of the 1994 amount (several statcs speid more) on a per fanuly basis state
*spending would still be much h.lgher than in 1994. .
The welfare reform law also greatly increased the money available to states for the child cere
needed to help poor parents work. According to the Congressional Budgst Office, the 1996 reforms
~will increase federal spending on child care for poor and low-incorre children by sbout $4.5 billion over
~ the 1997 10 2003 period.. ' - o

When these three sources of support for poor families are combined ~ federal TANF Money.
. state maintenance-of-effort funds, and federal child care funds — it becomes quite clear states have
~ enough money to maintain benefit levels of those remaining on welfare and yet to spend agpressively on
programs designed 1o help mothers ~ and even fathers ~ enter the labor force or get better jobs.

Whereas many Democrats predicted a race to the bottom if states were given full responsibility
for cash welfare, the opposite has happened. States have used their money to maintain and even
expand benefits, primarily by making their income disregard rules more: generous so that working
mothers could retain more of their cash welfare begefit. Moreover, many states are investing in child
care, transportation, post-secondary training, education, wage supplements, and a host of other

_welfare-to-work services and benefits designed to help poor mothers join the workforce, Thus, the
financial landscape nearly 3 years after the welfare law was enacred|is exceptionally positive.

Work Rates

A fundamental expectation of the Republicans who msmted bn strong work requirements was
that most people who left welfare would work. This was an important point during the debate on the
Floor of the House. Liberals argued that the poor must have entitlement benefits because otherwise -«
they woulkd not be able to support their families; Republicans argued that most of the poor were capable
of supporting themselves but did not because they had been rrapped by the entitlement-based welfare
System. : : T

We how have two major sources of empirical information oh whetber mothers could leave
welfare for wark. The first is national duta sets on random samplesiof the U.S. population; the second
is studies by states that locate und interview former wel.fare reupmnts. Both sources reveal a dramatic
incrense in work. i '

To begm with ndncndl data, Figure 4 summarizes data ﬁ'om the Bureau of L.abor Statistics on
the net increase in ermployment by mothers heading families. As is ¢onsistent with one of the most work
force increases almost every year. In fuct, between 1988 and 1995,|the average net increase was
around 170,000 per year. But in important dernogriphic trends of the 20” Century, the numbet of
fewiuﬂymmwm&wﬂ_hm&meases almost every year. In fact, between 1988 and
1995, the uverage ner increase was around 170,000 per year. But in1996, the year the welfare reform
law was enacted and when many states were well along in implermenting their work programs, the .
number shor up to 272,000, the highest ever until that time. But 272,000 was modest compared with . .
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female farnily _Héfzrxds who enter

the 1996, the year the welfare memix&aml"%

reform law was e,nacted and

when man

1997, the first full year aﬁcr
- the federal legislation had .-

passed Congress. Seldom’

has & national data set based

on population samples shown

a 1-year change of this

magnitude.
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If we now look behind
* this curve 10 learn more about Senzrce: Preats of Labor Stasiaties
the types of mothers who '
were likely to enter the labor

force, we find that it is precigely low-incoms mothers who dlsplaye ]

9 Ivd 1998 199G 1997

\‘,
Vb
\

{1 \»"l .~ ]

he- bigpest increase in labor force

. participation. Figureé'§ shows that berween 1993 and 199¢ and 1998 the percentage of never-married mothers

who were employed increased from 44.0 percent to cent to 61.5 p proent,

In the previous 15 years,

the biggest increase over 4 > ‘' Figure § .
roughly comparable period . .Employment-Population Ratio of Never
was 13 percent between K Married Mothers, 1978-1998

1986 and 1991. Again, the _ 70 4 ° .

magnitude of increase in
labor force participation has-
no precedent. In this case,
however, the evidence
applies to never-narried
mothers, precisely the ones
most Likely to be on
welfare. For example, :
according to a widely-cited -

60 4
50 4
40 1
a0 -
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1990 study by the

- Congressional Budget
Office, over half of the
young mothers who give
birth outside marriage wind up on welfare. Similarly, over 60 perce
Biven moment are never-married. Even more important, never-mar

likely as other mothers to spend more than 8 years on welfare. It fg

increase in employment by never-married mothers is a major factor

Sowrce; Burraw of Labor Seatistics

' n
-@‘P & s"* s"ﬁ

ar

increase of 40 percent in 5 years.

nt of the mothers on welfare at any
ried mothers are more than twice as

Iows that the unprecedented .
in the welfare caseload decline.

The second source of data on the effects of welfare reform Tn ernployment is state surveys of

20
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mothers who have left welfare. At least 17 states have conducted ¢

results public. After reviewing the studies produced by these 17 s
Office determined that seven of the studies -- those copducted by
Charolina, Tennessee, Washin'gt'cm, and Wisconsin -- were of sufficid
could be drawn from the results. These states located and interview
off the rolls between 2 and 18 months, ‘

Two findings from these seven states are pertinent to our o
six states that reported the percentage of welfare leavers who were
interview, all found at least 60 percent of the leavers employed. Se
percent had been e time since leaving welfare. The
somewhat of an underestimate of the true employment level of thos
the surveys those who had returned to the welfare rolls were includ:

44581437830

hese surveys and made some of the
;Ites, the U.S. General Accounting

diana, Maryland, Oklaboma, South
nt quality that reliabie conclusions
vred welfare leavers who had been

ncern in this section. First. of the
employed at the time of the

cond, in.all but one state, at least 80
tse numbers are probably i
e leaving welfare because in some of
2d, :

¥

These increases in labor force participation are precisely wh

t Republicans hoped ta achieve

with welfare reform. Now well over a million additional young mothers, including many who were very

disadvantaged, are working rather thap Janguishing on welfere. But in addition to the impacts on the
lives of individual farnilies, so substantial has been the increase in labor force participation that labor

economists have begun to take notice of the impacts on the Americ
Bishop, a highly regarded economist at Cornell University, conciud

responsible for "almost all of the increase in the over

1998." Bishop attributes their increased labor force participation to
reform and the increased value of the Earned Income Credit (see be

Poverty

: Figure
Welfare Caseloads and Children’s
Ppverty Decline Simultaneously

During the height of the
welfare debate, 2 major
Washington think tank published
o study claiming to demonstrate
thut the Republican welfare
reform bill would throw more

than u mitlion children into . 2
poverty. Demaocrats and liberals ¥
in the media used this number E‘
refentlessly o attack the € _1c -

. Republican bill, It has now been g 8 - Welfase gulwd
over 5 years since the states - 20 - W Crild Poverty
begun retorming their welfare ‘ & Black Child
programs to emphasize work ' g | Paverty

and nearly 3 years since welfare

reform was enacted. s there

evidence that the new law has
increased poverty? '

Seurpe; Castlond Data from Congresaionn)

21

Service! Poverty data from Censug

economy. Professor John
s that single parents have been
icipati 1994 and
the combined effects of welfare
low). '
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‘Fgure 6, based on government data from the Census B

and the poverty rate among black children for 1995, 1996, and 199

Y4567431 837

au and the Department of Health—_\

caseload, the child poverty rate,
(the last year for which poverty

data are available), Both the welfare caseload and child poverty decline in every year. Most notable ig
1997, the first full year of welfare reform implementation. During that year, the welfare rolls declined hy
almost 20 percent, more than in any previous year. Yet during thatiyear, the overa]] child poverty rate

and Human Services, compares the percentage decline in the wclfJ§

declined by around 3 percent and black child lack child poverty dechned by nearly 7 percent, the bigpest sinple-

year decline ever.
W

status of children i states that have had the biggest declines in thein welfare caseloads, As would be
expected from the decline in welfare caseloads -- as well as the decline of federal and state spending on
cash welfare benefits, unless there is some offsetting source of housghold income, maore of these
mother-headed families are going to be poor. This inevitable effect jof reduced welfare income would
be greatest in states that have the highest level of caseload reduction and consequent reduction in

income from welfare. In this sense, the poverty rate in staves with ¢
the most acute test of the claim that the welfare reform bill woulkd

Table 1
Caseload Decline and Child Poverty Decline in

Another way to judge the impact of welfare reform on povji rates is 10 examine the poventy

=\

greatest caseload reductions is

crease poverty.

States with

High and Modest Caseload Declines between 1995 and 1997

Average Percentage Caseload Ave

rage Poverty Rate

Type of State Decline’ Change (Percentage Points)
High Decline -31.2 (-1.8
Modest Decline 17.0 (@

Source; Congressional Research Service,

Table 1 shows the average change in the child poverty rate
declines of 25 percent or greater us compared with the 27 states (an

had caseloud declines of less than 25 percent between 19935 and 1997.

ncreases in poverty, we would expect the high decline states to exp)
oppasite is the case. The states with high declines actually had an a!
percentuge points between 1995 and 1997, Not only did the povert
states that had big caseload declines, but the 1.8 percentage point re
decline states was actually rauch greater than the 0.3 percentage poi
states. 1t is not appropriate to conclude from these results that wel
declines, but both the national poverty data and the analysis of pov
caselond declines fail to provide a shred of evidence for the claim t
inevitably lead to increases in poverty. Many people on welfare can|
themselves by replacing welfare income with earnings.
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for the 23 states that had caseload

d the District of Columbia) that

If caseload declines caused

erience higher poverty levels. The.

ve tionof 1.8

y rate fall by nearly 2 points in

duction in poverty in these high

nt reduction in modest decline

are caseload declines canse poverty
y in the states with the greatest

t declines in welfare benefits

and have learned to support
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Millions of famﬂies previously dependent on welfare now support themselves the old
fasiuoned way -- they earn their money. '

It is worth pausmg here to note how significant these poverty data are. Although the measure
of poverty suffers from many shortcomings, it is nonetheless the single broadest and most reliable
measure of how many American families are experiencing serious eéponomic difficuity. When liberals
predicted that the Repiblican welfare reform bill would cause huge|increases in children's poverty, they
were employing one of the most powerful 100ls in the arsenal of methods for attacking reform initiatives. .
To produce “scientific” evidence that a controversial reform proposal would greatly increase poverty

. was a deeply serious and effective charge. No wonder that liberal scholars, social eritics, and editoria)
- page writers seized upon this prediction and used it to argue that the Republican bill was cruel.

_ Now. more than 2 ycars after the Republican bill becarne law and produced deep and
pervaswe institutions! changes at the local level, and after the welfare rolls have declined more than
anyone predicted, we find that poverty has actually declined during pach vear of welfare reform, that it
has declined among minority children by an unprecedented smount, |and that poverty has declined niore
in states with high caseload declines than i in states with modest caseload declines. That the nation can

% | achieve simultaneous declines iu welfare payments and poverty rates is a remarkable achievement. The

most likely explanation is that families have replaced welfare income with wage income and, as we shalj g‘
see, with other benefits that our national policy provides to working families. Even more remarkable, it
is likely that the official poverty numbers actually understate the natjon's progress against poverty
because the Earned Incorne Credit, which can provide alrmost $4,000 to families with two children and
which administrative data show has increased dramaticatly in recent |years (from $21 billion in 1994 to

- $28 billion in 1998), is ignored in the official poverty calculation. iy a cynie ¢ould deny that the
poverty nuinbers indicate that American social policy has taken a hopeful turn.

Information on Household Copsumption

It seems somewhat curious that the nation's primary poverty|measure is based on income.
Income is an indirect indicator of well being; the more direct atnd reljable indicator is consumption. In
COTHITION sense terms; someone is poor if they do not buy the jtens necessary to maintain a rcasonuble
material existence,

Fortumitc[y, in collaboration with the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Census Bureau collects
extensive information from the nation’s households and families on gxpenditures, This survey is the
major source of information on how Americans spend their money ﬂf‘d how much they spend each
year. The information enables us to examine the caurse of expenditures by low-income, female-headed

~households over the period of welfure reform we have been examining.” If welfare reform, and the
_ consequent big declines in caseloads and welfare income, is contnb ing to a reduction in total family
incomne, family consumption would decline. "

Table 2 contains the spending data for families with self-reported income of less than 35,000
and for families with tncomes between $5,000 and 9,999, These, of course, are the income
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categories most hke]y to contam both families receiving welfare anii families that have recently left

welfare,
Table 2
“Personal Consumption Expendltunes
by Low-Income Female-Headed Fam]l:es. 1994-1997 .
. _Personal Expenditures

Income Citegory ‘ 1994 " 1995 1996 1997
< $5.000 - 13,842 13,746 14331 . 14734
$5,000-9,999 12,002 - 13,602

Note: Figures adjusted for inflation,
Source: Bureau of Labor Statistios

Most people are surprised iizhen they first learn that families

14,284 14442

that report $5,000 or less' in.

income also report $15,000 in spending, But this result has been found every year the Census Bureau ‘
and Bureau of Labor Statistics have conducted the Consumer Expepditure Survey. Over the years, the

Census Bureau and other analysts have developed several explanati
more money than they earn. . These mclude inderreporting of mco
past, and borrowing. But perhaps the biggest factor is-that some w
wealth in the form of real estate, businesses, or stocks and bonds,
net income in a given year to less than $5,000 or in some cases ever

ns for how families can spend

, spending money saved in the

thy farnilies with substantial ~ "_.
ve business losges that reduce their - [
less than 2870, ’

In any case, the datu fér families with reponed income of under $10,0(}0 do not contain any

indication that these families are worse off in 1996 or 1997 than earlie

spending exceeding income might be, there was a small incredse of
~ 1997 in spending by families with incomes of less than $5,000 and a
 over 20 percentamong families with incomes between $5,000 and §

r. Whatever the explanation for
bout 6 percent batween 1994 and
much more substantial increase of
0,999, In short, family

consumption daty are consistent with poverty data. in refuting the claii that low-income female-headed

‘families afe worse off now that they receive less income from welfar

Nonmarita) Births

¢ and more income from sarnings.

