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Fixingthe
welfare mess 
Clinton has vowed to "end welfare as we know 
it. " Voters approve and want tough standards 

J osepb Califano. Michael Dukakis 
and olher fX:mocrade luminaries 
found the: problem so intractable 

thaI they dubbed it the "Mid~as! of do­
mest", politiCS," The "il" is the next ma­
jor Hem on President Ginton's domestic 
agenda: reform of the nation's much­
maligned welfare SYStem. During the 
presidential campaign la.~t 
year. Clinton pledged so 
often to "end welfare as 
we know it" that his vow 
became a defining mantra 
almost akin to George 
Bush's "read my lips" 
promisc" Yeltroiy ending 
wdfare -mUch !c~~ re­
:iolvlng the ronlcmjous in­
ternal debale~ nul\' sv.irl­
ing among Democrats and 
RepublicHlll<- may pwve 
lOugher than £ellll1J; y"". 
,:,ir Arafat and Yitzfmk Ra­
bin to ~hah' hand~ on the 
While Hou$e lawn, 

Clinton'" aim i .. 1\1 
transform wcl!an: 1010 a 
tf,lOsltional program: Hi" 
plan would ;>TOvide fr:cipi· 
ems wilh edUCjlIOf), truin­
ing, child ctlre ;md hC<Jlth 
ctlVcragr: during ,heir fir!;! 
tWt. ve;lr~ on Ihc rolk hIll 
then- n:quire them to find 

• AMlR.CAIIS WHO 

• Of' Notl WHO 
'AYO. TlMI UMlTf. 
TMJ PIIt(UffHI WMO 

.." 
Two ye<l"$: 

Longer: "" ... 
L~.___-'-____.J 

\\u,k ir Ihe prinlc M.:Clor or in fl com­
munitY';'l'(\ice- p,,~ilion. A nel\ poll for 
US, i\','h'.\. hI' ("din~!a Lake :.t':lU Ed 
Goea!> find~ tJillt tilt, prcsidcm "ill f:.tcc a 
!!1.XXkle-\\ ~-hatl-:1C\\" ston' when he ific:,
1() ~cll hi~ plan :,' C;!ngn:~~ ..nd Ihe pub· 
lie COld\' ne-Xl \ t;::o, The £()od ncw~ i~ Ih:.tt 
do\( t;1 '10 rcr~'~nl (I(Amcn::;m\ full:;. 
;,UppOf! Clinton'.. radlc:.tl !wo-ycaf5·and· 
out pl:.tn, The h"J ne .... ~ ;~ that <l majority 
;,ho bad.: many Rcpuhlic .. n \'",rianb of 
hi~ kh;a' lh:,l \\(lUld makt' timc-limilcd 

welfare even more restrictive than Oill ­
Ion might like, 

In several wa~ the task of remaking 
welfare is especi;,Uy daunting now. Af!er 
remaining relat(velysteadyfor more than 
15 vean. tbe number of Americans on 
Aid to Families with Dependent Chil~ 
dren has recenUy mushroomed. from 

10,8 million in 1989 to 14,2 
million today. Astunning 1 
in ? children is now on 
AFDC. The welfare ex­
plosion is partly due 10 the 
recession, but it also stem:. 
from a rise in ouroOf·wed· 
I~ck births among young, 
dIsadvantaged women. 
And the same contradic· 
tOI) impu!sc~ 1hal stifled 
prevlou~ welfare reform­
er.; per~ist. First. Icgishl­
10f!; wan: lO supporl thm.c 
lru,!Y in need. especially 
ctnldren; secund, "~"if~& 
want 19 discourage de· 
pendency and idlcne''>!;. 

r_..,)~t~." 
, 

esp«raU} for mothers 
of Ihru.c chiillren . 

To dalc. Clinton has 
taken two long stridci­
to\'\-'urd i welfilre: 

He ha" :,cnl f~~;;·;II,~:~:,~~
to Congre,,~ 
hCilhh coverage 

10 the weds .,head, Clinton -drawing 
00 the work of an interagency task 
force - face:. flIT more comtoversial deci­
sions about the details of his plan, Senate 
aide Paul Offner, who studied welfare 
rorlhe president's transition team, made 
a crude estimate lasl 'tear lba! C1inton'~ 
phm might reduce the welbue rolls by 14 
percem. The US. NCJ>.'$ poll :>nows.llow. 
ever, !hat only 1 in 6 Americllns would 
judge welfare reform a success if il CUI 
lhe rolls by 25 percent or Jess by the year 
2000. Futly a Ihird of re~pondenls want a 
bigger Ctltback, ~ying they will judge hi5. 
work a success if Ihe mils are CUI by a 
virtually irnpo:s$ible-tn-;)chievt reduc­
tion of 50 percent or more. 

Leading Democrats, such as Sen, 
Duniel Patrick Moynihan. question 
whether [he administration ha) the 
gumption m fund and implement a 
time-limilcd "'telfare S)'Slem without re­
sorting to Qther expensive programs to 
pad the blow 10 those forced It,) \I>'ork, As 

Vlrench. 

:><1: and h~ ha;. signed into law if hus-c 
incre<.i~ in the popular earned m· 
.;um.... W"iI creun, Both meal-Ute" v.\luld 
make it ca:>leI for AFDe recipient~ to 
switch from welfare 10 low-wage job!,. 
In t:.tel, the targclY·i.In~ung EITC provi­
sions C'On~titule Ihe biggest antipmerw 
initiative in mOle than a decade' the\' 
will cmt $::0.8 billion over the ne.~l fi\.e 
vear" and ",ill raise <tOV familv with hH' or mute children <.ind 'j foil-lime work· 
ing parent oul of p<>n:ny. 
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Han'ard t>wL D,\viu Ell\H}od. a cl)-chair 
(If !hc Clintl'!! inll."rm;CllC\' w:-k force, 
WWIC in it l<lnO!(J pup..:~ pfe~nled at the 
Urban In~{itute ...horrly hcfilre he jt1ined 
:1;;; aumlni~lr;\!iq!l: "IThe; (me thing 
thai nccomes aburu.bml\' ob\'ious when 
\)ne looks tan] at the lkl:lilsof un .... tim~­
limileu \.~drare aml \\ork progrJm' is that 
th..::-e will he mall\' '~(;!;:nessc~:' Hen: 
life ~ome tl:' the dl~Ctlr.1!'itiltg que,;ti\)I1$ 
that Climon mU~l .m~\~er: 

Question 1: Wbat ttapaml$ to the chil­
dren? Contrary tn ,"lerc(llypt:l> lhal depict 
wdfare n:cjrh::nt~ ill' men whv IO:.lf on 
~lrcel cornets and w<;;men who 1001 
:Jruuml in Cadil!acs, ~ (llli of 3 AFDC 

recipients are innocents-thaI is. they 
i.!re chiidren. The Amerio;;an public 
roundly um.iercs:1imates that number; 
only a quuncr d rc:.pollucms to Ihe U.S. 
Nt.'11S poll guessed thal5! to 15 percent of 
AFDC recipienls were under H( 

Mothers on welfart who ~te trained 
;md Ihen required to work after two years 
mily well hcnefit frOln Ciin\on\ plan. But
\\-m Ineirchlldren - man\' I,)fwhom live in 
crime-ridden ncighoorhows and are un· 
der the age of.3 - nece:.sarily he better off 
withnut mom at ho:ne? At preJ\cnt, re­
searchers kmNi next lO nothing about 
how a mother's absence might affect her 
~hild's performance in sCh-llOJ, change 
lhe qualilY of his day care, influence the 

.•<8 


kind of hell!!!'! CMC h~' rccc!ve~ or creme 
~trt'o," at hnmc. ~1.1ri'-ln \v rigbt Edelman 
of thc Chjldren'~ D<:!en\c Fund pOlS il 
blunlly: "'ff il ~,laHkes poor children," 
$he 1011.1 Ihe Lo,; Angt'les Times. -'irs no! 
wdf;}n: rcfnfltl." 

Question 2; Is welfare -I OI1&<sho1 eel? 
If II mother .mJ hiCf ,:liildre:l ean come 
hack 10 AFDe each time she has am.llh­
er child. lim,;:·Hmltt:u \\dfarc drn:~n't 
~.:cm ~(ltirn<:-limb;u. Yet if ~hc is pre­
cluded (rom returning, then a needy in­
f:ul1 ;t'hIY "uffer. !lvting Ihe campaign, 
Clinton said he \l.ould tly 10 protect chi!· 
dreo by pcnaJu:int( or.iy the purent'r por­
tion of the ,\e!furc chec); if· the parent 
failed to work '-IS required. So rat, 
though. he has declioed io say whether 
the tv.'Oyears on AFDC would he a one-

shot opportunity. The current H()u~ 
Republi<:an bill would gram a four· 

month eXlCn~i()n 1,1 Ihe !'>Io'Q.year 
limi! to pregnant m()thc~ who 
have a child after Icaving 
AfOe. but it requires them 10 
then take l\ governmen!-spon~ 
sored joh. The U.S. News poll 

shows nearly 7S percent of 
Amerlcan~ would oppose;} bill 
Ihat precluded a family from 

ever returning to weJf:m: ailer 
tWO years of benefits ran out­
But half Ihc respondents would 
favor a five-year waiting period 
during which a family could not go 

back on welbre. ' 
question 3: WbmI do 1M Jobs 

comt from?' The best alternative to 
the dole is private-sector jobs. But 

most employers are not eager to 
hire long-term welfare 

recipients. That means 
Clinton hilS to figure 
OUI what kind of gov­
ernment support to 

./ offermanvoftheesii· 
mated 3 miltion moth­

enwho could be affect­
ed by a two·year lime 

limit. To med his ambi­
tious goal of moving "mil­

lions of idle Americans off 
the welfare tolls and onto the 

work rolls:· Clinton could pursue 
one of twO options. Either offer com­

munity-service or "workfare" slots-in 
which peopLe work off their welfare 
check - or create public-service jobs out­
side the welfare system thai pay higher 
wages. Unforillnately, public-service 
jUbs arc expensive and have proved un­
popular ever since Ine Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act program 
of the 1910s eamed a reputation {or 
bankroUingboondogglcs. Today, 2olltof 
J voters polled by u.s. i'iews prefer that 
the govemmenl offer workfare jobs to 
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• U.S.NEWS 
the unemployed falhers of children on 
welfare 10 work. The one exception In 
the eligibility crackd(m-n is that a mUlot­
ity of Americi!r.~ "'ould favor exempting 
parents (rom lime limils if they had .. 
significant physical or menta] disability, 

Tht unanswered question I!> whelher a 
segment of chronic AFDC recipient!> are 

assis!ancc {(lr legal aHem, whn are not 
d:izenl>. Pull respondents favor tlll\1 en"t­
cunine scheme b\' a 2-10-1 margm. But 
Ille CT;moo admini"tf.1tion is likdy 10 
endorse IC5S'l>Wccping Clllback~ on imml· 
gran1!> and seek a revenue-neutral plan, 

QUesliOA 6: How 40 yoa eilange the wi· 
ture of weUare? The at=nosphete of wei­
t:m; offitc-s tenth 10 encourage depen­
dency, I",;(ner Ihan discour~gc il. Wdfar.: 

lbt". system by applying for AfDC anu 
found thai by the time$hewlls referred to 
u jobs program, she h<ld aln:ad.. pm. 
duccd 16 dQCumenls for purposes of vcri. 
fk~.tion, filled out about II f()rm~ on her 
personal and fimmcitll drcumS1ancc~ ilnd 
,answered 770 queslions.. In an interview 
lust summer. SenalOr Movnihan re­
marked to U.s. News thaI IhTe cligihililv 
wvrket!; "who nand oul the fonm are 

only marginally beller off 
than the people who fill them 
out -,and t!lev hale eoch oth­
er. II's not'the Columblll 
School of Soda I Work: 'Come 
on in and sit down; leCs talk 
aoou! your summer!'" 11 il, 
hard to imagine that a ma,,· 
sive program run by the exist. 
ing blueat:cracy will handily 
trAnsform tbe system. 
'In the months ahead, or.1! 

of tv.·o very differcfll ~ccnari· 
os may well play Olll on Capi­
101 HilL In the firs!, Climon 
finesses Ute que:sliol1\ otll· 
lined above enQugh to win lib. 
ew! support for bi" plan. His 
bill exempts recipienl!o from 
time limits if the\' Jive in stale~ 
Lhat fail to fum{aucquate job 
and child-care sl(1\s. provide:; 
l1umeruus appeals fOf sanc­
tioned famiJie~, require~ only 
pan-time ~rk of single par­
ents and 11.110....1< familicl> who 
leave \\-clfarc !lJ cam crCClh 
toward mOl(: time 011 AFDC 
if Ihel' sla\, off rellef for sever­
al jcar~. He ,-,Jwld ahu phase 
in work requirements hl> lhal 

Job training. 'fiJI'.....• il lusl Sllpport for more gUl'I;mmNlI aid 10 (t'ueh "kiJ!s. to \\i'lfwt' I'I;Clj)ieJ1/~. they only go into effect stale­

vinuall: uncmplnY<lblc Oecause thc)' arc 
HIOUi\ilhlcd.iuck w{'(t; experience. or are 
tOQ illiterate ,lr mtnta!k limll~d. Th~' ev!­
dCflce ::t\'aUable r.uette~·t~ that manv wd· 
f,Jte n.::cirients arc ~tl(li ~\rnng candld;lle;. 
for jnn). in ml llpscak{~ labor m,\rkeL r\ 
reee!'!! MUUY n\- Lal)onna Pavcni. whll 
n,,\<, ""ork~ 'in -the administration. indi· 
tate~ th:t: 75 nl.:r~'Cli: (If Ju;llHI.:~m AFDC 
mmh~'r~ ;,tore lOt' low on 10 te~t~ !(> 

qualit;~ for tIll' U,S ...\rmcu Forces, 
Question So How do you pay for morm? 

Thl..' u.s. S,',I:' poll ~hnw"th,lt Am~'rican:­
do <t:l;i(ipak wcd:m: rcf,lrm C(luld co:-I 
m(>rc in 1Iw ~hon l~'nn" t'H'Jl if il mi1!hl 
,\o3VI! !l1onc\" in Lhe 1, llll! fun. K ,.nl;!n c It:-'.\, 
mum' :>i;,l~~ bet the ~ lldmirli~lr:l1in: ('a" 
pac;;\" \(! mou!1I m:,,~i'l: ftlh·;md-ch;ld· 
Cllfe program).~ In fi).c;\I .~.~. ~lllLC~ bikd 
l(l c1a;m SJ.'i1l million ill r,.'d1,;r:11 Hmd, 
!lvailahk' I'm t'(ht('~lin.: aml mtinine 
AFDC h'cipicm~, RQ1lJhlicans contend 
tl:'.Hl thdr \\eltilfc' plan will aClullli!' ~a\'e 
billions. primari!y by dimin;,tine; ?uhlir 

Iw~slU1e over mnnv vears (lJ 

lJdminiSlrawr~ lIfC chien;, concerned , jlJst apply to Qt."'" recipient:;., . ­
with determining lhc eligihility of djcnt~ In Ihc ~o!)d sccnario. Clinton coult! 
and di~pcnj,ing check" nOI gelling p<:o· inflame libe:-al). by embracing ,,~ri(l timt·, 
ph: inlO job", Al1lnlcfn .... orking It!t thc iimih and w(lrk requiremcnll>, laM 
count!' ill Alh-ens. Ohio. fI,:ccmly tl.:~!~·d .... clock Clinton told U.S. Nl'wS thm thcre 

~ POLL MOO '0. (UHl'OH 
52%01 t1toc;.sa'ld GO%of ffi!Xl!l{ate/hberal Oemocra\$­

59% o' Republicans am! Perot vOters - I,.SIJiVy welfare 
Oeuactors-e<poxt relorm to COS< mOm~~$/'Iert!~ 

Democra!IC pellste, l.a~e. "uke Clmton. ""tel'S ,'Ia'll 
we!!are 10 oe a seoor:d t'WIlW, no; a Will' o! I;J¢ . 
--~".---" -, ' '-­

~8ADPO~'"~l~~'O..NC7-C--C--Cc-­
53% 01 I'(.l!ers wfillt lamdws to work 10' Ihcor benefits 
c...er! If they tr/C In hlgh,unemplOyrne"lt areas. 
46-% of \>(Item say tile)' wit! only ctlMiJder reIOff!' a 
~J'el:e5-S 11 v:eJ!artt rolls tl!~_ct.t bi more Plan 25%,. 

, Repu~ pOllster Goons: "Vote;;; war: 8 lot fl'ItY(!

ljl,!l-~~n C'llton Dlans \0 oe\!vef .. 

"were a lot of good thing,~ in 
[tile Repuhlic.ln] phm , .. 
th;!! I !!loughl .... crc rca II): 
yuite 1>imit~r !o my own 
cldnkmj!"-aml added Ihat 
thc Republicl.ln~' in;1 ha« 
mad:: him "rcal\onahlr 0pli­
mistic that we can ha,:c a bi· 
p:iflban welfiln:.rctnrm 
pact.:<.l;:C next vear, ,. UnitlfllJ· 
fWld: ~ ill !e..;~1 ttlr the pn:si· 
dem, fe,\' PI the nwrc lihcral 
m~'n\her;, o!- hi\ OWfI party 
prescntly share hi~ npnmism 
or lib pa~~j()n for mak:n;: 
.... dfart: temporary, • 

B)~ I),Wltl \\'HITMA,\' \\T:H 

M ...TfHEW ({;(A+Y. 
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• u.s, NEWS 
wetfnre recipients aller tv.·o vear~: only 1 

In 4 thinks the government should guar­

antee jobs (0 those CUI ofL 


The hitch with workfare is that it gen. 

erally has faUed to reduce welfare rolls 

significantly or boost earnings and subse­

quent employment Only 1 percenl of 

AFDe mothers arc in workfare slot5, an<i 

few states have long-term programs in­

volving large numbers of recipicnEs. Jus! 

what kind of\\oork hundreds of thousands 

of welfare mothers are supposed to do is 

also somclhing ofa mystery. A task force 

of the Coalition on Human Needs, an 

umbrella group of liberal organizations, 

recently issued a statement warning that 

workfare would "create a permanent un­

derda$S of impoverished parents who 

would not enjoy the basK' rights lor] all 

other American workers:' 


Question 4: Who b exempt? AI pres­
enE, federal law already exempts rough­

• Iy hal! of ali MDe recipients fwm hav­
ing to pal1icipate in "",'Ork, edu<:a!ion or 
training programs, Cliruoo's dilemma; 
H 100 many recipients .are exempt, time 

Am-......... on -... refO,.. 

, he U,S. NewsPQIIShoW$hownl,!~vm· 

(irs' vieW$ (i~. Apluralrl)' of respondems 
w0'1t the welfare system overhauled, al1d mer 
SUPfXlr1 reforms t'lat are mugIWr tMI"; the ex, 
i$\lflg system. But UIey also would 11M more 
he p 81.>cn to r~ipiel'lis to get them off the dole. 

• 'nIOH WHO JA.,. ,,"1 ....,AlI nIttM 
tA,DCjtHOULDI 

Be \t'ft al'~o~oo,-________-,'~"!!. 

Be subject to 
emenmoots II'! t.'le Slates 

Be reformed 

al the nat>onallevel 4a% 


Eliminate ()1t betl"ee"'"'--_____--'O!2!,,, 

• THon WHO UPKT ww••• 
""IORM'tO COlT! 

More jf'\ ('Ie Sl'io.1 U!~ U%­

less m the soon trum ~"~ _,__c'""'~ .." 

Inn~, Vufllf:rohJr Am..-ricam -es{'('('ial~\' dlildrf'!/-hol'(' a /ng Jtake in refim/!. 

Ilmib are a mocken; if 100 man;, are 
required co participate. overv.hc'!med 
state offlcia!:; are likely to funnel Ihern 
into make,work programs with phony 
req\Jirernent~, On the whole. survey ~e· 

• IHOUUII 10. 'fIMI UMIT .....Y. OR WO'f 
......LT, fQ11I1'OUOwtNO CHlOUI't O. 
..... ua......,..., 

Smgle parents WIth et»klren 

!.lotte' 1 yoar of age 
 .." U" 
Singla parents 'Mtl> chddren 

under 3 years of age 
 """ .""Stn&e parents witrl drug Of 


&;coIml problems 
 .." .." 
Ally family me gm'Ctflment 

canno1 find e jo:l and 

provtOO ChIld care tor .s" .... 
Any fufl1!ly vrl'Iere t-Ile parent 
has, n sign:flCarlt pIly;.iCll! Of 
~tal d$lltli11y H% ~ 

Any fl'l''I1Iiy thaI cannot find 

Ii Joo where jObs are han'l 

tu fi"ld a2%
'7% 
• If THI GOV'*"Mflff II TO CIIf OFF 

WlU'AI'I " ..nITS TO ....UU A.FTQ: A 
"WffC....IOCt 0' tlMJ: AND.."... fT 
nov.o.. tDUCAnON, TRAIN'NG • 

NUL1'II1SlN'fffti Io.NO CHI"'" CAllI TO 

'nIOH MMIUQ." OOIlUh 


Slm;:oy cr'!a trte famiiles' t>enefl\s. 

Incl\i(jll"lg Aid f:lf faffilhcs Wlltl 

Dependent Children Y'% 


M!i-.e tM Ptlrenj or ~e(!ts (lO 


CCr)ffiUf'lty se'v,,::c l'<'Orl< n c!<C'l(lnge 

lor welfare tlermhts ...,.. 


G:a';mtee jObs to the P<l1C11\ or 
. paren:s after tMt l'lle cuI 
off welfare 

spondcnts believe Ihe new law should 
have fev,. loopholes (nox, helo';'i). Fur 
instance. II novel schemc heavily fa:. 
vored in the poll and included in th'c 
Republican legiSlation v.ould rcq\lirc 

.00 YOU ,.VOI OR OHoOU ntUt 
IRQ 10.1 RI10ttMS PORTHI WlUARf ......... 

Req<.me job training for those 
on ~lfare, and aftel' twO ye~ 
require tl'lffl\ to work mgovern· 
mer»: jobs if ~ry, 

ReQui'e)oo training for these 
on welfare, a'll! afteo' two years 
!!9ulro tllern to work. 

ReQuire vnemplOyOO fa~l'ers of 
crnldflm 00 welfare tD 'fot)(t. 

Replace wetfare benefil$ WIth 
tax cretllt$ and stHmgtnen chile 
,,,,~,~po~n~_~~,~~~,~t.___..l.~_~'_"'_ 

H~ govemrnefll help pay 
for ct1i1d care and transporta· 
lion for welfale recfOtenl$ 
who work or are 1'1 Job 1!1W1Ir,g 
or edVcatron coun;es. 
Deny ",'dfam to legal 
Imrrugrants un1l1 they 
beco!r.e C!tlzens. 

