
,, 

Analysis of House Ways and Means Republican Welfare 
I' Reform Proposal 

Attached 	is a section-by-s.ection, in-depth analysis of the ..' 	 Republican proposal drafted by Ron Haskins. Also attached are 
cost estimates of nost of the p~ovisions. The status of all the 
estimates is summarized below, 

Title I: AFDC TRANSITION AND WORK PROGRAM. 

These estimates are done 

Title II: PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT 

These estimates are done. Note that we have assumed that no 
states would take up the option in section F which allows 
states to specifically exempt themselves from all require­
ments in this title. 

Title III: EXPANDED STATUTORY FLEXIBILITY FOR STATES 

We are waiting for estimates from UI/TRIM on several of the 
provisions under this title, (UI's ~rogrammers have been 
tied up doing health care work, but they expect to produce 
our GOP bill runs at the end of this week.) 

Title IV, EXPANSION OF STATE NAIVER AUTHORITY 

We think these costs will be very small, since the waiver 
projects are to be cost-neutral, 

Title V: CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

These estimates are done. 

Title VI: WELFARE RESTRICTIONS FOR ALIENS 

These estimates are done. 

Title VII, MISC. PROVISIONS 

Sections A & C are not estimatable because we don't know how 
many addicts are on AFDC and S51. Staff are talking to FNS 
about sec, a, and staff are working on estimates for sec, D 
and E. 

Attachments 



TITLE II AFDC TRANSITION AND WORK PROGRAM 

A. AFDC Transition Program 

CURRENT LbW 

Assessment 

States are currently required to develop an employability plan 
for each JOBS participant, based on an initial assessment and in 
consultation with the participant. 

Services 

As part of the JOBS program, states are required to provide the 
following services: educational activities, job readiness 
activities. job skills training and job development and job 
placement. In addition~ states must offer at least two of the 
following four services; group and individual,job search, on-the­
job training, work supplementation and community work experience. 

Participation Requirements for Recipients 

To be counted as a participant under the JOBS program, an 
individual must be scheduled for at least 20 hours of ~OBS 
services per week and must attend for at least 75 percent of the 
scheduled hours during a ~onth. 

Educational activities are subject to the twenty-hour standard, 
defined as time spent in class, with no consideration of time 
spent on homework. This has heen and continues .to be a pOint of 
considerable controversy, 

Exemptions 

AFDC recipients are currently exempted from JOBS if they are: 

1) the parent or caretaker relative of a child under three 
(a few states have opted to exempt only parents of c~ildren 
under one); 
2) ill. incapacitated I of advanced age; 
3) a caretaker of an ill or incapacitated family member; 
4) employed more than 30 hours per week; 
5) a child who is either under age 16 or attending school 
full time; 
6) in the second trimester of pregnancy or 
7) residing in an area where the pro9ram is not available. 

Sanctions 

If a recipient required'to participate in JOBS fails to comply, 
the individual's needs are not considered in calculating the 
family's AFDe benefits, but food stamp benefits are not reduced 



(and would actually he expected to rise. to. some degree 
offsetting the sanction). For AFDC-UP families, the other 
parent's needs are also not considered in the calculation of the 
grant, unless he or she is participating in the JOBS program. 

Supportive Services 

Under current law, recipients are guaranteed child care if it is 
necessary for them to either work or participate in the JOBS 
program. and transportation if needed to participate in JOBS. 

Participation Standards for states 

States are presently required to enroll 15 percent of non-exempt 
AFDC families in the JOBS program during FY 1994 and 20 percent 
during FY 1995. The participation standards for AFOC-UP families 
are 40 percent in FY 1994, 50 percent in FY 1995, 60 percent in 
FY 1996 and 75 percent in FY. 1997 and 1996. 

Federal Match 

States are presently reimbursed at a 90 percent rate for JOBS 
expenditures up to the amount allotted to the state in FY 1987 
for WIN (Work I~centive Program). Additional expenditures are 
reimbursed at the higher of 60 percent and the Medicaid rate for 
direct costs and personnel costs of full-time JOBS staff and 50 
percent for other, administrative costs. 

Targeting 

under current law, states are mandated to spend 55 percent of 
their JOBS funds on recipients falling within the target popula­
tions. The target groups are 1) families in which the parent is 
under 24 and has either not,completed high school or had no work 
experience within the past year; 2) families who have received 
assistance for 36 of the previous 60 months; and 3) families in 
which the youngest child is within two years of aging out of 
AFOC. states failing to meet the 55 percent standard_face a 
reduced matching rate of 50 percent (see Federal match section 
above) . 

Teen Parents 

under JOBS, custodial parents under 20 who have not completed 
high school are required to participate in an educational 
activity. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

Assessment 

Under the new Republican welfare reform bill, the state welfare 
agency and the recipient would arrive at a written agreement, 
similar to the employability plan required under JOBS, except 



that as part of the agreement the recipient, if still on AFDC 
after 2 years (less at state option), would have to work in 
exchange for benefits. 

Services 

States would provide the same services under the transition 
program that are currently offered under JOBS: education, job 
skills, job readiness, job development and job placement, group 
and individual job search, on the job training. work supplemen­
tation and community work experience, The bill does not indicate 
whether the current distinction between services states are 
mandated to offer and those that are offered at state option 
would be maintained, 

participation Requirements for Recipients 

Non-exempt recipients would, under the Republican bill, be 
required to participate in the transition program for a total of 
520 hours during the year. or an average of 10 hours per week, 
which represents a reduction relative to the JOBS participation
requirement of 20 hours per week. 

Participation in educational activities is treated separately.
Meeting the standard set by the education institution (including 
degree-granting programs) for full-time enrollment and maintain­
ing passing grades would he considered participation. even if 
fewer than ten hours per week were spent in class. 

The Republican bill allows states flexibility regarding the 
implementation of the ten-hour requirement. A recipient can meet 
the standard by participating 40 hours per week for three months, 
20 hours per week for six months or 10 bours per week for the 
entire year. ~OBS enrollees are required to participate 20 hours 
each week. The flexibility permitted in the new bill could 
present measuring issues, as discussed below. 

States are required to assess, at the conclusion of the 
participant's first year in the transition program, whether he or 
she is meeting the participation standard. As discussed.,below. 
measuring participation at the conclusion of the year could be 
problematic. 

States would have the option of delaying the entry of job-ready 
recipients into the transitional program for a period of up to 
one year. a choice not explicitly provided under JOBS, although 
the much lower participation standards under JOBS enable states, 
if they choose, to effectively delay the entry of job-ready 
recipients indefinitely. 

ExetDpt.ions 

under the new bill f the number of criteria for exemptions would 
be sharply reduced. The proposed Republican bill explicitly 



preserves only exemptions for disability and for caring for an 
ill relative. The bill specifically excludes drug and alcohol 
offenders from coverage under the disability provision. States 
are, however, permitted to exempt, for up to 12 months, 
recipients who are enrolled in substance abuse treatment 
programs. 

Perhaps most critically, the bill replaces the current exemptions 
for mothers of children under three and pregnant women with an 
exemption during the 6-month period in which the recipient gives 
birth to the first child horn after corning onto the AFDC rolls 
and exemptions during the 4-month period in which any subsequent 
child is born while the recipient is on AFDC. The birth 
exemption periods are to be divided between the pre and post­
natal periods according to the recipient's preferences, i.e, 
exempt from participation requirements for 2 months before the 
birth and 4 months after, or for 3 months before and 3 months 
after (first birth while on AFDe). 

The bi11 does add an exemption for a 2-month period in which a 
child previously removed returns home. 

Supportive Services 

The outline of the Republican bill does not address the provision
of these support services, 

Participation Standards for States 

The participation levels states are mandated to achieve under the 
proposed Republican bill are substantially higher than the level 
currently required under JOBS. The new bill calls for states to 
enroll 30 percent of non-exempt new applicants in the transition 
program in 1996 and 40 percent in 1997. As of 1998. the 
participation requirements apply to 'the entire caseload (not only 
new applicants). The participation standards are 50 percent for 
1998, 60 percent for 1999, 70 percent for 2000, 80 percent for 
2001 and 90 percent for 2002. 

sanctions 

Non-exempt recipients who fail to participate as assigned are 
subject to sanction. The family's combined AFDC and Food Stamp 
benefits are to be reduced by 25% until the. recipient complies or 
3 months have passed, whichever is longer. If the recipient does 
not come into compliance within 3 ~onths, the sanction must be 
extended for another 3 months (no additional reduction in 
benefits}. If the recipient does not comply within six months, 
t_he family's AFDC benefits are eliminated entirely. The family 
is still eligible for Food Stamps, Medicaid and any other benefit 
for which they would otherwise qualify. . 



Federal Match 

While the bill does not address the topic of the Federal match 
rate for state expenditures on the transition (as well as the 
work) program, we have been told by Ron Haskins that the Federal 
match will be the hiqher of 70 percent or the medicaid match, 
The cost analysis assumes this rate, 

Targeting 

The outline for the new bill does not contain targeting 
provisions similar to those in current law, although it does 
encourage states to fulfill the participation standards by 
focusing on mothers with older children. 

Teen Parents 

The new bill requires states to deny ArDe benefits to unmarried 
parents who are under 19, which marks a shift from current law, 
under which states can reqUire teen parents to participate in 
educational activities. Married minor parents would s however f be 
eligible for AFDC-UP. 

ANALYSIS 

services 

The Republican bill contains no language concerning the selection 
of services, implying that the choice of services and the 
assignment of participants to services are to be left to the 
discretion of states. 

The new bill·qives the states the option of requiring recipients 
to participate in work program after less than two years in the 
transitional program. It is not entirely clear if there is a 
minimum stay in the transition program (see below), or if states 
could require all recipients to participate in work activities, 
without receiving any transitional services. Given the cost of 
C~EP slots, it is not likely states would be eager to pursue this 
course of action. 



p~rticipation 

Under the new bill. states have, as mentioned above, flexibility 
regarding how recipients are to meet the 520 hour per year 
standard, i.e., full-time for 3 months I half-time for six months, 
etc. Incorporating flexibility into the program might present 
serious measuring issues. If a recipient could meet the standard 
by participating a total of 520 hours durin9 the year, rather 
than a minimum 10 hours each week, compliance could only be 
dete~ined on an annual basis. ' A recipient inactive for six 
months could still meet the standard by participating 20 hours 
per week for the re~ainder of the year, and consequently 
sanctions could only be imposed after the annual review. 

Th~ bill sidesteps this issue by not specifying the duration of 
noncompliance that would trigger the sanction, i.e. failing to 
average ten hours per week for two weeks, a month, two months i 
etc. 

If a state did choose to take advantage of the new bill's 
proffered flexibility, it might have to measure participation as 
the percentage of recipients enrolled in the transition program 
for a full year who met the 520-hour standard. Under this 
method, recipients who leave before completing a full year would 
be ignored in the calculation of the participation rate. Donna 
Pavetti's data indic~tes that about 30% of persons entering 
welfare leave within the same calendar year, 

As proposed in the outline, the 520-hour'rule does not encourage 
states to involve recipients in activities as rapidly as 
possible. Rather, it provides an incentive to delay entry into 
the transition program or allow transition program participants 
to remain inactive for the first few months in the hope that they 
will leave within the year, without costing the state any dollars 
in services. If a recipient is still on the rolls after six 
months, half-time participation during the last six months of the 
year will meet the standard. 

The outline of the bill does not specify whether a recipient 
would be subject to sanction if he or she were cooperating but 
failed to meet the participation requirement as a result of state 
failure to conduct the assessment or make referrals to services 
in a timely manner l or due to a shortage of spaces in appropriate 
programs. The problem of recipients failing to meet the standard 
through no fault of their own would probably be less serious if 
participation were measured on an annual basis only~ which would 
allow recipients to meet the standard by more intensive 
participation in the later months of the year. 

Sanctions 

sanctions under the new bill would in general be larger than the 
sanctions under current law. since food stamp benefits would also 



be reduced, rather than rising to offset the reduction in the 
AFDC benefit, 

The bill requires sanctions to be imposed for a period of at 
least 3 months. This provision may have the effect of discourag­
ing caseworkers from employing sanctions as a tool to promote 
participation, particularly in the case of the final sanction. 
removal from the AFDC rolls. In a case in which a final sanction 
was imposed, the family's food stamp benefits would rise to above 
the pre-sanction levels, offsetting some of the federal savings 
from eliminating their AFOC benefits. 

supportive Services 

Although the bill boosts the participation standards and vastly 
broadens the mandatory caseload. it earmarks no funding for child 
care, transportation and other support services, which may 
exacerbate the funding pressures on states, discussed further 
below. 

Targeting 

The proposed bill is ambiguous with respect to treatment of 
parents with young children. By replacing the exemption for 
mothers of children under 3 with the 6 and 4-month birth 
exemptions, the bill appears to require states to serve mothers 
of young children in the transition program, Elsewhere in the 
bill~ however, states are encouraged to fulfill the partiCipation 
standards by serving mothers of older children. 