Although controversml in the late 1980s, thcrc now seems tq be w1despread agreement that :
nonmarital births are at the heart of most of Aunerica’s social problems. A large and growing number of
 studies show that children born to never-married parents are more likely to be poer, to be rajsed by

welfare-dependent families, to fail in school, to have poor health, to
on welfere and comrnit crimes as adults, and to themselves grow up
Moreover, studias show that never-married mothers are more likely
than divorced or mmarried mothers.

24

be delinquent, to quit schoal, to go
1o have children outside marmage.
to become dependent on welfare
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-additional chﬂdren

initiatives against irresponsible

‘nation halt the increase in
nonmarital childbirth. Figure 7

In the years before the welfare reform debate of 1995 and

even welfdire reforms promoting work would prove of only limited

e 940074315840

1996, the number and percentdge of

" American childten horn outside marriage continued jts relentless increase. Republicans argued that

significance unless something was

done to reduce the number of illegitimate births. Thus, Republicars included several controversial
provisions in their welfare reform bill that were-designed to attack ﬂlegmmacy These included a cash
reward for states that reduce nonmarital births while decreasing abbrtion, funds for abstinence

education, a requirément that unwed teen mothers live with a responsible adult, and exceptionally strong

enforcement program can be seen as part of a comprehensive attac

on illegitimacy because effective

paternity establishment requirements, . Further, the bill's _substanti‘alpefonn of the child suppor,

child support builds understanding among young males of the longiterm financial burden that nonmarital
childbearing places on noncustodial parents,  Finally, the block grant structure of the welfare reform law

allowed states to develop their own policies to reduce illegitimacy.
that about half the states now pmfnbit addltlonﬁl payme:nts 10 Mot

s poss:ble, that these

childbearing are helping the

presents the trends in _bb‘th the
rate per 1,000 unmarried

rried Women R

One response to this flexibility is.
rs already on welfare who have

£
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g
5
5
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the percentage of all births that =
are outside marriage. The’
trend for the percentage of |

A Y 0 sdTmuaang

nonmarital births shows the

T T ENEE

rapid rises that preceded
welfare reform in the niid-
1990s. Just as-we saw with -
welfare caseload dechnes, tha
good news began as the

Rate Per 1,00 Unn

Souroe: WWI&I’MM

number of states unplemﬁntmg their own wark programs reached g|critical mass in the Years after 1994,

ctually decreased for the first time in several | .

In this case, the percentage of nonm

generations in 1995, The fall. from 32.6 in 1994 to 32.2 percent in| 1995, is not large, but even a-
leveling off of this portentous trend is welcome news. Even more welcome is the finding that afier a
slight increase to 32.4 percent in 1996 the rate held steady at 32.4 percent in 1997, Thus, three

tight against ﬂ.lezlumacy and the host of %ocml problems assocmted

Equally encouraging are the trends in nonmarital binhratcs

with it.

Figure ‘?). Like the trends f_ér

percentage of illegitimate births, for several generations the nonmarital birthrate seemed to be on an'

elevator that moved only upward. After generations of increases, t

he rate declined in 1995 and has- ‘

continued its fall in both 1996 and 1997, Over this penod the rate
welcome 6 percent. : .

of nonmarita] births has fallen hy &

. consecutive years of data are consistent with the conclusion that the nation may be turiling & cormer in its |
g
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The trends in teen birthrates -

contain even more good news. Unlike | Iﬁgul_'eB ,
‘the overall trends in illegitimacy, which Teen Birthrate, 1950-1997

have moved up . 4 -

almost every year, the-trend in teen birth 2?:

rates has been more volatile (Figure 8). E o0+ '

After a modest decline beginning in the 35 L.

early 1980s,. the rate increased -] a1

drarnatically between 1987 and 1991, It % ss-

then began a steep decline: recent data E', Bl

from the National Center for Health 5 3] \"\.\ :

Statics shows that in 1997 the decline 5| il

contipued for the sixth consecutive year. 4 T ) ' ) '
Over that period, the rate declined about q"° #””’ 9"' 4“’ -ﬁ @"P q““’ 4“' °Fb

11 percentage points or 17 percent, and ess

returned almost to the levels of the mid- Soupce: National Center for Health Statlatics

1580s.

encouraging. Scientists who

These decreases in illegitimacy for both tecns and all women |

study these trends atiribute them to a,
variety of factors, including increased

abstinence among youth, more effestive ‘Fewer Teens A giuar:isg Sex, 1991-1997
use of birth contro), and demographic 65.0 «
changes. For example, recent data ¥ . : .
from the Centers for Disease Control E 60.0 .
show impressive recent dechines in the £ 55.0 ]
-percentage of teenagers who have ¢ver i 0.0 o
had sex, especially among males. E
* Figure 9 shows that except for a slight gt 45.0, —— Mples
increase among females in 1995, sexual § 4.0 =2 Feamles
activity among both males and females £ 150 . J

shows u pattern of slight decline” -
 between 1991 und 1995 and then o
substantial decline between 1995 and
1997. These patterns of behavioral
change among young people are

- consistent with the conclusion that one reason for the steep decline
among both males and females. It is also possible that increased use

1991 1993

Y

Souree: Conlers for Disead

1998 1987

ear

b Contpol

n leen births is iIncreased abstinence
of effective coniraception

contributes to the declining teen birthrate. In any case, once again ifnportant behaviors with far-

reaching consequences for mdmdual young peaple are rnovmg in th
respons:b:.hry

-1t would not be justified to claim that the 1996 welfare refon
important cause of these trends. But consider the changes the 1996
mothers. The old welfare system guaranteed a bundle of welfare be
them to set up their own living arrangements while virtually guarany

26

e direction of greater personnl

m law is the sole or even the mast
law imposed on young unrparried
nefits to these mothers and allowed
reing that they would not be required
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to work for years. By contrast, the new system requires them to live at home or with a responsible

94567431842

't
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0
[y

adult, requires them to identify the child's father, requires teen mothers to stay in schoo! or work, and
imposes a 5-year lirnit On their cash benefits. In addition, states are “jl]iqnaconq:etition with each other for.

cash bonuses of up t0 $25 million per year for reducing their illegiti
strong measures may be playing a role in the leveling off or decline
illegitimacy.

Perhaps even more important than the specific policies addrd

cy rates. Taken together, these
f the various measures of

ssed to illegitimacy is the impact of

the welfare reform debate at the national and state level on the thinking of young people. The national

debate produced a surprising level of agreement that nonrnarital birt

Hs were destructive for children,

destructive for parents, destructive for local communities, and destrpctive for the nation. 1o the context
of this debate many politicians and other public figures argued strongly that it was wrong to have

children outside marriage and wrong to have children that parents could not support.

the reality that having a child outside marmage would not guarantee

This debate, and |

e e

an incorne without work, appears to -

have influenced young people to hesitate and reflect before engaging in the risky behaviors that lead to

pregnancy. In the last three or four decades, the nation has been gre

atly improved by broad social

movements that changed the behavior of millions of Americans. These movements included civil rights,

- use of car seat belts, and anti-sthoking ¢ jgns. It seems possible
similar revolution in thinking and behavior about nonmarital births.

that we are in the early stages of a

If s0, the welfare reform debate will

have provided another vital benefit to the nation by signaling that federal policy held nonmarital births to
be destructive for individuals and the nation. '

wwwcd all the beneﬁt:, for which she was ehgxb]e would be ﬁnanc:ﬂﬂl)LbﬁlmLQfﬂhanjf_ﬁhc_had :
remained on welfare. Given that a haif-time minimum wage job pays

combined cash and food stamp welfare benefit in California and othe
per yeur, how can the miother be better off leaving welfare?

The unswer is that over a period of roughly 15 years, Deniog
and Congresses created an exrensive system of government income

less than $5500 while the {
t high-benefit states is over $9,000

ratic and Republican Presidents
support for warking families with

low curnings. This work system consists primarily of Medicaid heal
tood stamps, child care, and cash wage supplements, primarily throy
the child credit.

h insurance, housing supplements,
gh the earned income credit and

Beginning in roughly 1984, Congress dramatically expanded three of the most important
programs in this work support system.  First, Congress enacted a series of Medicaid expansions that
resulted in coverage for most children, and in some cases adults, who live in working farnilies earning

below roughly $16,000 per year. Then i 1387, Congress appropri
years 10 provide health insurance o chiidren from low-income famili

- 27

ed an addition $39 billion over 10
es who were not covered by
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Medicaid. Before these 10

expansions began, witha . . \ -
few minor exceptions, I Slmpmtnfww“ v ml;fm
only families receiving ' C

some form of cash
welfare were eligible for
Medicaid — so families
that took jobs and left
welfare often lost their
heakh insurance. Witha
welfare system like that,
many rmothers made &
rational decision to stay
on welfare. '

EN

DoBurs

Billlens of 1994

10 1

In addition to

‘. 1934 Law 1900 1w
providimg better health o 1984 Lawhor 1999 Law
care coverage, Congress 1% il ' _
expanded the Ermed Sotgwe: Congressionsl Budget Offiec R o

Income Credit (EIC), a ,
prograrn that pro vides cash wage supplements to low-income workng families through the tax systemn
Because of major expansions enacted by Congress in 1986, 1990, and 1993, mothers leaving welfare
today can receive up to nearly $4,000 in cash supplements; this motey can be pmd either in the o
maothar's monthly paycheck or in a lump-surn after the mother files a simplified tax return. And on top | ]
of this tax credit, in 1997 Congress approved the Republican proposal to provxde. all farnilies, mcludmg \
working famnilies who pay federal taxes, with a $500 per chiid t dlt

creased the amount of money
federal child care funds by about
crédit, the federal governrnent will -
or and low-income working

Beginning in 1988 Congress also enacted several laws that i
available for child care. The 1996 welfare legislation alone expand
$4.5 billion over 6 years. Countitig Head Start and the child cage t
spend about $14 billion this vear subsidizing child care, mostly for
families.

Tuken together, these expansions of the nation's waork suppert system for low-income working
fumilies are very substantial, We recently asked the Congressional Budget Office to estimate how
much the federal government is spending in entitlement dollars on the three major work support
programs that have been expanded by Congress since 1984. The surprising answer is that spending on
Medicaid and associated health programs, the EIC, and entitlement fhild care has increased from $6.7
billion, the amount the federal government would have spent in 1999 if the country were still opcrmg
under pre- 1984 law, to nearly Sww'w (Figure |10). The expanded wark supports :
include 31 billion in emitlemem child care (not including the substantial increases non-entitlement child
care and Head Start), $13.4 billicn in medical benefits, and $30.6 billion in the EIC. These figures do
not include a host of nonentitlement bepefits and benefits that have fiot expanded greatly since the mid-
1980s such as housing, Head Start, food stamps, and non-entitlernent child care. Nor do they include
the state matching funds that are required by the Medicaid and child care programs. '
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Without question, these figures show that the federal goverpment has greatly expanded its

c@%ﬂ@w That is why mothers stranded on welfare can accept the types of &
low>w3ge jobs which are plentiful in our economy and for which thiey are qualified and then enjoy total |
income that greatly exceeds their welfare income. Consider the actual numbers comparing welfare with |
work. In the average state, 2 mother with two children on welfare receives a little more than $700 per '
month i cash welfare and food stamps. If this same mother takes 2 minimum wage job and works 35
hours per week, she receives about $720 per month in wages after paying Social Security taxes plus an
additional $150 or so i food stamps, bringing total monthly incoms to about $870. This amount alone

is greater than the $700 in cash welfare and food stamps she received while on welfare. Work pays.