Deny weltlm t(l legal 

~W31.n~,,~,~_,,-_ 
Do flO! ,ncrease we1fa'e 

oonef,ts When people on wei· 

~ie have aj(.l!tional c!rldren. 6St.. ta... 

limit v,lllfare ~145 to {','.o 
years l'.lm.l 00 not a:low people 
to get bael< Or'! welfare for 
~~~~~rvc yea'S. 60% U% 

....ml\ >'If!Ifare beneh\s:o 1\'111) 

yc'ni ana 00 ({It ailO'!>' ;.lC:lP'e 

to get baC:).;!?f' welfare aver, 22% 73% 


;J~"'""_"·:.ooo~.~"""t~I<'I:I>.~ ...... (>t~_Ul/~""',,,,,~_[~ 
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"Am'.. er'1·'ca"s',wlelfa'r'e<W1a'k'e..U,'p Call: '.~ffi,' ';.' ,,~.~t~~~~;:;eo~:~~~~:!: ;~::th=:,r~::!,~:.:.~eIy"':'~ 
.~ W( "'~: W ( " , course, who mOt>t dramatiCally POUlt 'Qp the create or find millions- of public jobs m thisL' 

• < , : " • ' • • ~ ~ - ,-, 'djsCrepancy between people on welfare and . climate or' in the foreseeable future. Far 

, .. L . at A . TTL' k T h V p" D. '/ d S t " Hm", who a<e .ot ~ ',Iso do h",= ,",o'Y"';' moro li!rely, ~ _tended displarement of 'A Congress/Olud lben grees, wu~ 18 t e l~ey tQ l' lxmg a I'm e !j'8 em' ,- mg ,hat haK 01, 'eeIV".'" ,Ioave welfare, p,blic """"i _k,,,s, Work, nevertheless, 
• - ," .~ •.~' , 

the children's ia~~,l$ as mm:.h at risk as:
By Eleanor holmes Norton " the children. Today even traditional two-­
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are the pred~mmant reactIons among • 
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..~:.-
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R' , b.", th f'm'I'o,ISIn concern a v'" ese '" I h.... • 
dIciT fu~ure-and ours-is well placed. A 
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parent families find it difficult '10 pn'IVide 
the Mandard of living and tile degree of pa­
rental control that similar families provided"; 
a ~neraliOn agQ, And the rapid multlplica~' 
tion of sifigle parent. famtbes fiu~ iMpirei:t 

Th~ .traditIonal appeal of welfar~ reform.. President Cli,nton has prmrused aradlcal. is an organiztng princivle that can move the:.', of the pres.ent system. ~ are'probably fur~ ..' from ~ ;Yt:,e1fare system., No :reform will 
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posturing of this hilld is the Iwrury of 

those who oc'ar nO responsibility for" 
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or for the unintended conseqllences that 
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t ,~thin two years. In an era of tough em-· remains the most plauSible idea, especially 
"port for poor c~en and their mothers, t!omic c'?nrlitrons• whe~ incn:a~ingly, multi: ' f~ young women, .-. ' ," 
. Homeles.';mess would he another. However." pIc .fanuly mern~rs. Ulclud,U1~ teenagers,. Today.;welfare. pertltClou.<dy captures ~ 
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. reform the welfare system, 
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on why some womeri are on welfare and cth!. many or rru:re young women JUSt ~e them. 
crs ~Unilarly situated are not, ,'" "r!: Every tnt as much thought IS ne,eded 
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bc-welfare - a1703 
(ATTN: National editors) (Includes optional trims) 
Clint-on to Get Contentious Welfare Reform Plan (Washn) 
By Ronald Brownstein and Elizabeth Shogren= (o) 1994, Los Angeles Times~ 

WASHINGTON The team responsible for drafting the administrationtg
blueprint for welfare reform will present its conclusions to President Clinton 
Tuesday, but despite months of deliberation it remains seriously divided over 
how to finance the plan and how tough to make it on some recipients. 

Although the task force has been unable to resolve a range of specific
questions on how to implement Clinton'S promise to "end welfare as we know 
it,! I officials insist these differences are relatively minor compared with 
the open chasm of disagreement over how to pay for the plan which may cost as 
much as $6 billion annually by 1999. . 

, 'There are some thorny issues left, but they do tend to be second 
order l " said one senior White House official. "There tends to be overall 
agreement on structure and direction (of reform). Financing will be the 
trickiest. I , 

That, and the difficult policy question of whether the government can 
puniSh welfare recipients who refuse to meet the new plan's work requirements
and other rules without hurting their children? 

Despite early warnings from some'reform advocates that liberals in the 
administration would dilute the reform effort, the task force has shaped a 

~ 	 plan that broadly follows Clinton'S campaign promises to require work, 
~ 	 intensify efforts to collect child support and expand access to job traininq 

and day care. .r Still, the issues on which ·the qroup has deadlocked including whether 
part-time jobs will be accepted as satisfying the work requirement and whether 
states can withhold additional benefits when welfare recipients have more 
children illuminate the continuinq divisions within Democratic ranks on this 
polarizinq issue. 

And the extended struqgle inside the administration over the knotty
questions about financing reform and preserving a safety net for children may 
look mild compared to the stormy greeting the proposal is likely to get when 
it is finally submitted to Congress 
probably at the end of April or beginning of May • 

. 'This could be a little bomb for the administration," Rep. Robert 
Matsui f O-Calif., said. "We're not going to rubber stamp it. They do feel 
they have a consensus on the Hill. But we're not anywhere near that.'t 

Under the working group's approach, ,which would initially target younger 
recipients, work would be required after two years on the welfare rolls and 
failure to work would result in lost income. The government would also greatly 
intensify its efforts to establish paternity and collect child support for 
children born out of wedlock~ And as part of a renewed effort to discourage 
such births, women under 18 would be prohibited from using welfare fund's to 
establish their own households~ 

Within that framework I the president must resolve a ranq8 of specific
disputes. 

One such division is over how to treat welfare recipients who meet the 
work requirements but remain poor because the jobs available to them pay low 
wages. Should such workers receive supplemental welfare grants to auqment what 
they earn in the private sector? 

There is also a question about hoW to treat recipients who accept the 
minimum-wage jobs in the public sector that the plan would create but are not 
given enough hours of work by the states to match their welfare grant. Some 
advocate supplemental grants for these workers, too. 

The ad~jnistration is aiso stili wrestling with how to structure 
exemptions to the work requirement and extensions for the two-year time 
limit, and how ·far to go in an effort to discourage out-of-wedlock births. 

The issue of whether the federal government should give states "blanket 



J: I ,) 

approval to deny additional benefits to people who have children while already 
on welfare was so clearly a divisive issue that senior task force officials 
almost immediately decided to reserve it for the president to resolve. 

{Begin optional trim} 

Outside of the administration~ the potential for dispute is even wider~ 
Although 89 liberal representatives criticized the two-year time limit in 

a letter to the White House last fall f it appears many'of them can be won over 
on this issue but only if the plan provides a safety net for children and 
adults trying to play by the rules. 

Some members of Congress complain that senior task force officials have 
not adequately addressed their concerns* 

"what happens if a woman is not disabled and has a 3-year-old kid who is 
not disabled, but she does not show up to work," Matsui said. "00 we take 
the child away from her and let her wander the streets? They have not answered 
this. That's why I'm a little surprised they're going to the president
already ~ , f 

(End optional trim) , 
The most bruising battles are almost certain to come over financing. 
Because welfare is an entitlement program, federal budget rules severely 

limit the administration's options; To fund the plan it can either raise taxes 
or cut other entitlement programs; it cannot simply expand federal spending. 

With the exception of a proposed gambling tax, the options under 
consideration lean heavily toward cuts. Advocates for the poor have already 
mounted intense campaigns against several of the ideas, such as scalin9 back 
access to social welfare benefits for legal immigrants who are not yet
citizens . 

. 'None of the choices are good," said one member of the task force. 

**~* filed by:LAWP(--) on 03/22/94 at 02:13EST *.*•
•**. printed by:WHPR(162) on 03/22/94 at 03:39EST ·*** 
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..1:12 P.M •. COT 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very much. Thank you, 

ladies and gentlemen, for that warm introduction and welcome . 


. And thank you, Yolanda Magee, for presenting me today, and far 

more importantly, for presenting such a good example of a young

A1nerican determined· to be a qood parent and a good worker and a 

successful citizen. 


Thank you, Mr. Kemper, for giving her a chance to be 
all'that. Thank you, congressman Wheat, for your leadership on 
welfare reform. And tbank you, Mayor Cleaver, for your
leadership on this issue. 

Thank YOU·~· Governor carnahan I for proving once again 
that the states, just 'as James Madison and Thomas Jefferson 
intended, are still· the laboratories of democracy, still capable
of leadinq the way to change thinqs that don't work in this 
country, and to unleash the potential of our citizens. This is a 
re~arkable welfare reform p~an that you have put toqether. 

I'd 11ke to thank also Secretary Shalala for her 
work here. Many people in the White House and 1n the Department
of.Health and Human services worked With people all over Ameri~a 
in. putting this welfare. reform plan together today. I thank them 
alL 

Ladies and gentlemen, this is an important day for 
me because I have worked on this issue for about 14 years and I 
care a great deal about it. I came out here to the heart of 
America, to a bank where Harry Truman had his first job, to talk 
about Jhe v~lues that sustain us all as citizens and as 

.Americans: faith and family, work and responsibility, community

and opportunity. 


Last week, on behalf of all Americans, I took a 
journey of remembrance -- many of you at least took it, too, 
through the .televiBion -- to honor the sacrifices of the people
who led our 'invasions· at D-Day and on the Italian peninsula.
came·home from Normandy with a renewed sense, which I hope all of 
you share, of the work that we have to do in this time to be 
worthy of the sacrifices of that generation and to preserve this 
country for generations .still to come. 

The people who won World War II and rebuilt our 
country afterward were driven by certain bedrock values that have 
made our country the strongest in history. Facing the dawn of a 
new century I it is up to us to take those same values to meet a 

. new set of challenges.-

OUr challenge i. different. Today we bave to 
reato·re faith in the beginning in certain basic prinCiples that 
our forebears took for granted -- the bond of family, the virtue 
of community, the dignity of work. '!'hat is really what I. ran for 
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pros~dent to try to do -- to restore our eco~omy, to empower 
individuals and strengthen our communities, to make our 
government work for ordinary citizens again. 

I think we've made a good beginning. In the last 
year and a half, we have reversed an economic trend that was 
leading us into deeper and deeper debt, less investment and a 
weaker economy,' The congress,/' as congresswoman Danner and • 
congressman Wheat will attest, is about to put the fin1shing
touches on a new ,budget which will give us tbree years of 
declining deficits in the federal accounts for the first time 
since, Harry Truman was president. jApplause. ) 

We worked to expand trade and the frontiers'of 
technology, to have tax incentives for small businesses and 'for' 
working families on modest wages to keep them moving ahead. And 
the results are pretty clear. Our economy has produced about 3.4 
million jobs in the first' 17 months of this administration. So 

'we're movinq ahead. 
, " 

. We're try1nq to empower people with new systems for 
job training and community service and other options for young , 
people, to rebuild their communities and go to college. we're' 
trying to make this government work ega in for ordinary citizens 
by reforming 'the way it works with our Reinventing Government ' 
program that will lead us within five years to the smallest 
federal bureaucracy since John Kennedy was president -- dOing 
more work than ever done before by the federal gover~Qnt that 
w111 lead the Congress, I hope, in just a couple of weeks to pass 
the most comprehensive anticrime bill in the history of tbe 
country; that is helping all of us to restore that bond that has 
to eKist between a government and its people. 

But I have to tell you that the challenge of the 
·welfare system poses these issues l all of them in stark terms 
how to make the economy work, how to make the government work for 
ordinary citizens, how to empower individuals and strengthen
communities. These difficulties are all present "in the 
challenges presented by the current welfare system. There's no 
greater, gap between our good intentions and our misguided 
consequences than you see in the welfare system. . 

It started for the right common purpose of helping
people who fall by the wayside. And believe it or not, it still 
work. that way for some -- people who just hit a rough spot in 
their lives and have to go on public assistance for awhile, and 
then they get themselves off and they do just fine. But for many:
the system has worked to undermine the very values that people ! 
need 'to put themselves and their lives back on track. 

We have to repair the damaged bond between our 
people and their government, manifested in the way the welfare l ' ' 
system works. We have to end welfare as we know it. 

In a few days, as has already been said, I will send 
to COngress my plan to change the welfare system i-- to "hsnlle it :', 
from a' system based on .dependence to a system that works toward ,! 

independence -- japplause) -- thank you -- to change it so that' 1 

the focus 1s clearly on work. 

I also want to say that I developed a' 'phrase over ", 
the last few years that would end welfare as we !<now it by saying
welfare ought to be a second chance, not a way of, life. One 
young woman I met a few moments ago said it ought to be a 
stePPing stone, not .. way of life. Maybe that'. ,even better. 
But ygu have the ,idea. 

Long before I became president, as I: said .. I worked: 
with other 'governors and members of Congress of both parties. 'r 
worked on it with people who were on welfare, a lot of them. lind: 
let me say first of all to all those whom I invite to join this ' 
great national debate, if you really want to know what's wronq " 
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with the welfare system, talk to tbe ' people who :are stuck in it 
or who have been on it, Tbey want to' change it 'more than most 
people you' know. And if you give them half a chance, they 'will,
(Applause, ) 

, ' 

.' Before I came down to see you, I met with Yolanda 
.Hagee: and she told me her ,story. I also mat with several other 
people wbo are now working in this area, who uS,ed to be on 
welfare -- people who qet up every morning and go to work in 
factories or small businesses or banks, who do their best to take 

, care of , their children and to advance their'capacity to succeed 
in our complex, modern society. 

And I want to introduce them all to you and ask them 
to stand, So that when you look at them you'll know what this 
whole deal is about, And let me just -- they're over here - ­
cathy Romero. who works at Lutheran Trinity Hospital. Stand up. 
(Applause.) Arlenda Moffitt, who works at Pitney Bowes 
Management Services. (Applause.) Vicki Phelps who wor~s at 
Continuum vanta98 Research. (Applause.) Birdella smith at HOK 
sports Facilities. (APplause.) Christine McDonald who work. for 
Pepsi Cola. (Applause.). Mimi Fluker who works at payles. 
cashways. (Applause.) Audrey Williams who works at Allied 
Security. (Applause.) Judy sutton, a teacher in the Kansas City
School District. (Applause.) And Tracy varron, a home health 
registered nurse at Excelsior Spring City Hospital. {Applause.) 

Now, everyone of those American citizens at one 
point in her 11fe was on welfare. Everyone now, thanks to 
pr09rams and incentives and help with medical coverage and child 
care and training, and just helping people put their lives back 
t0gether through the initiatives that have already been discussed 
here I is now a working American. And I say to you, 1f these 
American citizens can do this here in Kansas CitYI we ought to be 
able to do this in every community in the country, And we ought 
to be able to change the system -- (applause.) 

How shall we change this system? Let me say first, 
I think we have to begin with responsibility -- with the 
elemental proposition that governments do not raise children; 
people do. (Applause.) And among other things, an awful lot of 
people are trapped in welfare because they are raising children 
on their own when the other parent of the child has refused to 
pay child support that is due. payable and -- (applause.) 

Thi. plan includes tbe toughest child support
enforcement measures in the history of this country -- {applause) 
-- that go after the $34 -- listen to this -- the $34-bi1110n gap
in this country, That is, it is' estimated that there are $34 
billion worth of ordered but uncollected child support today in 
America -- $34 bil11on. ' 

How.are we going to do that? First, by requ1rinq 
both parents to be identified at a hospital when a baby's born. 
Second, 'by saying, if you donlt provide for your children, you·
shOUld have your wages garnished. your license suspended, you 
should be tracked across state 11nes~ (Applause.) If necessary, 
you should have to work off what you owe, This is a very serious 
thing. We can no longer say that the business of bringing a 
child into the world carries no responsibility with it and that 

. someone can walk away from 1 t ~ 

The second thing that responsihility meens is not 
just going after people who aren't fulfilling it, but rewarding 
those who are being responsible, Tbe system now does just the. 
opposite. Just for example -- the welfare system will pay teen 
parents more to move out of their home than to stay there. In my 
opinion", that Is "wrong. We should encourage teen parents to live 
at home, stay in school, take responsibility for their own 
futUres and their children's futUres. And the f1nancial 
incentives of the welfare system ought to do that instead of just 
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the reverse. We have to change the signals we are sending here. 

,:;; '. ' ,. We 'also have to face' the fact that we' ha'(e a big 
. ,welfare problem because the rate of children'born out Vf,wedlock, 
" where there was no marriage, is ,qoinq up dramatically ~; The rate 

of illegitimacy haa literally quadrupled since Daniel Patrick 
Moynihan; now a senator'from New York, first called' it to our 
'attention 30 years aqo. At the rate we'l re qoinf],- unless we ' 
reverse'it, within 10 'years mor'e than half of our children will 
be' born in '!,lomes where there ~as never b,een a marr1aqe.• 

We 'must keep people' from th'e need to go' on welfare 
,in the first place by emphasizing a national campaign against' 
teen pregnancy, tp send a powerful messaqe that it is wrong to 
continue this trend, that children should not be born ulltll 
parents are married and fully capable of taking care of them. 
(Applause.) ,And this trend did not develop overnight., THere are 
many reasons fortt.· It will not be turned around overnight . 
. But be sure of this: no government' edict can do it. 

This i. a free country,with·hundreds of millions of 
people making their,decisions, billions of them every 'day. To 
change a country on a profound issue like this requires the 
efforts of millions and millions and millions of you talking
openly. and honestly and freely about these things; talking to 
people who have lived through these experiences, and many of them 

. doIng ,the very best they can to be honorable and good parents;
talking about what we can do to involve churches and civic clubs 
and groups of all kinds in this endeavor -- not to point the 
finger at people to drive them down or embarrass them, but to , 
lift, them up .so' that they can make the most of their lives, and 
so they can be good parents when tbe time comes to do that. ' ' , 
(Applause.) 'c, ", 

But let us be clear on thiS: No nation has ever 
found.8 substitute for the family. And'over the course of human 
history, several have tried. No country has' ever devised any. " 
.sort of program that would substitute ,for the consistent, loving
devotion and dedication and role-modeling of caring parents. We 

,must do' this work. This is not a government .mission, this is an 
American miSSion. But we must do it if we want to'suceeed over 
the long run.' . 

And let me say finally that if you strengthen the 
fam11ies~'we still can't change the welfare system unless it i_ 
rooted in qettinq people back to work. You can lecture people, 
you can encouraqe people you can do what'ever you want, but theret 

has 'to be something at the end of.the road for people who work 
hard and ·play by the rules: Work is the best sodal program this 

,country ever devised. It' q1ves hope ~nd structure and meaning t~ 
our lives. All of ~s here who have our jobs would be lost • 
without them. 

Just stop for a moment sometime today and think 
about, how much of your life is organized around your work -- how·, 
much of your family life, how much of your social I1fe, not to ~ 
mention your work life; Think about the extent to which you are 
defined by the' friends you have at work, by' the sense that you do,: 
a good job, by the r~gularity of the paycheck. . ; 

;One of these fine women who's agreed ·to come here ,.today said that one of the best things about being off.welfare 
was getting the check and being able to go buy her own groceries ., 
every two weeks. .That· s a big deal. (Applause. ) ,,; 

5,0 I say to you, we propose to offer people on 
welfare a simple contract. We will belp you get the skills you
need, but after two years, anyone ·who can go· to work must 9'0 to 1. 

work -- in the private sector, if possible; in a subsidl'zed job," ; 
if necessary•.But work is preferable to welfare. 'And it must be' 
enforced. 
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NOW, th1S plan will let communities (10 wildt· B bl:.-'\­
:,/"fOt; ~hem. States can de.sign·- their own programs, communities can 
, design, their own programs. This will support initiatives like 

the WEN program here; not take things away from them and 
substi tute government programs.' 

We want to give communities a chance to put their 
people to work in child care, home care and other fields, that, are 
desperately needed. We want every community. to do what you've. 
done here in Kansas City -- to bring together business and civic 
and church leaders together to find out how you can make lasting
jobs and rastinq independence. 

, Let me say just a couple of other things. If you
,wish people ,to' go to work, you also have to reward them for doing 
so. Now, a"POpUlar misconception 1s that a lot of people 'stay on 
welfare because the welfare check 1s so big. In fact, when you 
adjust it for 1nflation -- (laUghter) -- right? when you adjust
it for inflation, welfare checks ,are smaller than they were 20 
years ago. 

But there are things that do keep people on welfare. 
One i. the tax burden of low wege work; another is the cost of ' 

: child care; another is ,the cost of medical care. Now~ a few 
years ago, I was active as a governQr in help1nq to rewrite the 
welfare laws 80 that states were given the opportunity to offer 
some people the chance to get child care and medical care 
continued'when they ,got off welfare and went to work for,a period 
of transition. Several of these women have taken advantage of ' 
that. And they talked about it. (Applause.) 

" 

But we must do more. Last yea~ when the Congress
passed our economic proqram, they expanded the earned income tax 
credit dramatically, which lowered taxes on one in six working 
Americans wO,rking, for modest wages so that there would never 
again be an incentive to stay on welfare instead of going to 
work. Instead of using, tbe tax system to hold people in poverty, 
we want to use the tax system to 11ft workers out of poverty. 

, ' 'l'hat W!18 one tlf tlle least knOIll1 !lspectB of the ' 
economic proqrad 1~ijt yiai;.hUt,motG tllbri 1U t1me~ aA many
M1sBoUrian'l.tbt,~Ple; ~p~ ,an ihcQm~ ta¥ oUt ,as t~~,1It 
parCo"'t <!~ .tll.,,';~liJ. i;liioot pGo!:il. 001:.1i!l ~.liciillii." tllK, 1i1j:jlr••ii~; Ii'll" 
IIIlV? hUu.. '70~ .._. to ......"' jljOp.. iIIt.O ..... OIit 1:1\.... IiOr ... 
- . .". !Ib\ledftlf ~~.t. . l1li..... .1IMI. . .......lI't\'. UIUI' . 


What' 8 tlte next ise'uet ' In our 2:)111., He. proVld~ 80me 
more. transi.t1-oual "funds for child 8UppO.t:'t to help people dE;al 
with that., That's'important. 

But thirdly, one of the most important reasons we 
should pass a health care reform bill that makes America join tne 
ranks of every other adVanced county 1n the world" that provides
health insurance to all its people i. that today you have this 
bizarre situation where people on welfare, if they take a,job in 

, a place Which doasn f t offer health insurance, are asked to 'live 
up their children's healtb care, and go to work, earning money,
paying taxes to pay for the health care of the children of people
who didn't make the decision to go to work ,and stayed on welfare 
while they made the decis10n to go to work and gave up their 
children's health care coverage. That does not make any sense. 
And until we fix that, we will never 'close the circle and have a 
truly work-based system. (Applause.) 

If we do the things we propose in this welfare. 
reform program, even by the most conservative estimates, the~e 
changes together will move one million adults,who would otherwise, 
be on welfare into work or off welfare altogether by the year' 
2000. 

And if we can. change the whole value system"which
has got us into the fix we're in. today, the full savinqs over the 
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long, haul al:e more tli.in We will ever be eble to imagine, because, 
the t.;ue,' issue on Welfara, ,as senator MoynihlUl said so Il)any years 
ago, is: not what it cost the taxpayersl it's wbat it',cost the 
recipients. 'We sbould be worried ebout that. ' 

And let me say, one of tbe most rewarding tb1ngS
that happened today in our little meeting before I came down was 
I asked all these, fine ladies wbo are here, I said, now, if we 
were eble to provide these services, do you believe that it 
should be mandatory to participate in this program? Everyone of 
them said, absolutely. Absolutely. (Applause.), 

50 I ask you all here -- let us be honest. None of 
'this will be easy to accomplish. We know what the problems are.' 
And we know they did not 'develop overnight. But we bave to make 
a beginning. We owe it to the next generation. we cannot'permit
millions and millions and millions of American children to'be, 
trapped 1n a cycle of dependency with people who are not 
responsible for bringing them into the world,' with parents who 
are trapped in a system that doesn't develop their human capacity 
to live up to the fullest of their God-given abilities and to 
succeed as both workers and parents. we must break this cycle. 

For this reason, this ought to be a bipartisan
issue. pver the last 30 years, poor folks in this country ~ave 
seen about all the political posturing they can stand -- one way 
or the other. IApplause.) Now, there are ser10us people in both 
po11tical parties in congress who have advanced propossls to 
change the welfare system. And I really believe that we bave a 
chance finally to'replace dependence with independence, welfare 
with work. ' 

I don't eare who gets the credit for this if we can 

rebuild the American family; if we can strengtben our 

communities; 1£ we can give every person on welfare the dignity,

the pride, the direction, the strength, the sheer person power I 

felt coming out ,of these ladies that I spoke with today; if we 

can give peopletbe pride that I sense from Yolanda's coworkers 

when she stood upbere to introduce me today. This 1s Dot a, 

partisan 1s~ue, this an American issue. 

Let me tell you, several years ago when I was a 

qovernor of my state; I brought in governors from allover the 

country to a meeting in washington, and then I brougbt in people
,from allover America wbo had been on welfare to talk to them. 
We had most of the governors there, and they were sbocked. Most 
of them had never met anybody who'd been on welfare before. And 
there was a woman from my state who was asked a questlon~ I had 
no idea what she was going to answer. She was asked about her 
'job, and she talked about her job and how she got on the job.
And she said -- and then she was asked by a governor, well, do 
you think enrollment in these programs ought to be mandatory?

She said, I sure do. 


And then a governor said, well, can you tell us what 
tbe best thing about being in a full-tlme,job 1s? She sa1d, yes,
sir; when my boy goes to·school, and they ask him, what does your 
mama do for a living, he can give an ,answer. (Applause.) 

Ladies and gentlemen, I thank you for proving. today

that we can give every child in America a chance to g1ve' an 

answer. Let's go do it. Thank you. (Applause.) 


END 1:39 P.M. COT 
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WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1994
• 

DETAILED SUMMARY 

The current welfare system is at odds with the core values Americans share: work, family. 
opportunity, responsibility. Instead of rewarding and encouraging work. it does little to heJp peopie 
find work. and punishes those who go to work. Instead of strengthening families and instiUing 
personal responsibiliry, the system penalizes two-parent families. and lets too many absent parents 
who owe child support off the hook. instead of promoting self-sufficiency, the culture of welfare 
offices seems to create an expectation of dependence rather than independence. And the ones who 
hate the welfare system the most are the people who 3fe trapped by it 

It is time to end welfare as we know it. and replace it with a system that is based on work and 
resporu:ibHity designed to help people help themselves. We need to move beyond the old debates and 

*~ffer a simple compact that gives people more opportUnity in rerum for more responsibility. Work is 
the best social program this country has ever devised; it gives hope and structure and meaning to our 
daily Jives. Responsibility is the vaJue that will enable individuals and parents to do what programs 
cannot-because governments don't raise children. people do. 

The President's welfare reionn pJan is designed to reinforce these fundamental values. It rewards 
work over welfare. It signals that people should not have children unlil they are ready to support 
them. and that parents~-both parents-who bring,chiIdren into the world must take responsibility for 
supporting them. It gives people access to the skills they need. and expects work in return. Most 
important, it will give people back the digniry that comes from work and independence. 

WORK, NOT WELFARE 

Under the President's reform plan, welfare will be about a paycheck, not a welfare check;, To 
reinforce and reward work. our approach is based on a simple compact. Each reCipient will be 
required to develop a personal employability plan designed to move her into the workforce as quickly 
as: possible, Support. job training. and child care will be provided to help people move from 
dependence 10 independence, But time limits will ensure that anyone who can work. must work-in 
the private sector if possible. in a temporary subsidized job if necessary. Reform win make welfare a 
transirional system le.lding to work.. 

The combination of work opportunities. the Earned Income Tax Credit, health care refonn. child 
care. and improved child support will make the lives of millions of women and children demonstrably 
better. 

Created by the Family Support Act of J988 and championed by Senator Moynihan and then-Governor 
eHman. the lOBS program offers education, training, and job placement servlces~~but to few 
families. Our proposal would expand and improve the current program to put a clear focus on work, 