The intent of that provision may be to minimize child care costs. 
Given that (according to New York State data) 40% of AFDC 
reCipients have children under 3, states will not be able to meet 
the participation standards without enrollinq substantial numbers 
of these mothers, The provision may be a concession to those 
uncomfortable with requiring mothers of young children to leave 
the home, placing the children in care. 



QUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

Time Limits. The Republican proposal gives states the option of 
requiring some recipients to enter the work program before two 
years have elapsed. The equity questions and logistical problems 
associated with assigning different time limits to different 
individuals need to be addressed both in the context of this 
proposal and of Administration welfare reform proposals. 

The bill does not clarify whether the work requirement comes into 
effect after two years of AFPC receipt or after two years of 
participation in the transition program. If the former is the 
case, a recipient could be enrolled in the work program without 
having received any transitional services. 

The Republican bill does not address the critical question of 
whether the two-year limit on receipt of cash benefits before the 
work requirement is triggered is a lifetime limit, a limit on 
consecutive years of receipt or a renewable limit. The bill is 
entirely silent regarding the treatment Qf those who enter and 
leave welfare within two years and those who leave while in the 
work program; can they return and. if so, for how long? 

In light of Donna Pavetti's work. which indicates that 58 percent 
of women who leave welfare return within two years and 77 percent 
return within seven years. this question is absolutely critical, 
with respect to both the Republican bill and our own welfare 
reform efforts. 

The bill, moreover, does not indicate whether those dropped from 
the rolls after five years can regain their AFDC eligibility 
after a period of time has passed or due to a change in 
circumstances (birth of another child). 

Exemptions. It is not specified whether the 4 and 6-month birth 
exemptions, as well as the exemption for enrollment in substance 
abuse treatment programs, exempts a recipient from participation 
for the purposes of sanctions only. or for the purposes of the 
two-year time limit as well. 

Targeting. The absence of the targeting provisions of the type 
found in JOBS generates an incentive for states to serve the 
recipients least in need of services. particularly during the 
early years of the phase-in period when the participation 
standards a're relatively low. Recipients who enter the program 
at a young age without either a high school diploma or work 
experience are among the most in need of services. but under the 
new bill states would 'not be encouraged to enroll them in 
services rapidly. Given that these are the recipients with the 
longer average stays on AFOe, those least likely to leave before 
the expiration of the time limit, delays in involving them in 
services could be particularly serious. 



Match Rate. The new bill's higher participation rates and 
broader mandatory case load may exacerbate the problems states are 
currently experiencing raising funds for the JOBS program. The 
savings from the provisions eliminating benefits for noncitizens 
will be distributed very unevenly across states (California, for 
example, may experience substantial savings, while states with 
few noncitizens and/or few 5SI recipients may see little or no 
savings), Even if the bill is revenue neutral on a nationwide 
basis, it is unlikely to·be revenue neutral for individual 
states. 

Teen UP Participants. It is not clear whether at least one of 
the two married minor parents in the AFDC-UP program would have 
to participate in the work program, or whether a minor parent 
could substitute school attendance for the work requirement. 

Offsetting Costs. Under the hill, states are per.mitted to deny 
benefits to families who have been enrolled in the work program 
for 3 years (on AFDC for a minimum of 5 years). These families 
would, again, be eligible for increased food stamps, as well as 
increased housing benefits (as a result of the reduction in 
income) . 

The elimination of AFDC benefits due to either sanction or 
reaching the 3-year work program time limit would be accompanied 
by greater demand for emergency assistanc.e. foster care~ homeless 
services and other locally provided social services, a point that 
has received some, but may need to receive even greater consider­
ation in the welfare reform process, 



Title I: AFDC TRANSITION AND WORK PROGRAM 

Bt AFDC Work program 

J;URREmr LAW 

Basic Families (Single Parent) 

The JOSS program contains two work programs, The first is the 
Community work Experience Program (CWEP) and the second is the 
Work Supplementation Program. Under current law, States have the 
option'of implementing these programs, they are not required to 
do so, In FY1991 there were 13,112 slots for CWEP participants 
and 707 slots for people in work supplementation, Many states do 
not operate these programs, espeCially work supplementa­
tion.{Administration for Children and Families). 

CWEP is designed to provide opportunities for training and work 
experience for JOBS participants, which will hopefully improve 
their chances for employment in the private sector. ~he projects 
on which they work must "serve a useful public purpose." Partici­
pants work a maximum number of hours equivalent to their AFOC 
benefit divided by the federal (or State if it is bigger) minimum 
wage. After nine months, the participant cannot be required to 
work in the position unless his or her hours of work multiplied 
by the pay rates of others in similar positions at the same site 
is less than the AFDC cash benefit. 

States who adopt work supplementation programs,use the money that 
would have been payable to families as an AFDC benefit to create 
and pay for a participant to work in a job. States have the 
option of reducing or eliminating the amount of the earned income 
disregards for tamilies participating in work supplementation 
(Green Book 1993). 

The current law sanctions and exemptions poliey is discussed in 
the section describing the transitional program. 

REEUBLICAN PRQPQSA~ 

Basic Families (Single Parent) 

~fter two years of AFDC receipt, welfare recipients will have to 
participate in a work program. States can either run CWEP 1 work 
supplementation, a combination of the two, or a completely 
different program. The latter two options must be reviewed by 
the secretary of Health and Human Services before a state can 
proceed with their proposed plan. A recipient of the AFDC-Basic 
program will have to participate in a state-run work program for 
35 hours per week. 

The CWEP component of this bill is the same as that of the JOBS 
program except for the increase in hours worked to 35 per week. 

I
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The work supplementation bill will be changed in the following 
ways: 

there will no longer be a requirement that all recipient• 
jobs must be new jobs; 

recipients must be paid the equivalent of their AFDC and
• 
Food 	Stamps benefit as opposed to just their AFDC benefit 
under the JOBS program;

• 	 states can negotiate with employers so that the employers 
pay part of the salary and the state pays the difference. 

Although the transitional program will be operational in 1994 
(under the framework of the JOBS program), the work program will 
not phase in until 1996. In 1994 and 1995, AFDC recipients will 
participate in the current JOBS program at the participation 
rates that were mandated by the Family Support Act, 15t in 1994 
and 20% in 1995. Therefore, there will be no participants in the 
work program ,and no additional CQsts to the federal government) 
until 1996. 

Beginning in 1996, any AFOC recipient who applied to receive AFDe 
before the implementation date of this program (October 1, 1994) 
will be considered part of the pool of eligible participants in 
the work program. We will assume that a majority of the case load 
will not be exempted from the work requirements because the GOP 
plan provides for fewer exemptions than there are under the 
current JOBS program. 

The sanctions and exemptions regulations for the work program are 
the same as those in the transitional program. (See section on 
transitional program for details). In 1996, 30% of the non­
exempt caseload must participate in a work program. The 
participation rates in future years are the following: 

40% of new Basic applicants in 1997,• 50% of new Basic applicants in 1998,• 60% of new Basic applicants in 1999,•• 	 70\ of the entire Basic case load in 2000,
• 	 80% of the entire Basic case load in 2001,
• 	 90% of the entire Basic case load in 2002. 

After three years in the work program and five years of receipt 
of AFDC. states have the option of dropping families from the 
AFDC rolls. However. the family will continue to be eligible for 
Medicaid, Food Stamps and other benefits. 

UP Caseload (Unemployed Paren~) 

States must also provide work programs for one parent in any two 
parent family that receives AFDC-UP. Participants in the UP work 
program must work for 32 hours per week and engage in job search 
for eight hours. The participant will be paid an amount 
equivalent to his or her AFDC and food Stamp benefits after he or 



she has completed the work requirement. The participation rates 
for UP families are as follows: 

• 	 40% of the entire UP caseload in 1994 {current law), 
• 	 50\ of the entire UP case load in 1995 (current law), 
• 	 10Q% of the entire UP caseload in all subsequent'years 

of the program. 

Under current law, many states have the option of imposing a 
month time limit on the receipt of benefits by a UP family. 
proposal gives all states the right to impose this limit, 

sb( 
This 

ANALYSJ;S 

This program ",'as designed· to put AFDC recipients to work, The 
hope is that they will receive sufficient training in the 
transition period to enable them to find private sector jobs. If 
that is unsuccessful, this bill will fund public sector jobs for 
both AFOC-Basic and -up recipients. Recipients are required to 
work off both their AFDC and Food Stamp benefits. 

As stated above, there is no real counterpart to this program in 
current law. The CWEP and work supplementation programs are not 
utilized greatly under the JOBS program, According to HHS data,· 
only 3\ of JOBS participants were enrolled in CWEP or work 
supplementation programs, and only 2% of JOBS funds were 
allocated for these programs, Under the JOBS program, a majority 
of the Basic caseload is not required to participate and a 
majority of the u~ Caseload does not participate in JOBS, 

Therefore, with fewer exemptions and higher participation rates 
for mandatory participants, there will need to be a sizable 
increase in funding for the creation of new positions. There 
might be a need for as many as 2 million ~ore jobs than were 
required in the JOBS program in the first five years. If we 
assume a cost of approximately $3000 per job slot, we end up with 
a cost of about $6 billion for the work component of this bill 
for just custodial parents. 

The issue of the provision of supportive services is not..raised 
in this proposal. We would assume.that, as under the JOBS 
program, state and federal 90ver~ents would be required to 
provide child care and transportation subsidies for people 
participating in this work program. Child care costs would be 
expected to increase greatly from current levels because there 
will be more people working for longer hours, and there will no 
longer be an exemption for parents with children under the age of 
three. It is possible that child care costs could equal or 
exceed the costs of the development and maintenance of the work 
slots. 



QUESTIQNS/CONCERNS 

It is unclear what the level of non-work is among AFDC recipi­
ents. We know that about ten percent of AFDC recipients work 
either part-time or full-time. Some studies have shown that one­
third of AFDC recipients have worked at some time during their 
period of receipt of benefits (CLASP). This bill contains no 
specifics about child care, medical coverage, and other 
supportive services. If recipients are not able to meet these 
needs, it is not clear that they will be able to participate in a 
work program. 

There is also a question of the equity of the phase-in. If 
someone comes on to the welfare rolls on September 1, 1994, she 
will not enter into the transition program until 1998. However, 
if someone enters the welfare system on November 1, 1994, she 
could end up going straight into the work program in 1996, 
without receiving the education, training and job search services 
that other recipients have received., 



TITLE I: AFDC TRANSITION AND WORK PROGRAM 

o. Work Program for Fathers 

CURR~NT LAW 

Presently there is no current federal law governing work experience 
or requirements for noncustodial parents with arrears for child 
support payments. However, the Family Support Act of 1988. (Public 
Law 100-485 October 13, 1988 102 STAT. 2363) includes a provision 
requiring the "Secretary to permit up to 5 states to provide 
services under the (JOBS 1 program. on a voluntary or mandatory 
basis s to non-custodial parents who are unemployed and unable to 
meet their child support obligations." This provision is the 
point of departure far Parents Fair Share. 

Under the Downey-Hyde proposal an administrative law judge could 
have required mandatory participation "in eWEP and job search 
activities under the JOBS program for noncustodial fathers who ./
willingly fail to pay child support In lleu of or in addition to 
other penalties." The parent would receive no payment for work. in 
CWEP activities; instead earnings would be transferred to the ?.noncustodial parent. Such eWE? requirements could last for up to 
six months. The proposal also permitted noncustodial parents who 
were unable to pay because of unemployment or low income to 
volunteer to participa.te in the JOBS program before they had 
accumulated the equivalent of two months of arrears. If 
participation was accepted. the child support order would be waived 
during participation, and if no slot were available, no arrearage 
would accrue. participation in other activities after JOBS could 
also result in waiver of the support order. These other activities 
must include job search, but could include activities that 
benefitted the child. Since both the Family Support Act and the 
proposed Downy-Hyde proposal specify participation in the JOBS 
program, these provisions probably also relate onll to noncustodial 
~arents with children in the ArOe caseload. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

Title IO of the Republican proposal mandates participatio~ in the 
State work program for noncustodial parents with the equivalent of 
more than 2 months of arrearage, unless noncustodial parents have 
a court approved repayment plan. The State program must include 
proper notification of child support arrearage and a JO-day period 
to respond, followed by a 2-4 ....eek job search program as the 
initial phase, followed by a 35 hour per week work program 
(probably CWEP). Within the initial 30-day period, and within 30 
days of the beginning of the job search phase, noncustodial parents 
free themselves from the participation requirement by paying their 
child support. 

States are free to add ~dditional program components. but within 
these guidelines. they cannot substitute other activities for the 
work program. The one exception is that the work program 

http:participa.te


requirement can be reduced to 30 hours per week. if the State's 
program includes a job search component. States are required to 
meet program participation requirements for AFDC fathers, so, for 
example, 30 percent of all fathers with children (of applicants) on 
AFOe, who do not pay child support must be participatin9 in a 
program under this section by 1996. 