Bur that's not all. The former welfare mother working at the minitmum wage is eligible for
" maximum benefits from the EIC. 1If she has two children, the EIC will provide her with an additional
" %300 per month, bringing her tota} mouthly income to-nearly $1200, about 70 percent more than she

P
would receive on welfare. -

When the major features of the Republican welfare reform bill are considered simultaneously
with the generous characteristics of the nation's work support system, the achievements of weélfare
reform come into sharp focus. Here’s the most reasonabie explanation of how welfare reform led to
reduced caseloads, increased employment, and reduced poverty. First, the firm mandates of the
reformed welfare system itself convinced recipients and applicants that reform was serious this time. ‘
Thus, they actually attended classes on work skills, prepared resumgs, looked for jobs, and accepted
jobs when offered. ln many cases, thesc activities 1ok place before applicants actually joined the rolls. "‘-,‘
If the General Accounting Office summary of state studies of welfage leavers is accurate, we can ‘s
assume that around 80 percent of the adults who have left welfare Have actually worked for some '
period of tirme since leaving the rolls.

And what did these adults encounter when they joined the world of work? In some states they
were allowed 1o retain part of their cash benefit after they began warking, thereby providing them with
extra money during the critical transition perind. Most also rerained the eligibility to receive food
starops. For example, a mother earning $6 per hour and working full time is stili eligible for $1,400in
food stamps per year. In every state, mothers leaving welfare for work are also guaranteed at leagt 6 "i.}_
months of child care subsidies, and in many states even motre than 6/ months, Similarly, under the
federal statute, every mother leaving welfars retains eligibility for Medicaid for a minimum of 6:months
and usually much longer. 1n addition, because of the expansions outlined above, cIildren in fanubes
Jeaving weltare remain eligible for Medicaid or the Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP)
program as long as their mothers continue earning low wages (up 19 as tuch as $20,000 per year and
even higher in a few states), And of greatest importance, a mother with two children who earns
between about $9,500 and $13,500 is eligible for over 33,800 from the EIC. 1n short, because of the
work support system enacted by Congress over nearly two decades| mothers leaving or avoiding
welfare find an envirozunent in the post-welfare world of work that |s liveable, if still chalienging.

After years of building and defending an entitlement-based system of welfare that required
virtually nothing of recipients, the nation has now experienced two tevolutions. First, the Republican
welfare reform law ended the central welfare entitlement and requir¢d individuals to prepare for work
‘within the context of time-limited cash benefits and sanctions for thdse who refuse to cooperate.
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Second, the world of low-wage work entered -by welfare leavers wg
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‘predicted by opponeats of welfare reform because Congress had cre

ated a generous and umveraal

.. work support system. Thus, even in high-benefit states, mothers an

Exploiting Early Syccess

As shown by the review of evidence above, the 1996 welfare
help families escape dependency,
fernale family heads -- especially

chéﬁging the welfare bureaucracy, increasing the funds available to
reducing the welfare rolls, and increasing employment among poor

d children who leave welfare and
take low-wage jobs are almost always better off financially than Whl%ﬁ they were on welfare,

reform law has been successful in

never married heads. Equally i impressive, as these changes have begn taking place, the nation has

experienced a substantial decrease in overall poverty and child pove
children. Similarly, the nation’s vexing rate of nonmarital births amg
throughout thig pmod and the overall percemage of children bom d
or held stable for the last three yea:rs

rey, esPemaIly‘anmng black
ng teens has continued to decline

urside marriage has declined slightly

To conclude that the nation is on the right track seems fully Justified. On the other hand, mmaJ
success does not warrant excessive exuberance. Rather, the nation - including state and local
government and the private sector ~ must make an even stronger commitment to ensuring that the early

successes continue and even expand, To do so we recommend that
some of which will require further legislation.

Continued ssive L léxmntation of We]farc Reform-

five policies be pursued with vigor,

* First, states and local EOVErnments must continue 1o aggresswely implement the strong welfare-

to-work provisions that have produced the largely positive early reshlts reviewed sbove. As Nathan
and Gais and many other observers have demonstrated, the old entitlement culfure is being abandoned

in favor of » work culture that emphasizes personal responsibility. 1
greatly across jurisdictions, but work requirements, AREIESSIVE Casey
and finding employment, time limits, sanctions, and ﬁnancxal work 14
and sticks that hus produced results. These policies should commuﬁ
large urban states -~ that have not yet vigorously rmplemented them

The Nathun and Gais uriplementatlon study t.onciuded that I
reluctant to deal with the issues of marriage and nonmarital births. »
states, they concluded that local offices were in a “quandary” over
with their clients because tliere were “deep political divisions™ over

e specific mix of policies varies
vork, assistance in qualifying for
ewards constitute a mix of carrots

should move quickly to catch up.

vcal welfare offices are often

Based on their observations in 20
/hether to discuss nonmatital births
whether such discussions were

appropriate for welfare workers: To the extent that Nathan and Gat.s are correct, on the ssue of

nonmarital births there is o large gap between the intent 'of the feder.
implementation at the loca] level. Thus, Congress must assess both
programs are taking actions to reduce illegitimacy and whether thesg
ends, the Comumuittee on Ways ‘and Mea.ns will conduct hearmgs latm
additional legislation. - :

Medicsid and Food Stgmg--!gsggg

30 .

| welfare reform legislation and |
the extent to which state and locél
> actions are effective. To these.

this year and, if necessary, pursue

1
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and jurisdictions -- particularly the - -
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-has an acute condition that réquires an emergency room visit and t
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Second, caseload data from the food stamp program and th
indicate that many adults and children who meet the demographic,

- B4507431, 840

e Medicaid program seem to
ncome, and resource standards for

" these benefits are not receiving them. In 1997, the number of children receiving Medicaid fell for the

first vime even though the number of children eligible for benefits probably increased slightly. Thus, it
appears that lots.of children eligible for Medicaid are not receiving overage. Meanwhile, Census
Bireau estimates of the number of children without health insurance continue to rise. Similarly, there

has been a very substantial decline in food stamp receipt among mo

hers and chi]d_ren. and some

experts claim the decline exceeds that observed in previcus economic expansions.

Some of the decline in the number of people receiving Medicaid and food stamps is a good
thing. For example, state surveys suggest that roughly 40 percent of mothers leaving welfare for worL

take jobs with emplovers that offer health care benefits. A number

of these families may have replaced

Medicaid with private health insurance. Similarly, some families leaving welfare earn enough so that
they no longer qualify for food stamp benefits. Despite these and similar considerations, there is

concern among prograrm administrators and other experts that therd

for Medicaid and food stamps who are not receiving them.

are probably many children eligible

We do not yet have enough information about the pumber of children and familics not receiving

_ benefits for which they are eligible to determine how serious thie problem is or what solutions might be

undertaken. Later this year, the Commitiee on Ways and Means anid other House committees will be
examining these issues in detail. In addition, the General Accounting Office has organized a study group

of staff members from the Congress, Congressional agencies, and t

the impact of welfare reform on information systcms Ome of the is
the administrative problems and jnconsistencies between TANE, fo
been occasioned by welfare reform. Th.ts group may produce a re

For now, it seems. hkcly that administration at the state leve
updatm;, Before the welfare reform law of 1996, the point of ent
Medicaid benefits was AFDC. In most states, application for AFD:
the other benefits as well. Thus, as the welfare rolls declined, and
that would normally have enrolled in AFDC ~ and hence food sta
inta work, it was virtually inevitable that entry into food stamps an
Another factor may be that many families eligible for Medicaid pre

hospital, Yet another possibility is that a somewhat unexpected effi

- all welfare programs have become stigmatized, State Medicaid admj

with anecdota] reports that some potential recipients actually avoid
because they wish to avoid the stigma. Finally, there is strong evidg
is underreported in national surveys, and that this underreporting ha

Whatever the exp]anauans might be, thc work support syste

e Administration, as well as

_ selected experts, scholars, and program administrators from outside the federal government, to exatnine

ues this study group has taken up is\
d | stamps, and Medicaid that have K
rt o1 these issues ater this vear, '

may need sore revision and v
for AFDC, food stamp, and

was tantamount to application for

ds hundreds of thousands of families

s and Medicaid.— were diverted
Medicaid would be disrupted. _
r to wait until someone in the family
n sign up for Medicaid in the

ct of welfare reform has been that
istrators are now providing us-
signing up for welfare benefits

rnce that receipt of welfare benefits
s inereased in recent years,

m §$ an important achievement and

hag been constructed over nearly-twe-decades-on-a-bipartisan basis)

often wring their hands over growing wage and income inequality,
set of programs that now improve living standards.for poor and low
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_Although the media and scholars
they usually fail to mention the very
-income working families. If
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families ]eéving welfare earn too much to qualify for some o‘rr all-of these programs, or families don't

- want 10 accept welfare, these are positive outcomes. But if there arp families leaving welfare that dog't
koow they are eligible for the benefits or encounter lots of bureaucratic hassle in trying to get the g
benefits, these are policy problems that must be addressed. For ourlpart, we will examine these issues
carefully in this and subsequent sessions of Congress and take whatgver action may be necessary to
help people obtain these nonwelfare benefits if they want them.

Adults with Mulri loyment Bartiers

There was a time when many observers felt that most adults pn welfare were incapable.of
supporting themselves and their families. But given the very substantial caseload declines and the
extrgordinary increase in work by low-income mothers, it seems clear that many of the aduits
previously dependent on welfare are capable of earning enough money &o 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 addictions, personality disorders, mental limnitations, or other problems, /
are having serious difficulty finding or holding steady jobs. This is the third issue that requires careful
attention this year. No one should be surprised by this development| escaping welfare is bound to be ‘
difficult and we should expect some people fo fail and fail again. The key will be to develop a systern |/
that helps these adults keep trying u:nn] they succeed and provides tHem with needed financial support '{l
between jobs, ‘ .

Without assurmng that any welfare recipients. are mcapab]e of self support, Congress and the
states should focus a great deal of attention on ways 10 help.these adults. Previous research, espcmally
by Toby Herr at Project Match in Chicago, shows that small steps, chnstant morutormg and
encouragemnent, and frequent failure are characteristics of programs that attempt to help highly
dependent parents. Plus, the programs are expensive. But the substantial decline in welfare rolls has
left most states with the necessary funds to invest additional resources in adults with many barriers to

“work. inevitably, sericus efforts by many states will lead to greater nderstanding of how to help these
adults, which in tum wxl] lead to improved programs -

" Concern about welfare recipients with many ba:riers to emplﬁnymcnt leads inevitably ta a
concerm for Jow-skill adults who have left welfare or avoided it butowho are not employed. Fartoo |
little is know about this group, but 4t seems likely thar sorne of them pre too disorganized or have too!
many personal problems, including mild disabilities and addictions, tq meet the requirements now
placed on nearly all welfare recipients to work or prepare for work. The old AFDC system hid these
peaple beczuse they could just stay on welfare year after year, - In such a system, learned helplessness
" ‘was bound to flourish. But now under the new system, many of these challenged adults are sanctioned :
for failing 10 comply with welfare requirements; some even choose to leavc the roils rather than face the |
' new requirements. '

i

Thus, it is not surprising that there is some evidence that female-headed families at the very )

bottom of the i distributio or even declining indormgs. 1he total income (earnings [

‘plus welfare) of female-headed families with children in the next-to-bottom 20 percent.of the income i
distribution increased by 15 percent from $13,564 to $15,418 betwegn 1993 and 1997. By contrast,.
total income of the bottom 20 percent of female-headed families dechined by about 2 percent. This fall
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seems to be caused prirnarily by a decline in welfare mcormne by families in the bottom half of the bottom
20 percent and to be concentrated in the 1995 1 1997 period.,

Some analysts regard these data as somewhat unreliable becpuse of the relatively small number :
of families in the survey and because many families say they have zero or nearly zero income, which is f
clearly not possible. There is also strong evidence that welfare income is substantially underreported i m;

Census Bureau surveys. Even so. it séems quite plausible that som female-headed fammlies are
experiencing stagnaot or declining income.

To the extent that this analysis is correct, the difficulties being faced by these families appear to
have two causes ~ they are not working and thiey are not receiving the welfare bepefits for which they
are eligible. In both cases, adults must have at least some level of competence and organization to
obtain income. ln the former case, they must be able to consistently hold down & job; in the latter case vt
they ust apply for benefits, periodically update their eligibility information, and meet program ;
requirements. Unfortunately, it appears that some adults are not capable of successfully fulfilling even '
these minimal requirements. , o _ = }, L < i

H i i oo :
.\ .:’ |, L) R s A ; - :'u . . oy - -
At Doy i Lo

All of which serves to agrin emphasize the importance of stJtes using their TAN'F do]lars 48] '[ '
follow these families and to provide whatever assistance is needed to get them on track. A point that |
many critics seemn to miss is that these families are eligible for many welfare benefits, including TANF, !
But they apparently don’t get the benefits for which they are qualified and for which the money is

available. What may be needed is some kind of living situation for these families that is mo_r__c_s;ltleisired’""”j
and also more closely supervised than the norm

" The New loyiment Prograrns

The ongoing attempt by many states to continue following families after they leave welfare raises
‘the fourth issue that is now coming into focus. One of the many coliateral effects of welfare reform, and
of other jegitiation enucted since Republicans took over Congress iny 1995, is that federa] legisiation
now enconrages and permits closer coordination between ermplo nt, education, and training
programs at the local level, Before 1995, Congress had authorized well over 100 federal programs
that provided money for emplayment and training. This blizzard of programs represented a nonsystem
with a huge variety of purposes, streams of federel dolars, reportin requireme:nts. and rules. Vigion
and unity of purpose in such a system afe inpossible. Perhaps the
coordination was the almost complete separation in most jurisdictio
programs conducted under welfare depanmemb the U.S. Employment Service, and the Job Training
Purtnership Act.