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New provisions jnclude: 

• 	 A personal employability plan, From the very tim day. the new system will focus on 
making young parents self-sufficient., Working with a caseworker, each adult recipient will 
sign a persomU responsibility agreement and develop an employability plan identifying the 
education. training, and job placement services needed to move into the workforce. Because 
70 percent of welfare recipientS aJready leave the rolls within 24 months, and many applicants 
are job-rcadY.lIlOSl plans·wiH·-aimfor,.employment well within-lwo )!ears. 

• 	 A two-year time limit, Ultimately. time limits will restrict most AFDC recipients to a 
lifetime maximum of 24 months of cash assistance. 

• 	 Job search first, Participants who are job-ready will immediately be oriented to the 
workplace, Anyone offered a job will be required [0 take ir. 

• 	 Integration witb mainstream education and training programs. JOBS will be linked with 
job training programs offered under the Jobs Training Partnership Act, the new School-to­
Work initiative, PeU Grants. and other mainstream programs. 

• 	 Tough sanctions. Parents who refuse to stay in school. look for work. or attend job training 
programs will be sanctioned. generally by lOSIng their share of the AFDC gram:, 

• 	 Limited exemptions and deferrals. Our plan will reduce existing exemptions and ensure 
that from day one. even those who can't work must meet cenain expectations. Mothers with 
disabilities and those caring for disabled children will initially be deferred from the two.-year 
time limil, but wi!! be required to develop employability plans that lead to work. Another 
exemption allowed under current JOBS rules will be significantly narrowed: mothers of 
infants will receive only short-term deferrals (l2 months for the first child. three months for 
the second). At State discretion. a limited number of young mothers completing education 
programs may receive eXfensions. 

• 	 Let States reward work. Currently, AFDC recipients who work often lose benefits doUar~ 
'for~dollar, and are penalized for saving money. Our proposal allows States to reinforce work 
by setting higher earned income and child support disregards. We also propose new rules and 
demonstration projects (0 support saving and self-employment. 

• 	 State flexibility. This plan gives States unprecedented flexibility to innovate and learn from 
new approaches. Much of what once required waivers will become available to States as 
State options. 

• 	 Additional Federal funding. To we State fiscal constrairns and ensure that JOBS really 
works, OUT proposal raises the Federal match rate and provide.'i additional funding. The 
Federal JOBS match will increase further in Stales with high unemployment. 
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The WORK program wilt enable those without jobs after two years to support their families through 
subsidized employment. The WORK program emphasizes: 

• 	 Work, not 'Iworkfare. II Uniike traditional "workfare." recipients will only be paid for hours 
worked. Most jobs would pay the minirtlwn wage for betWeen IS and 35 hours of work per 
week. 

• 	 Flexible, CQnununity.Jmsed initiatives. -oState·govemmerus.ean'.design programs appropriate 
to the locaJ labor market: temporarily placing recipients in subsidized private sector jobs, in 
public sector positions, or with community organizations. 

• 	 A Transitional Program. To move people into unsubsidi:zed private sector jobs as quickly as 
possible, participams will be required to go through extensive job search before entering the 
WORK program. and after each WORK assignment No WORK assignment win lasr more 
than 12 months, ParticipantS in subsidized jobs will not receive the ElTe. Anyone who 
turns down a job will be removed from Ihe roUs, as wiU people who repeatedly refuse to 
make good faith efforts to obtain available jobs, 

.	TO..tcinfOlce this central message about the value of work. bold new incentives will make work pay 
and encourage AFDC recipients to leave welfare. 

• 	 The Earned Income Tax Credit (ElTC). The expanded EITC wiH lift millions of workers 

out of poverty" Already enacted by Congress, the EITe will effectively make any minimum 

wage job pay $6.00 an hour for a typical family with two children. Siafes will be able to 

work with the Treasury Department to issue the EITe on a monthly basis. 


• 	 Health care reform. We can't have serious welfare refonn without serious health care 

refonn, People should be able to gel health care by going w work. and not have {O go on 

welfare. Universal health cart will allow people to leave welfare without worrying about 

coverage for their families. 


• 	 Child care. To further encourage young mothers to work. our plan win guarantee child care 
during' education, training. and work programs. and for one year after participants leave 
welfare for employment. Increased funding for other Federal child care programs will bolster 
more working families just above the poverty line and heJp them stay off welfare in the first 
place. Our plan also improves child care quality and ensures parental choice. 

MUTUAL RESPONSIBILITY 

Our current welfare system often seems at odds with core American values, especiaUy responsibility. 
Overlapping and uncoordinated programs seem almost to invite waste and abuse. Non-custodial 
parents frequently provide little or no economic or social support to their children. And the culture 
of welfare offices often seems to reinforce dependence rather than independence, The President' S 
welfare plan reinforces American values, while recognizing the government'S role in helping those 
who are willing 10 help themselves. 

Our proposal includes several provisions aimed at creating a new culture of mutual responsibility. 
We will provide recipients with services and work opportunities. but implement tough. new 

3 



• 


requirements in return. These include provi.sions to promote parental responsibility, ensuring that 
both parents contribute to their children's well·being. The plan also includes incentives directly tied 
to the perfonnance of the welfare office; extensive efforts to detect and prevent welfare fraud; 
sanctions to prevent gaming of the welfare system; and a broad array of incentives that the States can 
use to encourage responsible behavior. 

The Adm.inistration's plan recognizes that both parents must support their children, and establishes the 
toughest child suppon enforcement program ever.propm.ed ....In 1990.·a.bsem fathers paid omy $14 
billion in child suppon. But if child support orders reflecting current ability to pay were established 
and enforced. single mothers and their children would have received $48 billion; money for school, 
clothing. food. utilities, and child care. As part of a plan to reduce and prevent welfare dependency. 
our plan provides for: 

• 	 Universal paternity establishment. Hospitals wiU be required to put procedures in place to 
establish paternity at birth. and each applicam will be required to name and heJp find her 
child's father before receiving benefits. 

• 	 Regular awards updating. Child support payments will increase as fathers' incomes rise. 

• 	 New penalties for those who refuse to pay. Wage-withholding and suspension of 
professional, occupational, and drivers' licenses wlll enforce compliance. 

• 	 A national child support dearinghou.se. Three registries-containing child support awards. 
new hires. and locating information-will catch parents who try to evade their responsibilities 
by fleeing across State lines, Centralized State registries win track support payments 
automatically. 

• 	 State initiatives and demonstration programs, States will be able to make young parents 
who fail to meet their obligations work off the child support they owe. Demonstration grants 
for parenting and access programs-providing mediation, counseling. education. and visitation 
enforcement-will foster non<usrodial parents' ongoing involvement in their children's lives. 
And child support assurance demonstrations wil1 let interested Statts give families a measure 

'of economic security even if child support is not col1ected immediately. 

• 	 State options to encourage responsibility. States can choose to lift the special eligibility 
requirements for tw<rparent families in order to encourage parents to stay together. States 
win also be allowed to limit additional benefits for children conceived by women on welfare. 

To eliminate fraud and ensure that every dollar is used productively, welfare reform wilt coordinate 
programs. automate files, and monitor recipients. New fraud control measures incJude: 

• 	 State tracking systems to belp reduce fraud. States will be required to verify the identity. 
alien starns. and Social Security numbers of new applicants and assign national identification 
numbers. 

• 	 A national public assistance clearinghouse. Using identification numbers. the clearinghouse 
will follow people whenever and wherever they use welfare, monitoring compliance with time 
limits and work. A national Mnew hire" registry will be used to check AFDC and EITe 
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eligibility, and identify non-custodial,parents wbo switch jobs or croSS State lines to avoid 
paying child support. 

• 	 Tough sanctions. Anyone who refuses to follow the rules will face tough new sanctions. and 
anyone who turns down a job offer will be dropped from the rolls" Cheating the system will 
be promptly dete<ted and swiftly punished, 

The Administration's plan demands greater-responsibility of the-welfare offIce jlSetf. 'Unfortunately. 
the current system roo often focuses on simply sending OUt welfare cbecks. instead, the welfare 
office must become a place that is fundamentally about helping people earn paychecks as qujcldy as 
possible. OUT plan offers severaJ provisions to help agencies reduce paperwork and focus on results: 

• 	 Program coordination and simplification, Conforming AFDC and Food Stamp regulations 
and simplifYing both programs' administrative requirements will reduce paperwork. 

• 	 Electronic Benefits Transfer (EDT), Under a separate plan developed by Vice President 
Gore, States will be: encouraged to move away from welfare checks and food stamp coupons 
toward Electronic Benefits Transfer. which provides benefits through a lamper-proof ATM 

" c.ard. EBT systems will reduce welfare and food stamp fraud, and lead to substantial savings 
in administrative COS15. 

• 	 Improved incentives. Funding incentives and penalties will be directly linked to the 
performance of States and caseworkers in service provision, job placement, and child support 
collection. 

I\EACHlNG THE NEXT GENERATION 

Preventing teen pregnancy and out-Qf-wedlock births is a critical part of welfare reform. Each year, 
200,000 teenagers aged 17 and younger have children. Their children are more iik~ly to have serious 
health problems-and they are much more likely to be poor, Almost 80 perceru of the children born 
to unmarried teenage parents who dropped out of high schoo! now live in poverty. By contrast, only 
eight percent of the children born to married high school graduales aged 20 or older are poor. 
Welfare refumrwilI send a clear and unambiguous message to adolescents: you should not become a 
parent until you are able to provide for and nutruN: your (:hHd, Every young person will know that 
welfare has changed forever. 

To prevent welfare dependency in the first place. teenagers must get the message [hat staying in 
school, postponing pregnancy, and preparing to work are the right things to do, Our prevemion 
approach includes: 

• 	 A national campaign against teen pregnancy. Emphasiung the importance of delayed 
sex.ual activity and responsible parenting. the campaign will bring together local schools, 
communities, fantilies. and churches, to send a strong signal that it is wrong for teenagers to 
have children outside marriage. 

• 	 A national dea:rlnghouse on teen pregnancy prevention. The clearinghouse wiU 
provide communities and schools with curricula, models, materials, {raining. and 
technical assistance relating to teen pregnancy prevention programs. 
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• 	 T..., pregnancy prevenrion grantS" Roughly 1000 middle and high schools in 
disadvantaged areas will receive grants to develop irmovative, ongoing teen pregnancy 
prevention programs targeted to young men and women. Broader initiatives will seek 
to change the circumstances in which young people live and the ways that mey see 
themselves. addressing health, education,' safety. and economic opportunity. 

• 	 Initial resources targeted to women born after December 31~ 1971. Phasing in the new 
system wilL direct limited resources· to young, single mothers with the most-at risk; send a 
strong message [0 teenagers that welfare as we know it has ended; most effectively change the 
culture of the welfare office to focus on work; and allow States to develop effective servIce 
capacity. 

• 	 Supports and sanctiollS. From the very first day. teen parents receiving benefits will 
be reqUired to stay in school and move toward work. Unmarried minor mothers win 
be required to identify their thUd's father and live at home or with a responsible 
adult. while teen fathers wjJl be held responsible for child support and may be 
required to work off what they owe. At the same time. caseworkers will offer 
encouragement and suppon; assist with living situations; and help teens access 

. serv.ices such as pareruing classes and child care, The two-year limit will begin once 
teens reach age 18, Selected older welfare mothers wilt serve: as mentors to at-risk 
school-age parents. States will also be allowed to use monetary incentives to keep 
teen parents 10 school. 
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THE IMPACT OF REFORMS 

. 

Making all these changes overnight would severely strain the ability of Federal and State governments 
to implement !.he new system. To avoid this problem the plan is phased in by starting with young 
people. to send a dear message to teenagers that we are ending welfare as we know it. The 
following tables are based on starting with me youngest third of the projected caseload-persons born 
after 1971, who will be age 24 and under in fiscal year 1996 when the neW system is implemented. 

Anyone born after 1971 Who is on welfare today, and anyone born after 1971 who enters it 
subsequently. wil1 face new expectations and responsibilities. In 1997 this group win constitute OVer 
one third of the caseload. By the year 2004. this group will represent about two-thirds of the 
projected caseioad, as older cohorts leave and new persons born after 1971 eruer. States wanting to 
move faster wilt have the option of doing so. 

In the year 2000, 2.4 millon adults will be subject to the new rules under welfare refoTIn, including 
time limits and work requirements. Almost one million peQpie will either be off welfare or working. 
Of those one million individuals, 33! ,000 people who would have been on welfare will have left the 
welfare rolls, Another 222,000 parents will be working pacHime in unsubsidized jobs And 394,000 
people will be in subsidized jobs in the WORK program, up from 15,000 now. In addition. 873.000 
recipients will be in time-limited school or training programs leading to employment. 

However, the impact of welfare reform cannot be measured in these numbers alone or fit on any 
chart, In the year 2000. hundreds of thousands of noncustodial parents will be helping to support 
their families and becoming connected to their children again. Hundreds of schools will be helping 
teenagers postpone sexual involvement, finish their education and prepare for a better future. And. 
thousands more children will watch their parents go off every day to the responsibility and dignity of 
a real job. 
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TABLE 1 


PROJECTED WELFARE, WORK, AND TRAINING STATUS 

OF PHASED-IN GROUP WITH REFORMS 


BY SELEL"TED YEARS 


i 

FY 1997 FY 2000 FYlOO4 
i 

-
TOial Projeclcd Adult Cases With I)arent Born After 
1971, Without Reform 1.641,000 2,376,000 3.439,000 

Status of Pllased~ln Group, with Refonn: 

Ofr Welfare Because of Reform 
Working Part-time 
)n WORK Program 

Total ~ Working Of orr Welfare 

45,000 331,000 
166,000 222,000 

0 394,QQQ 
947,0002l!,000 

860,000 
271,000 
!ilifi,QQQ 

1,697,000 

Expected to Participate in Thne·Lilililed, Mandatory 

Training. Education and Placement Program with Strh:t 
 904,000 873,000 965,000 
Participation Standards 

[)(:ferred or Exempted due 10 Disability. Caring for a 526,000 556,000 777,000-, 
Disabled Child or Infant, or Other Exemption 

Table 1 indicates the number of persons in various parts of the program by year. given the phase-in and the implementation of health rdonn 
after fiscal year 1999. Note that because a few States will need up to two years to pass legislation and implement their syslems, Ihe program 
would not be fully implemented until late 1996. Thus, fiscal year 1997 is the first full year of implementation. The ti~1imited education. 
training and placement program starts up rapidJy since everyone in the phased-in group is required to participate if they are not deferred (for 
example, if they are disabled), It does not grow much over time because people Jeave the program as they get privale stetar jobs or reach 
the time limit and enter the WORK program. The WORK program grows over time, rising to roughly 556,000 by fiscal year 2004, 
Exemptions are signifkantly more narrow than those allowed under current law, and even those unable to work will be required to develop 
employability plans. 
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, TABLE l 

PROJECTED WELFARE, WORK AND TRAINING STA11JS OF 

PHASED-IN GROUP WITH AND W1THOlrf REFORMS 


IN FISCAL YEAR 2000 


I 
WltboutRefenns With Rdonns 

Worklng or orr of Welfare 
Off of Welfare 0% 14% 
Part-time Work 5% 9%I 
In WORK program 

, 
!llit m 

TOIal 5% 40% 

Required to Panicipate in Time~limited. 


Mandatory Training, Education and 

Placement Program with Strict Participa- , 

!ion Standards 0%
I , 

Expected [0 Panicipate in Training. 
Education. and Placement Program. but 
No Time Limits and Low Participation 
Standards 22% 

Deferred or Exempted Due [0 IIlness. 
,Caring for Dis.bled Child. Young 
,

Child. or othcr Exemptions 73% 

TOTAL 100% 

, 
, 

, 
37% 

0% 

23% 

100% 

Table 2 shows the impact of these changes for the phased-in caseload. compared with what we project 
'would'be the caseJoad without welfare and health reronn. 

Under the plan. we will go from a situadon where almost three-quarters of the persons are collecting 
welfare and neither working nor in training-to a situation where three-quarters are either off welfare, 
working. or in a mandatory time-limited placement and training program. Oniy those unable to work 
are deferred from the lime limits. and even these persons will have greater expectations and 
opportunities under the proposed system. In addition. we expect the reform proposal to significantly 
increase paternity establishment rates, to increase child support payments and to lower child poverty. 
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Moving people from welfare to work will nl?t omy reinforce our basic values of work and 
responsibiliry, it will also heJp families provide better support for their children, As a result of the 
Oimon reforms. compare the siruation facing a single~parent family of three on welfare with the 
situation of a family off of AFDC. 

In the median State, the combined AFDC and food Stamp benefit level is $7,525, only 63 percent of 
the $11,870 of income needed to keep a typical family of three out of poverty. By contrast, Table 3 
shows that persons leaving AFDe and going .to .work.will he dmnatica.ily better off in any private 
sector jOb. even one paying the minimum wage, 

TABLE 3 

INCOME FOR INDIVIDUALS WORKING FULL TIME 

AT VARIOUS WAGE LEVELS 


Hourly 
wage 

Earnings 
(Full·'ime. 
year-round) 

Taxes 
, 

EITC' 

! 
I Food 

Stamps 

I 
Total 
Income , 

, 

Percent of 
Poverty 

$4,25 58,840 $676, $3.370 $2,256 $13.790 116% 

$6,00 512.480 $955 53,058 $1.380 515,964 134% 

$8,00 $16,640 $1,826 52,182 $0 $16.996 143% 

'" E1TC assumes that expansion passed in 1993 is fuUy phased-in, 

Thus, the Presidern's plan. including the expanded BITe. and health and welfare reform. rewards 
people who are working to support themselves and their families: . . 
A description of the plan follows, 
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TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 


Pethaps the most critical and difficult goal of welfare refonn is to reshape the very mission of the 
current support system from one focused on writing checks to one focused on work. opportUnity. and 
responsibility. The Family Support Act of 1988 recognized, tMou"gh creation of the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) training program. the need for investment in education, 
training, and employment services for welfare recipierus. Most imporumtJy, it introduced the 
expectation that, welfare recipiency is "I:lransirional"period of preparatloft for·6elf.sufficiency. Able~ 

bodied recipients were mandated to participate in the lOBS program as a means towards $elf­
sufficiency , 

However, the welfare system has not changed as much as was intended, Only a small ponioD of the 
AFDe caseload is actually required to participate in the JOBS program. while a majority of AFDC 
recipients are not requlred to participate and do not volunteer. An even smaller fraction of recipients 
are Working. This sends a mixed message to both recipients and caseworkers regarding the true . 
terms and validity of the social compact that the Family Support Act represented. As a result. most 
lo11g~tenn recipients are not on a track to obtain employment that will enable them to leave AFDC. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL 

This reform proposal calls for fundamentally replacing the AFDC program with a transitional 
assistance program to be followed by work. The new program includes four key elements: a simple 
compact; training. education. and placemenr assistance to move people from wetfare to work; a {WO~ 
year time limit; and work requirements. Phasing in the plan starting first with the youngest recipients 
win send a strong message of responsibility and opportunity to the next generation. 

A Simple Compact 

Trainilll!. Education, Job Seon:h, and Job Placement - Th< JOBS Program 

• A clear focus on work 

• Integrating lOBS and mainstream education and training initiatives 

Two--Year Tune Limit 

WORK 

• Administrative structure of lhe WORK program 

• Characteristics of the WORK assignments 
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A Simple Compact. Everyone who receives cash support will be expected to do something to help 
themselves and their community, Recipients will sign a personal responsibility agreement indicating­
what is expected of them and of the government to p~pare them for seJf~sustaining employment. 
Persons who are not yet in a position to work or train (because of disability or the need to care for an 
infant or disabled child) will be deferred until they are ready for the time~li.mited JOBS program. 
Everyone wiU have a responsibility to contribute something and move toward work and independence. 

Training, Education,.and.Piac"""""I.inlred-to·Work (the-Job-Qpportumtiesand Basic Skills, or 
JOBS program). The core of the transitiona1 support program will be an expanded and improved 
JOBS program that focuses on moving people into work. JOBS was established by the Family 
Support Act of 19&8 to provide training. education. and job placement services to AFDC recipientS. 
Every aspect of the new JOBS program will he designed to help recipients find and keep jobs. The 
enhanced program will include a personal responsibility agreement (described above) and an employ­
abiHcy plan designed to move persons from welfare to work as rapidly as possible. For most 
applicants. supervised job search will be required from the date the application for AFDC is 
approved, JOBS participants will be required to accept a job if offered. The new effort. rather than 
creating an employment training system for welfare recipients alone, will seek close coordination with 
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) programs and other mainstream training programs and educa~ 

. Lional resources, 

A Two~.year Time Limit. Young recipients will be limited to a lifetime lIlUimum of two years of 
cash assistance, after which they will be expected (0 wotk. While twO years will be the maximum 
period for the receipt of cash aid. the goal will be to help persons ftnd jobs long before the end of the 
two-year period, Mothers with infants. persons with disabilities which limit work. and those caring 
for a disabJed child will be deferred and will not be subject to the time limit while such conditions 
exist, In a very limited,number of cases. and at the discretion of States. extensions of the time limit 
will be granted for completion of an education or training program or in unusual circumstances, 

Work (the WORK program). The new effon will be designed to help as many people as possible 
find employmeru before reaching the two~year time limit. Those persons who are not able to find 
employment within two years will be required to take a job in the WORK program. WORK program 
jobs wUJ be paid employment, rather than ~workfare," and wiU include subsidized private sector jobs, 

··asweU <1$ positions with local not-for~profit organizations and in the public settor, The positions are 
incended to be shon-term, last-resort jobs. designed neither to displace existing workers. nor to serve 
as substitutes for unsubsidized employment. Provisions win be put in piace to discourage lengthy 
stays in the WORK program, Among these wilt be limits on the duration of anyone WORK 
assignment. frequent periods of job search, denying the EITe to persons in WORK assignments, and 
a comprehensive reassessment after a second WORK assignment. People will be required to make a 
good-faith effort 10 find unsubsidized work. and anyone who rums down a job offer win be removed 
from the roils. The primary emphasis of the WORK program will be on securing unsubsidized 
employment States wHi be given considerable flexibility in the operation of the WORK program in 
order to achieve this goal. 
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PHASE-IN 


It is very unlikely that States could proceed to fu!l~scale implementation of the changes described 
above immediately after passage of the legislation. Even if resources were plentiful. attempting to 
instantly place the entire caseload in tbe new transitional assistance program would almost guarantee 
enormous administrative difficulties at the State level. Fadng the need to serve hundreds of 
thousands more persons in the JOBS program and to create hundreds of thousands of WORK 
assignments. many States wouJd be,unable-.to suc.ceed Jl1 ,either. 

An attractive alternative to the chaos of immediate fun~sca1e implementation is [0 begin by focllsing 
on younger parents. The younger generation of actual and potential welfare recipients represents the 
source of greatest concern. Younger recipients are likely to have the longest stays on welfare. They 
are also the group for which there is the greatest hope of making a profound difference. Under this 
phase·in approach, we win devote e~rgy and new resources to ending welfare for the next 
generation, rather than spreading efforts so thin that little real help is provided to anyone, 

The phase-in of the new requirements will begin with alI recipients (including new appHcants) born 
after December 31, trn 1, All persons of the same age and circwnstances will then face [he same 
rules, .regardless of when they entered the system. This IS roughly one third of the caseload in 1996, 
Over time, as rhe percentage of the caseload bom after 1971 rises, the new transitional assistance 
program will encompass a greater and greater proportion of welfare recipients. States will also have 
the option to phase in more rapidly, By 2000. half of all adult recipients will be included. By 2004. 
(wo-thirds of the adult caseload will be included. 

Targeting younger parents does not imply limiting access to education and [raining services for older 
recipients, They will still be eligible for JOBS services, The new resources, however, wlll be 
focused on younger recipients. 

A SIMPLE COMPACT 

The goal of these proposals is to make the welfare syStem a much different world. The intake 
process win be changed to clearly communicate to recipients the expectation of achieving self­

. sufficiency through work. lust as important. the welfare agency will also face a different set of 
expectations. fn addition to determining eligibility, its role will be to help recipientS achieve self~ 
sufficiency. The underlying philosophy is one of muruai responsibility, Tile welfare agency will help 
recipients achieve self-sufficiency and win provide transitional cash assistance; in return, recipients 
will take responsibility for their lives and the economic weU-being of their children. 

Personal Responsibility Agreement. Each adult applicant for assistance will be required to enter into 
a written agreement in which he or she agrees to take responsibility fot moving quickly toward 
independence in rerum for that assistance, 

Orientatiop, Each applicant will receive orientation services to explatn how the new system will 

work. A fun understanding of how a time-limited assistance program operares will ensure thac 

participants maximize theIr opportunities to obtain services. 


13 

http:be,unable-.to


Emnloyability P1an. Within a sbort time frame, each adult will undergo a thorough needs assessment, 
Based on this assessment, and in conjunction with his or her caseworker. ea-ch person will design an 
individualized employability plan which specifies the services to be provided by the State and the time 
frame for achieving self-sufficiency, 

Deferrals. Under the current system, only a small portion of the AFDC caseload is ~quired to do 
anything, and the rest are exempt. Our pian will reduce the number of exemptions, and ensure that 
even those who are nocable.lo,patti.c.ipateiltedllcatfoo.. training:Qt work still'have'to meet certain 
expectations. People with a disabiHty or caring for a disabled child, mothers with infants under one 
(3 months for the second child), and people Hving in remote areas will be deferred. States will be 
allowed to defer a capped number of peopJe for other good-cause reasons. However, all recipients 
will be required to take Steps. even if they are small ones, toward self~sufficiency. Participants who 
are deferred will be expected to complete employability plans and. when pQssible. to undertake 
activities intended to prepare them for employment and/or the JOBS program, 

Increased Participation. With increased Federal resources available. it is reasonable ro require 
increased partiCipation in the JOBS program. Current Jaw requires rhal States enroll 20 percent of the 
nonwexetnpt AFDC caselQad in the JOBS program during fiscal year 1995. Under reform. States will 

_be elpectoo to meet much higher participation rates for persons who are enrolled in the new program, 
Through the phase-in strategy described above. a higher and higher percentage of the caseioad will be 
subject ro these rules and requirements. and the transitional assistaru::e program will move toward a 
fun-participation model. 

TRAINING, EDUCATION, JOB SEARCH. AND JOB PLACEMENT 
- THE JOBS PROGRAM 

The JOBS program originated with the Family Support Act. it represented a new vision for welfare, 
but today it unfonunately remains mostly an afterthought to a system principally focused on eligibility 
determination and check writing. We propose to make the JOBS program the centerpiece of the 
public assistance system. Doing so will require a series of key improvements. 

There have been many impediments ta the success af the JOBS program, such as a lengthy recession, 
the surge'in'AFDC caseloads and State budget shortfalls that hampered States' ability to draw down 
available JOBS and other Federal matching funds. For these reasons, States have been unabJe to 
effectively implement the changes envisioned in the Family Support Act. 

In order to fully transform the welfare system into a structure which hetps families attain self~ 
sufficiency, the entire culture of the welfare system must be changed. ThIs must start by making the 
welfare system one which focuses on helping participants achieve self~sufficiency through the 
provision of education, ((aining, and employment services rather than one which concentrates solely 