This is potentially a large program but the absence of "earnings" 
could reduce the cost substantially. The program is highly 
punitive. and therefore. could have high "smoke out" effects, The 
benefit of such a program is its ability to distinguish between 
volition and ability as the barrier to child support payment. The 
cost of such a program is that when ability is the barrier, the 
program offers nothing. 

The program is potentially costly for two reasons. First, there 
appears to be no escape clause for this subsection. States with 
work programs for AFDC applicants must get their partners to pay 
child support, or have CWEP programs for these partners. Second, 
meetin9 the child support obligation (including arrearage, 
perhaps) is the only way out, There must be a CWEP slot for 
noncustodial parents who cannot find or keep private sector 
employment, even after participating in a CWEP program for a 
period. and for recidivists--those who are likely to fall into 
arrears again, after paying an earlier child support obligation. 
This is ,unlike the Downey-Hide proposal or the children's 1st CWEP­
NCP program in Wisconsin, which both have time limits, 

On the other hand. the costs of the program are reduced by the 
absence of a subsidy. child support or AFDC offset of any kind. 
Normally I supervision (overhead) costs of basic CWEP jobs are 
$1500 per slot', In this case there is no need to add the 
"earnings" at the ~n~murn wage, because the CWEP slot is 
unsubsidized, No funds go to defray the AFDC expense and none are 
counted against the noncustodial parent's pre-program arrearages, 
This is one reason that the basic program would can "smoke out" 
hi;.dden earnings so effectively. The only incentive to 
participation is to avoid more serious sanctions ,(probably 
incarceration). However, unless states use their freedom to add 
additional services, the program will be onerous for those with 
limited ability to pay. 

The only similar experience we have. for which some results are 
available, is the Wisconsin Children 1st program. That program 
operated in two counties, one which implemented a basic CWEP 
program, and another, in Racine, which gave NCP's a full array of 
JOBS like services. This program was mandatory. both counties 
found high noncompliance rates, so that participants had to be 
sanctioned several times before they finally cooperated, .arrearages 
continued to accrue during pro9ram participation, although earnings 
were used compensate for AFDC benefits and most participants 
completed the program by paying their orders. Finally, both v" 

I 



programs increased child support payments, although the enhanced 
(Racine) program got higher compliance rates and increases in the 
amount of child support paid. 

Two final odd features of the program should be mentioned. First, 
the weekly work requirement is unrelated to the value of the child 
support order, So, fathers with small child support orders (or few 
children) and those with larger child support orders must all work 
35 hours, This is why "earnings" dO not compensate for AFDC 
benefits. However, it also seems to violate the principle, let the 
punishment fit the crime. Finally, noncustodial fathers may soon 
figure out that they can escape this work requirement by irratic or 
partial payments. That is, as long as they stay at two months 
arrearages or less, the requirement is not imposed. Nepfs with 
smaller support orders or higher incomes can more easily carry out 
this strategy. 

QVESTIQNS/~ONCERNS 

Several questions arise about this proposal: 

o 	 Does an nap free himself of the participation requirement by 
resuming child support payments or must he make up all 
arrearage (e. g., the two months arrearage that made him 
subject to the requirement) to be released? 

o 	 How long is program participation mandated, for as long as the 
ncp owes child support, arrearage? 

o 	 Are ncp's required to participate in the program every time 
they accumulate more than 2 months worth of arrears? In other 
words, are recidivists allowed. 

o 	 Do arrearage continue to accrue while the ncp participates in 
the program? 

o 	 Will the Federal Government participate in the costs Qf 
employment services not mandated under this requirement? In 
other words can States use Federal funds to support JOBS-like 
services to ncp~. , ", 



TITLE II: PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT 


CURRENT LAW 

Under current law, clients must cooperate with the state in 
establishing paternity. Regulations specify that identification 
of the parent is part of the required cooperation. If the mother 
cooperates, the family is eligible for full benefits based on 
family size, even if paternity is not established. If the client 
does not cooperate, her of the AFDC benefit will be 
terminated and 

c 
of paternity if she can 

establish "good cause" as determined by the Secretary, The state 
develops any procedures it feels necessary to confirm allegations 
that the father is dead or missing, but states must attempt to 
locate all "missing" fathers through state and federal locate 
procedures, 

Under the new provisions of P.G. 103-66, the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1993, states must have procedures in place 
for a simple civil process for voluntarily acknowledging 
paternity. Such procedures must include a hospital based program 
for the voluntary acknowledgement of paternity during the period 
immediately before or after the birth of a child, 

P.L. 103-66 also strengthened the paternity establishment 
standard which states must meet. States must increase their 
paternity establishment percentage each year unless their 
paternity establishment percentage is 75 percent or higher. 
The increase must be: 3\ between 50% and 74; 4\ between 45\ and 
49%; 5% between 40% and 44%; and, 6% if under 40%. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

Under the Republican proposal, clients must provide the father's 
name as part of the AFDe application process and cooperate in the 
establishment of paternity. The family is not eligible for full 
benefits based on family size unless paternity has been ". 
established for all children (needing paternity). If the mother 
provides the father's name, she is eligible for a reduced benefit 
based on the number of children with paternity established. The 
proposal would require that if the client does not provide a name 
and cooperate in the establishment of paternity. the family would 
be eligible only for a benefit for any children for whom 
paternity is not in question. If the mother provides a "false" 
name, the entire family would be dropped from the rolls. 

A mother is exempt from the cooperation requirement if the 
pregnancy is the result of rape or incest or if the state 
concludes that pursuing paternity would result in phYSical harm 
to the parent or child, The Republican proposal would require 
States to develop procedures to handle cases in which mothers 



claim the father is dead or missing. The burden of proof is on 
the mother. 

The Republican proposal would require States to develop 
procedures in public hospitals and clinics that facilitate 
acknowledgement of paternity. It would also require all state 
officials and employees to inform unwed mothers that they cannot 
get AFOC unless they name the father and that they need to 
establish paternity. Additionally, the Republican proposal would 
increase the State paternity establishment standard to 90 
percent. ­

ANALYSIS 

The Republican proposal does not go beyond eXistin9 law in its 
requirement for cooperation. The existing statute and regula­
tions already require that an AFOC applicant or recipient provide 
the name of the father of any child requirinq paternity 
establishment and cooperate in the establishment of paternity. 
Where the Republican proposal goes beyond current law is in the 
type of benefit reductions used to induce cooperation. 
Families would receive a reduced benefit or no benefit (in a one 
child case) unless the mother n~ed the child's father and would 
not receive full benefit unless paternity was established for all 
children in the family. The Republican proposal does not take 
into account that the lack of paternity establishment may result 
from the inaction or inefficiencies of the state child support 
enforcement agency. Once the mother has provided complete 
information she has little leverage over the "system's" ability 
to establish paternity. 

Currently good cause is defined in the implementing regulations, 
but not in statute. HHS regulations define good cause as the 
child conceived as a result of rape or incest, legal proceeding 
for adoption are under way or the parent is considering 
relinquishment, or physical or emotional harm might be inflicted 
by the putative father. The Republican proposal only includes 
rape, incest and the threat of physical harm, thus limiting the 
definition of good cause. 

The intent of the Republican proposal prov1s1on regarding 
voluntary acknowledgement is unclear, The provision in P.L. 103­
66 (and its implementing regulations) require that all birthing 
hospitals, including public hospitals. have voluntary acknowl­
edgement programs. The Republican proposal mandates that such 
procedures be in place in public clinics as well. Limited 
experience with clinic programs have not found them to be very 
effective at qenerating acknowledgements. 

The Re'publican proposal increases the required pater·nity 
establishment standard ,to 90 percent. a 15 percent increase over 
the percentage standard established in Reconciliation. It does 
not, however, provide any specifics regarding the incremental 



increases which states can meet, if they can not yet meet the 90 
percent standard. 

QUESTIQNS/CONCERNS 

Non-Cooperation 

Many jurisdictions have reported an unbelievable high rate of 
"unknown" fathers. This may have resulted in part from the 
impersonal application process for AFOC benefits, the delayed 
follow~up by IV-O agencies. and the unwillingness of many AFDC 
programs to sanction or even threaten sanctions for non­
cooperation, Jurisdictions which have instituted a personal 
child support interview as part of the AFDC application process 
have reported substantial reductions in the use of "unknown." 
For example, in one site, Colorado staff indicated a reduction 
from 25 percent to less than 5 percent of applicants reporting 
unknown fathers .. In a review of paternity establishment in 3 
Wisconsin counties, staff indicated that a liberal threat of 
sanction also served to improve the quality of information 
provided by the mother, 

It appears that it is the "process," not the lack of require­
ments, which allow ACDe clients to avoid naming the children~s 
fathers. Requiring states (under current law) to have personal 
child support interview at the time of application could improve 
performance more than legislating a requirement which already 
exits in regulation. 

Reduced Benefits 

There are two situations often cited as affecting the programs 
ability to establish paternity. One is that there is an on-going 
relationship with the father that tQo mother does not want 
disturbed. The second is that the mother truly does not have 
sufficient information about the child's father for the system to 
establish pate4nity. The New York Child Assistance Program (CAP) 
demonstration results indicate that even with clients wantinq to 
qualify for CAP participation, many women, especially with older 
children, could not provide sufficient information for th~ system 
to establish paternity and awards. This provision would severely 
penalize families caught in the Hrules~ change, because many do 
not have accurate and complete information about the child's 
father and his current whereabouts. 

While this change might result in a reduction in the AFDC 
caseload, assuming the state will actually use sanctions, it 
could also result in more homeless families, more abandoned 
children, or more children in AFDC foster care, 

It is also not clear how the mother could prove that the father 
was either dead or missing. Most people who had proof of 
paternity and death would be filing for social security survivors 
benefits, not AFDC. Given the very low percentage of children 
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,eligible for AFDC because of the death of a parent (2 percent in 
1989), claims of parental death do not appear to be a problem. 

Good Cause 

There is no indication that current good caUSe procedures are 
over-used or abused. Good cause is currently approved in less 
than 1 percent of AFDC cases, This is a lower incidence than 
could be expected given the prevalence of domestic violence in 
low-income populations. There appears to little reason for 
further re'stricting the good cause provisions. 

Pat~rnity Acknowledgements in Public Clinics 

One state, Delaware, has tried to implement its paternity 
acknowledgement program at clinic sites, While they think the 
public information campaign was helpful, it did not result in any 
actual paternity establishments. Delaware staff believe in order 
for a clinic program to be effective, there must be hospital­
based or other types of follow-up. 

Information Dissemination 

Most women who have children out of wedlock are not on AFDC nor 
do they necessarily ever intend to receive AFDC. Any outreach to 
change the civic culture around paternity establishment needs to 
be built on the best interest of the child (and the parents). not 
some denial of future public assistance payments. 

Many states are currently engaged in paternity establishment 
campaigns, It is unlikely that the most successful conveyors of 
information regarding the positive benefits of paternity 
establishment a~e state employees and officials, 

paternity Establishment Percentage, 
, 

Ninety percent is probably not realistic given old cases in the 
system where contact with the other parent has been lost, If the 
percentage goal is increased to 90 percent, it should be phased 
in over time. The rate has to take into account that af.ter a 
certain number of years, mothers may indeed have lost contact and 
may not be able to provide sufficient information to pursue the 
case. One might base the percentages on year of birth, e.g., 90 
percent could be used for children born after implementation of 
hospital-based paternity acknowledgement programs and a lower 
percentage. perhaps as low as 50 percent, could be used for kids 
born before 1980. 

O~ 




Title III: Expanded statutory Flexibility for State$ 

Sectio~ A: Rewards and sanctions for Immunizations and Health 
Checkups 

CURRENl'.LAW 

All parents are required to have thei~,children immunized by the 
time they enter school; there are no specific requirements for 
AFDC parents. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

It is not clear whether it is ~andatory or optional for states to 
implement this section which rewards or penalizes parents for the 
status of their children's immunizations. If it is mandatory, 
States could pass a law exempting themselves from this provision. 

States would pay parents an extra S50/~onth for six months if 
they have their children immunized and make sure that they 
receive preventive health services. If the parent does not 
follow these rules, they could be sanctioned up to $SO/month 
until they comply. 

ANALYSIS 

This proposal will probably not cost or save a lot of money in 
benefits for families, because the sanctions presumably will 
balance out the bonuses. There will be some additional 
administrative costs for monitoring recipients for compliance. 
If usage of medical services increases, there will be an increase 
in Medicaid costs, 

There are many theories as to why poor children do not receive 
immunizations and preventive medicine, One reason is that poor 
parents do not know about the benefits of these services and 
therefore do not attach importance to makinq sure their kids 
receive them. If this is the motivating factor behind parents' 
behavior. this provision might induce parents to make sure that 
their children receive medical services. The fifty doll.ar bonus 
could also help parents pay for cransportation or child care to 
get the children to the clinics or doctors. Preliminary 
anecdotal evidence from a similar Maryland program is that the 
sanctions are having an effect on encouraging parents to have 
their children immunized, 

However, it is also true that many doctors will not accept 
Medicaid patients and that it is often difficult for poor parents 
to take their children to public clinics or hospitals for 
attention, If these reasons are the factors behind the low 
immunization rates of poor children, then this regulation will 
not help improve their health. 