But now the TANF block grant has given state and local governments complete control of a
major part of their resources and virtually no federal rules that can imterfere with attempts to control and
coordinate employment and service uctivities funded by TANF. Equally imporant, last year, in the
Workforce Investment Act, Congress combined most of the 100 or so employment and training
programs aimed at helping low-incorne youth and adults into three thajor block grant programs. These
actions give state and loeal govermments a new opportunity to create comprehensive, coordinated
employment and training programs at the local level.
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That states and local govenunents are already moving in this direction is indicated by the growth
of One-Stop Job Centers. Although these centers are still evolving|, examples of what they can

accornplish are beginning to emerge m places like Racine, Wisconsin and Broward County, Florida
The pew employment service providers will have at least five defining characteristics: 1) a single Jocation
for employment services whether paid for by the U.S. Employment| Service, TANF, the new
- Workforce Investment block grants, or any other source; 2) standard job services such as preparing

resurnes, obtamning skills needed for job interviews, locating potential jobs, using the Internet to search
job banks, obtaining soft skills, and so forth; 3) job training or edudation, often at local specialized
training programs, junior colleges, technical schools, or 4-year colleges; 4) gid in applying for public

% | benefits such as child care, medical care, food stamps, and the eamed income credit to supplement
income and prevent welfare dependency: and 5) a single location for job services and public benefits so
that adults with low skilis can obtain additional services to retain jobs and get better ones.

Over the next decade, we expect One-Stop Centers to continue their developrnent as the
community hub of employment, training, and education services. Als communities across the country
expand and perfect these programs, low-income and low-skilled Arpericans, who previously resorted
to welfare benefits, will be able to seek additional counseling or training or whatever assistance might be
necessary to help them achieve independence and self-reliance. As these Ceaters develop, it may be
necessary to further adapt federal programs to increase the flexibility enjoyed by local programs. The
Committee on Ways and Means and the Commitiee on Education are working closely togetherto =~

- monitor the development of One-Stop Centers and the integration gf TANF, the U.S. Employment
Service, and the new Workforce Invesument Act programs.

Fatherhood Programs

[Uegitimacy is the scourge of American social policy. As we have seen, a host of social
problems are rooted in the conditions in which ¢hildren of nonmaritil childbirth are reared. Several
provisions in the welfare reform law of 1996 were addressed to fighting illegitimacy, and the nation is
jest beginning to experience success in reducing its formerly relentldss rise.

But there is another way to reduce illegitimacy. Instead of remaining single, young couples who
become pregnant or have babies can get married. There is an unforfunate myth in America that most
nonmarital births are the result of fleeting relationships. Recent research by Sara McLanahen at
Princeton University on a very large sample of inner city nonmurital (births shows that half the couples
are cohubiting at the time of the birth and 8Q percent tell researchers they are invelved in a serious and
exclusive relationship with their partner. Most even tell researchers|they hope to marry. And yer we
know tfrom careful demographic research that within roughly 2 years$ after the birth, less than 10 percent
of these couples will stil be living together and most of the fathers will be visiting their child less than
once a month. ' : :

ot e n R

The return of two-parent families would have major impactsion domestic tranguility by reducing
poverty, improving child rearing, and creating better communities, especially in the inner city. To this i
end, later this year we will be introducing legislation to support fatherhood programs. These programs ™
will aim both to imnprove the economic status of poor, single fathers and to itnprove their relations with

their children and the children’s mother. Many of the programs will jntervene with young mothers and
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fathers around the time of the nopmarital birth. In this way, the pro rans will begin with young adults

who are trying to sustan their relationship at the same time that they are trying to generate an earnings
capacity. The small, community-based organizations supported by gur legislation, including faith-bused
organizations, have a real chance to improve the economic circumstances of these young parents and to
increase the likelihood that they will form viable family units through marriage.

Final qud

After years of trying to reform welfare, we have come to & ngw understanding: What works s
work — supplemented by work sepports. Contwued aggressive implementation of the provisions of the -
1996 welfare reform law, supplemented by new legislation designed [to provide states with new
flexibility to exploit successes or attack remainitg problems, will endure that the nation can at last claim
important victories in its continuing war on poverty and welfare dependency. :
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Figure 1 Composition of Family Income for a Fcfm:!y of Three under Four Work/Welfare
Scenarios—An Illustrative Example
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Figure 3 Percentage Increase in Monthly TotaI Iricome fora F arm[y of Three Moving
from No Work to a Part Time Minimum Wage Job in 12 States
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TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES

TANF WORK PARTICIPATION RATES -

FISCAL YEAR 1998 -
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The crunch comes for welfare reform
WASHINGTON, DC

MOREABOWT ACROSS the country they greet the guests at Marriott hotels or dispense Burger

America's King Whoppers, east of the Mississippi they ring the tills at CvS pharmacies; in .

economy Washington, DC, they give manicures at the Just Nails with a Gentleman’s Touch
salon. They, and several hundred thousand like them (President Clinton’s esrimate

RESOURCES . is 1.5m), have lefi the welfare rolls over the past two years and are the

Search wage-eaming proof that welfare reform is working,

archive

Bur will it go on doing s0? 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 of five years of
payments. The pessimists, worried that America’s long economic expansion will
finally run out of steam, are already raising the alarm. 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 massive social unrest. ‘

Perhaps they protest too much. After all, when Mr Clinton signed welfare reform
int law in August 1996, it was a bold stroke. For years there had been attempts 1o
wean families off welfare; but the rolls kept growing, to a peak of Sm families
(14m individuals) in 1994. Under the terms of Mr Clinton’s bill, welfare ceased 10
be a federal entitlement; recipients of welfare would have to work for it. For their
part, the states, in return for federal block grants dnd the freedom to run their ownr
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
fewer than 8m people (see chart). The private-sector Welfare to Work Partnership,
Jaunched in May 1997 by United Alrlines, UpS, Burger King, Sprint and
Monsanto, now has almost 10,000 member-companics committed to hiring from
the welfare rolls. Its latest estimate is that in the past two vears they have hired
some 410,000 people. The Partnership’s chief executive, Eli Segal, says: “We're
trying not to gloat . . \Welfare was an income-production system: now it’s a
work-prepararion system.’

1of3 ’ . - ' - : 3/22/99 10:02 AM
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Maybe so. Even late converts to the cause, such as Hawaii, have managed to mect
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% of Partnership 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 government programmes for
CVs, reckons that 55% of welfare hires over the past two years are still employed
by CVS, compared with an overall retention rate over that period of 25%,; Giant
Food, an east-coast supermarket chain, compares its 90-day retention rate of 79%
for ex-welfare recipients with a dismal company-wide average 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
traiming programmes, transport, remedial education and “mentoring” by ¢olleagues
or ouiside advisers. For the moment, with the iabour 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 of thern 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 %or welfare-to-work tax credits, housing vouchers and
transport, and perhaps the downturn in the economi¢ cycle will not be as damaging
as the pessimists fear. SRR '

But it cagnot be entirely painless. As a recent study from the Brookings nstitution
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 cites, which will become stil} less attractive to investors.

Moreover, for all Mr Segal’s glad tidings, others tell a less happy story of
widening income disparities and families trapped in poverty even when they are in
work. -Analysts at Washington’s Centre on Budget and Policy Priorities, for
example, maintain that most welfare hires do not receive paid holiday or sick

2of3 _ : ' 3/22/59 10:02 AM
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' leave, and that it takes a year of employment before they can be covered by the
Family and Medical [Leave Act—a crucial factor when so many welfare hires are

single mothers.

Still, welfare reform has worked better than anyone dared hope. How irenic, then,
that the expeniment’s future conld be 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 33 billion in federal block grants left
ugspent. To Washington’s politicians that money is an irresistible temptation,
which is why this week some Republicans in the Senate praposed 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 10 the Senarte 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 s6 on—over to the states in the
form of block grants, After all, welfare reform is an experiment in a different sort
of government provision for its eitizens, and if it keeps working there could surely
he more,

@ Copyright 1399 The Economist MewspaperLimited, All Righcs Resarved

3 of 3 . ' , : 3/22/99 10:03 AM



' . : ' : ' .2.9%
S MA §%&_ﬂh—’+ﬁ'ﬂ=m§ _ {L__.
} " Maove 11”“"("" &"[M"’ Haon P"o.?ujrd :

G'wi‘w WL. ) l 5f¢. - |
ALY g™ ohagls i ot vy et et b Wikt = cove rpRgles of WR

- "%RESS REPORT ON WELFARE REFORM

Wof_lg is the Centerpiece of State TANF Programs

e TANF recipients are getting jobs: in the first year of TANF, 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.

e The most recent data show this success continuing: the percentage of the 1997
caseload who were emploved in 1998 has remained at over one third. In 1998,
1.5 mullion families who were on welfare the previous year were working in
1998, a slightly lower number than in 1997 because the total caseload has
declmed substantlally

e 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.

o Evaluations of State programs suggest that increased employment of welfare
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 1solate the effects of State policies from external
factors, such as the economy.

State Policy and Spending Choicre‘s

e Most States have changed the way they count income under TANF to let .
working recipients keep more of their check -- 42 States have changed the way
they count income in determiming eligibility and beneﬁts Most of these have
increased their earnings dnsregards

e Most States have maintained their benefit levels. According to State TANF
plans, 9 States have increased, while 8 have decreased their benefit levels.
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L _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 zall previous Administrations combined -

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 of current TANF 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 of previous year TANF recipients increased by 70%. Finally, all States met /
the first overall work participation rates required under the welfare reform law for FY 1997 and l

1998, -

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 TANF
recipients found work in jobs which were covered by their States” Unemployment Insurance
program. Employment rates were even higher — 75 to §2 percent — when measured as the
percentage of those who were ever employed within the first 12 months.

A recent General Accounting Office report found that between 63 and 87 percent of adults have [ /

Welfare reform has shown promising results among those most vulnerable to welfare

dependency in a continuing rise of employed 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 emploved 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 of half or more. A new report by the Council of
Economic Advisers finds that the implementation of welfare reform accounts for one third of the



decline between 1996 and 1998, and is thé single most important factor contributing to the
- widespread and continuous caseload declines during this period.

The President started reforming welfare carly in his first term, granting waivers, expanding the
.Eamed Income Tax Credit and the minimum wage to make work pay, and pushing the Congress
for 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 41 0,000
welfare recipients; issued an executive order to ensure the Federal government hired its share of
welfare recipients - over 14,000 have been hired to date; encouraged the launching of the Vice
President’s Coalition to Sustain Success, a coalition of national civic, service and faith-based
groups who are working to help these new workers with the transition to selif sufficiency; and
fought for and won additional funds for welfare to work efforts for long term recipients in high
poverty areas including $3 billion in Department of Labor Welfare-to-Work funds enacted in the
Balanced Budget Act; a new tax credit to encourage the hiring of long term welfare recipients;

- 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 TANF funds to provide supports for working families such as child care,
transportation, and job retention services.

With 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 of programs, but the unmet need
remains large. There are approximately 10 million children eligible for federal funded support
yet in 1997 only 1.25 million children received a531stance

_ Ensuring that families who leave welfare forjobs stay employed is one of the next challenges of |
welfare reform. 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
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 leaming fund so
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-
Waork 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. : '

This report compiles early data about welfare caseloads, family employment and earmnings, and
State policy choices, to give a picture of these first two years of welfare reform. Below are some
more extensive highlights describing the information available to date as well as the research
underway to learm more. '
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EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS OF NEEDY F AMIL__IES

There has been a dramatic increase in employment of current 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 typical 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 all family participation rate standard for 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 standard. :

Between 1992 and 1998, the employment rate of TANF recipients increased b 1992
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
or TANF in the preceding calendar year (who may or 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.

Employment of single 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.

A variety of State 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 -
since leaving the welfare rolls. These findings from these interim reports also indicate that
between one-half and three-fifths of former TANF recipients found work in jobs that were
covered by their State’s Unemployment Insurance program at the time they left welfare which |
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,
they indicate a dramatically large increase in the absolute number of families leaving welfare
with earnings, given the significant caseload deciine in the past few years.

/



" MAKING WORK PAY

The average earnings of employed TANF recipients increased from $506 per month to $553, an
- increase of about 11 percent between 1997 and 1998. Eight percent of adult recipients had
unearned income averaging about $232 per month.