on determining eligibility and wriling checks. To accompHsh this, a major restructuring effon which 
implements real changes for all participants is needed. Strong Federal leadership in steering the 
welfare system in this new direction will be critical. 
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To this end. we propose: 

(l) 	 A clear focus on work, From the moment they enter the system. applicants are focused on 

moving from welfare to work through participation in programs and services designed to 

enhance employability; and 


(2) 	 Much grearer imegration with mainstream education and training programs. 

A Clear Focus on Work 

Under the provisions of the new transitional assistance program, JOBS participation will be greatly 
expanded. and increased participation rates will be phased in. We recognize that welfare recipientS 
are a very diverse population. ParticipantS in the JOBS program have very different levels of work 
experience, education, and,skills. Accordingly. their needs will be met through a variety of activities: 
job search, classroom leaming, on.the.job training. and work experience. States and localities will, 
therefore. have great flexibility in designing the exact mix of JOBS program services. Employability 
plans will be adjusted in response to changes in a family's situation. Finally. the Ferleral government 
wiH make mucll~needed additional resources available to the States to accomplish the objectives. 

Up-Front lob Sew. All new adult recipients in the phased-in group (and minor parents who have 
completed high school) who are judged job-ready wil1 be required [0 perform job search, as soon as 
the application is approved {or from the date of application at State option). States win have the 
option to require all job-ready new recipients (including those in the not-phased-in group) to engage in 
up~front job search. 

The job search activities will lead to immediate employment for some recipients. Those wllo 
subsequently enter the JOBS program will have a realistic view of the job market, This wilt aid in 
completing the needs assessment and in developing the employability plan, and may aiso help 
participants focus their energies, 

Teen Parents, In order to meet the special needs of teen parents. any custodial parent under age 20 
will be provided case management services. Teen parents will be required to finish high school and 

'"panicipa!e in the JOBS program, (For further prOVisions regarding teen parents, see the section on 
Promoting Parental Responsibility). 

Semiannual Assessment. In addition to the expectation tbat client progress will be monitored on a 
regular basis, States will be required to conduct an assessment of aU adult recipients and minor 
parents, including both those who are deferred and those in JOBS, on at least a semiannual basis to 
evaluate progress toward achieving the goals in the employability plan, Both the individual's and the 
State's effans. will be examined. and corrective action will be taken as: needed. 

SanctjQn~. In order for the system to work. participants must see that the requirementS are reaL 
There must be a direct connection between a participant's behavior and the rewards and sanctions as a 
consequence. The sanction for refusing a job offer without good cause wiIl be strengthened. The 
current penalty reduces the recipient's welfare cbeck by the adult's share of the gram; in the new 
system. the family's entite AFDC benefit will be terminated for 6 months or until the adult acceprs a 
job offer, whichever is shoner. Sanctions for failure to follow the employabHity plan otherwise will 
be the same as under current law. 

IS 



ItNreased funding and Enhanced Federal Match. It is impOrtant to ensure thar all welfare recipients 
who are required to participate in the JOSS program have access to the appropriate services. The 
increase in federal resources available to the States, as welt as simplified and enhanced match rates. 
will enable States to undertake the necessary e;(pansion in the JOBS program. 

Similar to current law, the capped entitlement for JOBS will be allocated according to the average 
monthly number of adult recipients (which will include WORK participants) in the State relative to the 
number in aU States.. TheJ:apped..enti.tlement far JOBS-(as well asfor WORK) wouid be increased if 
the national unemployment rate equalled or e;(ceeded 7 percent. 

Fiscal constraints have proven particularly troublesome in effecting welfare system changes. States 
are required to share the cost of the JOBS program with the federal Government Many States have, 
however. been experiencing budgetary difficulties which were not anticipated at the time the Family 
Support Act was enacted. Consequernly, most States have been Wtable to draw down their full 
allocation of Federal JOBS funds because they have nOt been able to provide the required Stale match. 
In 1992, Stares drew down only two-thirds of the $1 billion in available Federal funds. and only to 
States drew down [heir full allocation. These fiscal problems have limited the number of individuals 
served under JOBS and. in many cases, limited the services States offer their lOBS participants. 

To address the scarciry of JOBS -dollars. the federal cap will be increased from $1 billion to $1,$ 
billion in fiscal year 1996. To assist States in drawing down their full allotment. the Federal match 
rate wiH be increased by five percentage points in 1996, rising to a level ten percentage points over 
the current JOBS match rate by the year 2000, with a minimum Federal match of 70 percent. 
Spending for djrect program costs, for administrative costs and for the costs of transportation and 
work-related supportive services would all be matched at the single rate. In addllion, a small fund 
will be created to reward States which have used their full allotment and are moving aggressively to 
impJement these reforms. During periods of high State unemployment, the State match rate for 
lOBS, WORK and At~Risk Child Care would be reduced by ten percent. States will be required to 
maintain their 1994 level of spending for the investment programs (JOBS and child care), 

Federal Leadership. The Federal role in the JOBS program wilt be providjng training and technical 
assistance to hetp States make the program changes calJed for in this plan. The Federal Government 
will "encourage evaluations of State JOBS programs. help promote state-ofwthe-art practices, and assist 
States in redesigning their intake processes to emphasize employment rather than eligibility. These 
activities wiH be funded by setting aside a portion of Federal JOBS funds specifically for this purpose­
-two percent in fiscal years 1996~1998, and one percent thereafter. 

Integrating JOBS and Mainstream Education and Training Initiatives 

The FederaJ government currently operates a myriad of education, training, and employment services 
programs. Many of these programs serve the AFDC population. JOBS programs must continue to 
link clients to the available services in the community. Coordination. integration, and implementation 
of cOrnm<?n strategies among the major programs wh.ich serve the AFDC population will help States 
accompUsh the mission of the JOBS program by expanding access to other available services. This 
proposal prescribes greater coordination, but it grants broad flexibility to States [0 achieve this 
objective, To this end. the proposal implements several mechanisms that promote ongOing 
coordination and integration and WhICh lessen the administrative burdens States face. This will allow 
for program simplification, innovation, and ongoing program improvement. 
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The role of the JOBS program should not be. to create a separate education and training system for 
welfare recipients, but rather to ensure that recipients have access to and information about the broad 
array of training and education programs that already exist. Under the Family Suppon Ac[, the 
governor of each State is required to ensUft'l that program activities under JOBS are coordinated with 
lTPA and other relevant employment, training. and educafional programs available in the State. 
Appropriate components of the State's plan which relate to job training and work preparation must be 
consistent with the Governor's coordination plan. The State plan must be reviewed by a C<lordinating 
counciL While these measures have served to_move. the .welfare system in the ·direction of program 
coordination and integration. further steps can and should be taken. Federal and State efforts for 
promoting integration and coordinatJon. and general program improvement, will be an ongoing 
process in the new system, 

Program Coordination. This proposal includes provisions which will greatly enhance integration and 
coordination among the JOBS program and related programs of the Depanmems of Labor and 
Education, such as Job Training Partnership Act prograntS and programs falling under the Adult 
Education Act and the Carl D. Perk.ins Vocational Educational Act. For example, the State council 
on vocational education and the: State advisory council on adult education will review the Slate JOBS 
plan and submit comments to the Governor to ensure consistency among programs that serve AFDC 
recipients. 

Expanded State Flexibiliw. In order to enable States to take the steps necessary to achieve fun 
integration among education. training, and employment service programs, Governors will have the 
option to operate the JOBS and WORK programs through an agency other than the agency currently 
designated to administer welfare programs. For example; a Governor may choose to operate a 
combined JOBSfJTPA program, This option will expand State flexibility and will promote innovation 
and program improvement. 

manding Oppommiries, Among the many Administration initiatives which will be COOrdinated with 
the JOBS program are: 

• 	 National Service. HHS will work with the Corporation for National and Community Service 
fO ensure that JOBS participants are able to take full advantage of ruuional service as a road to 

--independence. 

• 	 SchQOHQ~WQrk HHS wiU work with the Departments of Education and Labor to make 
panicipation requirements for the School·tQ~Work and JOBS programs compatible, in order to 
give JOBS participants the opportunity to access this new initiative. 

• 	 One-StOp ShOPPing, States which implement one~stop shopping under {he Reemployment Act 
of 1994 wUl be requjred to include the JOBS program. 

• 	 Pell Grants. The program will ensure that JOBS participants make full use of such existing 
programs as Pell grants, income~contingent srudent loans and Job Corps, 
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TWO-YEAR TIME LlMlT 

Most people who eruer the welfare system do not stay on AFDe continuously for many years, It is 
much more common for recipierns to move in and out of the welfare system. staying for a relatively 
brief period each time, Two out of every three persons who enter the weIfare system leave within 
two years. and fewer than one in five spends five consecutive years on AFDC. Half of all those who 
leave welfare. however, return within two years, and three of every four rerum at some point in the 
future. Most recipients use the.AFDC,program.not as..a-pe-rmanem alternative 10 work.. but as 
temporary assistance during times of economic difficulty. 

While persons who remain on AFDC for long periods at a time represent only a modest percentage of 
all people who ever enter the system, they represent a high proportion of those on welfare at any 
given time. Although many face very serious barriers to employment. including physical disabilities. 
others are able to work bw are not making progress toward self-sufficiency. Most long-term 
recipients are not on a track foward obtaining employment that will enable them to leave AFDe. 

Placing a time limit on cash assistance is part of (he overall effort to shift the focus of the welfare 

system from providing cash assistance to promoting work and self~suffictency, The time limit will 

give both recipients and JOBS staff a structure that requires continuous movement toward fulfilling 

the objectives of the employability pJan and, ultimately. ftnding a job. 


lWQ-Year Limit on Cash ~enefits, The proposal establishes for adult recipients a lifetime limit of 24 
months of AFDC benefits. followed by a work requirement. Special provisions will be made for teen 
parents (as discussed below). 

Time limits will, in general, be linked to JOBS participation. Recipients required to panidpate in 

JOBS win be subject to the time limit. Months in which an individual receives assistance while in 

deferred status (rather than panicipating in JOBS) wiU not count against the 24~month time limit. 


In a two-parent family receiving aid through AFDCwUP. both parents will be subject to the time limit 
if the prinCipal earner is in the phased~in group (see below). If one patent reacbes the rime limit 
when the other has not, the parent who reaches [he time limit will be required to enter the WORK 

~ program, The family will {;ontinue to be eligible for benefits as long as at least one of the two 
parents has not reached the time limit for transitional assIstance, 

Most people will be expected to enter emp10yment well before the two years life up. Recipients 
unabJe to find employment by the end of tWO years of cash benefits CQuld receive further goverrunent 
support only through participation in the WORK program. as described below. 

Minimum Work Standard. Months in which an individual meets the minimum work standard will not 
be counted against the time limit. The minimum work standard will be set at an average of 20 hours 
per week. with a State option to require up to. 30 hours per week. Individuals wotking pan~time 
would be required to accept additional hours if available. 
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Teen farents. M, mentioned elsewhere. virtUally aU parents under age 20 will be required to partici­
pate in JOBS. The 24-month rime dock. however. will not begin to run until the parent rurns age 18. 
In other words, any penod of receiving benefits as a custodial parem prior to the age of 18 will not 
be taunted against the two-year time limit, 

Pre-WORK lob Sea[SD, Persons who are within 45 days of reaching the time limit (up to 90 days at 
State option).will be required to engage in supervised job search for those final 45-90 days, before 
taking a WORK_assignment. 

Extensions. States will be permitted to grant a limited number of extensions to the time limit in the 
foHowing circumstances: 

• 	 For completion of a GED or other education or training program, including a school-[O~work 
program or post~secondary education program, expected to lead directly to employment. 
These extensions wiU be contingent on satisfactory progress toward completing the program 
and will be limited to 12-24 months in duration, An extension for post-secondary edUcation 
will be contingent upon simultaneous part-time employment. 

• 	 Fouhose who are learning disabled. illiterate or face language barriers or otber serious 

obstacles to employment. 


Stales Will, in addition, be required to grant extensions to persons wbo have reached the time limit 
but who have nN had access to the services specified in the employability plan. The total number of 
extensions will be limited to 10 percent of recipients required to participate in JOBS. In other words, 
a Stare could have no more than to petcent of its JOBS~mandatory recipients in extended status at any 
given time. 

Limited Additional Assistance: to Pers.ons Who Stay off Welfare fo~. Extended Periods. The: two-year 
limit is a lifetime limit, Persons who exhaust or nearly exhaus( their 24 mQfl[hs of time-limited 
assistance and who leave welfare for an extended period of time will be able to qualify for up to six 
additional monw of assistance. This limited additional assistance will serve as a cushion. should they 
lose meir job and need temporary help again. After that. they will be required to enter the WORK 

-·program. ' ­

WORK 

The focus of the transitional assistance program will be helping people move from welfare to seJf~ 
sufficiency through work. An integral part of this effort is making assistance truly transitional for 
those able to work by placing a two-year time limit on cash benefits. Some welfare recipients will, 
however, reach the two-year time limit without having found a job, despite having participated in the 
JOBS program and followed their employability plans in good faith. We are committed to providing 
these persons with the opportunity to support thelr famiHes through paid work. 

19 




Each State will be required to operate a WORK program which will make paid work assignments 
available to recipients who have reached the time limit for cash assistance, 

The overriding goal of the WORK program will be to help participants find lasting unsubsidized 
employment. States wdl have wide discretion in {be operation o(the WORK program in order to 
achieve this end. For example. a State could provide short-term subsidized private sector jobs (with 
the e~pectation that many of these positions will become permanent), or positions in not-for~profit 
organizations andlor public sector agencies. 

The WORK program is designed to provide an opporruniry for individuals who have reached the time 
limit to support their families through paid work while developing the skills and receiving tbejob 
search assistance needed to obtain unsubsidiz.ed private sector jobs, The structure ensures that work 
"pays" by assuring that a family with an adult in a WORK assignment win be no worse off than a 
family of the same size in which 00 one is working. 

"Workfare" programs are generally nOt consisteru with placements in the private sector. By contrast. 
the WORK program requires a strong private-sector focus. This is work-not workfare. Persons win 
be paid for performance-not paid a welfare check and sent out to a work: site. This work-for~wages 
.~,provJdes far greater dignity and responsibility than workfare. Moreover, the purpose of the 
WORK program is to help persons move into. rather than serve as a substitute for. unsubsidized 
employment. 

Administrative Structure of lb. WORK Program 

Eligibility. A recipient who has reached the time limit for transitional assistance will be permitted to 
enroll in the WORK program. provided he or she has not refused an offer of an unsubsidized job 
without good cause (see beJow). 

WORK Funding. Federal funds for the cost of operating the WORK program will be capped and 
distributed to States according to the number of persons required to participate in JOBS (and subject 
to the time limit) and the number in the WORK program in a State. relative to tbe total number in al1 
States. These Federal monies must be matched by State funds at the same match rate as in the 

'-expanded' fOBS program-the current lOBS match rate plus seven percentage points in 1998, rising to 
ten additional percentage points by 2000. As discussed previously under the description of JOBS 
funding, the capped entitlements for JOBS and WORK would be increased if the national 
unemployment rate equalled or ex.ceeded 7 percent, Also as discussed under JOBS funding. the State 
match rate for JOBS. WORK. and At~Risk Child care would be reduced by ten percent during 
periods of high State unemployment. 

In addition, States will be reimbursed for wages paid to WORK program participants, iru.:luding wage 
subsidies to private employers, at the Medicaid matching rate. 

If States were unable to claim the total available Federall0BS and WORK funding for a fiscal year. a 
State which had reached its cap could draw down Federal funds for operational costs in excess of its 
allotment from the capped entitlement. Additionally. all States will be allowed to reallocate up to JO 
percent of the combined total of their JOBS and WORK allotments from JOBS to WORK. or vice 
versa. 
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Flexibility. States wi1J bave considerable flexibility in operating the WORK program. A State can 
pursue any of a wide range of strategies to provide work to those who have reached the lwo~year 
limit, including: 

• 	 Subsidize private sector jobs; 

• 	 Subsidize or create posirions in tbe not~for-profit sector (wbich could email payments 
to cover the cosLoLl.raining and.supervising WORK participants); 

• 	 Offer employers other financial incentives to hire JOBS graduates; 

• 	 Execute performance~based contracts with private finns or not~for-profit organizations 
to place WORK participantS in unsubsidized jObs; 

• 	 Create positions in public sector agencies (which might include employing adult 
welfare recipients as mentors for teen parents on assisfance); 

• 	 Employ WORK part1cipants as child care workers, child support workers. or home 
Ilealth aides; and 

• 	 Support microenterprlse and self·employmenr efforts. 

Paoicjgation Rates, Each State will be required to meet a participation standard for the WORK 
program, defined as the lower number of the following such that: 1) The number of WORK 
assignmems the State is required to create (based on the funding allocation) are actually filled by 
individuals assigned to the WORK program~ or 2) At least eighty percent of those who reach the time 
lintit are assigned to a WORK slot {or in another defined status). 

AUOC3{jon Q{ WORK AssignmentS. If the nwnber of people needing WORK positions exceeds the 
suppJy, the allocation of WORK assigrunents is made in the following order, An individual whose 
sanction period had just ended wiU be placed in a new WORK asSignment as rapidly as possible. 
Persons new to the WORK program will have priority over persons who have previously held a 
WORK position, States will then be permitted to allocate the remaining WORK assignments so as to 
maximize the chance of successful placements, 

Interim Activities. States will have the option of requiring petsons awaiting WORK assignments 
(e.g,. those who have just eoncluded a WORK assigrunent) to participate in other WORK program 
activities. such as individual or group job search. Child care and other supportive services will be 
provided as needed for particIpation in interim WORK program activities. Persons in the WORK 
program hut not in a WORK assignment will be eligible for cash benefits in the interim. 

Required Ag;eptence of Any Job Offer, Both lOBS and WORK program participants win be 
required to accept any offer of an unsubsldized job, provided the job meets certain health and safety 
standards and does not make the family financially worse ofC An individual who refuses such an 
offer will not be eligible for a WORK position, and the entire family will be ineligible for AFDC 
benefits for a period of six months. Such an individual will be eligible for job search assistance 
during this period. 
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OversiglH_ There will be a WORK advisory pane! for each locality to provide oversight and guidance 
to the WORK program. The advisory panel win include representation from unions and the private. 
not~for-profit (including corrununityA,ased organizations), and public (including local government) 
sectors, 

I..epgth of Participation in the WORK Program, Individuals wiU be limited to a maximum stay of 12 
months in any single WORK assignment, after which they will be required to perform job search. 
Slates win be required to. conduct a.oomprehensive,wes&J'neIl1 of J.Dy person who has completed two 
WORK assignments or who has spent at least two years in the WORK program, Following the , 
assessment, persons could be assigned to another WORK position, placed in deferred status. referred 
back: to the JOBS program, or. at State option. be removed from the roils for refusing a job offer or 
failing to make a good~faith effort to find unsubsidized work where jobs are available to match their 
skiils, 

Retention. States will be required to maintain records on the performance of employers {public. 
private, and not~for-profit) in retaining WORK program participants (after the subsidies end). 
Similarly, States will be mandated to monitor the effectiveness of pla.cement firms in placing WORK 
participants in uns-uhsidlzed employment. 

Nondisplacement. The assignment of a participant 10 a subsidized job under the WORK program will 
not result in the displacement of or infringe upon the promotional opporrunities of any currently 
employed worker. In additIon, WORK participants could om be placed in vacancies created by a 
layoff, strike or lockout 

Suppqrtive Services, States will be required to guarantee child care, if needed, for any person in a 
WORK assignment. States will also be mandated to provide other work~related supportive services as 
needed for participation in the WORK program, 

Characteristics of the WORK Assignments 

Wages. Participants will typically be paid the minimum wage. Persons- in WORK assigrum:nts who 
are performing work equivaJent to that done by others working for the: same employer will be 

. simifarly compensated. 

HQurs. Each WORK assigrunent will be for a minimum of 15 hours per week and for no more than 
35 hours per week:. The number of hours for each posi[ion will be determined by the State. 

Treatment of Wages with Respec! 10 Benefits and Taxes. Wages from WORK positions win be 
rreat~ as earned income with respect to Federal and Federal~State assistarn:.:e programs other than 
AFDC. Partkipants in the WORK program and their families win be treated as AFDC recipients 
with respect to Medicaid eligibility. 

Persons in WORK assigrunents will be subject to FICA taxes but will not be subject to the provisions 
of any Federal or State unemployment cOfJ'l1)ensation law. WQrkers' Compensation coverage will be 
provided at levels consistent with the relevant State Workers' Compensation statute. Earnings from 
WORK positiOns wiH not be treated as earned income for purposes of calculating the Earned Income 
Tax Credit {EITC), in order to encourage movement into jobs outside the WORK program. 
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Earnings Supplementation. A farruly with an adult in a WORK position whose income. net of work 
expenses, is less than the AFDC benefit for'a family of the same size (in which no one is working) 
will be eligible for supplemental cash benefits to make up the difference. In other words, an earnings 
supplement will be provided such that a farrtily with an individual who is working in either a WORK 
assignment or an unsubsidized private seCtor job; will never be worse off than a family of the same 
size on assistance in which no one is worlting. 

The work expense disregard used for the·purpose of calculsti.ngJ.be ea.rnings's,upplement will be SI20 
per month (the standard AFDC work expense disregard). States which opt for more generous AFDC 
earnings disregard policies wIll be permitted but not required to apply these pOlicies to WORK wages, 

Sanctions, Wages will be paid for hours worked. and those who do not show up for work win not 
gel paid. Failure to work (he set number of hours for the position will result in l'l corresponding 
reduction in wages. 

!ndividuais in the WORK program who, without good cause. voluntarily quit an unsubsidized job that 
meets the minimum work standard would lose eligibility for the WORK program for a period of three 
months, 

Type of Work. Under the WORK program, Stares win be encouraged to place as many WORK 
panicipants as possible in subsidized private sector positions, Many of the WORK positions may also 
be in the nl)t~for-prl)fit seClor, with. for example, voluntary agencies. Head Start centers, and other 
cornmunity~based organizations. 

Work Plag; Rules, Participants in the WORK program will experience Ihe same working conditions 
and rights as comparable employees of the same employer. 
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MAKIl'iG WORK PAY/CHILD CARE 

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE EITC, HEALTII CARE REFORM, AND CHILD CARE 

A crucial component of welfare rdonn tnat promotes work:: and ittdependence is maldng work pay. 
The Census Bureau reports that in 1992, 16 percent of all yeat~round, fuil·time workers had earnings 
too low to' lift a family of four out of poverty, up from 12 percent in 1974. The problem is 
especially great for women; 22 -percent-more 1han one in five-of year-round, full~time female 
workers had low earnings. 

Simultaneously, the welfare system setS up a devastating array of barriers for people who receive 
assistance but want to work, It penalizes those who work. by taking away benefits dollar for dollar: it 
imposes arduous reporting requirements for those with earnings but still on welfare; and it prevents 
saving for the furore with a meager limit on assets. Moreover, wQrking~poor families often lack 
adequate medical protection and face sizeable child care costs. Too often. parents may choose 
welfare instead of work to ensure that their children have health insurance and receive child care. If 
our goals are to encourage work and independence, to belp families who are playing by the rules, and 
to reduce both poverty and welfare use. then we must reward work rather {han welfare. 

Although they are not part of welfare reform legislation. the Earned Income Tax Credit and health 
refonn are clearly two of the three major components of making work pay. Last sununer's $21 
billion expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit {EITC) was a major Step toward making it 
possible for jow~wage workers to support themselves and their families above poveny. When fully 
implemented. it will have the effect of making a $4,25 per hour job pay nearly S6,00 per hour for a 
parent with two or more children. Combined with food stamps, this tax credit helps ensure that 
peopJe who work full~time with a family at home will no longer be poor. 

The next critics! step toward making work pay is ernuring that all Americans have health insurance 
coverage. Many recipients are trapped on welfare by their inabiHty to find or keep jobs with health 
benefits that provide the security they need, And too often, poor, non-working familj~ on welfare 
have better health coverage than poor. working families. The President's health care reform plan will 
provide universal access to health care, ensuring that no one will have to choose welfare instead of 
work: to ensure that their children have health insurance. Both the EITe expansion and health care 
refonn will belp support workers as they teave welfare to maintain their mdependence and self­
sufficiency. In one recem srudy, 83 percent of welfare recipients said they would Jeave welfare to 
take a minimum-wage job immediately if it provided health coverage for their families. Another 
study found. thaI onJy eight percent of people whO' leave welfare for work get jobs that provide heafth 
insurance. 

The plan includes two additional provisions that will increase the rerum from work for low-income 
families. Under current law, aU income received by an AFDC recipient or applicant must be counted 
against the AFDC gram, except certain specified work-related and other disregards. The proposal 
conlains several provisions to make work a more attractive option for recipients combining work and 
welfare and to simplify the Ue3tment of income for recipients and caseworkers alike. States will be 
required to disregard a minimum of S120 per month when calculating the AFDC benefit level, but 
will have flexibility to estabJish higher earnings disregard amounts to encourage work. In addition. 
States will have the option to increase {he currenr $50 per month amount of child support paid by the 
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noncustodial parent and passed through to the custodial parent (before the remaining child support is 
used to reimburse the State for the cost of welfare). All disregards and the cllild support pass~rbrough 
will be indexed to inflation to ensure that recipients who work or receive child support will be treated 
consistently in the future, 

At present, omy a small percentage of EITC claimants take advaittage of the option to receive pan of 
the me in advance payments throughout the year. While the reasons vary for the low utilization 
rate, it is partly due to a lack of infonnatjon and the fact.that employers are responsible for 
deremrining eligibility and administering'the payments. Public agencies that deal directly with welfare 
recipients ate uniqueJy positioned to ensure that the advance payment option is used frequently and 
appropriately. The proposal win allow Slates to conduct demonstration projects to make advance 
payments of the EITC available to eligible residents through a State agency, Welfare recipients could 
particularly benefit from receiving the Erre in advance payments throughout the year because they 