QUESTIQNS/CONC~BNS 

This proposal adopts a demand-side approach to preventive health 
services, If this proposal is implemented by States, they should 
have to insure that there is access to preventive services for 
children. This is the only way to ensure that it achieves its 
purpose of improving the health of young children, Parents 
cannot be expected to conply if services are unavailable. 

Also, if for some legitimate reason, a parent cannot take the 
child to get their medical services, the loss of fifty dollars a 
month will not improve the child's health and well-being. 



Section B: No AFDC for parents under age 19 

CURRENT LAW 

Under current law, teenaged parents can apply for AFDe if they 
meet income and asset requirements. Some teens are heads of 
their own case and others receive benefits under their parent's 
case. 

REPUBLICAN PROPO§AL 

This proposal would eliminate benefits for any teenager who 
becomes a single parent and her child, If the teenager marries 
the father of her child, and they meet the other criteria, the 
couple can become eligible for the AFDC-UP program. Again r it is 
not clear if this is a mandatory or optional provision for 
States. 

ANALYSIS 

This goal of this proposal is to discontinue the "rewards" that 
are attached to becoming a teenage parent. The number of teenage 
parents is larger today than it was thirty years ago. Also, many 
of those who remain on AFDC for more than eight years first 
entered the program as teenagers. This proposal advances the 
view that if teenage parents cannot receive AFDC, they will not 
get pregnant (or will not have or keep the child); if they do get 
pregnant and decide to keep their child. this proposal will force 
them to move in with their parents or get married. 

According to the Alan Guttmacher Institute, higher welfare 
payments are negatively correlated with teenaged childbearing for 
blacks and whites, When welfare payments are raised I however, 
abortion rates rise. One reason for this result could be the 
correlation within a state between higher levels of AFDC funding 
and the availability of Medicaid funding for abortions, The 
authors of this study conclude that welfare payments do not act 
as an incentive for teenagers to bear children (Family Planning 
Perspectives, 1986). 

The literature also shows that teenagers often do not get 
pregnant by choice. Some are the victims of sexual abuse. More, 
however, do not have access to information on contraception, and 
many who have the information still do not use contraceptive 
~ethods correctly. For those who choose to get pregnant and keep 
their child. the financial incentive does not appear to he the 
prime motivating factor. 

It is also unclear what the effect of this proposal will be on 
the behavior of young women and men after the pregnancy has 
occurred. It is possible that more teenagers will move in with 
their parents instead of establishing their own households. 
However, the literature does not support the hypothesis that 
without AFOC. more teenagers would marry the father of their 



children. It is also possihle that this proposal could increase 
abortion rates far teenagers. 

7herefore, changes in welfare policy do not appear to have a 
significant effect on whether or not teenagers get pregnant or 
keep their babies. 

QQ?STIONS/CON~ERN. 

A significant question is whether these teens can receive AFDC 
benefits after they turn twenty. If this is the case, then 
teenagers will still have babies and just wait to apply until 
they are older than twenty. 

This proposal also could increase costs in other areas like 
foster care, homelessness, food stamps, and Medicaid. 

It is also not clear that all teens will be better off livin9 
with their parents. The teen could come from an abusive 
household which is what led her to become sexually active at an 
early age. Also, it might not be best for her to marry the 
father of her child if there is a potential for abuse in that 
situation as well. 

This provision does not offer any kind of preventive approach to 
teenage pregnancy. It also does not try ,to exert any pressure on 
the male not to engage in sexual activity. 



Section C: Rewards and Sanctions for School Attendance 

CURRENT LAW 

Welfare recipients and their children are currently subject to 
the same school attendance and truancy rules as are all families. 
There are States currently testing the issue of rewards and 
sanctions under waiver demonstrations. 

R~fUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

This provision builds on the Learnfare model established by 
Wisconsin, in which children on AFDC were sanctioned if they did 
not regularly attend school. Families with school aged children 
would be sanctioned $75.00 per child per month if that child did 
not regularly attend school without good cause. The proposal 
mentions soruething about a reward of $75.00 but it is not clear 
how a family goes about receiving this award. 

ANALYSIS 

This program would likely cost more than it would save. After a 
lawsuit initiated by parents in Milwaukee. the state of Wisconsin 
had to offer pre-sanction services that protected families' 
rights to due process before their benefits were terminated. The 
state had a sanction rate of 3% after these procedures Were 
i~plemented. Additionally, Wisconsin provided funds for case 
management and supportive services, which other states would also 
have the option of instituting (IRP}. Finally, this program did 
not improve attendance rates among AFOC children. One report 
said that it actually lowered them, although the state of 
Wisconsin has criticized the methodology used in that report. 

Therefore, with tow sanction rates and savin9s and high service 
costs, this provision would be costly and it is not clear that it 
would improve attendance among AFDC children. 



Section D: No additional money for more children 

CURRENT LAW 

under the existing AFDC program. recipients receive additional 
benefits when they have children. The benefit for a median state 
is approximately sixty dollars a month for each additional child 
(Green Book 1993). 

REfu6LICAN PRQPOSA~ 

under this proposal, if an AFDC recipient gave birth to a child 
,ten months after the date of application for AFDe. she would not 
receive an adjustment in her benefit to account for her child. 
States could exempt a family if they left AFDC for at least 
ninety days for a job that was ended for good cause. Also, 
states could exempt families that remain off of AFDC for at least 
12 consecutive months. 

A~ALYSIS 

This proposal operationalizes the assumption that families on 
AFOC have additional children in order to increase their AFDC 
benefits. However, the evidence does not seem to support such a 
conclusion. The average AFDC family size is 2.9 people, 
Approximately three-quarters of all AFDC families have two or 
fewer children. Only, ten percent of families have four or more 
children (Green Book}. 

The evidence is that families who live in higher benefit states 
do not have more children than those in lower benefit states. In 
1991, the average number of AFDC children per family in New York 
(average benefit of $507.47 for a family of one mother and two 
children) was 1,8; the average number of AFOC children per family 
in Mississippi (averaqe benefit of $119.13 for a family of three) 
was 2.1. (Data from Administration of Children and Families). 

Therefore. it is not clear whether this proposal will have much 
of a deterrent effect on the number of children born to AFDC 
mothers. The decision to have additional children is not. just a 
monetary decision; if it were, Mississippi's average family size 
would be very low and that of New York would be very high. 

QUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

Many states have applied for federal waivers that would allow 
them to implement a proposal like this. Some have been 'approved 
and are operational, while most are still pendin'g approval. 
eefore we try a program like this at the national ,level, we might 
want to study the outcomes for AFDe children and their mothers in 
New Jersey, which has implemented this provision already. 

This proposal appears to be designed to save money by not 
supporting additional children and discourage women on AFDC from 



having additional children, It is not clear that this proposal 
will accomplish either goal. 

It is not clear whether additional ch~ldren would be eligible for 
Medicaid and Food Stamps as well as other benefits, including 
IV-E Foster Care payments. 

If we assume that the decision to bear additional children is not 
affected by benefit levels, this proposal will not influence the 
childbearing decisions of women on AFDC, Therefore, it will harm 
the recipient, the additiondl child and any other children in the 
family. 

Finally, this proposal CQuld also increase the abortion rates of 
these recipients. In states without Medicaid funding for 
abortions, more women could turn to illegal abortion as a last 
resort. 



Section E: Chan9c work disregards within limits 

CURRENT LAW 

Before the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 changed the 
. 	rules for earned income disregards, recipients were allowed to 

keep their first thirty dollars of income and one-third of their 
subsequent earnings before their AFDe grants were lowered. OBRA 
1981 limited the receipt of this disregard to four consecutive 
months. If a recipient left AFDC and then returned, he or she 
would not be eligible for the disregard again for twelve months. 

In 1984 and 1988, Congress amended this provision to allow states 
to extend the thirty dollar disregard for an additional eight 
months after the four month limit for the one-third disregard had 
elapsed. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

This provision would allow states to change the disregard 
standards. The standard cannot exceed the level of a permanent 
disregard of the first $200 of earnings and one-half of 
subsequent earnings. 

ANALYSIS 

Some states have applied for, and some have received, waivers 
that would allow them to change the earnings disregards for 
welfare recipients. It is not clear how many states would 
ultimately take advantage of this option, sO it is difficult to 
determine what the federal costs would be for it. 

This provision could increase the work effort of recipients by 
allowing them to ,combine work with welfare. However, it could 
also increase the rolls because some people who would have become 
ineligible for benefits would become eliqible, 



Section F~ Married Couple Transition Benefit Option 

CURRENT LAW 

There is no married couple transitional benefit under current 
law. 

REPUBLICAN PRQPOSAL 

Under the Republican bill, an AFDC recipient who married an 
individual other than the father of their children and would 
otherwise be ineligible for AFDC (due to higher total household 
earnings) would be permitted to continue receiving 50% of the 
pre-marriage AFDC benefit for up to one year, so long as the 
combined family income is below 150 percent of the poverty level. 

APDC recipients who marry but would be eligible for APDC-UP can 
receive either AFOC-UP or the' transitional benefit (choice left 
to the state), but not both. 

ANALXSIS 

Any incentive effects from this provision would be largely 
limited to AFDe recipients who have the option of marrying an 
individual. not the father of the child. whose income, combined 
with the recipient's present/expected future earnings, would 
leave the family above the state's AFDC payment standard but 
below 150 percent of the poverty line. Recipients who would 
qualify for AFDC-UP after marriage would generally prefer it to 
the transitional benefit, given that the average AFDC-UP payment 
of $548 is considerably higher than one-half the average AFDC­
Basic payment, $177. A family receiving AFDC-UP would still be 
eligible for 12 months of transitional benefits if increases in 
earnings rendered it ineligible far AFDC-UP. 

States could exclude newly married families from AFDC-UP in favor 
of enrolling them in the transitional benefit program, but this 
would, if anything, serve as a disincentive to marriage. 

For AFDC recipients whose post-marriage family income wou~d be 
between the payment standard and 150 percent of the poverty 
level, the incentive effect of a payment of $177 may not be 
significant, particularly given the unpleasant aspects of 
remaining on the AFOC rolls. Given that the literature has yet 
to find a strong relationship between welfare benefit levels and 
family formation in general, the impact of this particular 
provision does seem dubious. 

The provision ~ight have negliqible behavioral effects (recipi­
ents make the same decision they would have made in the absence 
of the benefit) but a nonnegligible take-up rate, in which case 
introduction of the transitional benefit would boost spending 
without changing the marriage rate. 



QUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

It is not entirely clear why the prov~s~on does not cover 
recipients who marry the father of one of their children. Given 
the variation in child support awards, full payment of child 
support could still leave the family below the AFDC benefit 
standard, particularly if there are children of other, nonpaying 
fathers in the home. 



Section G. Increased Asset Limit 

CURRENT LAW 

Public Law 97-35 currently limits allowable resources, excepting 
the home and one automobile. to a maximum of $1,000 equity value 
(or less, at the discretion of the state). The value of the 
automobile cannot exceed $1,500. States are permitted to 
disregard items essential to daily living, such as clothing and 
furniture, when calculating countable resources. Current law 
does not exclude from countable resources capital equipment 
needed for employment, although about half of the states do 
disregard .farm machinery, livestock, tools and equipment 
essential for livelihood or income. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

The proposed bill would allow states when calculating cOl.mtableI 

resources. to disregard up to $10,000 in assets associated with a 
rnicroenterprise owned by the family. States are also permitted 
to exclude up to $10,000 in savings designated for the purchase
of a home or for education and training, 

ANALYSIS 

A number of states, among them Missouri, Wisconsin and Utah, have 
approved waivers to raise the limit on allowable resources and/or 
exempt vehicles. A number of other states, including Iowa and 
Virginia. have waivers pending. Allowing states to disregard up 
to $10,000 placed in a targeted savings account is consistent 
with encouraging forward thinking. 

Disregarding funds associated with a microenterprise would affect I 
relatively few current recipients. The cost impact of the 
provision is primarily dependent on the number of additional 
persons made eligible for AFDC by raising the asset limit, 

unlike several of the waiver requests submitted by states, the 
bill does not boost the equity limit on vehicles, Lifting the 
limit on the value of cars might permit more AFDe families to own 
reliable cars and in turn assist recipients in finding employment 
by expanding the area in which they are able to work. 