A recent GAO study found annual earnings of $9,512 - $15,144 among those who had left =
welfare, Especially when camings 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 of executive
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 fo
13 percent, down from 15 percent in 1993, Since 1993, the Affican 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 of some 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 1595, and only one-quarter between 1995 and 1997.

Family income on average has increased for some families, but there is also preliminary
evidence that same families are experiencing losses. For the peried 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 thc penod 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.

TRENDS IN CASELOADS AND EXPENDITURES

There continue to be dramatic declines in welﬂzre caseloads. Ovcrall 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.

Date Estimated U.S. AFDC/TANF Percent of U.S.
: Population Recipients Population
| 1992 254,489,083 13,625,342 54
- 1993 257,563,667 14,142,710 5.5
1994 260,103,333 14,225,651 5.5
1995 262,560,167 13,659,206 5.2
1996 264,990,250 12,644,076 4.8
1997 267,510,917 10,935,151 - 4.1
1998 270,063,250 8,770,376 3.2
March 1999 272,445,000 7,334,976 27

A new report by the Council of Economic Advisers finds that the implementation of welfare
reform is the single most important factor contributing to the widespread and continuous
caseload declines from 1996 to 1998, CEA estimates that the federal and State program and
policy changes implemented as a result of welfare reform account for approximately one-third of
the caseload reduction during this period. While the strong economy has also played an
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. ‘

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
assistance levels established by the States under the TANF program, there is clearly no "race to

- the bottom" 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 of FY 98, nineteen
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 need of child care for parents moving from
welfare to work, States increased the amount of TANF funds (up to $652 million) transferred to

—

the child care block grant. In May, HHS provided guidance on how States and communities can




use the flexibility and resources available under TANF to support working families and address
the needs of families facing challenges to self-sufficiency.

STATE POLICY CHOICES.

States are emphasizing work in their TANF prégrams. Under the TANF program, parents or

caretakers receiving assistance are required to engage in work (as defined by the State) within 24 )

months or less at the State’s option. Currently, 20 States require immediate participation in
work, 6 States require participation in work between 45 days and 6 months of receipt of cash
assistance, 23 Btates require participation within 24 months, and 2 States within other '
timeframes.

-~

States vary in limiting the time that families can receive TANF assistance. Currently, 28 States

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
“applying time limits for adults only.

States are offering up-front payments or services to divert families from entering the welfure
rolls. To date, 27 States have opted to offer diversion payments or services to families applying
for TANF benefits as part of their TANF plan. In several States, this includes lump-sum
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. :

States are seizing the opportunity te become certifi ed under the “Domestic Violence Option”
of TANF. The TANF program offers flexibility to States in offering special treatment to the
victims of domestic violence under the “Domestic Violence Option.” To date, 27 States have
certified that they will assist victims of domestic violence, with 4 more States in the formal
process of becoming certified.

‘States are engaging in forums to share information and lessons learned. The Department is
supporting the Welfare Peer Technical Assistance 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
challenging States to develop and share solutions for issues ranging from assuring adequate
transportation for TANF families in rural areas, offering substance abuse treatments to TANF
families, particularly those with a history of domestic violence or with mental health issues, to
strengthening supportive services for TANF families that enter the world of work.



CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS

in 1998, the number of child 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 vollections. In 1998, child support was collected for 4.5
million families, an increase of 33% from 3.4 milltion in 1994, In fiscal year 1997, $13.4 billion
was collected in child support. In 1998, the State and federal child support enforcement program
collected a record $14.4 billion for children, an increase of, 80% from 1992, when $8.4 billion
was collected. The Office of Child Support Enforcement established a record 1.5 million
paternities in 1998, two and a half times the 1994 figure of 676,000 and triple the 1992 figure.
Akey 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 gven more low-income

. fathers increase thClt’ employment and chlld support.

i

OUT OF WEDLOCK BIRTHS

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
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
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.
Approximately 500,000 teenagers give birth each year. Nationally, the birth rate for teenagers
continued to decline in 1597, and has now fallen by 16 percent to 52.3 births per 1,000 women
aged 15-19 years, coimpared with 62.1 in 1991. During the 1991-97 period, teenage birth rates
fell in all States and the District of Columb1a and the Virgin Islands.

DEMOGRAPHIC AND FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF FAMILIES RECEIVING
ASSISTANCE

Families recewed an average monthly amount of 33 58 in cash assistance under the TANF
program. This is consistent with past years.

The average number of persons in TANF families was 2.1 persanls. The TANF families averaged
2 recipient children, which remained unchanged. Two in five families had only one child. One in
ten farmlies had more than three children.

While the  percentage of child-only cases on the welfare rolls has risen steadily since 1988, the
rate of incredse seems to be slowing in the recent 3 years. For the 49 States that reported child-



only cases, 23.4 percent of TANF families had no adult recipients, a less than one percentage point
increase for the comparable States for the October 1996 - June 1997 period. Eventhough the
overall percentage of child-only cases has continued to increase, the total number of child-only
cases has actually declined by about 200,000 since FY 1996.

There was little change in the racial composition of TANF families. Three of five TANF adult
recipients were members of minority races or ethnic groups. Thirty-seven percent of aduit o
recipients were black adults, 36 percent were white, 20 percent were Hispanic, 5 percent were

Asian, and 1.6 percent were Native Americans. :

Understanding the reason for case closure is severely limited by the fact that States reported 56.1
percent of all cases that closed did so due to “other” reasons. TANF families are no longer
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 understate
employment rates when compared to State leaver studies. '

TRIBAL TANF

As of April 30, 1999, DHHS has approved TANF plans for seventeen Tribes and fwo
consortiums with Tribal TANF plans, involving 72 Tribes and Alaska Native Villages. An
additional 13 plans are pending approval and several other Tribes are known to be exploring the
option of operating a TANF program. ’ '

 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 govermnments. Some
Tribes and TANF programs also operate Native Employment Works (NEW) programs.

Native Americans make up a considerable amount af the caseload in certain States. In Fiscal
Year 1998, the percentage of TANF 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,
almost 41 percent in Alaska, and over 46 percent in Montana.

CHILD CARE

Child care continues to be a critical support for families moving from welfare to work. The
increase in the proportion of TANF families who are working and the increase in number of
hours they must work makes the availability of child care critical in allowing TANF families to
retain jobs and avoid seeking cash assistance. PRWORA added $4 billion for child care,
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 (o
50 percent in FY 2002, parents will need more child care to get and keep jobs. S_t__z_a_t_ggi_gnjl_i_ie _
‘significant investments in child care, spending over $1 billion of their own funds, In addition, :n
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FY 1998 States transferred a total of $652 million in TANF funds to the Child Care
Development Block Grant, an over three-fold increase from FY 1997,

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
Department éstimated that in 1997 about 1.25 million children were receiving childcare
assistance through the CCDBG. ‘

Angther indicator of the high demand for childcare services is the rate of State spending of
their federal childcare funds. While States have two years to obligate and expend the CCDBG
funds, States have obligated or expended 100% of the funds available in FY 98 in that same
fiscal year. :

A recent GAQ study demonsirates the issues around finding affordable child care by analyzing
the trade-offs low-income mothers confront when they want to work but face high child care
costs. According to that study, child care subsidies are often a strong factor in a parent’s ability
to work, and reducing child care costs increases the likelithood that poor and near-poor mothers
will be able to work. The GAQ observed that affordable child care is a decisive 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 TANF final 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 TANF funds to provide supports to working families such as child care,
transportation and job retention services. At the same time, they incorporate the core TANF
accountability provisions, including work requirements, time limits, State penalties, and data
collection and reporting requirements. This final rule announced by the President on April 10™
will take effect on Qctober 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 in achieving the
goals and purposes of the TANF program. A total of $1 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 on job retention
and earningg), and improvement from 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 tc compete for the HPB for 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 build on the Administration’s
continuing efforts to help families move from welfare to work and succeed i in the workforce,
The FY 2000 budget requests $1 billion to extend the Welfare-to-Work program to help 200,000
long-term welfare recipients and low-income fathers move into lasting unsubsidized employment
and support their famlies. 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
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 of job
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.

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
systematic studies. HHS’s welfare reform research agenda has two broad goals: to increase the
likelihood that the objectives of welfare reform are achieved by developing credible information
that can inform State and local policy and program decisions, and to inform the Congress, the
Admm:stratlon and other interested parties on the progress of welfare reform.

iz



PROGRESSIVE POLICY INSTITUTE

E e

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 (P/PV),
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 récommendations to federal and state policy makers. The authors are Margy Waller,

" Senior Fellow at the Progressive Policy Institute and director of a new joint PPI/Brookings
Institution project on ending poverty among working families; and Mark Alan Hughes, formerly vice
president of Public/Private 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, { encourage you to call us at (202) 547-6001, or visit our
web site at www.dlcppi.org.

Cordially,

Will Marshall
President, Progressive Policy Institute

600 Pennsylvania Avanue, SE, Suite 400 = Washington, DC 20003 = 202-347-0001 » Fax: 202-544-5014 = "E-mail: ppiinfo@dlppiorg = WWW: htip.//www.dleppi.org ‘
oq@p:n :


http:ppiinfo@dl(ppi.org
http:www.d1cppi.org

Mzchael Kelly

Assessmg Welfare Reform

It is official: The reform of the
welfare’ systern is a great triumph of
social pohcymso great, indeed, as o
restore some legitimacy to the whole
concept of large-scale socl palicy.

W'nén the 1995 law ending welfare

- a5 an entitlement was under consider-
ation.;the Department of Health and
Human Services and the nongovern-
mental Urban Institute predicted that
the proposed reform would push more
than & million children into poverty.
Cnt:m wamed of social catastrophe.
This week, after studying the data for
1098, HHS and the Urhan Institute
have returned their verdicts: The pes-
simists_were wrong. Wellare reform
did not give rise to catastrophe. It did
not fing a nillion dependent children
intn the streets; it did rescue from the
grinding tyvanny of the dole milions of
dependent adults.

The principal aim of the 1996 law
was g, require the states to move

. adults off the welfere rolls and into

. work. In 1998 the states were obligred

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 avefage, 35 percent were working.
In sorme states more than 55 percent of
welfaré. recipients were warking at

The Urban Enstitute also released a
report., this week. Studying women
who left welfare between 1955 and
1997, the mstitute found that a majori-

- ty=-8) percent—were employed at
the tme they were interviewed. And,
as President Chinton justifiably boast-
ed Tuesday, the welfare roils hiave
 been cart in half since 1993,

The first question about welfare

‘reformr’s success is: Why? Recall that -

only a.decade ago, the welfare system

seemed frozen utterly and ferever. In
the media-warped public discussion,
the palitics of welfare were also locked
in place, with liberal Democratic hu-
marists protecting women and chi-
dren from cruel Reaganite ketchupas-
vegetable-heads. How did we ever get
qut of this great dismal swamp?

The first answer is political. Here'is
dne of. those rare happy ocCasions
when everyone takes credit and every-
ane deserves credit.

Governors—Republicans mosiiy

but some Democrats too—led reform -

well in advance of the administration
and Congress, and they get credit for
forcing and driving the {ssue—and, in
many states, for implementing reform

so aggressively and creatively as to

outstrip the law's requirements.
Newt Gingrich and his revolution-

.aryRepublicanCc'mgl'essofIQB‘iget
“credit for drafting three welfare re

form bills, sticking with the cause
through two Clinton vetoes, and hold-
ng the president’s fect to an election-

. year fire to win enactment the third

time out. .

Bill Clinton gets credit for maling
the governors’ crusade a national
promise, with his 1992 campaign
pledge to “end welfare as we know it,”
and for keeping that pledge. Tt is
perhaps true that he kept it reluc-
tantly, but he kept it, and more,
Clinton worked to undo some of the
more Dracomian and underthought
clements of the law, and to strongly
support the reworked version In so
doing, as a Democratic president,
Clinton legitimized the reforny; he did

-something crucial that no Republican

could have done and no other Demo-
crat had ever dared to do.

The second answer to the question
of why is one of econpriics, and one of

oonﬂderable debate. Some—Clinton,
for one—hald that the 1996 law is
responsibie for almost all of the re
form’s sucress. Others believe the
fantastic economy largely did the job.
Isabel Sawhill, 2 policy analyst at the
Brookings Instilution, 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 bil), the increase in the
eatned income tax credit, improve--
ments in ¢hild 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 fagile. 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 mjust
plan for a recession, and to defeat a
recession. Incredibly, House Spezker
Dennis Hastert thinks differently. The
states have Deen so successful at
getting people off welfare that at least
#4 bidlion in unclaimed welfare block
grants have piled up in Treasury
accounts. The states have been wisely
content to leave the money there for
now, as raity-day cushions against
recession’s ability to undo the harg
won gzins upon which millions of
reclaimed lives depend.