would experience the rewards from work on a more timely basis. 

The final critical CQmponent for making work pay is affordable, accessible child care, In order for 
families. especially single~pareru families. to be abJe to work or prepare themselves for work. they 
need dependable care for their children. The Federal Government currently subsidizes child care for 
low-income families primarily through the open~ended entitlement programs (AFDCfJOBS Child Care 
and Transitional Child Care), a capped entitlement program (At-Risk: Child Care). and a discretionary 
program (the Child care and Development Block Grant, or CCDBG), Working MDC recipients are 
also eligibJe for the child care disregard, although in many places it is too tow to cover the cost of 
care (a maximum of $200 a month for infants and $175 a month for all other children). The 
dependent care tax credi[, which helps middle-income Americans, is seldom available for low-income 
famiHes because it is not refundable. 

Current chUd care programs do not provide sufficient support for working-poor families. In addition, 
the separate programs are governed by inconsistent legislation and regulations. making it difficult for 
States and parents [0 interact with a coherent system of care, FinaIJy, there are problems with quality 
and supply of care, especially for infants and toddlers. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL 

There are two main pans of the proposal designed to make work pay for low·jncome families. First, 
we will improve chiJd care programs for families on public assistance and poor working families, 
Second, we will allow States to reward work by changing the amount of earned income and child 
support payments that can be disregarded in calculating benefit levels. and to conduct demonstrations 
to distribute the EITC on an advanced basis, 
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Improve Child Care for Low-Income Fainilies 

• 	 Maintain the child care guarantee 

• 	 Increase child care funds for low~income working families 

• 	 Address quality and supply 

• 	 Coordinate rules across ali child care programs 

• Create equity for participants using the chUd care disregard 

Other Provisions to Make Work Pay 

• 	 Allow States to reward work: and the payment of child support 

• 	 Permit demonstrations in four States to provide advance payments of the EiTe 
through State agencies 

CIllLD CARE 

This welfare reform proposal will increase child QI'e funding both for families on cash assistanCe and 
for working families not eligible for cash assistance, In addition, the proposal focuses on creating: a 
simplified child care system and on ensuring that children are cared for in safe and healthy environ~ 
ments, The proposal includes the following: 

Maintain the Child Can! Guarantee 

People on public assistance will continue to receive child care assistance while working or in 
education ot training. Those who leave welfare will continue to receive a year of Transitional Child 
Care. The child care guarantee win be extended to the WORK program" 

Increase Child Care Funds for Low-[ncome Working Families 

We also propose significant new funding for child care programs available to low-income. working 
families. The AI·Risk Child Care Program, a capped entitlement available to serve the working poor I 
is capped at a very low le..'ei and States have difficulty using it because of the required State match. 
We propose 10 expand this program significantly and to make the match rate consistent with the new 
enhanced match rate in other Tide IV-A programs. 

h is hard to argue that IQw~income working families who have never been. or are no longer. on 
welfare are less needing or deserving of chUd care subsidies than people who are on welfare. While 
this proposal does not provide a child care guarantee for all working poor families. it does provide a 
major increase in support for them as well as for those on or moving off welfare. 

26 



In addition. the Adminislration's fiscal year" 1995 budget calls for a 22 percent increase in funding for 
the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG). These funds ,upport both service. and 
quality improvements. 

Address Quality aDd Supply 

The goal of our child care proposal is to attain a careful balance between the need to provide child 
care suppon to as many low~income.famiJjes as...possible and.the·need to·ensute the-safety and healthy 
development of children. We are also tanctmed that there are specific clilld care supply prohlems in 
some geographic areas and for some chUdren-especiaUy infants and toddlers. 

We will provide a set~aside in the At-Risk program to address quality improvements and suppJy 
issues, Quajity improvements will include a range of activities such as resource and referral 
programs, grants or loans to assist in meeting State and local standards. and monitoring for 
compljance with licensing and regulatory requirements. Supply issues will include a spedal focus on 
the development and expansion of infant and toddler care in low-income communities, 

Coordinate RuI ... Across All Child Care Programs 

We will help States [0 use Federal programs to create seamJess coverage for persons who leave 
welfare for work. States will be required to establish sliding fee scales and repon consistently across 
programs. They will be able to place all Federal child care funding in Qne agency. EffortS will be 
made to link Head Start and child care funding strea.ms to enhance quality and comprehensive 
services, 

Children should be cared for in healthy and safe environments, Health and safety requirements will be 
made consistent aCross these programs and will conform to standards in the Block Grant (CCDBG) 
program. These State-.defined health and safety standards, logether with two new Federal standards 
on immunization and prohibiting access to toxk substanCeS and weapons, are effecrive. feasible 
requirements designed to protect the health and safety of children. Except for these new Federal 
expectations related to hazardous substances and immunization, States will continue to establish their 
own standards; as a result. this change should nof have a significant effecr on many States. We do 
not·belicve the imrm.mization standard should vary from State to State. Finally, we propose to ensure 
that all child care programs assure parental choice of providers, provide parents information on their 
>child care options. and establish a system for parental complaints. 

Create Equity for Participants Using the Child Care Disregard 

There Is a particular problem with the AFDC income disregard for child care. since it is based on a 
Jow maximum monthly payment of S175 per chlJd (5200 for infant care), and because the disregard is 
effective only after families incur child care expenses, resulting in a cash~flow problem for many poor 
families. Simply raising the dollar amount of the disregard inadvenently makes a number of new 
fantilies eligible fOJ: AFDC. At the same time, eliminaling the disregard wit! make families ineligible. 
Therefore. to achieve equity, we propose requiring States either to offer supplemental payments or to 
provide working families at least two options for payment of child care COSts (the disregard and one 
other payment mechanism), 
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OTIIER PROVlSlONS TO MAKE WORK PAY 

Nlow Stat.. to Reward Work and the Paymeot o£Child Support 

The existing set of AFDC earnings disregard rules makes work an irrational option for many 
recipients. particularly over time. Currently, all income received by an AFDC recipient or applicant 
is counted against the AFDC grant except income that Is explicitly tx.cluded by definition. States are 
required to disregard income.in.several. ways: For_.cach,of the fint four months of earnings. 
recipients are alJowed a $90 work expense disregard and another $30 disregard, Also. one~third of 
remaining earnings are disregarded. After four months, the one~third disregard ends, The 530 
disregard ends after 12 months. In addition. a chUd care expense disregard of $175 per child per 
month ($200 if the child is under 2) is permitted to be calculated. Currently. $50 in child-suppon is 
passed through to AFOe families with established awards. The EITe is also disregarded in determin~ 
ing AFDC eligibility and benefits. 

This proposal will eliminate the current set of disregard rules and establish a much simpler minimum 
disregard policy at the Federal level. (The child care disregard will remain as described above.) We 
will aJlow considerable State flexibility in establishing policies beyond the minimum. Our proposal 
iDCludes.the following four components: 

• 	 Require States to disregard at least S120 in earnings, indexed for inflation. without regard to 
time on AFDC. This is equivalent to the $90 and $30 income disregards that families now 
get after f-our months of earnings. 

• 	 Give States the flexibility to establish their own earned income disregard policies on income 
above these aIDqunts. 

• 	 Anow States complete flexibility in determining which types of income should be considered 
in developing a ~fill-the~gap~1 policy (Le., income from earnings, child support or all fonns 
of Income). Currently, if States fill the gap, they must apply all forms of income. 

,. The AFOe 550 pa.5Hhrough of child suppOrt payments will be indexed for inflation; States 
'will have the option to pass through additional payments above this amount. 

This proposal will yield a simpler system for recipients and caseworkers aHke. It maximizes State 
flexibility and makes work a more attractive, rational option. By allowing workers to keep more of 
their e~m;ngs. it wi!! increase the economic well-being of those workers. 

1. Each State establishes an AFDC need slandard (the income the State decides is the amount 
essential for basic consumption items) and an AFDC payment standard (100 percent or less of tbe 
need standard). Benefits are generally computed by subtracting income from the payment standard. 
Under a Mfill·the-gap~ policy, benefits are computed by subtracting income from the higher need 
standard, 
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Permit Stat .. to Provide Advance Payments of the EITC tbrough State Agend .. 

Under current law. low-income workers with children can elect to obtain up to 60 percent of the 
credit in advance payments through their employers. and claim the balance Qf the credit upon filing 
their income tax reNrns. An employee choosing co receive a portion of the EITC in advance files a 
W-5 form with his or her employer. and the employer calculates the advanced EITe payment based 
on the employee's wages and filing status and adds the appropriate amount to the employee's 
paycheck. 

Despite the Qverall success of the EITC. its delivery could be improved, particularly by enhancing the 
probability that the EITe will be claimed in advance throughout the year rather than as a year-end, 
lump-sum payment Recent data indicates that fewer than one percent of EITC claimants have 
received the credit through advance payments through their employers. While the reasons for the 
current low utilization rate are not fully known. a recent GAO study found that many tow-income 
taxpayers were unaware that they could claim the credit in advance, Welfare recipients, jn particular, 
could benefit from receiving the credit at more regular intervals throughout the year. By receiving 
the credit as they earn wages, workers would experience a direct link between work .effort and ElTe. 

This proposal will allow up to four States to conduct demonstrations to promote me use of the 
advance payment option of the ElTe by shifting the outreach and administrative burden from 
employers to selected public agencies. Such agencies may jncfude public assistance offices (AFDe 
andlor Food Stamps). Employment Services Offices, and State finance and revenue agencies. \\-'here 
appropriate, States may coordinate advance payments of the ElTe with pa}1llents of other Federal 
benefitS (such as food stamps) through electronic benefit technology, Teclmi~l assistance will be 
provided by the Federal government. and each demonstration wiJi be rigorously evaluated. 
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PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY 

AND PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONSmlLITY 


Poverty. especially long-term poverty. and we!fa,re dependency ar.e often associated with growing up 
in a one-parent family. Although many single parents do a heroic job of raising their children. [he 
fact remains that welfare dependency could be significantly reduced if mOTe young people delayed 
childbearing until both parents were cady to assume the responsibility of raising children. 

Teenage pregnancy is a particularly troubling aspect of this problem. The number of bjnhs to teen 
unwed mothers (under age 20) has quadrupled in the last 30 years, from 92,000 to 1960 fO 368,000 
in 1991. Teenage hinh rates have been rising since 1986 because the trend toward earlier sexual 
activity has resulted in more pregnancies. According to the Annie Eo' Casey Foundation. almost 80 
percent of the children born to unmarried teenage high school dropouts live fn poveny, In contrast, 
the poverty rate is only eight percent for children of young people who deferred childbearing umil 
they graduated from high school, were twenry years old, and married. Teenage childbearing often 
leads to school drop-out. which results in the failure to acquire the education and skills that are 
needed for success in the labor market. The majority of these teenagers end up on welfare. and 
according to Advocates for Youth (formerly the Center for Population Options) the annual cost to 

. taXpayers is about $34 billion to assist families begun by a teenager. 

Both parents bear responsibility for providing emotional and moral guidance, as wen as economic 
support. to their chHdren. Teenagers who bring children into the world are not yet equipped to 
discharge this fundamental obligation. If we wish to reform welfare and put children ficst, we must 
find effective ways of discouraging pregnancy among young people who cannot provide this essential 
suppon. We must send a dear and unambiguous signal - you should not have a child until you are 
able to provide for and nurture that child. 

For those who do become parents. we must send an equaIly clear message that they win have to take 
responsibility. even if they do nat live with the child, In spite of the concened efforu of Federal, 
State. and local governments to establish and enforce child support orders, the current system fails to 
ensure that children receive adequate suppon from both parents, Recent analyses by the Urban 
Institute suggest that the potentia! for child suppon collections is approximately $48 billion per year. 
Yet .onJy' $20 billion in awards are currently in place. and only $14 billion is acrualJy pajd. Thus. we 
have a pofential collection gap of about $34 billion. 

The current system sends the wrong signals: all too often nortalStodial parents are not he1d responsi­
ble for the children they bring into the world. Only about half of aU custodial parents receive any 
child support. and only about omHhird of single mothers (both neveNnilrried and formerly-mauied) 
receive any child support. The average amoum paid is just over $1.000 for those due support. 
Among neveT~married mothers. only 15 percent receive any support. Further. paternity is currently 
being established in onJy one-third of cases where a child is born out of wedlock. 
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The child support probtcrn has three main elements. First, for the majority of children oorn out of 
wedlock. a child suppon order is never established, Roughly 57 percent of the potential collecrlon 
gap of $34 billion can be [raced to cases where no award is in piace, This is largely due to [he 
faiiure to establish paternity for children born out of wedlock. Seoond, when awards are established, 
they are often roo low and have not sufficiently kept up with changes in the earnings of the 
noncustodial parent over time. Fully 22 percent of the potendal gap can be traced to awards that 
were either set very low initially or never adjusted as incomes changed. Third. of awards that are 
established. the full amount of child SUPPOIl -is.no[ paid in half the-cases, Thus the 'remaining 21 
percent of the potential coIlec.rion gap is due to failure to fully collect on awards already in place. 

For children to a.chieve real economic security and to avoid the need for welfare, they ultimately need 
support from both parents. When parents fail to provide suppon. the children pay - and so do we. 
Still, under the present system. the needs, concerns, and responsibilities of noncusrodial parents are 
often ignored. The system needs to focus more anemion on this population and send the message that 
fathers matter. We ought to encourage noncustodial parents to remain involved in their children's 
lives - not drive them funher away. Parents who pay child support restore a connection that both 
they and their children need. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL 

The ethic of parental responsibility is fundamental. No one should bring a chad into the world until 
both parents are prepared to support and nurture th~u child. We need to implement approaclles that 
both require parental responsibility and help individuals to exercise it First, we propose a national 
effort to prevent teen pregnancy. Second, we need special efforts to encourage responsible parenting 
among those on assistance. especially very young mothers, Third. we must collect more child 
support on behalf of ail children Hving jn single~parent families, 
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Reducing T .... Pregnancy and Out..,r·Wedlock Birtbs 

• 	 Lead a national campaign against teen pregnancy 

• 	 Establish a national clearinghouse on teen pregnancy prevention 

• 	 Provide teen pregnancy prevention grants 

• 	 Conduct comprehensive service demonstrations of various prevention 
approaches 

lntentives for Responsible Behavior 

• 	 Require minor parents to live at home 

• 	 Require school~age: parents to stay in school 

• 	 Allow States to limit additional benefits for additional children conceived while on 
AFDC 

• Allow States to provide a variety of incentives to reward responsible behavior 


Cbild Support EnfOrtemeut 


• 	 Establish awards in every case 

• 	 Ensure fair award levels 

• 	 Collect awards that are owed 

• 	 Child support enforcement and assurance demonstrations 

• 	 Enhance responsibiJicy and opportUnity for noncustodial parentS 

REDUCING TEE.'1 PREGNANCY M1) OUT-OF·WEDLOCK BIRTHS 

We need to send a strong signal that it is essential for young people to delay sexual activity. as well 
as having children, until they are ready to accept the responsibilities and consequences of these 
actions. Ii is critical that we help alJ youth understand the rewards of staying in school, playing by 
the rules. and deferring childbearing until they are married. able to support thertlSelves, and able to 
nurture their offspring. We have fout proposals in this area: 



National Qyn,paign Against Teen en-goatley. The President will lead a national campaign against 
teen pregnancy that challenges aU aspects of . society - business, national and community voluntary 
organizations, religious instirutions, and schools - to join in the effort to reduce teen pregnancy. The 
campaign will emphasize the broader themes of economic: opportunity. along with the personal 
responsibility of every family in every community. Goverrunent has a role to play in preventing teen 
pregnancy, but the massive changes in attitudes and behavior that have occurred in recent decades 
cannot be dealt with by Government alone. 

Nati<.maj and individual goals win be established to define the mlssion and to guide the work of the 
national campaign. The goals will focus on measurable aspects of the broader opponunity and 
responsibility message for teen pregnancy prevention. such as graduating from high schoo!: deferring 
childbearing until one is economically and emotionally prepared to support a child; and accepting 
responsibility for the support of one's children. 

A non-profit. non-panisan privately funded entity committed to these goals will be established to pull 
together national. State, and local effortS through the media. schools, churches. communities, and 
individuals. Its memberShip win be broad-based, including youth, elected officials at a111evels of 
government. and members of religious, spons, and entertainment communities, In addition, a Federal 
interage.~y.group will provide information and coordinate the range of Federal programs in (his area 
across program and department lines. 

.6...tJational Clearinghouse on Teen Pregnanev PreventIon. A National Clearinghouse on Teen 
Pregnancy Prevention win be established to serve as a national center for ttl<: collection and 
dissemination of information related to teen pregnancy prevention programs. Such information will 
include curricula, models, materials. training, and technical assistance. The Clearinghouse could also 
develop and sponsor training institutes for teen pregnancy prevention program staff and could conduct 
evaluations of prevention programs, 

Teen PregnllIl£Y Prevention Grants. To be mosr effective. a prevention strategy must begin with pre~ 
teens, focus initially on the young people who are IOOst at~risk. and emphasize school-based, school­
linked activities and complementary community action. Under the Teen Pregnancy Prevention Grant 
Program, about 1,000 schools and community-based programs will be provided flexible grants, 

'GUlging·between $50,000 and $400,000 each. Communities win be expected to use these funds to 
leverage other resources to implement teen pregnancy prevention programs that have local community 
support. Funding will be targeted to schools with the highest concentration of aHisk youth and will 
be avaIlable to serve both middle- and high~school~age youth. The goal will be to work with youth as 
early as age 10 and to establish continuous contact and involvement through graduation from high 
school. To ensure quality and establish a visible and effective presence. these programs will be 
supervised by professional staff and. where feasible, be supported by a team of national service 
participants provided by the Corporation for National and Community Service. These grants win be 
coordinated with O[her Administration activities and will include an evaluation component. 

Comprehensive Services Demonstration Grants to Prevent Teen Pregnancy in High Risk 
Communities. An effective approach to reducJng teen pregnancy must jointly emphasize increased 
personal responsibility and enhanced opporrunity. Panicular emphasis must be paid to the prevention 
of adolescent pregnancy before marriage, including sex education. abstinence education. life skills 
education, and contraceptive services. Programs lhat combine these elements have shown the most 
promise. especially for adolescents who are motivated to avoid pregnancy until they are married, 
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However, for those populations where adolestent pregnancy is a symptom of deeper problems. a 
wider spectrum of services and more intensive effortS may be necessary. 

For this reason, we propose comprehensive community*based demonstration grants of sufficient size 
or "'critical mass" to significantly improve the day4o-day experiences, decisions, and behaviors of 
youth, Local govenunents and local public and private non~profi( orgatiizations in high~poverry areas 
will be eligible to applY. Sites will be asked to cover five broad areas, with significant flexibility: 
health services, educational and employabiJity.dev.e1opment,services. socialsupport services. 
community activities. and employment opporrunity deveJopment activities. The grants will follow a 

R~youth development mode! and will address a wide spectrum of areas associaled wifh youth living in 
a healthy conunuruty; economic opporrunlty,. safety, health. and education, These demonstrations 
wil1 include a strong evaluation component and will be coordinated with other Administration 
activities. 

INCENTIVES FOR RESPONSmLE BEHAVIOR 

Personal responsibility belongs at the heart of every government program. We believe that very clear 
and consistent messages about parenthood, and the ensuing responsibilities, hold the best chance of 
encouraging young people to defer parenthood. A boy who sees his brother required to pay about 20 
percent of his income in child suppon for 18 years may think twice about becoming a father. A girl 
who knows that young motherhood will not relieve her of obllgations to live at home and go to school 
may prefer other choices. We hope and expect that a reformed system that strongly reinforces [he 
responsibilities of borh parents will help prevent too·early parenthood and assist young parents 
become self-sufficient. 

Along with responsibility, however, we must suppon opporrunity, TeHing young people to be 
responsible will not be effective unless we also provide them the means to exercise responsibility and 
the hope that playing by the rules will lead to a better life. We want to give States a broad range of 
incentives and requirements to reward responsible behavior: 

Minor parents live at harne, Teenagers who have children are still children themselves and need adult 
supervision and guidance. The welfare system should not encourage young people who have babies 
Itdea'Yt; bmne and receive a separate check. Minor parents will be required to live in [heir parents' 
household. except when. for example. the minor parent is married or there is a danger of abuse to the 
minor parent or her child, In such cases. States will be encouraged lO find a responsible adult with 
whom the minor mother can live, Current AFDC rules permit minor mothers to be "adult 
caretakers ~ of their own children. This proposal wil1 require minor parents to live in an environment 
where they can receive the support and guidance they need. At the same time. the circumstances of 
each individual will be taken into account. 

Requjrjng school~age parents !Q stay in school. Stares: will be required to provide case management 
services to all custodial parents receiving AFDC who are under age 20. We will ensure that every 
SChool-age parent or pregnant teenager who is on, or applies for. welfare enrolls in the JOBS 
program, continues her education, and is put on a crack to self-sufficiency. Every school-age parent 
receiving AFDC (male or female, case head or not) will be subject to lOBS panicipation requirements 
from the moment the pregnancy or paternity is established. All JOBS rules pertaining fO personal 
responsibility contraccs. employability plans. and panicipation will apply to teen parents. 
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State ootign to limit additional !;!enefits for additional children conceived on AFDC, Currently. 
welfare benefits automatically increase with the birch of an additional chUd, Under the proposal. 
States win have the option to limit benetit increases when additional children are conceived by parents 
already on AFDC. States will be required to allow families to bearn backb the lost benefit amowlt 
through disregarded income from earnings or child support. and ti? ensure that parents have access !O 
family planning services, 

State ORtions for incentives tg reward re5;pQnsible bebaxior, SWes will be given the option to use 
monetary incentives combined with sanctions as inducements to encourage' young parents to remain in 
school or OED class. They may also use incentives and sanctions to encourage participation in 
appropriate parenting activities. This option is similar to Ohio's Learning. Earning. and Parenting 
(LEAP) program. 

CIDLD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

A typical child born in the United States today will spend some time in a single-parent home. The 
evidence is clear that children benefit from the financial support and interaction of both parents ­
single parents cannot be expected to do the emire job of two parents, In spite of the concerted efforts 
of Federal, State, and locaJ governments to establish and enforce chiJd support orders. the currem 
system fails to ensure that children receive adequate suppon from both parents. Recent analyses by 
The Urban Institute suggest that the potential for child support coUections is approximately $48 billion 
per year. Yet only 520 billion in awards are currently in pJace, and only 514 billion is actually paid. 

The problem is essentially threefold, First, fot many children born out of wedlock, a child support 
order is never established. Second, when awards are established, they are often too low, are not 
adjusted for inflation, and are not sufficientIy correlated to tile earnings of the noncusfodial parent. 
And third. of awards that are established. the full amount of child support is coneeted in only about 
half the cases. Our proposal addresses each of these shortcomings. 

Establish Awards in Every Case 

The~first Mtl' in ensuring that a child receives firnmciaJ support from the noncustodial parent is the 
establishment of a child support award. Roughly 57 percent of the pot~ntial collection gap of $34 
billion can be tra<:ed to cases where no award is in place, Paternity. a prerequisite to establishing a 
suppon award. has not been established in .bout half of these =<s. States currently establish 
paternity for only about one·third of lhe out·of~wedlock binhs and typically try to establish paternity 
only after women apply for welfare, 

Paternity establishment is the first crucial step toward securing an emotional and financial connection 
between the father and the child, Recognizing the critical imponance of establishing paternity for 
every child. the Administration has already launched a major initiative in this direction by !.he creation 
of in-hospital paternity establishment programs passed as part of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1993 (OBRA 1993), Research suggests that the number of paternities established can be 
increased dramaticaily if the process begins at birth or shortly thereafter, when the father is most 
likely to be present. 
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Pareruing a child must be seen as an imporrant responsibility that has consequences. For young 
fathers. this means that parenting a child will have rea.! financial consequences for the support of that 
child. The responsibiJity for paternity establishment should be made clearer for both the parems and 
the agencies, If an AFDC mother provides verifiable information about the father, State agencies 
must estabJish paternity within strict timeUnes. 

This proposal expands the scope and improves the effectiveness of current Stale paternity 

establishment procedures, 


Streamlining the Paternity Es(ablishment Process. The legal process for establishing paferruty will be 
streamlined so {hat States can establish paternity quickly and efficiently. Early voluntary 
aCknoWledgement of paternity will be encouraged by building on the present in-hospitai paternity 
establishment programs. For those cases that remain, States will be given additional tools they need 
to process routine cases without having to depend so heavily on already over-burdened courts. 

Cooperyu:ion from Mothers as a Condition of Arne Benefits. The responsibiHty for paternity 
establishment will be made clear both to parents and the agencies, Mothers who apply for AFDC 
must cooperate fully with patemity establishmem procedures prior to receiving benefirs and will be 
held to a new._strlcter definition of cooperarjon which requires that the mother provide the name and 
other verifiable information that can be used to locate the father. The ptocess for determining 
cooperation will also be changed - ~cooperation" will be determined by tbe chUd suppon worker. 
rather than the welfare ca')eworker, through an expedited process that makes a determination of 
cooperation before an applicant is allowed to receive welfare benefits. Those who refuse to cooperate 
will be denied AFDC benefits. Good cause exceptions will continue to be provided in appropriate 
circumstances. In turn. once an AFDC mother has cooperated in providing infonnation. States will 
have one year to establish paternity or risk losing a portion of their Federal match for benefits. 

Paternity Outre!1£b. Outreach and public education programs aimed at voluntary paternity establish~ 
IDent will be greatly expanded in order to begin changing the attitudes of young fathers and mothers. 
Outreach efforts at the State and Federal levels will promote the importance of paternity establish­