Section H. Conversion of AFDC to a Block Grant 

CURRENT LAW 

Presently, states participate in the AFDC program at their 
option, but a state choosing to participate must comply with the 
requirements of the program and cannot receive its funding in the 
form of a block grant. Currently alISO states, the District of 
Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam and the Virgin Islands operate AFDC 
programs. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

The Republican bill offers states the option of ending their 
participation in the AFDC program in favor of receiving a block 
grant equal to the amount of federal reimbursement the state 
received in 1992, plus a one-time inflation adjustment of 3 
percent. States choosing the block grant would be re~ired to 
present an annual report to the Department of Health and Human 
Services demonstrating that all block grant funds were spent on 
poor and low-income families. The provision is similar in form 
and intent to the welfare reform bill proposed by Jan Meyers in 
the House of Representatives on March 10, 1993. 

ANALYSIS 

Under the provisions of the proposed bill, the block grants would 
be frozen at the 1992 federal funding level (plus the one-time 
inflation adjustment), transferring the full risk associated with 
both increases in the caseload and high inflation rates to the 
states, seriously limiting the attractiveness of the option. 

QUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

Julie Strawn of the National Governors Association indicated that 
states oppose the Jan Meyers welfare reform bill as essentially 
an entitlement cap which, given Congressional Budget Office 
estimates of increases in AFDC caseloads, would shift costs to 
states. While the provision would give the states the option of 
saving state dollars by reducing benefit levels, states can 
already pursue this strategy. At present, however, a $~. 
reduction in welfare benefits would only save the state's share 
of the $1. If a state elected the block grant provision, a $1 
reduction in benefits would save the state the full $1, provided 
the caseload remained constant. 

Under the provision a state would be required to submit a report 
demonstrating that the block grant funds were spent to assist 
poor and low-income families. Nothing in the proposal, however, 
mandates states electing the block grant option to continue 
providing cash support to these families. As the provision is 
currently written, a state could, for example, de~iver the 
assistance in the form of expanded social services or new low­
income housing. 



Even states electing the block grant option who continue to 
pr~vide cash assistance would be under no obligation to make 
education and training services available to recipients. 
I!: SOr.ie states recipients might have no access to JOBS-type 
services, which were mandated by :he Family Support Act in order 
to help families on AFDC become se~f-sufficient, 

The block grant provision would also enable states to change the 
eligibility criteria in order to deny benefits to two-parent OY/ 

conversely, to single-parent families, 

To sur.unar:ze, the provision presents very serious equity issues, 
While at present states va~ widely in benefit levels/ u~der the 
block grant proposal, a poor single-parent family, depending on 
the scate, might be eligible for cash assistance I education and 
training services, both or neither. 

A state can currently dec:ine to participate in the AFDC program 
and instead implement its own cash assistance program, which 
would give the state the same freedom as the block grant 
provision to establish the eligibility criteria and structure of 
its program. Such a sta:e would not, however, receive federal 
funding for the program. The provision as currently outlined 
would allow federal funds to be disbursed in a manner not 
consistent with either existing Congressional legislation (such 
as the Family Support Act) or Administration policy in this area. 



Section I. AFOC Benefit Levels for New State Residents 

CURBENT LAW 

California and Wisconsin both have approved waiver requests to 
implement similar provisions. As a result of a pending lawsuit, 
an injunction is now in place enjoining California from pursuing 
the policy. The Department has since denied waiver requests 
along similar lines submitted by Illinois and Wyoming (although 
Wyoming has not received formal notification~. 

REPUBLICAN PRQPOSAL 

Under the proposed Republican bill, states would be permitted to, 
for up to one year. provide new residents of the state the same 
level of benefits as they would have received in the state in 
which they previously resided. 

ANALYSIS 

The provision's intent is to discourage welfare recipients from 
moving from one state to another in order to receive higher AFDC 
benefits. 

Apart from the constitutionality of this measure, there is the 
question of potential gains to be realized, Studies on the 
effect of welfare benefit levels on migration conducted in the 
late 19605 and early 1970s did not find that welfare recipients 
were attracted to states with higher benefit levels. More recent 
work, using newer data and different analytical techniques, does 
suggest that benefit levels may have an effect on migration. 
Gramlich and Laren (1984) found that recipients are more likely 
to move from low-benefit to high-benefit states and Clark (1989) 
found that low-income female household heads were more likely to 
move from low-benefit to high benefit states. 

Controlling for other factors in the migration decision, however, 
is problematic. The high benefit states, such as California, 
Connecticut, Hawaii and New York may be attractive for reasons 
other than' the benefit level. A Gramlich/Laren study that. tried 
to control for these factors yielded mixed results. 

Moreover, migration decisions may he determined by long rather 
than short term expectations, in which case 'holding benefits at 
the level of the previous state for one year might have little 
effect. Data on the duration of post-move stays would be needed 
to clarify this question. 



I 
section J. Parenting classes, Money Management and Moving 
Residence 

CQRRENT LAW 

Current law does not explicitly permit states to count attendance 
at parenting or money management classes as participation in the / 

JOBS program. States are allowed to provide, as part of the JOBS 

program, education and training activities other than those 

described in the JOBS regulations. 


There are no state waiver requests, either approved or currently 

pending. containing restrictions on changing the school district 

of dependent children (although the outline reads "before 

changing a dependent child's residence"l presumably the provision 

would only apply to moves that would change the child's school). 


REPY§LICAN PRQPQSAL 

The bill would allow states to require recipients in the 
Transition program to attend parenting or money managernent 
classes, and to count the attendance as participation. States 
would also be permitted to require recipients to obtain the 
welfare agencyls permission before changing a dependent child's 
residence during the school year. 

ANALYSIS 

Counting attendance in parenting and money management classes as 
participation is consistent with Toby ijerrls full participation 
model for the transition program and, from the standpoint of 
setting reasonable expectations for welfare recipients, has 
considerable merit. 

The purpose of the provision is most likely to preserve 
educational continuity for the childre'n of AFDC recipients. 

Constitutionality could well be an issue here. Moreover, it is 
nO.t clear that a non negligible percentage of transfers would be 
blocked by the welfare agency in any event, given that mo~t AFOC 
recipients who move probably do so for fairly compelling reasons­
-better housing, better schools, safety. 



TITLE IV, EXPANSION OF STATE WAIVER AUTHORITY 


S;Uj!RENT LAW 

Currently. specific waiver authority is provided for in the AFDC, 
food stamps, Medicaid, SSI, and Child Support Enforcement 
programs. The Secretary of HHS has the authority, under section 
1115 of the Social Security Act, to waive state compliance with 
various provisions of the AFDC. Child Support Enforcement, 
Medicaid and SSI programs in order to conduct demonstrations 
judged likely to assist in promoting the objectives of the Act, 
Child support demonstrations must not disadvantage needy children 
and must not increase Federal AFDC costs. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has the authority, under section 17 
of the Food Stamp Act, to conduct experimental food stamp 
projects to increase the efficiency of the program and improve 
delivery of food stamp benefits to eligible households. No 
project may lower the benefit levels of recipients. 

Within MHS, ACE' and HCPA coordinate the negotiations and final 
approval of State applications for waiver projects with the 
principal staff offices, OMS, and staff of the Domestic Policy 
Council. Every effort is made to secure approvals as expedi­
tiously as possible. Administration policy requires that the 
demonstrations be rigorously evaluated and that demonstrations 
involving ACF programs be cost-neutral to the Federal Government. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

The Republican proposal extends waiver authority to 72 entitle­
~ent and discretionary programs, covering public assistance, 
health and public health services, nutrition programs, housing 
assistance programs, education, child care and child development, 
employment, and senior citizen's programs, 

All State demonstrations would have as specific objectives to: 

o Help long-term recipients improve their livinq conditions 
o 	Help recipients strengthen their families and achieve self 

sufficiency, or 
o 	 Promote individual initiative and personal behavior 

consistent with self-sufficiency. 

The proposal would put into law the requirement that demonstra­
tions be cost-neutral to the federal government. 

The proposal creates an interagency board made up of the 
Secretaries of the domestic Departments to oversee the approval 
of state applications for waivers. The board would be chaired by 
a Presidential appointee who would have the authority to approve 
the waivers. Agencies would have 45 days to provide to the board 
their analysis of each state proposal, and the board would have 
120 days to notify States whether their waivers are approved, 



ANALYSIS 

The Republican proposal re-introduces the Reagan/Bush Administr­
ation's proposal to add waiver authority to a broad range of 
programs and. if passed, would effectively re-establish the Low 
Income Opportunity Board in the White House. 

Since the demonstrations are to be cost-neutral "to the Federal 
Government, we know that the projects would incur no additional 
federal costs, even if they proved more costly to States, Past 
practice has been to allow states whose demonstrations do yield 
federal savings to apply the savings to other projects that we 
normally wouldnft match. If we continued this practice, there 
would be no federal savings, 

. 
A negligible cost would be the cost of salaries and overhead for 
the Chairman and staff of the waiver board. Individual agencies 
would incur costs for staff assigned to monitor the demonstra­
tions. 

Evaluation standards for the Republican waiver program are not 
stated. Generally, the costs of contractinq for waiver 
evaluations are shared by the Federal Government and the States 
and would be outside the cast-neutrality base. 

QUESTIONS/CONctRNS 

The proposal gives States the flexibility to consolidate very 
different kinds of discretionary funds. Many states might use 
the waiver authority to streamline multiple programs that provide 
similar services and/or serve similar client groups, e.g.employ­
ment programs or proqrams for the elderly. The proposal does 
not explain the extent to which individual program rules could be 
waived, e.g. could proqrarn funds now targeted to children be used 
for the elderly and vice versa? 

It is questionable how appropriate it wouid be to give States 
waiver authority in many of the listed programs. Currently# 
States are not involved in the administration of several of these 
programs; federal funds go directly to such entities as community 
based organizations, educational institutions, or local housing 
authorities. At least one of the listed programs has been 
repealed. 

Obtaining political support for waiver authority in all the 
listed programs could prove difficult, The programs are under 
the jurisdiction of 7 House and 6 Senate oversight committees and 
are championed by numerous advocacy groups. 
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TITLE V: CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

CURRENT LAW 

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Supportl 
New Hire Reporting 

Information about employees and their income is currently 
reported by most employers to State Employment Security Agencies 
(SESA) on a quarterly basis. Employees are not required by the 
Federal government to disclose support obligations to their ~ 
employers or to provide that information on W-4 forms. 

Tbe Family Support Act of 199B required States to establish a 
system for immediate wage withholding for all IV-O cases with new 
or modified orders by November 1, 1990, and for all new non IV-O 
orders by January 1, 1994, with limited exceptions, To initiate 
a wage withholding request, States must send the withholding 
notice to the noncustodial parent's employer. 

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Supportl 
Child Support Registries 

Under current law. States are required to develop automated 
systems statewide by October~ 1995. Once the system is in place, 
the State will essentially have a registry of all rV-D child 
,support orders within the State. However, the registries only 
include IV-D cases and do not have to be centralized. 

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Supportl 
Expanded Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS) 

FPLS was created to assist States in locating noncustodial 
parents to both secure and enforce child support obligations when 
a State had exhausted all of its own locate res'ources, 

In addition, OCSE operates the Child Support Enforcement Network 
(CSENet). a Federal communication network that coordinates 
information and interstate case data between States. However, 
there is presently no link between the FPLS and CSENet. 

Streamlined wage withholding 

The OCSE is currently developing a standardized wage withholding 
notice to be used by all IV-D agencies in all income withholding 
cases. 

OCSE regulations require IV-D interstate income withholding 
requests to go to the central registry of the State where the 
income is derived, and not to be sent directly to the out-of­
state employer, Employers are not currently required to honor 
withholding notices from other States. 



REPUBLICAN PRQPQSAL 

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Support/ 

New Hire Reporting 


The Republican proposal would establish a nationwide system for 
reporting and tracking newly hired workers to improve the 
nation's ability to locate parents and enforce support orders. 
New employees would be required to report child support 
obligations subject to wage withholding to employers through 
revised Federal W-4 forms. Withholding would begin immediately 
and employment information would be maintainad for interstate 
searches, 

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Supportl 

Child Support Registries 


Under the proposal, States would maintain updated registries of 
support orders to verify new hire withholding information and 
assist other States with interstate searches. 

Improved Trackinq of Absent Parents to Enforce Support I 

Expanded Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS) 


The rederal Parent Locator System (FPLS) would be expanded to 
improve access to information nationwide and the Federal Office 
of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) would coordinate an 
information network between States to provide for speedy 
interstate searches. 

Streamlined wage Withholding 

The proposal would streamline the interstate system of wage 
withholding by establishing uniform notices and requiring 
employers to honor withholding notices from out-af-state courts. 

ANALYSIS 

A national system of new hire reporting, coupled with a child 
support regi5try~ CQuld greatly improve child support loc~tion 
and enforcement functions. Several States, including Washington 
State, have implemented new hire reporting programs which have 
proven to be an effective location and enforcement device. 