Hastert has proposed that Congress
glom the cash instead, and spend it on
something else. It would be i mterestmg
to know what the speaker thinks is
more important than the rescue of
what was long thou,ght to be a perma-
nent underclass.

Michael Kelly is the editor of
National Journal. -
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Robert J Samuelson

The Deficit in Leadershlp

It's been 2 bad time for good
debate. 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
himarn kmowledge.” 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 Lo confound the public. but the
effect is the same,

This cught not be. What Ameri-
cans need to kmow about budget
surpluses—and what ought to be
done with them—is straightforward,
Let's review {again} the essentials.

First: No one knows whether the
surpluses will materialize. The Con-
gressional Budget Office (CBO) puts
them' at $2.9 irillion over 10 years.
The White House projects them at
$5.9 trillion over 15 years. But the
projections could easily unravel. The
economy could disappoint. Health
costs might exceed forecasts. Tax
collections, which have risen unex-
pectedly, could just as easily drop

unexpectzdly Moreover, the projec-.

Hions assume—probably unrealistical
ly and undesirably-—a constant fall in
defense and domestic diseretionary

 spending as a share of national in-

‘come.

Second; If blg sumluses continue,
their best use is to reduce the publicly
held federal debt, now $3.7 trillion.
This ought to please both liberals and
conservatives. In 1998, interest pay-
ments on the debt totaled $243 bik-

“lion, * dlightly more than Medicare
spending ($211 billion). Elirnating -

the - debt and interest costs would

" shrink government. That ought to

. cheer conservatives. Bat 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 swpluses. That

ought to please liberals,

Firidfly: Budget surpluses may
sam justify lower taxes or new
spending programs. Tax cuts might
cushion a recession or promote {ax
simplification. Government may have
mres;‘aondtonew 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
bafiling program.

Though preaching debt reducuon.
the proposal kad much more, First,

Clinton made budget projections for -

15 years—a period so wnrealistic that
no president had done it before. This
allowed Clinton to ¢laim huge future

surpluses that could be spent on new -

programs; universal savings ac-
counts; common-stock investments
for Social Security; a drug benefit for
Medicare; increases in defense and

_ domestic programs. The president

also doublecounted much of the sur-
plus so as to make extra “contribu-

tions” to the Social Security and.

Medjcare trust funds.

Republicans might have challenged
the president to focus honestly on
debt reduction.. Instead, they com-
pounded the confusion by embracing
big tax cuts, “Americans are paying
the highest taxes as a percentage of
the nation's economy since World
War I, said House Ways and Means

Committee Chairman Bl 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 about $800 billion aver 10
years.

.The resr.ﬂtmg 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
plan sacrifices debt reduction, while
Clinton’s doesn't. The Republican
program would achieve debt reduc-
tion of $2.2 trillion by 2009, says the
CBO. By contrast, Clinton's debt

reduction would be oidy $2 wrillion.

Democrats complain that CBO esti-

. mates of spending under the Repub-
* lican plan are artificially low. But even

adding $500 billion of spending (over

1% years) to the Republican plan—

subtracting from debt reduction—
would leave the two plans fairly close,

And all these competng clims
suffer from the self-serving assurnp-
tion that the imderlying surpluses will
actually occur. How iffy are they?
Let's take one item: tax collections.
One reason the budget has suddenly
sprinted into surplus 1s that personal
income-tax revenues have unexpect-
edly increased by about two percent-
age points of national inconw since
1994. This may sound sraall, but it
isn't. Jt 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
pethaps 60 to 70 percent of the rise
came from taxpayers with $200,000
of income ar more. This implies a

- couple of conclusions. First, it guali-

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 boome that -
have produced large gains frorn stock

. profits, bonuses and stock options.

The eagermess to dispose of the
paper surpluses says more about the
political culture than sound budget
policy. This misleading dehate could
have been avoided Hzd Clinton pro-
posed a simple program far debt

. reduction, he could have rallied public

opinion and large blocs of centrists
from both parties. The president’s’
compulsive cleverness, aimed at dis-

" puising his irrepressible partisanship,

squandered this opportunity, in part’

becayse the Republicans lack states-
manship and are so easily goaded info
shrill partisanship. :

These Democrats and Republicans
represent a generation of hyperactlve
politicans  unschocled in  self
restraint. They are media addicts,
living to score points on their oppo-
nents. Their fiscal proposals would
lead the counfry in different—but
equally wndesirable-directions.
Though the budget has swung into
surplus, the deficit in pational leader-
ship grows wider.
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Clinton’s

Poverty
Tour

By pe}er\g:deunan

T

—

WASHINGTON

across the country
this week visiting
poor areas, he should
stop- referring to
them as’ “pockets”
_ of poverty. It Is not just a. matter of
pockets. Persistent poverty is en-
demic in cities and ryral areas and is
' increasingly present, if less visihly
50, in Suburbs.
" The President cannot admit the
extent of the problem because his

" Administration has a vested interest |

in the notion that welfare reform has

. families out of poverty. More than 70 .

Cosmetic

. Moreover, two million people wark

" peen a success. But welfare reform -

daoes not-five up 1o 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 beneflts lost.

Why? :

# People are being pushed off the
rolls ail over the country. Many

states drop people from the rolls for -

such cerelictions as failing to come

to the office for an appointment. De-
pending on the state, 20 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

ta a big number.

* Many people who lose JObS ca.n t -

get welfare. They come 1o the wel-

fare office for assistance and are told

to look for a job. This is called “di- -

“version.” To make matters worse,
they are often not told they can get
Medicaid and food stamps right

away. Indeed, the food stamp roils.

are down by more than a third —
much more than what can be attrib-
uted 1o the bhooming 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 professar at
Geargetawn, resigned as Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evalua-
tion at the Depariment of Health and
~ Human Services io protest the 1936
welfare fow:

full time all year and can’t get their

percent of poor children live in fam-
lies 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 ate
worse. Vermont, Maifie 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

ks President Clinton travels . 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
percent, but only 35 percent of those
people found jobs. New York City
and a number of states force women
cut of community college and into
weltare programs that lead nowhere,

The hottom line: the poor are not.
‘better off. The number of extreme

poor ~- peaple trying ta survive on an

intome of less than half the poverty ™
. es of unspefit- Federal welfafe money

line, or less than about $6,750 a year
for a family of three — actually went
up to 14.6 million people in 1987 from
13.9 million in 1995, Among families
headed by single mothers, the poor-
est 10 percent actually lost 15.2 per-

cent of their income over the same
wo 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 sught 10
be down much more in this hot econ-

[ WELFARE "

WORK ‘

‘The bad news
behind diminishing
| g:asel,oads,

_omy. One cl‘uld in fwe is sull poor, -
and we are a long way from the early

1970°s, when one child in séven was
‘poor, itself fiot a statistic to write
home abott: Anid the nuraber of chil-
dreri in’ extreme: ;?;overty has in-
creased. :

-States are snttmg on large surplus~

while welfare-to-wnrk needs ~ child
care, transpurtathn llteracy men-
tal health serviced and diug and al-
‘cohol treatrnent - _continge to go
unrnet. If we want real 'ifare re-

* form, we have to offer more. The

needs are going to become mare

pressing. Nearly eight million people
are still on the rolls, three million of -

them adults, mostly women. The
Federal five-year time litnit, one of
the welfare law’s harshest features,

will start h:ttmg thetn two years

from now. :

In fact, 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 call the poverty
line. The vast majority of those get-
ting the short end of the stick are

doing the best they can and are not

e~

making it.

If there is a construetive side to

the new welfare law, it is that it has
helped many peaple 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 Arnerica. [}
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Naysayers Thrwmg in the Heat

By Gale E. Christianson

TERRE HAUTE Ind

1 1896, with the Industrial Rev-
olution as his .backdrop,

Svante Arrhenius, a Nobel

prize-winning chemist, first

. theorized that the mass con-

e sumption of fossil fuels -
coal,, oil and c:;hrai gas — would,

gradually push earth’s- temperature

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 verdict on
Arrhenius’s hypothesis. On the one
hand, the planet i clearly warming
just as he predicted, its temperature
having increased by a little more

* 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
accelerating. The 1970's were warm-
er than the 1960°s, the 1930°'s were
warmer than the 1%70’s, and the

- 1690’s have been warmer still. Last

year was the warmest in recorded
history, and — as this recent record
heat wave seems to bear ot — the
temperature continues to rise.

Yet even when a 9i-degree day

quahflas as a break from the heat,
there ‘are still those who discount the

idea of global warming. They persist:

in denying the gbvious, even though a
majority of the world’s scientific
comtunity 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 asironomers,
chemists and physicists, often hav-
ing no track record whatsoever in
climatelogy and the environmental
sciences. Having established their
reputations, they have often joined
forees 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 260-

- Year Story of Global Warming."

tute, the Cate Institute and the Hoo-
vey Institute, Some, like Frederick
Seite, a physicist who once served as
president of the National Academy
of Sciences, and Thamas Gale Moore
of the Hoover Institute, seem oblivi-
ous to the ongoing depredation of
nature arid the climate system.

- How can some
scientists still deny
global warming?

“The 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 plated in
respected scientific journals, where
all articles are subject to intense
peer review. Instead, théy 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 age, though
his conclusion has been bolstered by
hundreds, perhaps thousands, of arti-
cles in distinguished journals like
Nature, Science and Sc1en|:1f1c Amer-
ican,

As a historian 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 warmming can d 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 a8 to southern
Florida, Louisiana, the Netheriands
and Bangladesh; the glaciers and
polar eaps continue to shrink; the
melting permafrost in the Arctic tun-
dra threatens to buckle roads and
topple electrical lines, releasing

great guantities of methane, one of .
the most potent of the greenhouse .

gases, into the atmosphere; the habi-
tats of many insect spacies, including

Jbutterflies, shrink under a withering

summer sun, and ice core samples

co]]ected in Greenland m[or‘m us that

there has been no warming like ours
in the past 250,000 years, though ice
has come and gofie and come again.
The most common argument used
by skeptics of glob'a.l warnihg is that
during the four biljon years of its
existence, earth hds gone through
comtless cycles of warmlag and
cooling, which, of course, is absolute-
ly true. Butlet us not hide behind this
chestnut as a way.of evadmg scientif-
ic truth. And the truth is this: There
is no evidence of a cycle of warming
in the fossii record, or in the core
samples taken from the ocean
depths, or in the growth rings of

“trees, or in the ice coTes 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 digxide into the atmos-
phere.

he auémpi 19 W a
scieritific dlscovery
into ‘an ideblogical,
spirityal or . political
debate does no one
any good, as:students
of Galileo and Darwin well know.
Rather, it impedes the very 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 [earned long ago
that in such cases as this it is science
and not personal beliefs that will
prevail. It 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. ) ]

Note to Readers

The Op-Ed puge welcomes
unsolicited manuscripts. Be- -
cause of the valume of submis-
sions, however, we regret that
we cannot acknowladge an 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.
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: The new welfare rules may be

—tested it the next recessnon.

-

P finding plénty of reasons to feel smug these

: PROPONENTS of the 1996 welfare law dre

days. Republican leaders held a news con- * °
.ference last week to proclaim atriumph after
- releasing a siudy by the General Accounung Of- "

fice that shawed plunging welfare rolls, soaring .
- employment rates among former recipients and

no burst of homelessness, as many of the- Iaw 5

" opponents had predicted.

50 should opponents, including several high-
ranking Administration officials who resighed

. .when Presldent Clinton signed the Republican. & .’
- . sponsored bill, acknowledge they were wrong?

“No,” says Wendell Primus, one of those offi- .
cials who resigned in protest and who now works '
for the Center on Budget and Poiicy Priorities, a

liberal research group in Washington. It might

-seem churlish 10 slough off all the good news, but

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 far the ficst time In .

G0 yedrs. In an Interview this week, Mr. Primus

‘echoed testimony he gave to Congress last week. .

“Many former reclpients are. sutviving on less
income today than when they were on welfare.

And the number that will need to return’ to the rolls .
~in the next few months or 'years in an effort to
make up for their lost income by combining work .

and welfare could prove staggeringly high."”
= First, the good news. Douglas J. Besharov,-a
resident scholar at the American Enterprise Insti-

tute, a conservative research group, festified last

week that the wetfare law, rather than the robust
economy, was a key reason "“for this unprecedent-

* . &d decling — now reaching 44 percent since March

1984 in caseloads. -He estimates that there are
almost seven million fewer people on welfare. He
cites an analysis by the Federal budget officé that
reductions in welfare benefits were offset by “two
or threefoid gains In income due to work.” Be-
sides, he says, perhaps 30 percent of poor- smgle-
mother familles live with nonfamily members

. from whom lhey can derlve support

"7 The Gené(al Accounlingvbifiéé adds- ta the
cheery. evalnation. Its’ review. of- studies: from

seven states findg employment rates of peaple who-
left weifare rolls ranging from Gl percent to 87

percent, Those are stunnlngly high numbers, well

beyond predictlons when the law was passed. By
contrast, the emiployment rates among current
welfaré recipients hover around 30 pergent.
Sarah Brauner and- -Pamieta Loprest at'the Ur-
ban Institute reviewed 1) studies of péople’ who

have recently left welfare and turned up another’
encouraging vesult: More than half of. the em- -

ployed people whao left welfare worked 30 or more
hours a-week, nearly-fyll time. A few of the studies
found that a majority of recent welfare recipients

repoert life Is better for those who leave the rolls.