ment. bmh as a parental responsibility and as a right of the child to know both parents. 

" Paternity -Perfqrmance and Measurement Standards:. States will be encouraged to improve Lheir 
paternity establishment rates for al1 out-or~wedlock births. regardless of welfare status. through 
perfonnance-based incentives. A Dew paternity measure will be implemented that is based on the 
number of paternities established for ell cases where children are born to an unmarried mother, 

Administratiye Authority to Establish Orders Based on Guidelines. Establishing support awards is 
crilica1 to ensuring that children receive the support they deserve. Child Support (IV -D) agencies will 
be given the administrative authority to establish the child support award in appropriate cases. based 
on State guidelines. 

Ensure Fair Award Levels 

FulJy 22 percent of the potential child support collection gap can be traced to awards that are either 
set very low initially or are not adjusted as incomes change, All States art currently required to use 
presumptive guidelines for setting and modifying all support awards but they have wide discretion in 
their development and the resulting award Ievels vary considerably across Srates. For example. in 
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one study. the minimum amount of support ~ue from low~income noncustodial parents required to pay 
suppon for one child varied from :1259 per month in Alabama. to $241 in California. S50 in 
Massachusetts. and 525 in New York. While the use of State-based guidelines has led to more 
uniform treatment of similarfy~situated parties within a State. there is still much debate concerning the 
adequacy of support awards resulting from guideHnes, . 

Another Concern is the failure: to update awards as the cirC1..llmtances of the parties change. A1though 
the circumstances of both parents (including their income) .aru:t..the child typically change over time, 
awards often remain at their originallcveL Updating typically increases awards over rime because (he 
noncustodial parent's income generally increases after the award is $e[, while inflation reduces the 
value of awards. However, the noncustodial parent who loses his job or experiences a legitimate 
drop in earnings would also benefit from updating because adjusting their awards will reduce the 
accumulation of arrearages, 

This proposal seeks to reduce the impact of inadequatt child SUPPOrt awards and to provide 
distribution policies that enable families to more easily move from welfare to work. 

Modifliitiorn; of Child SUDPQrt Ordel]. Universal. periodic. administrative updating of awards will 
be required for both AFDC and non~AFDC cases in order to ensure that awards accurately reflect the 
current a.bility of the noncustodial parent to pay support. The burden for asking for an increase, if it 
is warranted. will be Hfted from the non~AFDC mother and it will be done automatically, unless botb 
parents decline a modification. 

Distribution of Child Support Pavments. Child support distribution policies will be made more 
responsive to the needs of families by rewordering child support distribution priorities. For families 
who leave welfare for work, pre~ and post-AFDC thUd support arrearages wiJ! be paid to the family 
first. Families who unite or reunite in marriage will have any child support arrearages owed to the 
State forgiven under certain drcumstances. States will also have the option to pay current child 
support directly [0 families who are recipients. Families often remain economically vulnerable for a 
substantiai period of time after leaving AFDC. In fact, about 45 percent of those who now leave 
welfare return within one year. More than 70 percent rerum within five years. Ensuring that an 
support due to the family during this critical transition period is paid to the family can mean the 
'differenee between self·sufficiency or a return to welfare. 

Natlooal ConunissiQIl on Child Support Guidelines. Under the proposal. a National Guidelines 
Conunission will be estabHshed (0 study the issue of child support guidelines and make recommenda· 
!lons to the Administralion and Congress on the desirability of uniform nationai guidelines or national 
parameters for setting State guidelines. 

Collect Awards That Are Owed 

The full amount of child support is col1ected in only about half the cases. Currently, enforcement of 
support cases is too often handled on a complai!u.-driven basis, with the IV-D agency taking 
enfortement action oruy when the custodial parent pressures the agency to do so. Many enforcement 
steps require court interveruion. even when the case is a routine one. And even routine enforcement 
measures often require individual case processing, as opposed (0 being able to rely on automation and 
mass case processing. 
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This proposal includes provisions for central registries and other tools to improve both intra- and 
interstate enforcement. 

State Role. A Slate-based system will continue, but with bold changes which move the system toward 
a more uniform. centralized, and service..()riented program, The 'need has grown for one central Stafe 
location [0 collect and distribute paymentS in a timely manner, The ability to maintain accurate 
records that can be centrally accessed is criticaL All States will maintain a central registry and 
centralized collection and disbw:.semtnt capabilitf.""The regisuy·wiiLmair.ttaiR 4:Urrent records of all 
support orderS and work in conjunction with a centralized payment center for the col1ection and 
distribution of child support payments. The State-based cerural registry of suppOrt orders and 
centralized collection and disbursement will enable States to make use of economies of scale and use 
modem technology, such as that used by business - high speed cl1eck processing equipment, 
automated mall and postal procedures, and automated billing and statement processing. 

Centralized collection will vastly simplify withholding for employers since they will only have to send 
payments to one source, In addition. this change will ensure accurate accounting and monitoring o-f 
payments. State staff win monitor suppor! payments to ensure that the support is being paid, and they 
will be able to impose certain enforcement remedies at the State level administratively and 

,~...au1OtDalically..... Thus. routine enforcement actions that can be handled on a mass or group basis wiU 
be imposed through the centra] State offices using computers and automation. For States that opt to 
use local offices. this will supplement, but not replace, local enforcement actions. 

In addition to th.e current State caseload, all new and modified orders for support will be included in 
the ceml'al registry and will receive child support enforcement services automalically, without the 
need for an application. Certain parents, provided that they meet specified conditions, can choose to 
make their payment outside the registry. 

States must move toward a child support system fo-r the 2tst century. With 15 million cases and a 
growing caseload, this wm not occur by simply adding more caseworkers. Routine cases have to be 
handled in volume. The central registry, centralized collection and disbursement system, increased 
administrative remedies, and overa1l increase' in automation and mass case processing are all 
necessary for the operation of a high perfonning: and effective child support enforcement system, 

. Giving State agencies the ability to take enforcement action immediately and automatically removes 
the burden of enforcing the obligation from the custodial parent, usually the molher, 

Federal Role. The Federal role wiU be expanded to ensure efficient location and enforcement, 
partkularly in interstate cases. In order to coordinate activity at the Federal level. a National 
Clearinghouse (NC) will be established. consisting of three components: an expanded Federal Parent 
Locator Service (FPLS), the National Child SuppOrt Registry. and the National Directory of New 
Hires. ' 

Imerst3re Enforcement. New provisions will be enacted to improve State efforts to work interstate 
child support cases and to make interstate procedures more unifonn throughout the country. The 
fragmented system of State child support enforcement has caused tremendous problems in collecting 
suppon across State lines. Given the fac! that 30 percent'of the current caseload involves interstate 
cases. and the fact that we live in an increasingly mobile society. the need for a stronger Federal role 
in interstate loca[ion and enforcement has grown. Many of the reconunendalions of the U.S. 
Commission on IntersLate Child Support will be included to improve the handling of interstate cases, 
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such as the mandatory adoption of the Urnfonn Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA) and other 
measures to make the handling of interstate cases more uniform. 

bicense Suspension. States will be required to use the threat of revoking professional. occupational. 
and drivers' licenses to make delinquent parents pay child support. This threat has been extremely 
effective in Maine, California. and other States.. 

Other Tough Enforcement Mea.sJ.l.tQ. To.insure tbatpeople do not-escape their legal. and moral 
obligation to suppon their children. States will be given the enforcement tools they need, especially to 
reach the self-employed and other individuals who have often been able to beat the system in the past. 
Some of these tools include universal wage wirhholding. improved use of income and asset 
information, easier reversal of fraudulenr transfers of assets, interest and late penalties on arrearages. 
expanded use of credit reporting. easing bankruptcy~related obstacles. and authority to use the same 
wage garnishment procedures for Federal and non~Federal employees. 

Training and Employment Programs for NOncustodial Parents, States will have the option of 
developing JOBS and/or work: programs for noncustodial parents who have children receiving AFDe 
Qr who have child support arrearages owed to the State from prior periods of AFDC receipt by their 

. .children. . A.State could allocate a portion of its JOBS and WORK funding for training, work 
readiness. and work opportunities for noncustodiaJ parents, Requiring nonCustodial parents (0 [rain or 
work off the child support they owe appears to increase collections dramatically - most noncustodial 
patents pay their support rather than perform court-ordered community service. For those without 
job skills or jobs, these programs provide the opporrunity for noncustodial parents to fulfiIl their child 
support obligations. 

PerfQrmance~Based System,. The entire financing and incentive scheme will be reconstructed. offering 
States new performance-based incentive paymentz geared toward desired outcomes, Federal teehnical 
assistance wilt be expanded to prevent deficiencies before they occur. While penalties will stili be 
availahle to ensure that Stales meet program requirements, the audit process will emphasize a 
performance-based, "Stat~friendJy" approach. There is almost universal agreement that the current 
funding and incentive structure fails (0 achieve the right objectjves. These new tools can only be used 
effectively if States have the necessary funding and incentives to run good programs. 

Child Suppon Enforcement and Assurance (CSEA) Demonstrations . 

Children need and deserve support from both parents. Yet collections are often sporadic. Often no 
money is received for several months, SOmetimes followed by a large arrearage payment. [n other 
cases, the fa~r is unemployed and cannot pay that month. In still other cases, the State simply fails 
in ilS duties to collect money owed. The proposal calls for a limited number of time-limited Child 
Support Enforcement and Assurance demonstrations which will attempt to link expanded efforts at 
child support collections to some level of guarantee that a chiJd will receive a child support payment 
on a consistent basis. Under this experiment. persons with an award in pJace would be guaranteed a 
minimum level of support - for example. $2.000 annually for one chUd and $3,000 for two. This 
does not relieve the noncustodial parent of any obligations, [{ simply ensures that the child will get 
some money even if the Stare faits to collect it immediarely. 
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Child support enforcement and assurance is meant to test ways to ease the difficult task of ttl()ving 
people from welfare to work:. It is designed to allow single parents to count on some child support, 
usually from the noncustodial parem, but from the assured child suppon payment if the noncustodial 
parent becomes unemployed or cannot pay child support. States that try this: demonstration will have 
the option to link it with programs that require the noncustodial parent to work off the amount owed. 

CSEA protection win be provided only [0 custodial parents who have a child support award in place, 
so mothers should have.more.incentive.to.cooper.ate in the identification and location 'of the­
noncustodial father. since they will be able to courn on receiving benefits, CSEA benefits will 
normally be subtracted dollar for dollar from welfare payments, In most States. a WOflW'l on welfare 
will be no better off with CSEA, but if she leaves welfare for work. she can stm count on her child 
suppon payments. Thus, work should be much more: feasible and attractive, 

Enhance Responsibility and Opportunity for Noncustodial P1mnts 

There is considerable overlap between issues concerning child support enforcement and issues 
concerning noncustodial parentS, The we1I~being of .children who live with only one parent will be 
enhanced jf emotional and financial support is provided by both of their parents. Yet, the current 
clilld support enforcement system is ill··equipped to handle cases in which noncustodial parents cite 
unemployment as the reason for their failure to make court-ordered support payments. It also pays 
scant attention to the needs and concerns of noncustodial parents - instead of encouraging 
noncustodial parents to remain involved in their children's lives. the system often drives them away. 

We need to make sure that all parents live up to their responsibilities, If we are going to expect more 
of mothers in welfare reform. we must not let fathers just walk away. A number of programs show 
considerable promise in helping noncustodial parents reconnect with their chHdren and fulfill their 
financial responsibilities to support them. Some programs help parents do more by seeing that they 
get the skills they need to hold down a job and support their children, Other programs require 
noncustodiai parents to work off the support they owe. It is also imponant to show parentS who get 
involved in their children's lives again that when they pay chiJd support. they restore a connection 
they and lheir children need. 

This proposal will focus more attention on noru:ustodial parents and send a message that "fathers 
mauer. ~ The child support system. While getting tougher an thase who can pay support but refuse to. 
do SQ. will also be fair to those noncustodiai parents who show responsibiHty toward their children. 

Work and Traiping roc !'ioncust&slial Parents_ States will have the option to use a ponion of JOBS 
and WORK program funding for training. work readiness. educational remediation, and mandatory 
work programs for noncustodial parents of AFDC recipient children who cannot pay child support 
due to unemployment, underemployment or other employability problems, States wllJ be able to 
choose to make participation by noncustodial parents mandatory or voluntary and will have 
considerable flexibility in designing their own programs, 
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Demonstration Grants for Paternity and Parenting Programs. Paternity and Parenting Demonstration 
grants wiU be made to States andior communil)'~based organizations to develop and implement 
noncustodial parent components in conjunction with existing programs for hjgh~risk familles (e.g" 
Head Start, Healthy Start. family preservation, teen pregnancy. and prevention). These grants will 
promote responsible parenting. emphasize the importance of paternity establishment and economic 
security for children. and develop parenting skills. 

Access and Visitation Grams to States'M Paternity .actions. will stress the hnpQrtanee of getting fathers 
involved earlier in their children's Jives. These grants will be made to States for progra.ms which 
reinforce the desirability of children having continued access to and visitation by both parents. These 
programs irn:lude mediation (both voluntary and mandatory). counseling • .education, development of 
parenting plans. visitation enforcement including monitoring. supervision and neutral dtop-off and 
pick-up, and development of guide1ines for visitation and alternative custody arrangements. 
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IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 


The current welfare system is enormousJy complex. There are multiple programs with differing and 
often inconsistent rules, The complexity obscures the mission of assisting families in need, frustrates 
people seeking aid, oonfuses caseworkers, increases administrative costs, leads to program errors and 
inefficiencies. and almost seems to invite waste and abuse. 

Clearer Federal goals wbich anow greater State and local flexibility are critical, A central Federal 
role in information systems and interstate coordination will prevent W3S(e. fraud, and abuse and will 
also improve service delivery at State and local levels. The proposal to reinvent government 
assistance contains three major components: 

Coordination, Simplification, and Improved. Incentives in Income Support Programs 

• Allow States to eliminate special requirements for two-parent families 

• Allow families to own a reliable automobile 

• Allow families to accumulate savings 

• Other coordination and simplification proposaJs 

• Self-e".1ployment/microenterprise demonstrations 

• Limit definition of essential persons 

Accountability, EfficlmCYt and Reducing Fraud 

• A nationwide public assistance clearinghouse 

• State tracking systems 

• Expansion of EBT systems 

A Performance-Ilased System 

• New performance measures and service delivery standards 

• , lmproved quality assurance system 

• Technical assistance 
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COORDINATION, SIMPLlFlCATION, AND ClIPROVED INCENTIVES 

IN INCOME SUPPORT PROGRAMS 


Everyone from advocates to administrators is catling for simplification of the welfare system. and 
with good reason, The rationalization and simplification of income assistance programs can be 
achieved by making disparate Food Stamp and AFDe policy rules uniform Or complementary for 
related policy provisions. Standardization among programs will enabJe caseworkers to spend less 
time on detertnini.ng eLigjb~ ior \Wions p(ograms·and·more time on-deveioping and implementing 
strategies to move clients from welfare to work. 

Some of these rules have led to criticism of the welfare system because it imposes a "marriage 
penalty~ to recipients who choose to wed by potentjally making the married·couple family ineligible 
for assistance. Eliminating the cumnt bias in the welfare system against two-parent families will 
encourage parents to remain together and prevent one parent from leaving the home in order for the 
other parent to receive welfare for the children. 

Economic sewrity is a vital step towards leaving welfare permanently. Restrictive ~er rules often 
frustrate the effons of recipients to save money and subsequently hamper lheir ability to anain self­

.sl!fficiency. ,Changing the asset rules to allow recipienrs to accrue savings. own a reliable ear, or 
even stan a business is an imporwu: step in the right direction. 

Allow States to Eliminate Special Requirements for Tw()oopareot Families 

AFDC eligibility for two-parent families is currently limited to those in which the principal wage 
earner is unemployed and has worked six of the last 13 quartets. "UnemployedH is defined as 
working less than 100 hours ill a month. Under this proposal States may eliminate the special 
eligibility requirements for two-parent families. including the 100 hour rule, the 30 day 
unemployment requirement, and the employment lest. For States that elect to maintain a 100 hour (or 
modified) rule, WORK program participation will not count toward the rule. In addition. this 
proposal removes the sunset provision that allows for the termination of the AFDC-UP program in 
September 1998, and makes it a permanent program. These changes will allow States to better 
address the needs of intact working poor families. 

Allow Families to Own a Reliable Automobile 

Reliable transponation will be essential to achieving self-sufficiency for many recipients in a rime­
limited program - if we are expecting them to work:. we should allow them to have a reliable car that 
will get them to werle A dependable vehicle is important to individuals in finding and keeping a job, 
particularly for those in areas without adequate public transportation. Both the AFDC and Food 
Stamp programs need a resource policy that supports acquiring reliable vehic1es, 

For AFDC. the permitted equity value for one car is set at $1,500 or a lower value set by the State. 
In the Food Stamp Program. the portion of a car's f.air market value in excess of S4.500 is counted 
toward the resource limit, although a car of any value can be excluded in certain limited circum­
stances, In both programs the automobile limitations can be a substantial barrier to independence, 
Current AFDC poiicy would prevent total exclusion of most cars less than eight to ten years old. As 
part of weifare refoon, the Secretary of Health and Human Services will exercise existing regulatory 
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authority to increase the AFDC automobile limit to an equity value of $3,500, which is more 
compatibJe with the current Food Stamp fair market value limit. 

Allow Families to Accwnulate Savings 

As part of the welfare reform effort, we win explore a range of strategies, above and beyond 
education and job training, to help recipients achieve self-sufficiency, Encouraging welfare recipients 
[0 save money _to.build for their future and.allowing-them to accwnulate savings for"specifif; purposes 
wlU belp promote seif-sufficiency, Strategies wilt include raising the AFDC asset limit. conforming 
AFDC and Food Stamp pro-gram rules on what counts as an asset, and empowering welfare recipients 
to start their own businesses" 

The very restrictive asset rules across Federal assistance programs are perceived as significant barriers 
to families saving and investing in their furores, We propose to deveJop unifonn resource exclusion 
policies in AFDC and Food Stamps. This proposal will increase the AFDC resource limit (currently 
$1.0(0) to $2,000 (or $3.000 for a household With a member age 60 or over) to conform to the Food 
Stamp resource limit and to encourage work and self~sufficiency. 

"Thcu;;,urrem inconsistency of asset rules across programs creates needless confusion and adminislratJve 
complexity, We will take steps to reduce the administrative complexities that exist in the treatment of 
assets and resources for the purpose of determining eligibility for both the AFDe and Food Stamp 
programs in order to apply the same rules to the same resources for the same family, We will 
generally conform AFDC to Food Stamp policy regarding real property, cash surrender value of life 
insurance policies, and transfer of resources. These conforming changes achieve simplification by 
streamiining the administratIve processes in borh programs. 

Recipients will be permitted to accumulate savings in Individual Development Accounts (lDAs) for 
specific purposes such as post-secondary education expenses and first-home purchases. Subsidized 
IDAs. in which savings by recipients would be matched by Federal government doUars, will be tested 
on a demonstration basis. Non-recurring lump sum income will not be counted as a resource with 
respect to continuing eligibility to receive benefits in either AFDC or Food Stamps if put into an 
IDA. 

Other Coordination and Simplillcation Proposals 

Additional AFDe and Food Stamp program changes would simplify and coordinate rules to 
encourage work. family formation, and wet accumulation, These include: 

Ogtional Ret[Q§pectivs Budgeting. The proposal wi11 confonn AFDC to the Food Stamp Program's 
more flexible requirements for reporting and budgeting income. Under Food Stamp Program rules, 
States are given the option to use prospective or retrospective budgeting with or without monthly 
reponing. This proposal will foster consistency between the AFDC and Food Stamp programs and 
give States greater flexibility to administer their programs. 
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Treatment of income, Federal AFDC law requires that aU income received by an AFDC recipient or 
appJicant be cowued. against the AFDC grant except income that is explicitly excluded by definition or 
deduction, A nwnber of changes are proposed to bring greater conformity between the AFDC and 
Food Stamp programs, to streamline both programs and/or (0 reintroduce positive incentives for 
recipients to work, Several provisions will m= these objectives; 

The proposal will exclude non-r~ Iwnp sum payments from income for AFDC purposes. and 
disregard reimbursements and me as resources fur both,programs..Lump sum payments. such as 
EITC or reimbursements. will be disregarded as resources for one year from the date of receipt to 
allow families to conserve the paymentS to meet future living expenses. In addition, we will 
disregard all education assistance received by applicants and recipients in both the AFDC and Food 
Stamp programs. TIle earnings of most elementary and secondary students up to age 19 will be 
disregarded, as will aU training stipends and allowances. including JTPA. ln~kind income, both 
earned and Ullearned will be disregarded. Food Stamp rules will confonn to AFDC to exclude 
inconsequential income up to $30 per individual per quarter. Allowances. stipends, and educational 
awards received by volunteers participating in a National Service Program will be disregarded for 
AFDC purposes to conform to Food Stamp policy, Targeted earned income disregards for on-the~job 
training programs or jobs wil1 be elimlnated, 

Together these proposals win make the treatment of income simpler fur both recipients and we1fare 
officials [0 understand. They will make work and education a more attractive, rational option for 
those who would continue to receive assistance and they will improve the economic well-being of 
those who need to combine work and welfare. 

Other Conformities. We propose .conforming and streamlining AFDC and Food Stamp policies 
regarding underpayments and verifications. Underpayments wlll be restOred to both current and 
fonner recipients for aInOUllts underpaid due to agency error for a period not to exceed 12 months. 
While verification of information needed for eligibility and benefit determinations- will continue to be 
critical to delivering assistance. States will be given flexibility to simplify verification systems •. 
mWlods. and timeframes for income. identity, alien status. and Soda) Security Numbers. AFDC 
requirements concerning declaration of citizenship and alien status will be amended to conform to 
Food Stamp policy. States will be permitted to implement Federal income tax intercept programs to 
coHea ootstanding AFDC overpayments, as currently available for Food Stamps. 

:rerritories. The territories operate AFDC. Aid to the Aged, Blind, and Disabled. JOBS. child care. 
and Foster Care programs under the same eligibility and payment requirements as the States. 
However. funding for these programs is capped for the territories, Benefit payments above the cap 
are financed 100 percent by the tenitorics. The caps are $82 million fur Pueno Rico. $3.8 million 
for Quam, and $2.8 million for the Virgin Islands. Between 1979 and the present. the caps were 
increased only once, by roughly 13 percent. The number of public assistance programs funded under 
the current caps, coupted with only one adjustment to these caps in 15 years, has seriously limited the 
territories' abilities to provide, let aJone increase. benefits. Further. beghming October, 1994, Puerto 
Rko wi11 be required to extend eligibility to two-parent families. 

45 




This proposal will continue to give territories the authority to operate public assistanCe programs and 
adequate means [0 do so. We will increase the current caps by 25 percent to create realistic funding 
levels for the rerritories that are reflective of the current economy and caseload, We will also create 
a mechanism for indexing the caps to provide for occasional adjustments in funding levels to 
guarantee that funding is linked to economic conditions. Requirements to operate AFDC~UP 
programs in the territories will be eliminated. In addition. territIJries will be pennitted, but not 
required, to implement a two-year time limit and the WORK program. 

Self·EmploymentlMicroenterprlse Demonstrations 

The proposal includes a seJf-employment/microenterprise demoru:tration program. This program will 
attempt to promote self-employment among welfl'lfe recipients by providing access both to microJoan 
funds and to technical assistance in the areas or obtaining loans and statting businesses. The 
demonstration will «piore the extent to which self-employment can serve as a route to self­
sufficiency for recipients of cash assistance by encouraging persons on assistance to start 
microenterprises (smaJi businesses). In addition. authority will be granted to the Departments [0 

develop joint regulations to exclude resources necessary for self-employment, 

LimitIlefiuition of Essential Persons 

Under current law, States are permitted, at their option, to include in the AFOC grant benefits for 
persons who are considered essential to the well-being of an AFDC recipient in the family. Such 
individuals are not eligible for AFDC in their own tight, but their needs are taken into account in 
determining the benefits payable (0 the AFDC family because of the benefit.<:; or services they provide, 
to the family, Currently. 22 States have selected the option of including essential persons as part of 
the AFDC unit This proposal willlimil the kinds of individuals thar a State may identify as 
"essential"' to eliminate the loophole that allows families to bring relatives like adult siblings into the 
AFDC unit regardless of the role they play in the: family. We propose defining essential persons as 
only those who: (1) provide child care that allows the ~taker rela(ive to pursue work: and 
education, or (2) provide care for an incapacitated AFDC family member in the home, 

ACCOL'NTABILITY, EFFICIE;IICY, AND .REDUCING FRAUD 

Improvements in administration of welfare programs through the use of computerized information 
systems began in the late 1970s, but efforts- have been sporadic, fragmented, and have resulted in 
varying degrees of sophistication. often depending on ava.ilable funding incentives. Many of tbese 
systems have serious limitations. including limited flexibility, tack of interactive access. and limited 
.ability to eiectronic.aUy exchange data·, Multiple and uncoordinated programs and oompJex. regulations 
almost seem to invite 'waste, fraudulent behavior. and simple error. 

Computer and information technology solutions win support welfare reform by providing new 
automated screening and intake processes. eligibility dedsionwmaking tools, and benefit delivery 
techniques. Application of modern technologies such as expen systems, relational databases. voice 
recognition units. and high performance computer networks will permit the development of an 
infonnation infrastructure and system that is able to eliminate the need fOT diems to access different 
entry poirus before receiving services; eliminate the need for agency workers (and clients) to 
encounter and understand a wide variety of complex: rules and procedures; fully share computer data 



with programs within the State and among St~teS; and provide the kind of case tracking and 

management that will be needed for a time-limited welfare system. 


We are proposing to make use of new technology and automation to develop an information 
infrastructure that allows State-level integration and interfacing of multiple systems (including AFDC, 
food stamps. work programs. dtild care, child suppon enforcement. and othetS) and offers the chance 