The proposal is unclear as to whether a national registry of new 
hires would be created or whether the information would be 
retained at the State level, If the later is chosen. it is 
arguably a much less efficient route. Huge volumes of data would 
have to be processed on a frequent basis, placing a heavy burden 
on States and their automated systems. States would have to not 
only broadcast their information to all or selected States 
regularly. but also would be constantly receiving new hire data 
from other States and matching the data against their own entire 
caseload. Some states may not be able to handle this process 



given existing automated systems. Also, a tremendous amount of 
data would be broadcast to States with marginal returns, 

Cost estimates done by the Congressional Budget Office (CaO) on 
the basis of recommendations made by the National Commission on 
Interstate child Support Enforcement, suggest that a new hire 
reporting system would save $110 nillion, although ceo reports 
that they will likely revise this estimate downwards/ perhaps 
considerably. 

While the Republican proposal supports individual state 
registries, it should be examined whether the addition of a 
national child support registry, along with the state registries, 
might have more advantages. A national registry in conjunction 
with the new hire database provides the maximum ability to 
identify obligors with multiple support obligations and to locate 
noncustodial parents. In addition, it would result in greater 
uniformity and simplicity in the interstate process. 

While more expensive/ the wider scope and frequency of matches is 
likely to make the use of a national new hire directory and a 
national registry the most cost effective alternative in the long 
run. 

The standardization of the income withholding order to employers 
should save employers significant resources now expended on 
deciphering no'tices and calculating orders. 

The preclusion of direct withholding now results in unnecessary 
and lengthy delays for interstate withholding requests. The 
proposal to allow States to send withholding orders directly to 
e~ployers in other States would eliminate this problem. 

QUESTIONstCONCsRNS 

In general, the proposal to improve tracking by requ1r1ng new 
hire reporting is not unduly controversial and was included as 
one of the Interstate Commission's recommendations. One 
objection to a new hire reporting requirement is that it creates 
an additional burden for businesses$ so the fact that the" 
Republicans support this idea mitigates that potential concern. 

However, the proposal is unclear as to whether a national new 
hire database will be created for the collection of information 
from the revised W-4 forms, or whether the data will be housed 
separately at the State level. In addition, a number of 
questions still must be answered, Where will the information be 
stored and maintained (IRS, ACF data center, State SESAS, State 
child support agencies)? Where would employers send the new W-4 
information? What information would be included in the new hire 
database? 

The state registry concept was also included as a recommendation 
by the Interstate Commission on Child Support. However, as 



mentioned above, the use of State registries rather than the 
addition of a limited national registry may be less efficient. 
Important questions must first be answered, Is the registry a 
centralized state registry that allows easy matching against 
other state data bases? Does the registry include only cases in 
the rV-D system? Would the information provided by the 
noncustodial parent be verified against State registries of 
support orders on a regular basis and would the matches be made 
against all or selected registries? . 

The proposal is very unclear as to how FPLS would be expanded and 
whether the information network mentioned actually refers to 
CSENet or to a new entity. However, the basic principle is a 
good one, 

The newly created uniform Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA) 
would legitimize the practice of States sending withholding 
orders directly to employers in other States. However, unless 
States adopt UIFSA verbatim, there is no guarantee that every 
State will adopt this specific provision. Thus, the proviSion 
should be mandated to ensure that adoption by all States, 
regardless of how they treat and adopt UIFSA. 



TITLE VI: ANALYSIS OF THE TREATMENT OF ALIENS 
UNDER THE REPUBLICAN WELFARE REFORM PLAN 

CURRENT LAW 

Generally, AFDC and SSI benefits are available to lawful 
permanent resident aliens--or regular immigrants--who meet 
program eligibility requirements. Also, Medicaid is available to 
individuals who qualify for AFDC and/or SSI. However, some 
significant conditions are placed on this general eligibility. 

One condition is the "sponsor deeming" provision. A sponsored 
lawful permanent resident alien who applies for AFDC or 5SI 
benefits is evaluated by having the sponsor's income and 
resources deemed available to the alien for tpree years from the 
alien~s date of entry. A sponsor is a.person who has signed an 
affidavit of support on behalf of an alien seeking permanent 
residence. This provision prevents sponsored legal aliens from 
being eligible for entitlement benefits for three years, unles§ 
the sponsor has limited income and resources and the legal alien 
meets eligibility requirements, The INS does not have data on 
the number of legal permanent residents for whom affidavits of 
support have been signed by sponsors. A best guesstimate is that 
roughly half of all legal permanent resident aliens (i.e. I 

excluding PRUCOL) may have a sponsor. In 1992 this would have 
represented about 285.000 immigrants, 

For the AFDC program, the three-year deeming prov~s~ons may also 
apply to immigrants who were sponsored by a public or private 
agency or organization, unless the agency no longer exists or is 
no longer able to meet the alien's needs. Also for AFDC. if a 
sponsor is not actually supporting the sponsored alien, the 
sponsor's income and resources will not be counted when 
determining whether unsponsored meruhers of the alien's family-­
such as U.S. citizen children--are eligible for AFDC, There are 
no comparable provisions for 5SI or food stamps. 

For the SSI program, if the alien is the sponsor's child or 
spouse, the regular SSI parent-to-child or spouse-to-spouse 

~:i:!~g 1~!:~ ~~:m!~~l~~~si~~~e:~p~; ~~eai~~~:-~:~rb:~!:~' ~~~~~ng 
or disabled after admission to the U,S, as permanent residents, 

In addition to sponsor deeming, legal permanent resident aliens 
who have received their immigrant status based on the Immigration 
Reform and Control Act of 1986 (IRCA) are not eligible to receive 
AFDC benefits for five years after receivin9 their temporary 
status, In general, family members of IRCA immigrants who are 
granted immigrant status based on their relationship to the IRCA 
immigrant are also disqualified from receiving benefits for the 
same period of time as the IRCA immigrant. The five-year 
disqualification period does not apply for IReA immigrants if 
they are: age 65 or over, blind, or disabled; or Cuban/Haitian 
entrants. As a practical matter, this five-year disqualification 

1 



period Ls due to expire in the near future for most IRCA 
immigrants (i.e., towards the end of 1993), In some individual 
cases the disqualification period will extend longer, since the 
five-year period is determined by when an individual's 
application has been processed. 

Under current law, refugees are eligible for AFDC and 5SI 
benefits upon entry to the U.S. if they meet program eligibility 
requirements. While refugees are often sponsored by voluntary or 
other non-profit organizations, they fall under a different 
category than legal permanent residents for purposes of program 
eligibility (i,e .• they fall under PRUCOL--or aliens ~permanently 
residing under color of law~). Thus, the sponsor deeming 
provisions do not apply to refugees, nor to other PRUCOL aliens 
such as asylees and parolees. 

Lawful permanent resident aliens can apply for citizenship 5 
years after entering the country. Refugees can adjust to 
permanent resident status one year after entering the country I 
and can apply for citizenship 5 years after entering the country, 

Illegal aliens are not eligible for AFDC or SSt benefits. They 
are eligible for emergency medical services under Medicaid. and 
for social security benefits if they qualify. 

Also, under current law State AFDC plans must include safeguards 
which restrict the use or disclosure· of information concerning 
applicants or recipients to purposes directly connected with the 
administration of the plan, with limited exceptions, The release 
of information about applicants and recipients to the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service (INS) is prohibited. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

Title VI of the Republican Welfare Reform plan would deny welfare 
benefits (other than emergency Medicaid) to all non-citizens, 
except for refugees and certain permanent residents, The 
exceptions for refugees and permanent resident aliens would be-­

• 	 Refugees who have been adjusted to permanent resident status 
would be eligible to receive welfare for only 1 year beyond 
the time limit required for them to apply for citizenship 
{unless they were over age 70). 

• 	 Permanent resident aliens over age 70 who have been legal 
residents for at least 5 years would be eligible for welfare 
benefits. 

In addition, State AFDC agencies must provide the name, address, 
and other identifying information (including fingerprints) to the 
INS for all illegal immigrant parents with citi2en children. 

Any noncitizen who was currently residing in the U,S. and was 



. 
affected by any of the above prov~s~ons would be exempt from that 
provision for one year following passage of the bill. Any 
Federal department that administered welfare programs that served 
resident aliens would be required to directly notify, or ensure 
that states notified, all resident aliens affected by the above 
provisions. 

ANALYSIS 

The most significant overall impact of the proposal would be to 
deny eligibility for welfare benefits to a substantial number of 
individuals who are currently eligible for those benefits, For 
example, roughly 600,000 55I recipients are non-citizens 
(although some are over age 70 and may continue to he eligible 
under the proposal). 

In total, INS estimates that in 1993 there are 10.5 million legal 
aliens in the U,S. The total number of permanent legal aliens 
entering the country in 1992--excluding IRCA immigrants--was 
about 810,000. Out of this total, 106,000 were refugees and 
about 19,000 are over age 70. 1 Even with the most inclusive 
assumptions, this leaves almost 700,QOO legal immigrants--in 1992 
alone--that would not be eligible for welfare benefits under any 
conditions based solely on their immigration status (Of note, 
this figure reflects the universe of immigrants, and is larger 
than the number who would apply for benef~ts, In addition, 
perhaps as many as one-third of the legal immigrants would 
currently fall under the sponsor deeming provisions and-­
depending on the sponsor's income and resources--may not be able 
to receive benefits for up to three years). 

An immigrant is eligible to apply for citizenship after 5 years 
of residence. under the proposal, if a legal immigrant became 
blind or disabled in the first 5 years after entering the 
country, that individual would not he eligible for any welfare 
benefits. Immigrants who received a visa on the basis of an 
employer certifying that a full-time job was available to the 
immigrant would not be eligible for any benefits if the business 
went bankrupt or if the job was terminated for any reason. 

Refugees are allowed to adjust their status to legal pe~anent
resident after one year in the U,S. Because the proposal states 
that only refugees that have been adjusted to permanent resident 
status are eligible for welfare benefits, the proposal appears to 
disqualify refugees in their first year of residence, which is 
often the time when resources are most needed by refugees 
attempting to resettle in a new society. The current level of 

. We have asked SSA to estimate the number of 
beneficiaries affected by this proposal, and the benefit savings 
that would result. The numbers provided in this paper should be 
viewed with caution and are meant solely to provide some general 
sense of the scale of the proposal. 



funding (discretionary) provided for the Refugee Resettlement 
program is not sufficient to support all refugees entering the 
country in their first year of settlement (currently it provides 
about half of all first-year refugees with about eight months 
worth of cash and medical support), According to the INS, about 
90-95 percent of refugees adjust to permanent resident status 
after their first year. 

QUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

Absent any other major changes in immigration policy (e.g .• 
curtailing substantially immigration), there may be concern that 
prohibiting access to federally-funded assistance may result in 
other problems that would need to be addressed (e.g. 
homelessness, crime, etc,), State and local governments may 
object to a Federal policy that allows immigrants to enter the 
country, and then denies federal assistance to meet the 
immigrants' needs. The result would be that either needs go 
unmet. or state and local resources must be used to provide 
assistance to immigrants. 

The purpose of the provision requiring State AFDC agencies to 
share information with the INS for all illegal immigrant parents 
with citizen children is unclear. 9ne likely purpose is to share 
the information so that deportation proceedings can begin. 
However/ the children are U.S. citizens and may be eligible for 
bene'fits. Requiring information to be shared with INS may 
discourage parents from applyinq for benefits for their children. 
Further, additional public concerns may be raised if the parents 
are deported and the citizen children are not. 

It is unclear whether the prohibition on receiving benefits 
extends to social insurance programs such as unemployment 
compensation or social security insurance benefits. 



TITLE VII: PROVISIONS RELATED TO ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE 

A: AFDC 

CURRSNT LAW 

There are no comparable provisions in the general AFDC program. 
In the JOBS program, under current regulations a recipient whose 
only activity is drug treatment would not be counted towards a 
state's participation rate. Drug treatment may, however. be 
provided as a supportive service using JOBS funds should a state 
choose to do so. Alcohol and drug abuse itself is not grounds 
for an exemption under JOBS, but a state could use the illness 
and incapacity exemptions to excuse alcohol and drug abusers. 

One component of the Oregon JOBS waiver (approved July 1992) 
allows the state to require participation in mental health or 
substance abuse diagnostic, counseling and treatment programs if 
they are determined to be necessary for self sufficiency. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

Recipients who are determined by states to be addicted to alcohol 
or drugs would be required to participate in treatment. 

At state option, those addicted and in treatment may defer 
work/education participation for one year. 

Addicts who do not participate in treatment are expelled from the 
progr~ for 2 years. 

Random drug screens are authorized for those who ,have 
participated in drug rehabilitation or have a history of 
addiction, If an individual refuses a drug screen they are 
expelled from the program, No mention is made of what happens if 
a drug screen comes up positive, but it is presumed that they 
would be expelled too. 