[ [ . . .
Mr. Primus presents a darker view. lncomes of
single-mother families did rise before the 1996 act

passed. But between 1995 and 1997, the incoine of
_the poorest 20 percent of single-mother [amilies

fell by almost 8 percent despite a fast-growing

economy, 3 substantial increase in Federal tax -
- credits for poor working parents and the fact that

time limits on welfare benefits had not kicked in.
The fall in welfare benefits overwhelmed the rise
in earnings. And Mr. Primus rebuts Mr. Beshar-
ov's suggestion that the income of. non[armly

members could fill in the gap. *“Maybe 3 percent of .
- the million households who tost meney coped by -

Klculae Asclu |

-

- sharing income,” he said’ N

“I find an income loss for roughly a million

tatnilies of $860 per family, which represents a
‘decline of 15 percent,” he added. “That's big.”" 1
Mr. Primus also points out that welfare rolls fell

after 1995 five times more lhan did the number uf‘
people. living "in poverty.: He says that Mr. Be-
shariov exaggerates the importance of income
gains reported by the Government for all female.
headed families because many of those families

" were not poor, In ane study, only 35 percent of
."those wha left ‘welfare earned as much as $12,000 2
" year, and even that level {alls short of the poverty; .
level for a family of three by about $1,000. Aj

‘Wisconsin study showed that between a thtrd and a

half of those who left welfare for- good had mcome
above the poverty level.

The Urban Institute study concludes that mosl
people who leave welfare “report havmg incomes;
that are lower than or:similar to their combined,
earnings and benefits before exit.”’ Its review. also

shows that only about half'to two-thirds af.peapie o
- who leave welfare receive Medicaid benefits and, - -

only about half receive food stamps even though'.
the welfare law did not withdraw these benefits..
Patticipation rates for those who leave. we]fare'
are much lower than amang those who continge oni-
welfare,  Abowt a third of the families who.leave,

report problems paying for-food and utilities. . _
Mr. Primus focuses on anothef threatening sta-}. - -

tistic. In Maryland, about 20 percent of weélfare:
recipients-returned to the rolis after 3 months; ln?
Wiscongin, about 30 percent returned after 15°

- months. “The issue of families needing to return to-
wetfare will become more important asincreasingi .

-numbers of recipients reach their time Himit on aid’
~and returning to the rolls will' no longer be an.
‘option for them,” he said,

" The data behind any evaluation of the welrare-
to-work programs are skimpy. Few states have’

" conducted reliable surveys. “We could draw no
conclusion ‘about the status of most families that’;.

have left welfare,” the General Accounting OFfice-
says. But Mr. Primus and others provide enough
cautionary tidbits to make the case that “consid-

erable caution ought to be exercised belore pro--. -

nouncmg welhre retorm an unquallf:ed success,'’

e
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Republican Elected
To Head C.F.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 chairman after the departure of
the chairwoman, Brooksley E. Born,

The election of Mr. Spears, a Repub-’

lican, is unusual under a Democratic
" Administration, espectaily given the
fact that a Democratic commission-
er, Barbara Holum, had indicated
she expacted to fill the role until a
new head was appointed for the
agency, ‘which regulates United
States futures markets,
By convention, the commission
has named as acting chairman the
senior commissioner from the party

that contrels the White House. But .

after Ms. Born stepped down on
Tuesday, the agency’s five-member
commission — already down t¢ four
alter a previous resignation — was
reduced to just three: Ms. Holum,
Mr. Spears and James Newsome
another Republican.

None of the three cammlsswners
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 absraining.

The CF.T.C. said Mr. Spears
would take over as acting chairman
immediately. He was confirmed as a
commissioner in August 1998, with

his term expiring in April 2000, Be-

fore moving to the commission, he
was an aide to Bub Dole, the former
Republican Sepator from Kansas.

Horﬁe Sales
Unexpectedly
Rose in April-

U.S... Prices Driven
To Record Level

WASHINGTON, June 2 (Bloom-

prices to a record high and giving :

. Federal Reserve policy makers an-

other reason to consider raising in-
terest rates, Government figures
showed today.

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 fuced-
rate mortgages rese (o 7.23 percent
last week, up from about 6.8 percent
at the start of the year and a three-

decade low of 6.43 percent last Octo- .

ber.

The median price of new homes
rose 3 percent in April, to a record
$158,500 from §154,800 in March,
Commerce Department {igures

.showed. That is 7.8 percent higher

- than a year earljer. .

Rising prices do not necessarily
mean buyers are being priced out of
the market. With a 7.23 percent mort-
gage on a $159,500 home, a buyer
would pay $1,086 a month in principal
and interest casts, compared with a
§1,007 payment at 6.49 percent,

The rise in home sales “will be one *

more piece of the puzzle that saysto -
P P s 1o : -living on under 31 day rose to 199

the Fed it's appropriate” to raise

interest rates, said Diane Swonk, :
, deputy chief economist at the Bank -

* One Corporation in Chicago. “The

strong home sales keep generating
additional spending, and this just
puts that much more in the pipeline.”

Just last week, Mr, Greenspan in-

dicated policy makers were watch-
ing the housing boom's effect on the -

rest of the economy. “The home
sales market is a critical factor aof

what’s going on in retail sales,” he.
said in a speech to the National’Re«r

tail Federation.
April's sales leve] was second only
to November's recard pace of 958,000

World Bank

é.Says Poverty
Is Increasing

By PAUL LEWIS

The number of people living on

‘less than §! a‘'day appears to be
"' rising and will reach 1.5 billion by

berg News) — Sales of new homes | year-end as a result of the economie

unexpectedly rose in April to the ;
second-highest level ever, driving !

crisis in Asia and its aftermath, the
World Bank said yesterday.

“Today, countries that until re-
cently believed they were turning the
tide in the fight against poverty are
witnessing its re-emergence along
with hunger and the human suifering
it brings,” the World Bank president,
James D. Wolfensohn, wrote in its
latest report on global poverty.

The repart implied that the in-
crease was caused in part by the
international rescue packages begun
to help Asian countries overcame
their eccnomic difficulties. Those
packages were mainly prepared by
its sister institution, the Internation-

- al Monetary Fund.

homes. So far this year, home sales

have averaged an annual rate of
921,080. If sustained, that would ex-
ceed last year's rtecord 386,000
homes sold.
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The bank did not mention the

LM.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 lived on less than $1 a day in

1387, this figure had risen tw 1.3 bil-
lion by 1993, Assuming the propor-

_tion of people living in poverty re-
" mains unchanged, the number of ab-

jectly poor will reach 1.5 billion by

i the start of the new millennium.

In East Asia, the bank said, Indo-
nesia, Thailand and Scuth Korea are
suffering “significant increases in
poverty.,” In Indenesia alone, the
bank said, the proporticn of peaple

percent in 1998 from 11 percent in
1947, the bank said, irnplying 20 mif-
Jlion newly poor.

The picture {or South Asna is more
mixed with some countries recerd-
ing good economic growth. But the
number of abjectly poor in India has
increased to about 340 million. by
1997 from 300 million in the 1980"s.

In sub-Saharan Africa, economic
‘growth lagged behind population
growth last year implying a fall in
average incomes. Brazil's difficul-
ties conrinue to cloud Latin America,
where the World Bank found evi-
dence of growing inequality. It also
anticipated  “‘sharp declines in
growth and increases in poverty' in
Russia, Ukraine and Romania as
well 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 govemn-
ment spending are inevitable in a
crisis, it said services that protect
the worse-off should be maintained.
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Mwe Who Leave Weifare Rolls in New York Are F ound to Get Jobs

But Study Says Man‘y |
Worked Short-Term -

By RAYMOND HERNANDEZ

ALBANY, Aug. 4 — Two-ihirds of
the.people who left New York State's
rapidly. declining welfare rofls found

{ jobs within the year after they

stopped recelving public assistance,
according (0 a new study cormmis-
sioned by the state.

The siudy, however, also found -

. that only 40 percent of the people who
.- found jobs worked contmuuusly dur-
©ing that time.

Done by independent’ researchers
using state data, the study showed

. that of the people who left welfare
" during that period, more than 80 per-

" Yorkers who have left welfare i

cent were stilil off public assistance a
year later, although many did not
report wages.

Conducted by the Rockel‘eller in-
stitute atthe State University of New
York in Albany for the Ofifice of

"Temporary and Disability Assist- .

“ance, ihe study examined the fate of
roughly 9000 single mathers whose
cases were closed in éarly 1997 and
followed them throughout the next
year. 1t has not been published, but it
has been circulating amaong policy

makers and a copy was provided to’

The New York Times,

The report is the most - detailed
analysts to date of what has become
ol hundreds of thousands of New

recent years, It also offers the first

.documentation of claims by Gov.

George E. Pataki and Mayor Ru-
doiph W. Giuliani lhat new welfare

: pﬂhcxes mtended to push people off

the rolls have moved them toward
self-sufficiency, not destltution.

The findings, experts say, suggest
that the combination of a robust

economy and tough new policies
aimed at nudging people off welfare -

have led many former recipients to
find yobs But the report does not
Answer many crucial questions, such
as the lypes of jobs that former
recipients secured during their first

-year off welfare and whether they
were advancing in the workplace.-

Nor does it say how many of the
people who were Iracked are work-
ing part time or how many are work-

ing off the books.
-1 the end, both opponents and-

proponents of New York's new wel-

fare pollcies found something in the

study that supported their positions,
While state officials pointed to the
employment figures as evidence that
their policies were helping former

. welfare recipients become self-suffi- -

cient, advocates for the poor said the
study showed how difficuit it was for

‘former recipients to hold onto ]obs

even in flush times,

The report, lor example, noled that
while 66 percent of the people found a
job within the 12 months afier they
left the welfare rolis, slightly more
than half — 53 perceht - stili had-a
job at the end of the 12-month period.
Many of those people may have tak-
en low-paying jobs or jobs without
benelits; the repost noted. About 20

percent of those who left welfare

returned to the rolls.

The study was financed by the
Federal Government 1o determine
the initlal impact of the 1956 Federal

welfare overhaul, which gave states .
sweeping new powers o impose new

requirements and restrictions on
public assistance. -

Richard P. Nathan, the director of
the Rockefeller instilute and one of
the main authors of the study, said
that while crucial guestions re-

mained, the study provided a valu- -

able glimpse of life alter welfare.
"“This is a first step in understand-

ing the effécts of the widespread

changes in welfare policy in New

Yark,” he said. “But we need to know -
‘a lot more. This is the tip of the

analytical iceberg.” .~

A robust economy-
may have led people
pushed off welfare
to find work. |

That said, the results éuggest that
peopte who teft welfdire in New York

may actually be doing better than.
‘former recipients in some states that
have been celebraled for their wel-

fare-to-work efforts, like Wisconsin
and Massachusetts.

In a survey released last January, .

Wisconsin reperted that 62 percent of
former welfare recipients surveyed

_were working full time or part time
. when they were interviewed and that -

81 percent of respondents had
worked at some point since leaving
welfare.

But the Wisconsin sirvey deliber-
alely excluded anyone who had left
welfare during the first three months

of 1958 and then returned -over the,

next nme meonths. By excludmg those‘
who returned to welfare,” Wisconsin”

officials got. significantly better
results than if they had included for-
mer recipients who were unable to
find wark and went back on the roils.

By contrast, New York included
people who returned to the welfare
cralls, and it achieved Iargely the.

same results,
Nearly 690,000 people have left the

state’s two main welfare programs._ .
— Aid to Famllies With Dependent |

Children and Home Relief — since

'_ 1995, .according to state social-serv-
© ices data. About 470,000 of them Jleft
- wellare in New York City in that

period.
As the main part of the study,

.researchers compared lists of people

whose benefits ended during the first

_ quarter of 1997 with records of wages

that were reported to the state by

* employers through March of 1988.

Employers are required to file wage
reports to the state each quarier,
- The study has certain limitations.
Tt did not track people who are self-
employed, who recently married an

employed pérsen or moved out of

New York lor a job. Nor did it include

informatton from employers who are

not required to seport wages at all,
like farm owners.
The study also did not track 66,000

families who came off the rolls after -

the state managed to collect child

"support payments from delinguent

parents. Those Tamilies, while off
welfare, do not show up in the state’s
wage reporting system.