to implement tramitionai programs which ensure quality service. fiscal accountability, and program 
integrity. StateS will be able to use the lacation..and receipt of AFDe and the names and Social 
Security Numbers of members of AFDC families to detect and prevent fraud and abuse. Such 
information, either alone or by matching it with other data sources, wiU allow States to prevent, for 
example, clients from receiving benefits in multiple locations. from claiming non-existeru children, 
and from claiming children by more than one famUy. 

Partly as a result of increasing the detection of fraud and abuse and partly as a result of changing the 
culture of the welfare system, much fraud and abuse will be prevented or deterred before it occurs, 
For instance, people who currenrly have unreported jobs. but are fraudulently getting cash assistance, 
wiU be "smokedo{)ill" because the JOBS plus WORK requirementS win prevent them from working at 
their unreported employment. In the face of increased likelihood of detection of fraud and abuse. 
others may decide not too come Onto the rolls at all or. once on, may decide to actively pursue self­
sufficiency. 

Program integrity activities will focus on ensuring overall payment accuracy and on the detection and 
prevention of recipient, worker. and vendor fraud, The new systems at the local. State, and Federal 
levels win dramatically increase the ability to detect many kinds of fraud and abuse. To support the 
broader infonnation needs. the new information infrastructure needs to include both a national data 
clearinghouse 10 coordinate data exchange, as wen as enhanced State and local infonnatlon 
processing. In sum, the new welfare system, on the one hand, will provide government agencies 
enhanced tools to detect fraud and abuse and will prevent and deter cliems from engaging in such 
activities and, on the other. will encourage clients to participate more actively in their own self­
improvement. 

A nationwide public Msistance clearinghouse will be created which will be a collection of abbreviated 
, ease and tither data. The clearinghouse will maintain at least the following data registries: the 

National Directory of New Hires with employment data including new hires; an expanded Federal 
Parent Locator Service~ the National Child Support Registry of data -on noncustodial parents who have 
suppon orders; and the National Welfare Receipt Registry to assist in operating a national time~ 
limited assistance "clock" by tracking peopJe whenever and wherever they use welfare, Such a 
system is essential for keeping the clock in a time-limited welfare system:. Persons will not be able to 
escape their responsibilities by moving Of collect benefits in two jurisdictions simultaneously. 

Stale tracking svstel'!l§ wiH fonow people in lhe JOBS and WORK programs. These systems will 
ensure that people are getting access to what they deserve and that they are being held accountable if , 
they are failing to meet their obligations. Each State will be expected to develop a traCking system 
which indicates whether people are receiving and participa.ting in the appropriate training and 
placement services. 
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Expansion of EDT systems. As part of the Nationai Perfonnance Review, Vice President At Gore 
charged a Federal Task Force representing !he D<parttnenlS of Health and Human Services. 
Agriculture. Education, Treasury. the Office of Personnel Management, and the Office of 

.. 	 Management and Budget to develop a strategic pian for a nationwide system to deliver government 
benefits, including welfare assistance, eleccrorucally. In Its recent'report. the Task Force sets fonh a 
vision for implementation of a unifocm. integrated national system for Electronic Benefits Transfer 
(EBT) by 1999. 

This system will replace today's multiple paper systems and provide better service [0 benefit 
recipients without bank: accounts and Food Stamp recipients a[ a lower cost to the taxpayer. Under 
EST. recipients will receive a single EBT card which .hey «mid use at ATM or point-of-sale (POS) 
machines in stores and other locatiorui to electronically access one or many types of benefits, from 
welfare to Social Security, The card helps to eliminate the stigma associated with cashing a 
government disability or welfare check or using food stamps at a grocery store. and can help restore 
the self-esteem needed for work and independence, EBT also eliminates much of the high risk of 
theft associated with getting a benefit check in the mail and with cashing it for its full value. 
Recipients can access their benefits af their convenience {compatible with their work or training 
schedwe} without incurring check cashing fees, And, since using an EBT card is. like using a bank 
card. recipients will be better prepared lQ participate in the economic mainstream of the community as 
they begin to work. 

An EBT system has great long~term potential for better coordination of Federal benefit programs. At 
least 12 Federal and Slate assistance programs could use EBT to replace their paper benefit delivery 
methods. Once the full range of programs is included, a nationwide ERT system could deliver at 
least Sill billion in benefits annually. 

A PERFORMANCE-BASED SYSTEM 

One objective of welfare reform is to transform the culture of the welfare system - from an 
institutIonal system whose p,rimary mission is to ensure that poor children have a minimal level of 
economic resources, to a system that focuses equal attention on the task of integrating their adult 
caretakers into the economic mainstream of society, We ~nviston an outcome-based performance 
measurement system that consists of a limited Set of broad measures and focuses State efforts on the 
goals of the transitional support system ~~ helping recipients become self~sufficient, reducing 
dependency, and moving recipients: into work.. The Secretary or Health and Human Services will 
develop a system of performance standards whith measures States' success in moving clients toward 
self-sufficiency and reducing their tenure on welfar~. The system win be developed and implemented 
over time; interested parties will be included in (he process ror detennirung outcome-based 
performance measures and standards. 

Until a system incorporating ou[come~based standards can be put into place, State performance will be 
measured against service delivery standards, These standards win be used to monitor program 
implementation and operations. provide incentives for timely implementation, and ensure that States 
are providing services needed to convert welfare into a transitionaJ support system, The new service 
delivery measures for JOBS are designed to see that a subs(anrial portion of such cases are being 
served on an ongoing basis. As soon as WORK program requirements begin to take effect, States 
also will be subject to performance standards under the WORK program to ensure that recipients are 
provided with jobs when they reach the time limit. Until automated systems are operational and 
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reliable, State performance vis~a-vis these se;rvice delivery measures will be based on information 
gathered through a modified Quality Control system, 

New PerformlUlce Measw:es and Service Delivery Standards 

Consistent with the theme of "reinventing government. ~ State performance in accomplishing the goals 
of this reform initiativ(: will ultimately be judged on the basis of outcomes rather than inputs or effon 
- by the results they achieve rather than the way_ they JlCbieve those results. ·An ootcome-based 
performance standards sysrem will keep the focus of welfare reform on the goals of moving: recipients 
toward seJf.sufficiency and independence while ensuring the overall well-being of <:hildren and their 
families. 

In order to change the focus of the welfare system, the outcome--based performance standards system 
will measure the extent to which the program helps participants improve their self-sufficiency. their 
independence from welfare, their labor market panicipation, and the economic well-being of families 
with clUJdren, Recognizing the complexity of this task, this proposal adopts a prudent Strategy that 
moves forcefully. yet with reasonable caution, in the direction of developing an outcome-based 
performance system, Performance measures will be developed first. and then standards of 
performance with respect to those measures will be set. Relevant parties 'will be consulted during this 
process (0 ensure that cOr1$ideration is given to important measurement issues such as what would be 
an appropriate: set of measures. what kind of realistic standards should set with respect to those 
measures, and what the consequences should be for failing 10 meet established standards, 

For the purposes of accountabiHty and compliance, service delivery measures will be implemented 
first to ensure that welfare systems are operating the program for the phased~in mandatory population 
as intended. The new performance system win provide rewards and penalties for State performance 
through adjustments to the State's claims for Federal matching funds on AFDC paymerus and bonus 
payments to States, The measures are designed to provide positive and negative incentives to States 
to serve recipients under the new transitional system and to monitor program operations. States wUl 
be subject to service delivery sl3J1dards and financial incentives in the following areas: the cap in 
deferrals, a monthly participation rate in JOBS, the cap on JOBS extensions, State accuracy in 
keeping the two-year clock, and a participation rate in WORK, 

Improved Quality Assurance System 

As part of the effort to refocus the welfare system. the Quality Control (QC) system will be revised to 
include outcome and service delivery standards in addition to ensuring that income support is 
provided competently, The existing QC system focuses on how well the welfare system's income 
support function is performed to the exclusion of other system goals, This emphasis shapes the 
atmosphere (the ~culture~) within welfare agencies, how personnel are selected and trained, how 
administrative processes are organized, and how organizational rewards are allocated. Moving to the 
new system envisioned by this proposal will present implementation and operational challenges that 
make the current system of judging perfOIIJUmCt: inadequate. 
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The new. broader. QC system will give equal priority to payment accuracy and the other designated 
performance standards, It will include improving the accuracy of benefit and wage payments in the 
AFDC and WORK programs, assessing the quality and accuracy of State-reported JOBSIWORK data, 

• and measuring the extent to which performance standards are met, 

Welfare reform seeks nothing less_than jl change. in the culture of the welfare system, This 
necessitates making major .changes in a system that has primarily been issuing checks for decades. 
Now we will be expecting States to change individual behavior and their own institutions so that 
welfare recipietUs wUI be moved intO mainstream society. This will not be done easily. We envision 
a major role for evaluation, technical assistance, and information sharing. 

Initially, States will require considerable assistance as they design and implement the changes required 
under this proposal, As one State or locality finds strategies that work, those lessons ought to be 
widely shared with others. One of the elements critical to this refutm effort has been the lessons 
learned from the careful evaluations done of earlier programs. Those lessons and the feedback: 
secured during the implementation of these reforms will be used in a formative sense and will guide 
continuing: innovation into the future. We will reserve two percent of the total annual capped 
entitlement funding for the Secretary of Health and Human Services to be spent on JOBS. WORK, 
and chlld care for research. demonstrations, evaluation. and technical assistance, In addition, the 
level of Federal technical misI.!l.nce provided to State child support agencies will be expanded to 
prevent deficiencies before they occur, 
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CONCLUSION 

If welfare reform is to truly succeed, it must accomplish multiple and varied objectives. The current 
welfare initiative will focus on work, responsibility, family and opportunity. aU important principles 
which are diffIcult to quantify. However. we are confident that enactment of the Administration's 
welfare reform proposal will result in positive and tangible impacts, By sending a strong signal that 
young people should delay childbearing until they are prepared to accept the ensuing responsibilities. 
we will reduce teen pregnancies and the nwnber of children born out of wedlock. By streamlining 
the paternity establishment process, more children will bave the benefit of knowing who their father 
is. By significantly strengthening our child support enforcement system and by providiilg incentives 
and opportunities for noncustodial parents. we will dramatically increase the amount of support paid 
to children in this country. By expanding child care provided to working families, allowing States to 
disregard additional earnings and child support and making the EITe available on a regular basis. we 
win make work a rational and desirable choice for welfare recipients and those aHisk of going on 
welfare. By expanding the lOBS program and imposing time limits and work requirements, we wiU 
restore the values of work and responsibility within $e public assistance system. This will increase 
the number of custodial parents who enter the labor force and increase earnings for their families. 
And flnally. by streamlining and simplifying government assistance programs. we will eliminate 
outdated and inefficient bureaucratic rules and improve incentivf.".S for recipients and welfare officials 
alike. 

In summary. this proposal does "end welfare as we know it" by dramatically changing the values, 
expectations and incentives within our current welfare system. Ultimately, this plan is about 
improving the lives of children and families by encouraging the values of work. responsibility. family 
and oppommity, Rewarding work and responsibility over welfare will make families stronger and 
our children and OUf society better off, 
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WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT 

OF 1994 


COSTS 


, 



Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 

Five-Year Cost Summary I 

($ billions) 

Additional funding for 
education, trairting and placement 2.8 


WORK slots for participants who reach 1.2 

!he two-year time limit 


Additional child care spending 

for !hose in !he mandatory education 

and training program and in !he WORK slots 2.7 


Additional child ca"e for the working poor 1.5 

Initial investments in !he child support 

enforcement system and demonstrations 0.6 


Teen pregnancy prevention 0.3 


Other' 1.7 


Total 10.8 

Net savings' (1.5) 

Net total 9.3 

t Budget outlays 

Z Includes state option to eliminate bias against two-parent families; 
investments in automation; and incentives to work and save. 

, From caseload reductions and reduceo fraud 



SUMII1ARY OF ADMINISTRATION'S WELFARE REFORllf 
COST ESTIlIfATES 

(in bilUoos) 

Five-Year 
Federal Costs 

Transitionnt 'Assistance Followed hI Work 

AdditiOnal Education, Training and Placement Spending 

WORK Spending (including Noncustlldial Parents) 

Additional Child Care Spending for Program Participanlll 

Investments in Automation 

Subtotal 

Savings from Caseload Reductions and Reduced Fraud 

Subtotal. TransitionaJ Assistance 

2.8 

1.2 

2.1 

.8 

7.5 

. (1.5) 

6.0 

Mnldng Work Pay 

Working Poor Child Care Expenditures 

State Flexibility on Earned Income and 

1.5 

Child Support Disregards .2 

State Demonstrations to Advance EITC .1 

Subtotal. Mnking Work Poy 1.8 

PteventlonlParentaI RespOnsibility 

Teenage Pregnancy Prevention Grants .3 

Chlld Support Enforcement and Demonstrations 

State Option to Limit Additional Benefits to 

.6 

Additional Children/Minor Parents (.1 ) 

Subtotal, Preventionfl'areotal RespollSibility .8 

lmpro'Ving Government Assistance OGA) 

Remove Two-Parent (UP) Restrictions .2 

IDA/Microenterprise Demonstrations .1 

Conform Resource Limit. Income Definitions and Other .2 

Subtotal, IGA .5 

Net Medicaid Impact .2 

TOTAL 9.3 



COSTS 


In any welfare reform plan, up-front investments in education, training and placement services, child 
care, and the development of work opportunities and automation are required. The costs of welfare 
reform to the Federal government in our plan are estimated at $9.3 billion over five y.ears. The cost 
package is modest and carefully matched to financing. 

Costs graduaIJy increase over the five-year period, reaching an annual level of $3.3 bilJion in 1999. 
The program phases in over lime in afo<:used and pragmatic way that recognizes the need for States 
to develop infrastructure. train staff in the new culture and ensure that the program will be wen~ 
developed and implemented. 

The package assumes that States share in the cost of welfare reform at a reasonable level; they will 
also share in the savings. The States' share of required expenditures on tranSitional a.c;,sistance~ 
WORK and child support enfon:ement of $1 ,6 billion are more !han balanced by estimated savinI!" of 
$1.7 billion from caseload reductions and child suppon enforcement. If Stales choose to enact the 
optional provisions of the proposal, which many States have already requested through waivers, our 
estimate is that the total cost to the States would be about $1 billion. 

TRAl'<SITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BV WORK 

AdditjonallOBS sDendim:. New JOBS spending of $2.8 billion over five years represents a 
56-percent increase over current speOding. In 1999. Federal spending allowed under the JOBS 
program will be 51.9 billion. This will enable the JOBS program to serve approximately 15(),OOO 
participants at anyone time, Costs per partkipant were estimated from the experience of the most 
effective current programs that provide education, training and placement services to welfare recipi­
ents, 

WORK SPending. The WORK program, which begins serving participants in 1998 (wben they begin 
hitting the two~year time limiO. costs $1.2 billion during the first five-year period. Costs of the 
WORK program increase over time. as more slots need to be developed for an expanded phased~in 
grouP. more of whom bit the time limit eacb year. By 1m, the WORK program is expected to be 
serving approximately 260.000 participants. WORK costs include materials and equipment. 
supervision. job development, and other costs. 

ChUd Care Spendjng fur JOBS and WORK narticipAnts. New child care spending of $2.7 billion 
over five years for JOBS and WORK participants is added to annual Federal spending under current 
law. This represents the cost of a guarantee of child care to participants in both programs, and the 
costs of transitional cbild care for one year to those who leave the roUs. The estimates assume that in 
fiscal year 1999, 370,000 new slots will be created. Parental choice of child care arrangements, 
including both formal and informaJ arrangements. is guaranteed, 



MAKING WORK PAY/CHILD CARE 


Working Poor Child Care. The'At-Risk' program of child ..,.e for the working poor is inccwed 
to $1 billion by 1999. This program supplements the Child Care and Development Block Ofllllt 
(CCDBO), which is currendy funded at about $1 billion with increases requested. Together, the two 
programs win serve approximately 1.1 million working~poor cbildren in fiscal year J999. The cost 
of this provision is estimated at $1,5 billion over five years. 

Djsruards fur Earned Jorome and Child Supoon. To cover the costs of work eXpenses. States will 
disregard S120 pet month from the earnings of families working their way off the welfare roUs. 
StaleS have the option of increasing disregards, both fot earned income and for child support. The 
cost estimates assume that States serving balf the caseload. increase their disregards. The oost of thJ.s 
provision is estimated at $0.2 billion over five years. 

PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY AND PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 

Teen Pre&DanCY Prevention Grants. About 1,000 grants. averaging $60,000 per year each. will be 
made to schools and communjty~based organizations for teen pregnancy prevention projects. In 
addition, the,proposal will fund five to seven comprehensive youth and prevention demonstrations. 

Child SUPOO" Eofw:cement and Demonstrations. Total net spending of $05 billion ovet five years 
will increase computerization and enforcement staff. This new spending will generate modest AFDC 
savings and substantial improvements in the economic well-being of children by 1999. The r.eturns 
on these invesUnet1ts will grow during the second five~year period. In addition, $0. t billion over five 
years will be spent on demonstrations. ' 

Mjnor Parent Requirements and State Option to Limjt Benefits for Additional Children. These new 
provisions are estimated to save $0.1 billion over five years. 

Il\IPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 

Remoye TWQ~parem Restrictions. The proposal allows States to remove the restrictions that treat 
two--parent families- Jess favorably than one~parent families. Assuming that Stales serving balf the 
caseload choose this option results in estimated Federal costs of $0,2 billion. 

Asset ami Microenterprise Demonstrations. The proposal allows recipients to accumulate assets in 
restricted accounts and fund demonstrations of subsidized accounts and programs. and will cost about 
SO.1 billion. 

Other ConfOrming and Efficiency::{mhan~iDI: Provisions. The proposal takes a number of steps to 
conform the rules of the AFDC and Food Stamp programs, to improve the efficiency of program 
operations and to decrease fraud. The total COSts of these provisions are estimated to be $0.2 billion. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT e. 	 OFFiCE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUOGET . 
WASHNQTQN, D.C. 20500 

fOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: Barry Toiv 
Iune 14, 1994 (202) 395-7254 

FINANCING THE PRESIDENT'S WELFARE REFORM PLAN 

The President', welfure reform proposal does not increase the deficit or raise taxes. 
It i. fully paid for over five years, farrel, by rduclibns In .ntilkm.nt spending. The five­
year total of these savings is over $9 billion, more than $7 billion of which is from 
reductions in entitlement spending. The offsets are as follows: 

NEW REDUCTIONS IN ENTITLEMENT SPENDING 

• 	 Tighten 5S!, AFDC, and Food Stamp sponsorship and eligibility rules for non­
citizens. Sponsors of legal aliens would bear greater responsibility for those whom 
they encourage to come to the U.S. (Five-year savings: $3.7 billion) 

• 	 Cap each State's spending in the AFDC Emergency Assistance (EA) program. EA 
spending has escalated dramaticaliy in recent years as some Slates appear to have 
been using the funds for longer-term needs rather than for true emergency assistance 
to keep people off welfare. ($1.6 billion) 

• 	 Income test meal reimbursements to family day care homes to improve targeting of 
subsidies. ($500 million) 

• 	 Limit SS! eligibility for drug and alcohol addicted recipients (now under consideration 
in the Congress). (Approximately $800 million) 

• 	 Better target agricultural support to full-time farmers by ending deficiency payments 
for those with more than $100,000 in non-farm income. ($500 million) 

EXTENSIONS OF EXPIRING PROVISIONS 

• 	 Hold constant the portion of Food Stamp overpayment recoveries that Slates may 
retain. ($100 million) 

• 	 Extend fees for passenger processing and other customs services as well as for 
railroad safety inspections, ($200 million) 

• 	 Use excess savings from extension of corporale Superfund tax, with no impact on 
Superfund program. ($1.6 billion) 

REVENUE ENFORCEMENT MEASURES 

, • 	 Deny the earnad income tax credit (EITC) to non-resident aliens and require income 
reporting for E1TC purposes for Defense personnel living abroad. ($300 million) 

1/////1/1/ 



WORK AND RESPONSffiILITY ACT OF 1994 

FINANCING 

The financing for welfare reform comes from three areas: (1) reductions in entitlement programs; 
(2) extensions of various savings provisions set to expire in the future; and (3) better me targeting 
and compliance measures. Estimated Federal savings for all proposals are roughly $9.3 bUlion over 
five years. 

Entitlement Reforms 

Can the Eme.rgenev Assistance PrQgram. The AFDC~Emergency Assistance (EA) Program is an 
uncapped entitlement program which has skyrocketed in recent years. In flscal year 1990, 
..penditu .... wtalled $189 million; by fiscal year 1999lhey are projected W reach almost $1 billion. 
While the intent of the EA program is to meet short-term emergency needs and help keep peopJe off 
welfare, Stales currently have wide latitude to determine the scope of their EA programs. Recently. 
States have realized that the definition of the program is so broad that it can fund almost any critical 
services to low-income persons. Some States have begun shifting costs from programs which the 
States fund primarily on their own sucb as foster car~ family preservation, and homeless services into 
the matched EA program, States appear to be funding services that address long~term problems as 
well as true emergency issues. 

We propose to modify the current Emergency Assistance program by establishing a Federal cap for 
each State's EA expenditures, The cap will be set in fiscaJ year 1995 and increased by the Consumer 
Price Index in each subsequent year, The basic allocation formula balances the need to protect States 
that have been spending heavily on EA in and before 1994 with the potential claims of new States: 
which have not previously had claims for services under EA. 

The basic allocation formula is a combination of tWO components: 

(I) Allocation among States proportional to their requested expenditures in 1994; and 

(2) Allocation among States proportional to their total AFDC s~flding in the previOUS year. 

There will be a ten~year transition period, and the weighting of the components will shift over time, 
with increasingly more weight being given to the second component. Beginning in 1995, the 
weighting will be 90 percent by component 1 and 10 percent by component 2, The weighting will be 
altered by 10 percentage points each year such Ihal by 2004. the weighting will be 100 percent by 
component 2. 

The proposal ensures that alt States will receive continued funding: equaJ to their actual 1991 levels, 
The Federal match will continue at 50 percent up to the cap. This proposal raises about $1.60 billion 
over five years, 



Iiebten SIISlIlSOrsb;p and I;ligjbility Rules for Non:CitjzellS. In recent yem. the number of non­
citizens lawfully residing in the U.S. who collect SSI has ri••n dramatically. Immigrants rose from 5 
percent of the SSI aged caseload in 1982 to over 25 percent of the caseload in 1992. Since 1982. 
applications for SSI from immigrants have tripled, while immigration rose by only about 50 percent 
over the period. 

Most of the legal petmanent resident applicants enter the country sponsored by their relatives. who 
agree as a condition of sponsorship that their rdatives will DOt become public cbarges. To enforce this 
commitment, until this year, current law required that {or 3 years~ a portion of the sponsoc·s income 
in ex.... of 110 percent of poverty b. 'deemed' as available to help support the legal permanent 
resident (!.PR) immigrant should they need public assistance. Currently. about one-third of the LPR 
immigrants 00 SSI subject to the deeming rules apply in their 4th year of residency. Last fall. to pay 
for extended unemployment benefits. Congress eJ.tended the time of deeming under SSI from three 
years to five years until i 996 when it revertS to three years again. 

The Administration proposal related to non~citizens contains two plU"tS-exteoding the deeming period
rot sponsor income and coordinating eligibility criteria under four Federal assistance programs. 

Deeming, Our proposal makes the current five~year period of sponsor responsibility permanent law 
under the SSI program and extends from three years to five years sponsor responsibility under the 
AFDC and Food Stamp programs. The sponsor's inoome would be deemed as available to support the. 
immigrant should they apply for public assistance. For the period beginning with six years after being , . 
lawfUlly admitted for permanent residence in the U.S. and until a sponsored immigrant attains 
citizenship status-. if the sponsor has income above the U,S. median famUy income ($39.500). the 
sponsor win continue to be responsible for ensuring the support of the inunigrant. This will have the 
effect of denying benefits to inunigrants with sponsors with income above the median. Once 
immigrants attain citizenship, they will be eligible to apply for benefits on their own. Any immigrant 
whose sponsor is receiving SSI or AFDC benefits would be exempt from sponsor-to-aiien deeming 
under SS!, MDC and food stamps. The proposal affects applications after the date of enactment 
(i.e•• it would grandfather current recipients as long as they remained continuously eUgible for 
benefits), These changes in deeming rules would not apply to, and would have no effect on, 
Medicaid eligibility for immigrants. This part of the proposal saves about $2.8 billion over five years. 

The proposal sets consistent deeming rules for sponsored immigrants across three Federal programs 
(SSl. AFDC, and Food Stamps). SpollSQr responsibility is based on longstanding immigration policy 
that immigrants should not become public charges. Sponsored immigrants roost often apply for SSI 
benefits on the basis of being aged, and are different from most citizens In that the latter typlcaUy 
spent their life working and paying taxes in the U.S. At the same time. this proposal ensures that 
truly needy sponsored immigrants will not be denied welfare benefits if they can establish that their 
sponsors are no longer able to support them, if their sponsors die, or jf the immigrant becomes blind 
or disabled after entry into the U.S. The policy would oot affect refugees or asylees. 

Eligibility criteria. The second element of this proposal establishes similar eligibility criteria under 
four Fed..al programs (S51, AFDC, Medicaid, and Food Stamps) fur all categories of immigrants 
who are!lQ1 Jegal permanent residents. This element establishes in statute a consistent definition of 
which non~LPR immigrants are eligible for welfare benefits. Currently, due to different eligibility 
criteria in statute. and litigation over how to interpret statutory language, the four Federal programs 
do not cover the same categories of non-LPR immigrants. For example. aliens whose departure the 
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• 	 INS does not contemplate enforcing are eligible for 551, but not for Food Stamps. The Food Stamp 
program bas the most restrictive definition of whicb categories of non-LPR immigrants ate eligible 
for benefits (i.e., the eligibility criteria encompass. fewer number of INS statuses). 551 and 
Medicaid bave the most expansive definition of which categories of noD~LPR inunigrants are eligible 
for benefits, and the AFDC program falls between these extremes. 

This proposal makes eligibility criteria in the SSI, Medicaid, and AFDC programs similar II> Ibe 
criteria that currently exist in the Food Stamp program. The new list of INS sta1U.Ses requited for 
potential eligibility II> the SS!, Medicaid, and AFDC programs is also vinually identiealll> Ibos.listed 
in Ibe Health Security Act providing eligibility for the Health Security Card. Uke the extended 
deeming provisions, this part of the proposal affects applications after date of enactment (i.e., it 
would grandfather current recipients as long as they remained continuously eligible for benefits). 
This part of the proposal saves about $900 million over five years. 

New Buies Regarding SSI Benefits fur Drug and Alcohol Addicted Recipient:;. 
Current law requires that all S5I disability recipients for whom substance abuse is Inaterial to the 
fmding of disability must be in available treatment and must have their payments made through a 
representative payee (a third party whQ receives and manages the funds). Payments to these 55! drug 
addict and alcoholic (DA&A) beneficiaries are suspended if the individual fails 10 participate in 
appropriate alcohol or drug treatment, if such treatment is available, No similar requirements are 