ANA~XSIS 

Number of Persons Affected 

It is not possible to provide an accurate estimate of the number 
of persons on AFDC who are addicted to alcohol or other drugs. 
We do have estimates of the nu~er of AFDe recipients who have 
recently used illicit drugs and alcohol, but that is not the same 
thing as addiction. which requires a medical diaqnosis. ·SAMHSA 
does have an algorithm they use to estimate the need for 
treatment, but it is not based on the medical definition of 
addiction, and the system of estimation is complex and 
controversial. We are, however, exploring the possibility of 
using the algorithm to make estimates of the treatment needs of 
the AFDC population. 



Data from a recent ASPE/NIOA study estimate that 679,000 persons 
over 12 years of age in households that receive AFDC (392,200 of 
them mothers) have used an illicit drug in the past month, This· 
count includes such illicit drugs as' cocaine, heroin, and LSO, as 
well as marijuana and use of prescription drugs without a 
physician1s direction. Because this data is the result of self 
report, it is frequently criticized as being an undercount, It 
is also important to note that many of those who use drugs would 
not meet the medical definicion of addiction. However, there are 
negative consequences associated with frequent drug use 
independent of addiction (e.g. increased incidence of family 
violence, absenteeism in employment and training, increased 
health problems), 

Costs/Savings 

There will be savinqs as a result of expelling recipients from 
the program, but there will also be significant costs to provide 
assessment and treatment (although those costs will not 
necessarily show up in the AFDC budget). 

The proposal says that states will determine who the addicts are. 
It is not clear how they would do this (and indeed each state 
might choose to do so differently or may choose not to identify 
addicts' at all). Screening and assessing each AFOC reCipient 
would be costly, In addition, random drug testing of those known 
to be addicted would also pose significant costs (see the cost 
discussion under the 55I provision). 

Treatment costs would be substantial I but would be more likely to 
appear in the Medicaid budget than in AFDC. Drug treatment 
currently ranges in cost from $5500 per treatment "slot" for 
outpatient services to $19,QOO for residential treatment, 
Roughly 2.5 persons per year, are treated in each slot. The vast 
majority of treatment is provided through outpatient services. 

The proposal might also have cost implications for the child 
welfare and foster care programs. If families whose benefits are 
cut. can no longer adequately care for their children, those 
children may end up in foster care. Lack of benefits maY,also 
prevent reunification of some families whose children have been 
removed. 

QUESTlQNS/CONCERNS 

Conceptual Questions 

Overall. it is unclear what policy goals the drug and alcohol 
provisions are designed to accomplish - i.e. rehabilitation or 
punishment. The mandatory treatment provisions offer an aspect 
of a rehabilitation qoal. Yet as currently structured the 
proposal is punitive and sets, families up for failure. imposing 
conditions and standards which would be extremely difficult to 
meet. particularly problematic is that it seems to be designed 



to punish parents with no consideration given to the children's 
needs. 

Furthermore, these provlslons run counter to the public health 
view that addiction is a chronic, relapsing disease one 
characteristic of which is inability to discontinue use even in 
the face of negative consequences (like the proposed sanctions). 

There are several issues that arise in regard to the druq testing 
provisions. In the past, drug testing has been used to screen 
individuals in order to provide treatment services and to 
discourage casual use of drugs, Neither is the case here where 
testing is instead used to impose sanctions. There are potential 
legal issues surrounding attempts to do such testing and 
assessment which need to be explored. Initial discussions with 
the Public Health Service indicate there are potential legal and 
constitutional questions that arise relating to drug testing of 
beneficiaries (the phrase "unreasonable search and seizure" has 
been mentioned repeatedly), We will explore these issues further 
with both PHS and GC. 

Administrative Questions 

In addition to the legal issues, there are administrative 
difficulties in how the drug testing has been proposed, It 
appears in this proposal that the welfare office has the 
responsibility for administering drug tests. Yet that office may 
only see an individual every six months/ and testing in these 
circumstances would not be random, Drug testing in connection 
with employment or training programs, where you had contact with 
the individual on a regular basis, would make more administrative 
sense. It should also be recognized that urine drug toxicologies 
detect only the use of drugs in the past 24 - 48 hours or so. 

The proposal does' not specify how alcohol and drug screening 
would take place and how addiction (a medical diagnosis) would be 
determined, except that states would make the determinations. If 
screening is conducted on ttle basis of subjective criteria the 
provisions are likely to be applied unjustly, For example, 
administrative costs may prompt the targeting and sanctio~ing of 
populations with hi9her prevalence (i.e. blacks) more frequently 
than is consistent with the prevalence rate. 

While participation in alcohol or drug treatment is required, the 
proposal does not specify who is responsible for assuring 
treatment is obtained and aV,ailable, or what happens {as is often 
the case) that treatment is unavailable? For instance, many 
·states place severe limits on Medicaid coverage for drug 
treatment services, and some provide virtually no drug treatment 
services at all. If a state limits coverage to 30 days of 
detoxification and chooses not to pay for rehabilitative 
services, what happens to participants who are required to be in 
treatment? We would be creating requirements participants could 
not fulfill, In addition, many programs do not treat pregnant 



women and few provide child care and other ancillary services 
women with children need in order to participate. 

vlhile the abuse of both alcohol and illicit drugs have similar 
negative consequences for fam~ly functioning and job readiness, 
there may be a need to differentiate between the two since the 
use of alcohol. even to the point of addiction, is not illegal. 
In the context of rehabilitation, taking steps to encourage 
individualS to seek treatment for alcohol and drug problems makes 
sense. However, in the context of-sanctions, it is not clear on 
what grounds benefits could be denied for alcohol use, which is 
legal. 

Most of the language in the proposal talks about alcohol and 
other drugs on an equal basis, but sanctions are imposed 
primarily on the basis of drug screens which generally do not 
detect alcohol use. Indeed. in the SST drug and alcohol 
provisions it is explicitly stated that benefits will be 
terminated only for use of illegal drugs. In the context of a 
rehabilitation oriented policy, alcohol and other drugs should be 
treated equally because of their impact on employment and self 
sufficiency, If rather it is the illicit nature of drug use that 
is of concern, even here it should be noted that in other cases 
where federal benefits are denied because of drug use (e.g. in 
the cases of student loans and public housing) it is only the 
conviction of an individual for a drug related crime and not use 
of drugs per se that is the basis for denial of benefits. 

Technical Questions 

It is not clear whether the proposal intends to cut off the whole 
family's benefits for noncompliance with treatment or whether the 
sanctions would apply only to the parent's portion of the 
benefits. 

The proposal makes no provision for an appeals process, and sets 
no standards for drug testing programs. Both would be needed in 
order to implement provisions of this nature. Further, there is 
some question as to whether differential treatment on the basis 
of a history of addiction (as opposed to a current medica~ 
condition) is allowed under the Americans for Disabilities Act, 
~he proposal authorizes random drug screens for either addicts or 
those with a history of addiction. 

B, 55I 

CURRENT LAW 

All 55I reCipients whose disabilities would not exist if they 
were not abusing alcohol or other drugs are required to have a 
representative payee and be in treatment. (A representative 
payee is a third party who receives the beneficiary's check and 
controls the disbursement of funds,) 



REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 


SSA would be required to conduct random periodic drug testing of 
S5I recipients whose -disabilities relate to drug abuse, If they 
are found to be using illegal drugs, benefits are terminated 
permanently. (Note here a distinction is made between alcohol 
and illicit drugs. For the AFOC proposal all references are to 
alcohol or other drugs,) 

ANALYSIS 

Number of Persons Affected 

As of June 1993 the SSI.program had just under 66,000 recipients 
on "current pay" status whose disabilities relate to the abuse of 
alcohol and other drugs. A total of just over 75,000 so called 
"DA&A" (drug addict and alcoholic) recipients are on the rolls 
altogether. 

Costs/Savings 

The costs and savings of this provision depend on how it is 
implemented and how many people are expelled from the program. 
For instance, how often would each recipient be tested? Federal 
agencies that do random drug testing test between 4 and 100 
percent of their pool of potential testees in a given year. 

Random drug testing of federal employees in sensitive positions 
in 1991 cost an average of nearly $75 in direct costs per test 
over a volume of nearly 117,000 tests conducted. These costs are 
for urine toxicologies in the workplace. Administrative costs of 
such a system in the field are likely to be higher, In addition, 
urine drug toxicologies detect only very recent drug use (past 24 
- 48 hours). While there are other more sensitive tests, their 
cost would be considerably higher, 

From both an administrative practicality and cost standpoint, 
implementation of drug screening would be difficult and expensive 
given the low number of individuals involved and their geographic 
dispersion. The administrative burden and screening cost~ 
potentially could exceed any savings which might be gained. 

QUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

Administrative Questions 

This prov~s~on would be very difficult to administer, Random or 
#for cause# drug testing is typically used in connection with 
employment or drug treatment, In both cases you know where the 
individual is for much of the time, and having them show up to 
give a urine sample is feasible. SSI recipients, however, are 
only seen for recertification every 12 to 36 months and -it is 
often very difficult to locate them even then. Testing in 



connection with recertification would not be random, and would be 
difficult even so. 

Mandatory guidelines issued in 1988 for federal workplace drug 
testing programs set scientific and technical standards for drug 
testing which are the "gold standard"· for good practice in drug 
testing and are generally used~in both the public and private 
sectors. An SSI drug testing program would almost certainly be 
required to adhere to these standards. There is a significant 
burden in doing so. For instance, these federal guidelines 
require that there be a designated collection site and that it be 
secure, permitting entry only of authorized personnel. In 
addition, the guidelines require strict chain of custody -- i.e. 
documentation to account for the identity and integrity of each 
urine specimen from point of collection to final disposition. 
Field offices are not likely to be able to comply with standard 
drug testing guidelines and chain of custody requirements. 

Technical Questions 

The proposal notes that if use of illegal drugs is detected the 
participants S5I benefits are permanently terminated, It is not 
clear whether this is intended to preclude their returning to 55I 
for a disability unrelated to drug use, 



TITLE VII: OTHER PROVISIONS 

REPUBLICAN PRQPOSAL 

Eli9ibility for Food Stamps 

To qualify, an adult must be: 

o 	 receiving UI. AFDC, 85I, DI, workers compensation, or social 
security.; or 

o 	 in the last month of pregnancy or within two months of 
giving birth; or 

o 	 participating in the Food Stamp work program; or 
o 	 able to show proof of incapacitation or current employment. 

If an adult in a Food Stamp household is disqualified, the 
children will still qualify for benefits (household will be 
reduced by 1 person), 

Evaluation of Education and Training, Programs 

HHS must examine impacts of education and training programs on 
exits from AFDC, welfare expenditures, wage rates, employment 
histories, and repeat spells on AFDC. At least one study must 
have three groups to which AFDC adults are randomly assigned a~ 
specified and followed for 5 years, 

tnitial AFOC Applicant Job Search 

States must require AFDC applicants to participate in job search 
while the application is being processed. They will be 
reimbur ild c and trans ortation ex enses, Emergency 
a~d may be provided for emergencies efined y t eStates. 
States can, however, pass a ~aw to exempt themselves from this 
provision. 

Demonstrations on Fraud and Administrative Efficiency 

/HHS is authoriZed to conduct demonstrations on EST. Within 5 
years HfiS must write a report to Congress about the studies and 
make recommendations, fiHS is required to appoint a commission to 
determine the cost and feasibility of creating an inter-state 
system of Social Security numbers of all welfare participants for 
purposes of identifying fraud. 