More than that, though, the study

" does not attempt to track the fate of

childless, single adults who received
aid under the state-financed pro-
gram called Home Reliefl. The rolis

in that program have dec]med by
224,316 sinée 1995, and advocates for
the .poor have long contended that

_ peopie in that program are among
- the most difficuit to employ because

they often have disabilities like sub-
stance-abuse probieims, i
Rather, the study sought to deter-
mine what has become of the roughly =
465000 single parenis and children -

.whohave lelt the rolls since 1995, For

the purposes of the study, the re-’
searchers did not count people who
returned to the rolls Wwithin two
months af their cases being closed.
Those cases were excluded from the
study, the researchers said, because
wellare cases are often closed inad-
vertently and then rcopened once the
error is noticed. )

The study’s authors estimated that
when people with unreported em-
ployment were factored in, more -
than 70 percent of former welfare
families had some kind of employ-
ment during their first year off wel-
fare, and about §0 percent were em-
ployed when the year was over.

But the study counted anyane with

. even the most minimal employment

as having had a job; the threshold
was just $100 per thiree-month period
in income., Even s0, researchers
found that by the fourth guarter after

. leaving welfare, the average family

income was $4,230 for the guarter,
equivalent to 316920 for a year.
When that figure was adjusted to
refllect income that might not have
been reported, the .average was
$5,034, or 320,136, -

Another major finding was that of -
the people whose cases were closed,
29 percent were receiving, food
stamps a year later and 48 percent
were receiving Medicaid.
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By FOX BUTTERFIELD -
MILWAUKEE, Aug. 3 — Jacquer

Iyn Woods was on the telephone, as
usual, with her friend Efrain Casas

one evening last January, and she .

could hear Efrain and his high school

buddy Eduardo Rivera playmng with '

two semiautomatic pistols owned by
‘Efrain’s father:

The boys were layghing and point-
ing the guns at each other and pulling
the triggers. It was ‘a game to see

. who could fire the fastest. She heard
Efrain say, “"Eddie, are you ready?"’

and count “'One, two, three.” There
was a loud gunshot After that, si
lence.

The teen-agers,
pulled their triggers simultanéously,
and unknown to them, even though
they had taken the magazines out to

-examine them, the guns had rounds

in the chambers, Efrain, 13, was shot
through the
Eduarde, 16, was shot through the
neck, severing his spinal column.

-Now, paralyzed from the neck
down, Eduardo has been charged
with murder.

“If we didn't prosecute this kid, it

‘would send the wrong message,” the”

Assistant District Attorney in charge
of the case, Steven V. Licata, said
today after a preliminary hearing in
Chlldren s Court was recessed afier
two - hours because Eduardo,
stumped in a reclining wheelchair,
was in tao much discomfort to con-
tinue.

“A human life” was taken,_ Mr.
Licatd said, “and there is a lesson to
. be learmed about kids playmg around
“with guns."”

Mr. Licata said his office normally

charged the juvenile who pulled the
trigger in accidental shootings in
which two young people were playing
with a gun and one was Killed. The'
Government has already
compassion for Eduardo's special
plight, he said, by agreeing not tg try
tim in adult criminal court, where he
wouid face a more severe sentence,

But Dr. Stephen Hargarten, direc-
tor of the Firearm Injury Center at
the Medical College of Wisconsin in
Milwaukee, said he believed that the
case was an example of a little.
known phenomenon il which roughly
5 percent to 10 percent of shoatings
: Yisted by the police as homicides
were actually accidental deaths, fre-
quently involving adolescents who

- did not know that & gun was loaded,
"*This is a difficult issue for law .

enforcement, for district attorneys
and {or medical examiners and coro-
ners investigating these cases,” said

* Dr. Hargarten, wha is a professor of
emergency medicine.

“But from a
public heaith perspective, to classify

‘these shootings™ as homicides and
cast the blame entirely.on the peaple

who pull the trigger does not address

the question of how can we reduce

the number of these shootings." "
There shouid be more punishment

- of adults who allow children access

to ‘firearms, Dr. Hargarten added,
and ‘gun manufacturers should be

required to incorporate more safety -

devices to prevent accidental shoot-
ings. These would include -several

-~ devices already available on some
- handguns, like trigger safety locks, .

head and - killed.

shown -

bullets got into the guns, is unclear.

Detective Scott Lange reported
that he interviewed Eduardo the next
morning in a hospital intensive-care
ward. Mr. Lange said Eduardo told

-him that the two teen-agers had each

loaded a gun, an¢ Efraln 'had said,
“Let's see who can draw and cock
the gun fastest.”

Four days later, after Eduardo

" was arresied in the hospnal and read

his rights, he told another detective

‘that he and Efrain had checked the

guns by pulling the slides back and
believed they were unloaded. :
VWhatever happened, after the two

- fired at the same time, Eduardo was

left helpless on the bed for five hours, -

untii Efrain’s father returned from

.his job at the Milwaukee city garage

©al 2 AM. Ms. Wonds had stayed on

it turned out, -

the.phone for a time and had heard
Eduarde, say, “Call 911, but his

" voice was faint and she thought it

was a prank.
Robin Sheliow, Eduardo’s lawyer,
said that prosecuting him was

~ #ghoulish, the criminal justice sys-

tern gone mad” and that “it's like
convicting a dead person,”
“Ms. Shellow, who has taken the

case without charge, will argue that

" the teen-agers were simply playing

and did not know the guns were
loaded.

"1t is easy to charge a kid \mth
homiclde, to provide accountability,”
she said, *so we don't have to look at
what guns do in America and what
role adults play.”

In this case, the father who owned

" -the guns has not been charged be-

cause his actions did not constitute a

- ‘viplation of Wisconsin law..

load indicators to show .if there is a
bullet in the gun and safeties that |
prevent firing a gun if the magazme
has been removed.

In 1996, the last year for which
data are available, more than 34,000 -

- Americans .were killed with fire-

arms, including: 14,300 homicides,
about 18,100 suicides and more than
1,100 un:_mentmnal shootings; the
Jowrnal of the American Medical As-
sociation Feports. Of the accidental
deaths, 23 percent cccurred because
the person firing the gun did not
know it was loaded, a report by the
General Accounting Office found.

The absence of safety features in
pistols to help prevent accidental
shootings i5 a main issue in lawsuits
filed in recent months by 23 cities,
and counties against the gun indus-
try. The suits seek damages to re-
cover the costs of gun violence for |
additional police and hospital care,
and for changes in gun design and
marketing.

‘Today it took Eduardo’s mother,
Yolanda Rivera, three hours to pet
him ready for the court appearance.
She dressed him neatly in a tan shm
and loose khaki pants. |

Before the Jan. 5§

law only once. Last fail he was ¢on- :

‘victed of joy riding -in Children's ;

Court and was sentenced to a year of |
probation. Judge Thomas R. Cogper,
warned him that under a new Wis-
consin law he was prohibited for life
from possessing a handgun.

That conviction, and the bar on

possessing a gun, fipured in the deci-
sion to prosecute Eduardo in the

-shooting, Mr, Licata said.

shooting, .
Eduarde had been in trouble with the |

On that -evening in January,
Eduarde and several friends had
gathered at Efrain's apartment, po-
lice reports show. Tony Schmalfelr, a
16-year-old who was there, told the
police -that Eduarde and Efrain
opened a plastic case where Efrain's
father kept the two .22-caliber pis-
tols, and the two teen-agers each
-pulled back the slide on their guns to
check if they were [naded. The clips,

A question of
responsibility :

. when juveniles

play with guns.

g of magazines, were not in the gfmé,
- Tony recalled.

“Being Efrain and Eddie, they
would pull the triggers and the guns
wauld click while they were pointing
the guns at each other,' Tony told.
the police.

At some point, the other friends
leftr, bur Efrain remained on the
phone with Jacquelyn Woods.

“They were laughing and gig-
-gling,”" Ms. Woods told the police. and .
she could hear someone pull the trig-
ger and the sound of a click. Afrer
that, one boy said jokingly, 1 got
you," she said.

Eduarde was Jying an a bed and

" Efrain was standing at the foot of the

bed, no mare than three or four feet

-away. What happened next, and how

“&he New Aotk Times
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The food stamp mystery —

Piles of- unspent funds suggest a brighter poverty picture

.BYJODIET. A.LLEN

hen Congress was looking for
ways to cover {or cover up) the
costs of the “emergency” spend-
ing bill it splurged on last monith,
1t dec;ded to raid an unlikely pantry—
the food stamp program. Tucked in the

“fine print of the $15 billion measure to

pay for the war in Kosovo—not to mention
numerous pet prajects pushed by
various congressmen—was the rev-
elation that $1.25 billion was being
diverted from one of the federal

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
largely encouraging story about the
current state of welfare reform and
poverty in the United States. But
it’s also a cautionary tale of how, in
the current cannibalistic budget cli-
mate, unclaimed money can be gob-

“When I close my eyes, I see tongues
hanging out,” says Rep. Nancy
Jaohuson, who chairs the Ways and
Means subcommittee that deals
with welfare. :

Less care or less need? Johnson
kas particular cause for concern.
The Congressional Budget Office
estimates that reserves under the
reformed Temporary Assistance for
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 meant to 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 of 1998; California has spent only $9

million of its allocated $162 million for
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 states charged with find-

ing and helping the needy? Or simply from
a shortage of needy people?

Advocates for the poor argue that as wel-
fare caseloads have dropped—an as-
tounding 44 percent since their 1994
peak--somé states aren’t making good-
faith efforts to reach out to the poor. News-
papers and welfare watchdogs cite seat-
tered reports of families resorting to soup
kitchens or abandoning their children to

protective agencies, “Some aspects of this
picture must be considered troubling,”
‘Wendell Primus of the Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities recently told John-
son’s subeommittee, 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 masterpiece that Ways and Means
Committee Chairman Bill Archer implied
when he compareﬁ probiems to “cracks”
in the Sistine Chapel ceiling, it has im-
pressed even the most skeptical of critics:
A meaty new committee report notes that
aven as caseloads have declined, 5o has

poverty among families: In 1997, it fell by
a record 7 percent ameong 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-

ml’ TRPPETT—GIP A FOH LSS WH

A Baltimore welfare center: Plunging caseloads leave excess cash—and hard-to-solve prahlems.

lic Affairs Prof. Douglas Besharov notes
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 of low-iiicome children keeps de-
clining, and, fram the start, Congress great-
ly overestimated 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 pumber 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 about 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”
about the new system.

Trouhle 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 crucial, 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 work of governors,” says Wiscon-
sin Gov. Tormimy Thompson. “It would
be a breach of trust and commitment on
the part of Congress to go back on their
promises.” Part of the “block 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 shonld the
economy falter.

For the moment, both liberals and con-
servatives seem inclined to give states the
leeway they are requesting. (The food
stamp money was completely under fed-
eral control.) “Republicans in Congress
think states should use some of their sar-
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,
¢hild abuse, disabled dependents, and

so on. “Congress definitely should be pa- .

tient,” she adds.

But patience is not high on Congress s
roster of virtues. And as budget pressures
grow, so will the temptation to pilfer from
state piggy banks—and from the poor. =
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The Medicare lan

gveryone’s waiting for

Drug coverage leads' Clinton’_s wish list

BY KENNETH T. WALSH
AND JOSEPH P. SHAPIRO

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
Wishington’s policy debate and emerge as

a prime issue for the nation’s seniors in the -

STEVE HOUPER—KELNE SENTNELIAP

Seniors want relief from soaring costs of essential drugs.

" 2000 election. White House sources say

the central element will be a program to
heavily subsidize preseription-drug cov-
erage. Says a senior Clinton adviser, “It’s
not a guestion of ‘if but ‘how.””

. The president had hoped to unveil the
details in May, but 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 by
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-
um 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

percent of the growing federal surplus.
Several White House aides, including
Chief of Staff John Podesta, argue that it's

likely that congressional Republicans will . | -+
want to pass a Medicare bill this year to |

beefup their record for the 2000 elections
and take the edge off Democratic charges
that they are running a “do-nothing Con-
gress.”“This is about the only bigidea. onthe
horizon that they can latch on to,” says a

- White House aide. “If we put a credible pro-

posal on the table, there’s a
good chance it could actual-
ly move this year.”

They have a point, espe-
cially 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 solrces

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 Republicans as they try
to reclaim the House.

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.
Bill Thomas of California. The commission
plan would have guaranteed drug cover-
age to eouples with a joint income of less
than $13,300. But administration sources
say Clintonisn't likely tobe as generous as
Democratic $en. Edward Kennedy of Mass-
achusetts and Rep. Pete Stark of Califor-
nia, whose plan would require Medicare
to pay 80 percent of an individual’s drug
costs between $201 and $1,700 annually,~«
and then everything above $3,000. Any
drug plan would cost biflions in a program
that is already facing insolvency by 2015.

Twao other numbers tell the political tale—
4.5 million seniors each pay over §1,000a
year for drugs. Virtually all of them want
some relief from Washington. ]

' say Majority Leader Trent ‘
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