made of Social Security (Title II) disability beneficiaries who receive benefits on the basis of 
addictions. The representative payee and treatment requirements have been part of the SSI program 
since its inception over 20 years ago, However, the provisions have not been implemented 
effectively. 

Under the proposal. strengthened sanctions and new time limits wiU be appJied to benefits paid to 
individuals receiving Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and Social Security Disability Insurance 
(SSDl) benefits who have substance abuse problems that are material to their disability finding. 

The Congress is reaching decisions on these proposals currently in conference on H.R. 42n. a biil 
which the Administration supports. We anticipate savings of $800 million over five years. Should the 
final bill yield savings of less than $800 million, we are committed to working with Congress to fully 
finan-ce the package, 

Income Test Meal Reimbursements to Family Day Cant Homes. The ChHd care Food Program 
provides food subsidies for children in twO types of senings: child care centers and family day care 
homes. They are administered quite differently. The subsidies in centers are well targeted because 
they are means·tested; USDA believes that over go pm:ent of federal dollars support meals served to 
low-income (below 1&5 percent of poverty) children. The family day care part of the program is not 
wen targeted because it has no means test (due to the burden it would piace on the providers). A 
USDA-commissioned study estimates that 71 percent of Federal food program dollars to family day 
care homes support meals for children above 185 percent of the poverty line. While the child care 
center funding Jevels have been growing at a modest rate, the famUy day care funding levels are 
growing r.pidly-16.5 percent between 1991 and 1992. 

The following approach better targets the family day care food program funding to low-income 
children and creates minimal administrative requirements for providers. 
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• Family day care bomes IDeated in low-income areas (e,g., census tracts where: half or the 
children are below 185 percent of the poverty line) would r..eive $.84 and $1.67 in breal:filst 
and Junch reimbursements. respectively, during school year 1995. This is roughly equivalent 
to the -free meal- nue paid on behalf of low-income dtiJdren in day care centers. whose 
families have incomes under 130 percent of poverty. 

• All other homes would bave a choice. They could elect not to use a means4:est; if they elect 
this option. they would receive reimbursementS at the reduced levels of $,$4 and $1.27, 
respectively. Alternative1y, a family day care home could administer a simplified, two-part 
m....-test, Meals served to children below 185 percent of the poverty line would be 
reimbursed at the "free meal" rate, Meal, served to children above 185 perceot of the 
poverty Hne would be reimbursed at the reduced-price rate. ' 

• Intermediaries that Serve family day care homes in lowNlncome areas would be reimbursed an 
extra $10 per month for ongoing administrative costs. and a $5 miUioD set-aside would help 
such day eare homes to become licensed (or registered). 

This provision yields savings of about $500 million over five years. 

Limit Petie';",)! Payments to ThQse Making $100.000 or More from Off~Farrn Income Pee Year. 
USDA farm programs .... criticized for unfairly supporting large farms lUld wealthy producers rather 
than smaller farms and lower-income farmers. The Congressional Office of Technology Assessment 
eoncluded that most big farms "do not need direct govelllI'nent payments and/or subsidies to compete 
and survive. ~ We propose to make producers receiving SI00.ooo or more in off~farm adjusted gross 
income ineligible fot CommOdity Credit Corporation (Ceq crop subsidies (price support loans and 
income support payments). , The proposed targeting of subsidies would direct farm payments to 
smaller) family farms, which deserve Federal financial bdp more than Jarge agricultural enterprises 
and individuals with sufficient off-farm income. It would cause an estimated 1~2 per~nt of program 
participants to drop out of USDA farm programs. Most of these wealthiest participants include 
corporations and individuals for whom farming is not a primary occupation or source of income. 
This proposal would 'save about $500 million over five years. 

Extend Expiring Provisions 

Hold Constant the Portion of Food Stamp Oyerpayment Recoyeries that SWl§ May Retain. States are 
permitted to keep some portion of the lOO-percent Federal Food Stamp recoveries as an incentive 
payment fot pursuing program violations. This proposal would extend the 1990 Farm Bill provision 
which reduced the percentage of recovered Food Stamp overissuances retainabJe by State agencies for 
fiscal years J991-95. Under this provision, which would be extended to fiscal years 1996-2004, 
States tould retain 25 percent of recoveries from intentional program violations (previously 50 
percent) and 10 percent of other recoveries (previously 25 percent). This proposal raises about $100 
million over five years, 

Extend fees for Passenger Processing ~nd Other Custom Services. A fiat-rate merchandise 
processing fee (MPF) is charged by U,S, customs for processing of commercial and non-.commercial 
merchandise that enters or leaves U.S. warehouses. The fee~ adopted by OBRA 1986, generally is 
set at 0.19 percent of the value of the good. Other variable customs fees are charged for: passenger 
processing; commercial truck arrivals; railroad car arrivals; private vessel or private aircraft entries; 
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dutiable mail; broker permitS; and bargelbulk carriers. NAFrA extended the MPF and other f_ 
through September~ 2003, The proposal extends the fees through September. 2004 and saves about 
$1 billion in that year. 

Extend Railroad SafetY User &§, Railroad safety inspection fees were enacted in the Omnibus 
Iludget Reconciliation Act of 1990 to pay for the costS of the Federal rail safety inspection program. 
The railroads are assessed fees a-ccording to a formula based on three criteria: road miles. as a 
measure of system size~ train miles as a measure of volume; and employee hours as a measure of 
employee activity. The formula is applied across tho board to all railrouds to cover the full COSIS of 
the Federal railroad safety inspection program:. The fees are set to expire in 199o. The 1995 
President's Budget proposed to extend the fees througb 1999 and expand them, effective in 1995, to 
cover other railroad safety COSts. The proposal eAtends tbe fees permanently. This proposal raises 
about $200 million over five years. 

Extend Expiring CQ[pQra;e Enviropmental Income <CEO Tn Used to Finance Sunerfund. A broad~ 
based environmental tax, based on corporate alternative minimum taxable income (0.12 percent) in 
ucess of $2 million, was first enacted in 1986 and is set to expire at the end of 1995. The welfare 
rerorm proposal would extend the eEl tax into 1998. 

Superfund reauthorization legislation would provide a further eEl tax extension through the year 
2000, which would provide sufficient additional credit needed for budget scoring of the Superfund 
legislation's "orphan share" proposal, All revenue from the CEl tax extension~ whether enacted in 
welfare reform or Superfund legislation, will continue to be dedicated to the Hazardous Substance 
Superfund 10 b. used only for Superfund cleanups. 

EITC Targeting and Compliance Measures 

~y me to Non*Resident Allens, Under current law, non~tesident aliens may receive the Earned 
Income Tax Credit (EITC), Because non-resident taxpayers are not required to report their . 
worldwide income, it is currently impossible for the IRS to determine whether ineligible ind)vidu3.ls 
(such as high-income nonresident aliens) are claiming the me. The proposal will deny the EITC to 
non-resident aliens completely. We estimate that about 50,000 taxpayers will be affected, mainly 
visiting foreign students. and professors, The proposal raises about $ 100 million over five years, 

#~m:~:ll!iID~~Illll1L. Under 
current living overseas are for the The part proposal would 
extend the ElTC to active military famiUes overseas, To pay for this proposal, and to raise net 
revenues, the DoD would be required to report the nontaxable earned income paid to military 
personnel (both overseas and States-side) on Form W~2. Such nontaxable earned income includes 
basic allowances for subsistence and quarters, Because current law provides that in determining 
earned income for EITC purposes such nontax.able earned income must be taken into account. the 
additional infonnation reporting would enhance compliance with the EITe rules. The combination of 
these two proposals raises about $200 million over five years, 

A table which summarizes. the fin~mcing provisions is attached, 
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SUMMARY OF FINANCING PROVISIONS 

Fiv~Year Federal 
Proposo' fin bil1ionsl 

Entitlement Reforms 

Limit Emergency Assistance 1.6 
Tighten Sponsorship and Eligibility Rules for Non..cithens 

Five-Year Deeming and Eligibility OnJy for Aliens with Sponsors 
below Median Income 2.8 

Establish Similar Alien Eligibility Criteria for Four Federal Progra.rns . 0.9 
New Rules Regarding Ben¢flts fOf Drug Addicts 

and Alcoholics (H.R. 4277) 0.81 

Income Test Meal Reimbursements to Family Day Care Homes 0.5 
Limit Deficiency Payments to Those Making $100.000 or More from 

Off-Farm Income 0.5 

Extend Expiring Provisions 

Hald Constant a Portion of Food Stamp Overpayment Recoveries for States 0.1 
Extend Fees for Passenger Processing and Other Customs Services 0.0 
Extend Railroad Safety User Fees 0.2 
Extend Expiring COrp<lrate Environmental Income Tax 

Used to Finance Superfund 1.6 

Tux CompUance Measures 

Deny EITC to Non-Resident Aliens 0.1 
ReQUire Income Reporting for Deoartment of Defense Personnel 0.2 

TOTAL 9.31 

1. Because we are uncertain of the final outcome of H.R. 4277, the total financing number is 
preliminary. Should the fioat bill yield savings of less than SO.8 biUion. we are committed to working 
Y'ith Congress to fully finance the package. 
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WELFARE REFORM FINANCING 

Five-Year Federal Savings 


(in billions) 


Entitlement Reforms 

Limit Emergency Assistance ,- $1.6 
Tighten Rules for Non-Citizens: 

Increased Sponsor Responsibility 2.8 
Establish Similar Alien Eligibility Criteria 0.9 

Review Benefits for Drug Addicts and Alcoholics 0.8 
Income Test Meal Reimbursements 0.5 
Target Farm Subsidies 0.5 

Extend Expiring Provisions 

Maintain Food Stamp Fraud Recoveries 0.1 
Extend Fees for Passenger Processing 0.0 
Extend Railroad Safety User Fees 0.2 
Extend Expiring Superfund Tax 1.6 

EITe Enforcement Measures 

Deny EITC to Non-Resident Aliens 0.1 
Require Income Reporting for Defense Personnel 0.2 

• 

TOTAL 9.3 

061.3194 



" 
Work 


- Making welfare a transition to work: 
Building on the JOBS program 

- The WORK program: Work. not welfare. 
after two years 

- Supporting working families: EITe, 
health reform, child care 
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Responsibility 
.. . 


- Parental responsibility: 
Child support enforcement 


- Accountability for taxpayers 


- Performance. not process 
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Rea~hing the 
Next Generation 

- Preventing teen pregnancy 


- Phasing in young people first 
. 

- A clear message for teen parents: 
Supports and sanctions 

~~ 
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the Vear eooo, 
Under Refer""" 

IlIIIII 2.4 million adults will be subject to the new 
rules, including time limits and work requirements 

- Almost one million people will either be off 
welfare or working 

• 331.000 people who would have been on 
welfare will have left the welfare rolls 

• 	222,000 parents will be working part-time 
in unsubsidized jobs 

.• 	394.000 people will be in subsidized jobs in 
the work program - up from 15.000 now 
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the Vear 

Under RefDr~ 


- Another 873,000 recipients will be in time-limited 
school or training programs leading to employment 

11& Federal child support collections will have more 
than doubled, from $9 billion to $20 billion 

II1II Teen pregnancy prevention programs will be 
operating in 1000 middle/high schools in 
disadvantaged neighborhoods 

- Paternity establishment programs in all hospitals 

!lUI A national clearinghouse will be in place, tracking 
parents who awe child support across state lines 



June 1994 

FACTS RELATED TO WELFARE REFORM 

Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) 

E3iSling lOBS Program 

Created by the Family Support Act of 1988 and Championed by then-Governor Clinton_ the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program helps AFDC recipients become job-ready and enter 
the workplace. JOBS offers education, training, and job placement, as well as guaranteed child 
care and other support services. But unfortunately. it reaches few poor families. 

To support local flexibility, the Family Support Act gave state welfare agencies primary 
administrative responsibility for JOBS. The Jaw encouraged welfare agencies to form collaborative 
reJationships with other community instirutions¥-such as schools, non~profit organizations. and 
business groups~~so that JOBS programs would fit local circumstances and needs. 

The Family Support Act represented a fundamental rethioking of welfare incentives and 
obligations. Through JOBS, it set in place expectations that welfare should be only a transitional 
preparation for self-sufficiency, and that training and support services are as vital as cash benefits. 
However, the law exempted about half of AFDC recipients, including mothers under age 16, . 
mothers in school. and mothers with children under age three (or one, at state option). Most 
significantly, in 1994, states were required to have only 15 percent of non-exempt recipients 
participate in JOBS. 

Funding constraints have also limited the program's reach. During the past five years, AFDC 
caseloads mushroomed and a weak economy put additional demands on state budgets, As a result, 
states drew down only 69 percent of the federal funds available for JOBS in 1992, and only 12 
states were abJe to draw down their full allocation, 

Chanc~~ Under Welfare Reform 

Under President Clinton', welfare reform plan, an enhanced JOBS program becomes the core of 
the transjtional assistance 'approach, OUf proposal would expand and improve the current program 
(0 include: ' 

A personal employability plan. From the very first day, the new system will focus on making 
young mothers self-sufficient. Working with a caseworker. each woman will develop an 
employability plan identifying the education, training, and job placement services needed to move 
into the workplace. Because 70 percent of welfare recipients already leave the rolls within 24 



months, and most applicants are job-ready. many pJans win a1m for employment well with}n two 
years. 

A two-year time limit. Time limits will restrict most AFDC recipients to a lifetime maximum of 
24 months of cash assistance. 

Limited exemptions and deferral". Our plan will reduce existing exemptions and ensure that 
from day one, even those who can't work must meet certain expectations. Mothers with 
disabilities and those caring for disabled children will initially be exempt from thetwo·year time 
limit, but will be required to develop employability plans that lead to work. Another exemption 
aIJowed under current JOBS rules will be Significantly narrowed: mothers of infants will receive 
only short-term deferrals (12 months for the first child, three months for the second). At state 
discretion, a very limited number of young mothers completing education programs may receive 
appropriate extensions. 

Job search first. Participants who are jo1>-ready will immediately be oriented to the workplace. 
Anyone offered a job will be required to take it. 

Integration. with mainstream education and training programs. JOBS will be lin1:ed with job 
training programs offered under the Jobs Training Partnership Act, the new School~to-Work 
initiative, Pelt Grants, and other mainstream prog~s. 

. 
Tough sanctions. Parents who refuse to stay in school; look for work, or attend job training 
programs will be sanctioned, generally by losing their share of the AFDC gram. For most 
families, simply the threat of this financial loss will be enough to ensure compliance, but those 
who fail to comply will face real cuts in benefits. 

A phase-in focusing on young recipients first. Initial resources are targeted to women bom after 
December 31, 1971.· Phasing in the new system will direct limited resources to young, single 
mothers with the most at risk; send a strong message to teenagers that welfare as we know It,has 
ended; mOst effectively change the culture of the welfare office to focus on work; and allow states 
to develop effective service capacity. As welfare reform is phased in, a larger percentage of the 
caseload will be covered. . 

Flexibility for states. States that want to accelerate the phase in will be able to use federal 
matching funds to do so. States may define the phased~in group more broadly, require older 
women to panicipale in certain JOBS activities. or provide increased resources to volunteers under 
current JOBS rules. 

Guaranteed child care for those in education and training. An expanded investment in child 
care will help eliminate a primary barrier to work preparation for young parents. 

Additional federal funding. To ease state fiscal constraints and ensure that JOBS really works. 
our proposal raises the federal match rate and provides addilional funding. The federal JOBS 
match will increase further in states with high unemployment, 



U.S, O~JUlTMEN" 0" HEALTH AHD HUMAN SERVICES: 

June 1994 

FACTS RELATED TO WELFARE REFORM 

Child Support Programs 

Existing Child Support Programs 

The goal of the Child Support Enforcement (CSE) program, established in 1975 under Title IV-D 
of the Social Security Act, is to ensure that children are supported financially by both of their 
parents. 

Designed as. a joint federal, state, and local partnership. the multi-layered program involves 50 

separate state systems, each with its own unique laws and procedures. Some local child SUppOf1 

offices are run by courts, others by counties, and others by state agencies. Al the federal level. 

the Department of Health and Human Services provides technical ass.istance and funding to states 

through the Office of Child Support Enforcement and also operales the Federal Parent Localor 

Sysrem, a computer matching system that uses federal infonnation to locate non-custodial parents 

who owe child support. 


Today, despite recent improvements in paternity establishment and collections, this child support 
system fails many families. in J991, 14.6 million children lived in a female-headed family, almost 
triple the number in 1%0. and 56 percent of them lived in poverty, Paternity is not established for 
most chHdren born out of wedlock. child support awards are usually low and rarely modified, and 
ineffective collection enforcement allows many non-custodial parcnts~~especially in interstate cases­
-10 avoid payment without penalty. 

As a result, non-custodial parents paid only $14 billion in child support in 1990. But if child 

support orders reflecting current ability to pay were established and enforced. single mothers 

would have recejved $48 billion: money for clothing, food, utilities. and child care. Closing that 

$34 billion gap is a top priority for this Administration. 


Clinton Administration Increasef;.Jwd Innovations 

Already, the Clinton Administration has proposed, and Congress has adopted, a requirement for 

states to establiSh hospital-based paternity programs, as a proactive way to establish paternities 

early in a child's life. In addition. the 1995 budget reflects a 13 percent increase in federal 

spending on child support, 




Changes Under Welfare RefQnn 

Building on the best state and federal initiatives. President Clinton's welfare reform plan will 
create an aggressive, coordinated system with automated collection and tougher enforcement. 
While the federal-state child suppon enforcement system collected $9 billion from non-custodial 
parents in 1993. the niformed system under our plan will coHect $20 billion in the year 2000. The 
plan focuses on: 

Universal paternity establishment. Performance incentives will encourage states to establish 
paternity for all births, and hospitals will expand effons to get parents to vOluntarily acknowledge 
paternity. Streamlined lega1 procedures and greater use of scientific testing will facilitate 
identification for those who do not voluntarily acknowledge their responsibilities. And we also 
require each welfare applicant to supply the name aod location of the child's father in order to 
receive benefits. 

Fair award guidelines and periodic updating. A commission will study whether national awards 
guidelines should be adopted. States will automatically update awards for families as non-custodial 
parents' incomes change, 

Automated monitoring and tracking. Srates will centralize and modernize their child support 
structures through the use of central registries that monitor payments automatically. A new 
national child support clearinghouse will catch parents who try to evade their responsibilities even 
if they flee across state lines. 

New penalties for those who refuse to pay. Expanded wage-withholding and data-base matching 
will be used ro enforce compliance, As a last resort, states will withhold the drivers' and 
professional licenses of parents who refuse to pay support. Even the threat of license suspension is 
a proven enforcement tool, and suspension also reaches self~employed people unaffected by wage­
withholding. 

State initiatives and demonstration programs. The reform plan will, for the first time, create a 
state option to make money available for work and training programs for non-custodial parents 
who earn too little to meet their child support obligations. States can choose to make these 
programs mandatory--so that non~custodial parents work off what they owe. At the same time, 
demonstration grants for parenting and access programs~~providing mediation, counseling, 
education, and visitation enforcement~will foster non-<:ustodiaJ parents' ongoing involvement in 
their children's lives, And child support assurance demonstrations will let interested states give 
families a measure of economic security even if child support is not collected immediately, 
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Child Care Programs 

Existing Child Care PrQgrl!ms 

Five federal programs currently provide child care assistance to low-income families. 
AFDCiJOBS Child Care and Transitional Child Care help families moving from AFDC to work, 
while At-Risk Child Care and the Child Care and Development Block Grant enable low-wage 
working families to remain self~sufficient, In addition, Head Start provides low-income families 
with child development and other social services. 

AFDC/JOBS Child Care, an entitlement program, offers assistance to recipients of Aid to 

Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) who are working or in education and training 

programs. 


Transitional Child Care, also an entitlement program. provides assistance for up to one year after 
recipients leave AFDC for employment, so that parents entering the workforce will have the 
continued security of affordable care for their children. 

The At-Risk Child Care program, a capped entitlement, allows states to provide child care to 

help low-income working families who might go on AFDC without such assistance. 


The Child Care and Development Block Grant, a discretionary program, makes child care 

available to low-income parents who work, attend educational and training programs, or receive 

protective services. The federal government distributes funds to states, Indian tribes, and 

territories, which then enable parents to choose the care most appropriate to their children. The 

block grant also provides funds for quality improvements. 


Head Start. a discretionary program, provides comprehensive services including education, health. 
parent involvement and social services to children from lOW-Income families who meet the federal 
poverty guidelines. 

Over the past few years, these five programs have provided critical child care support to low­

income families. Despite this progress, there is 8tm a significant demand for child care, for 

resources to improve qualilY and supply, and for better coordination and consistency across 

programs. 




Clinton Administration Increases and Innovations 

The Clinton Administration has made child care programs a consistent budget priority. increasing 
funding for the Child Care and Development Block Grant by 19 percent in the 1995 budgeL To 
maximize the impact of each dollar. the Administration has also sought to coordinate and improve 
programs. To address quality and supply, the Administration is reviewing state health and safety 
standards, sponsoring a series of national instjtutes on critical child care issues, and attempting to 
give states more flexibility to address quality and consisrency concerns through proposed 
regulations, 

President Climon's recent expansion of Head Start provides further support for quality child care. 
The 1995 budget includes substantial additional funding and encourages the development of full­
day, full-year services to meet the needs of today's families. 

Changes Under Welfare Reform 

President Clinton's welfare reform proposaJ continues to expand and improve the system for 
both low-income working families and those transitioning off welfare. His proposal will 
expand availabHity. encourage safe and nurturing care envirorunents. and further coordinate 
program requirements. 

Maintaining and expanding the existing guarantee, Welfare recipients in work and training, 
including the JOBS and WORK programs, will still be guaranteed child care. and those leaving 
welfare will stiH receive a year of Transitional Child Care. 

Expanding child care for low-income working families_ Our proposal also substantially 
increases funding for the At-Risk program and reduces the state match. We almost double federal 
spending on child care for the working poor. 

Addressing quality and supply, Quality improvement funds will support resource and referral 
programs, licensing and monitoring, and training and other provider supports. Children in group 
care receiving assistance will be immunized, and consistent health and safety standards will apply 
across -child care programs. Our plan also directs special attention to increasing the supply of 
infant and toddler care. 

Coordinating rules across an child care programs. Our proposal simplifies administration and 
ensures coverage by further standardizing different chUd care programs' requirements for provider 
standards, health and safety, parental access, consumer education. parental choice. and parental 
complaint management. 
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Work 

- Making welfare a transition to work: 
Building on the JOBS program 

.. The WORK program: Work, not welfare, 
after two years 

- Supporting working families: EITe, 
health reform, child care 
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Rasp lity 

- Parental responsibility: 
Child support enforcement 

1&11 ,Accountability for taxpayers 

11&1 Performance, not process 

.~,...-



.~ 

_. 


Reaching the 
Next Generation 

- Preventing teen pregnancy 

- Phasing in young people first 

...... A clear message for teen parents: 
Supports and sanctions 
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Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AIDC) 

BenefilS 

• 	 AFDC benefit levels range from $120 per month for a family of tbree in Mississippi to 
$923 per montb in Alaska, with the median state paying 5367 in AFDC benefits (January 
1993 figures), Food stamp benefits fall as AFDC benefits increase, however. offsetting to . 
some degree the disparity in AFDC benefit levels among the different states. 

• 	 AFDC benefit levels have declined by 42 percent in the last two decades. The average 
monthly benefit for a mother and two children with no earnings. has shrunk in constant 1992 
dollars from $690 in 1972 to $399 in 1992, a 42-percent decline. 

• 	 This decline has been partly offset by an increase in food stamp benefits. such that the 
combination of AFDC and food stamps for a mother and two children with no earnings has 
declined by 26 percent between 1972 and 1992. 

• 	 In all 50 states. AFDC benefits are below the Census Bureau's poverty threshold. varying 

from 13 percent of the threshold In MISSissippi to 79 percent in Alaska (median of 39 

percent). 


Caseloarls 

• 	 The number of persons receiving AFDC each year has increased significantly between 1975 
and 1992. In 1975. 11.1 million individuals received benefits. and in 1992. 13.6 million 
persons received AFDC (up from 12.6 in 1991). Over the same time period. the average 
size of AFDC families has fallen. from 3.2 persons in 1975 to 2.9 persons in 1992. 

• 	 Recipiency rates. defined as the total number of AFDC recipients divided by the State 
popUlation, have not followed a uniform trend among all States. While rates in some States 
increased substantially between 1975 and 1992. 22 States experienced a decline in monthly 
recipiency rates over that time period. 

• 	 Two thirds of AFDC recipients are children. In 1992. AFDC provided benefi" to 9.2 

million children. 
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Expenditures 

• 	 Despite the increase in the number of recipients Qver the time period, benefit expenditures 
have remained relatively constant in real terms between 1915 ($21.3 billion) and 1992 
($22.2 billion). Real spending on APDC apart from AFDC-UP has actually fallen since 
1975, from $20.3 billion in 1975 to $20.1 billion in 1992. 

• 	 Contrary to the generai conception. not all States have experienced an increase in total 
AFDC expenditures. While tile national average between 1985 and 1992 was a 17-percent 
increase. State~by-State figures varied from an increase of 184 percent in Arizona to a 
decrease of 38 percent in Wisconsin, 

• 	 The share of Federal spending devoted tD ArDC has declined from 1.5 percent in 1975 to 
1.1 percent in 1992. 

Recipient Characteristics 

• 	 Thirty-four percent of caretllker relatives (usually the motller) of AFDC children in 1992 were 
white. 39 percent were black. 19 percent were Hispanic. and 4 percent were Asian. 

• 	 Only 22 percent of AFDC families reported any non-AFDC income in 1992. 

• 	 Forty percent of female welfare recipients gave birth to their first child before the age of 
19. Just over half had a high school degree when tIleyentered tile AFDC program, and 49 
percent had not worked in the 12 months prior to entry. 

The JOBS Program 

• 	 Of adult AFDC recipients not exempted from the JOBS program in 1992. sixteen percent 
met tne participation rate requirement. Only Indiana. Maine. Maryland and Guam failed to 
reach the 11 percent participation rate mandated in the Family Support Act for fiscal year 
1992. 

• 	 Fiscal year 1992 Federal funding for the JOBS program was capped at $1 billion. 
However. State spending was only sufficient to draw down two-thirds of the available 
Federal funding for fiscal year 1992, and only 11 States claimed tIleir full allocation of 
Federal funds. Only 19 States intended to spend enough to claim their full allceation in 
fiscal year 1993, 



Other Facts 

Living 	Arrangements of Children 

• 	 While the total child population in the United States was approximately the same in 1960 as 
in 1991. the percent of children living with a single parent increased from 9 percent to 26 
percent. The majority of children born today will spend some time in a single-parent 
family, 

Labor Porce ParttcjruuiQn of Women 

• 	 The percent of women who work in the wage labor market has increased dramatically in 
recent decades, Between 1950 and 1992, the labor force participation of women with 
children under age 6 increased from 14 percent to 58 percent, 

Child Poverty 

• 	 In 1992,22 percent of children lived in poverty. Among children in female-headed 
families, the rate was 54 percent; among children in families with a male present. the rate 
was 11 percent. 

Child Synnort EnforcemeOl 

• 	 In families with children with an absent father in 1989, 
58 percent had a child support order in place, 37 percent received some payment, and 26 
percent received the full payment. 

• 