REP04 House Republican Welfare Reform Bill 
27-Sep·93 Shaw/Grandy 
Version BUDGETARY IMPACT OF THE PROVISIONS 

(Federal Budgetary Impact In Millions) 

SEC. 
NO. PROVISION 

Effective 
Dale Programs 1995 1996 

FISCAL YEARS 
1997 199B 1999 

S·YR 
TOTAL 

L AFDC TRANSITION AND WORK PROGRAM 

AFDC Transhion and Work Program 
(Seclions A, B, C. &0) 

Enactment AFOC Costs 
AFDG Salling 
Food Stamps 
NET 

0 
0 

0 

a 
0 

0 

1,500 
100 

1,400 

2,100 
130 

1,970 

3.400 
170 

3,230 

7.000 
400 

6,600 

II. PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT 

A. & B. ReqUirements to name the father to 
get full benefits & cooperate with CSE 

Enactment AFOC 
Food Stamps 
NET 

(225) 
125 

(100) 

(450) 
250 

(200) 

(900) 
500 

(400) 

. (900) 
500 

(400) 

(900) 
500 

(400) 

(3,375) 
1,975 

(1,500) 

C. States mqulred to inform unwed 
women about CSE requirements 8. 
develop hospital procedures for 
paternity establishment 

Enactment CSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 

D. States required to develop procedures Enactment 
when father dead or missing 

CSE 0 a 0 0 0 0 

E. Exemption for mothers for rape, 
incest. etc. 

Enactment CSE && && && && && && 

F. Slates required to follow provisions 
above unless specifically exempt 
themselves 

Enactment CSE [Effects of this provision included in above estimate 

G. State paternity establishment 
percentage increased 10 90% 

Enactmen! CSE %% %% %% %% %% %% 

111. EXPANDED STATUTORY FLEXIBILITY FOR STATES 

A. Rewards &: sanctions for immunization 
and/Of health checkup 

Enactment AFOC 5 5 5 5 5 25 

B. No AFOC for parents under 19 Enactment AFDC 

C. Rewards 8. sanctions tor school 
attendance 

Enactment AFDC 115 115 120 120 130 600 

D. No add'i money for more children Enactment AFDC 

E. Change wOrk disregards within limits Enactment AFOC 260 270 275 285 295 1,385 



F. Married couple transition benefit Enactment AFDC 
option: keep half of AFDC after 
marriage with time & income limit 

G. Increase asset & other limits up to Enactment AFDC 0 5 5 5 5 20 
$10,000 lor certain purposes 

H. State option to convert AFDC to block Enactment AFDC 
grant 

I. State option to pay benefits at level Enactment AFDC 
of state of last residence 

J. State option to require classes on Enactment AFOC 
parenting or money management, or 
permission to change child's residence 

IV. EXPANSION OF STATE WAIVER AUTHORITY 
(All provisions) AFOC && && && && && 1 

CSE 
Food Stamps 

NET 0 0 0 0 0 1 

V. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

A. Improved tracking of absent parents 
enforce support: 

1. New hire reporting 
f:N4 Reporting) 

AFDC 
CSE 

0 
0 

(20) 
0 

(45) 
0 

(45) 
0 

(45) 
0 

(155) 
0 

2. Child support registries & CSE 10 10 2 2 2 26 
3. Expanded FPLS 

B. Streamlined wage withholding CSE 0 0 10 37 (1 ) 46 

C. Improved paternity establishment CSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(This is current law now) 

VI. WELFARE RESTRICnONS FOR ALIENS 
(All provisions) AFOC (1 ) (1 ) (1 ) (1 ) (1 ) (5) 

CSE 
SSI (79) (1.966) (2,140) (2.304) (2,463) (8.952) 
Food Stamps 
NET (80) (1,967) (2,141) (2,305) (2,464) (8,957) 

VII. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

A. AFDC recipients & drug addiction Enactment AFOC ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? 

B. Eligibility for food stamps Enactment Food Stamps ?? ?? ?? ?? ?1 ?? 
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C. 	 Random drug testing of addicts Enactment S51 ?1 ?? ?? ?? ?? "11 
getting SSI disability benefits 

O. 	 Evaluation of education & training Enactment AfDC 1? ?? ?? ?? ?? 7? 
programs 

E. 	 Initial AFDC applicant job search Enactment AFOC 11 ?? 11 11 ?? ?? 

F. 	 Demos on fraud & administrative Enactment AFOC 11 ?1 ?? ?? 11 ?? 
efficiency 

TOTALS AFOC (226) (471) 454 1,024 2,284 3,066 
CSE 10 10 12 39 1 72 
SSI (79) (1,966) (2,140) (2,304) (2,463) (8,952) 
Food Stamps 125 250 SOO 500 SOO 1,875 
NET (170) (2.177) (1,174) (741) 322 (3,939) 

NOTES: 

All estimates are rounded. 

&& Less than $500.000. 
?? Not available yet 
%% Indeterminate, but small. 

• 
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'l'itle III - Section A - Rewards and SanctioQs for Immunizations 
ansl/Qr Health Check Up 

Assumptions 

• 	 For the purposes of this estimate, we assumed tha~ a 
sufficient number of states to comprise half of the AFOC 
caseload will implement this proposal. 

• 	 Most of the costs for this program will be in Hedicaid or 
the new funds for i~IDunization in the President's FY94 
budget. 

• 	 The costs of the bonuses and the savings from the sanctions 
will offset each other. 

• 	 Increased AFDC costs will therefore be only administrative 
costs. Maryland assumed that they would need approximately 
10 additional staff people to run the program. In order to 
determine the number of workers needed for all the states. 
we multiplied 10 workers by a ratio of the AFDC case load in 
Maryland (72,900) over the national caseload (4.8 million) 
for 1992. (Green Book 1993). 

In the Maryland waiver proposal, there is a ratio of nine• 
front line workers to everyone supervisor, Maryland priced 
a front line worker at $20.000 per year and a supervisor at 
$50,000, We used these unit costs and then inflated them by 
a factor of 2.8% over five years, 

• 	 We assumed a cost o·f one million per year for e,quipment. 

• 	 We assumed that states with one half of the national 
caseload will exempt themselves from i~plementing this 
proposal. so we multiplied the totals by one-half, 



Title III - Section C - Rewards and Sanctions for School 
Attendance 

Assumptions 

• 	 It is estimated that there will be approximately 9.5 million 
children on AFDC in 1994, rising to 9,9 million in 1998 
(Green Book 1993). In Wisconsin's Learnfare program, which 
applied to all teens, the sanction rates for young teens 
(between the ages of 13 and 14) were only 2%. This implies
that the rates for children under 13 would be negligible. 
Therefore, we only estimate the costs of sanctioning or 
rewarding teenagers between the ages of 13 and 18. This 
estimate is also limited to teenaged recipient children, and 
it does not include teen heads of families who would be 
ineligible for AFDC under the GOP proposal, 17,1% of all 
children on AFDC are between the ages of 13 and 17. 

• 	 For the purposes of this estimate, we assumed that states 
with half of the case load will exempt the~selves from these 
provisions. 

• 	 We assume that there will not be any short term effects of 
teens who will leave the caseload because they are already 
in school. 

• 	 The model used for this estimate is based on Ohio's LEAP 
program which sanctioned or rewarded AFoe teenagers based On 
their school attendance. In this program more students 
received bonuses than were sanctioned. The ratio from LEAP, 
and used in this estimate, is approximately 1.2 bonuses to 
every sanction per teenager per year, Under the Republican 
plan, the sanctions and bonuses will be $75.00. 

• 	 Costs for this program resulted from bonuses and administra­
tive costs, The LEAP program cost $330 per teen for the 
eighteen months of the evaluation. This is equivalent to a 
yearly cost of approximately $250. We assumed that ten 
percent of the states will have this kind of program already 
and that their costs will be half of the rest of the states 
that implement this program. Therefore, the administrative 
cost will be about $240 per teen per year. 



GOP Transition and Post Transition Work Program 

$.~nunar"t 

The following discussion explains our cost estimate for the 
transition and post-transition sections of the Republican welfare 
reform proposal. The federal cost for the first five years of 
this program is estimated to be approximately $7 billion, The 
education, training I and work partio~s of this bill will cost 
about $4.4 billion; the child care costs will be approximately 
$3.6 billion, There will be federal savings of approximately 
$400 million. The net federal cost will be about $6.6 billion 
·over five years. 

The model we used does not take into account behavioral 
assumptions about the numbers of people who will leave welfare 
because of this program. There is also no accounting for a ~ 
smoke-out effect brought on by the implementation of a two-year 

limit. 


Assumptions 

Cohort model 
• 	 Annual case openings are 60% of the total average monthly 


caseload. 

• 	 The cohort model was developed using probabilities of AFDC 


duration developed by June O'Neill and modified by John 

Tapogna of CBO. The following are the probabilities 


11\ chance of being on AFDC for six months 

57% chance of being on AFDC for one year

31% chance of being on AFDC for two years 

21% chance of being on AFDC for three years 

13% chance of being on AFDC for four years. 


By taking the average of these numbers, we take account of 
the monthly movement on and off of AFDC during the year. 

• 	 Using this framework, by 1998, the percentage of the 

caselaad that entered before October 1, 1993 and is still On 

AFDC will be about 21%. This estimate is in line with ACF 

data on the duration of welfare spells. 


• 	 The cohort model tracks when applicants will hit the two­

year time limit. In the third year of a cohort's receipt of 

AFDC , only half will hit the time limit because we started 

to measure them at six ~onths. 


Definitions 
• 	 There are four groups of participants in this program. 
• 	 Group 1: People who entered the Basic AFDe proqram before 


the effective date of October 1, 1993. These people will 

participate in the JOBS program until 1998 when they will 

enter the transition period. 


• 	 Group 2: New applicants who entered the Basic AFDC program 

after October 1, 1993 but who have not hit the time limit in 

1996. These people will participate in the transition 




program until they hit their two-year limit and will then 
enter the work prograI7l.. 

• 	 Group 3: New applicants who entered the Basic AFDC program 
after October 1, 1993 but hit the time limit in 1996. These 
people will go directly to the work program when it is 
implemented in 1996. 

• 	 Group 4: UP participants. These people will participate in 
the JOBS program ~ntil 1996. Then they will go directly to 
the work program. There will not be a transition period for 
UP participants. 

Exemptions 
• 	 In 1994 and 1995, before the GOP plan is phased in, 

approximately 50% of the Basic caseload will be exempt from 
participation because of the exemption rules specified in 
the Family Support Act of 198a. Since most of the UP cases 
are mandatory, only 10% will be exempt from the transition 
program. 

• 	 The percentage of recipients who will be exempt from 
participation will decrease under the GOP proposal, mainly 
because there will no longer be an exemption for parents 
with children under the age of three (or one at State 
discretion} . 

• 	 Starting in 1996, 30% of the caseload will be exempt from 
participation, Therefore, even though recipients are not 
required to participate in the GOP plan until 1996. they 
will be subject to the higher participation rates. We feel 
that this is a realistic assumption because it is unlikely 
that states would follow two different exemption 
requirements. There will be no exemptions for UP partici ­
pants in the work program. 

Participation Rates 
• 	 Participation rates in the tra,nsition program for non-exempt 

members of Group 1 are spelled out in the JOBS legislation 
and the GOP proposal. I assume that the actual participati ­
on ra'tes for the JOBS portion will be 22\ of the case load in 
1994 through 1997. 
In 1998 f 50% of Groups 1, 2, and 3 will participate i~ the 
transition program. UP recipients (Group 4) will partici ­
pate in the JOBS program at rates of 40% and 50% in 1994 and 
1995, respectively. After 1996, there will be no transition 
period for UP participants. 

• 	 The participation rates for non-exempt members of Groups 2 
and 3 in the transition program will be 30% in 1996 and 40% 
in 1997. 

• 	 Participation rates in the Basic post-transition work 
program for those who are not exempt are in the GOP 
proposal. They are as follows: no participation in 1994 and 
1995, 30% of Group 3 in 1996, 40% of Groups 2 and 3 in 1997 
and 50% of Groups 2 and 3 in 1998. The participation rates 
for Group 4 will be 100\ starting in 1996. 



Benefits/Savings 
• 	 We assume federal AFDC savings of approximately $400 

million. 
• 	 We assume a status quo AFDC benefit of $388, the median 

state benefit in 1992 (Green Book). 
• 	 Savings will come from reductions in benefits for two 

reasons: employment and sanctions. 
• 	 While in the post-transition period, recipients will either 

be employed in CWEP jobs or in private sector employment. 
Based on studies of GAIN and SWIM, we believe that 95% of 
the participating case load will need CWEP jobs and 5% will 
be able to find private sector employment. 

• 	 We assume that there will be a 50% benefit reduction if 
participants find private sector employment. However, since 
this model does not account for behavioral effects, we 
assume that people who find jobs will still qualify for some 
benefits and all of the program services. ' 

• 	 There will be a 25% reduction in AFDC benefits for sanctions 
in the transition or post-transition program. There will 
also be a 25% reduction in Food Stamp benefits, but those 
savings are not included in this cost estimate. 

• 	 We have no way of knowing what the sanction rate will be in 
this program. The teenage parent demonstration program 
workers used sanctions more aggressively than JOBS workers. 
The teen parent demo had a sanction rate of 30%. This 
figure refers to the rate over the entire course of the 
experiment. Therefore, I felt that a 10% sanction rate 
would be more realistic for the purposes of this estimate. 
This number is very te~tative and subject to change after 
further examination of ACF data. 

Costs 
Overall 
• 	 The net cost for this proposal was determined by subtracting 

what we are currently spending on the JOBS program from the 
new c'asts imposed by this proposal. The five year total 
federal cost will be $7 billion. The net five year federal 
cost will be $6.6 billion. 

• 	 JOBS baseline expenditures ·were computed by Manny Helzner 
of ACF. 

• 	 The costs for this program (when not provided by ACF) were 
adjusted for inflation using the state and local deflator of 
2.8%. (Used by CBO). 

Average 
• 	 The average costs of the transition were determined by using 

JOBS data for the costs of components. The JOBS program 
assumes participation of 20 hours per week. However, the 
average participation rate is really more like 15 hours per 
week. The average costs for this program were provided by 
Helzner. 

• 	 The costs for the.new transition programs were scaled to 

represent the costs of a 10 hour week for the transition 




program. We felt that multiplying the .JOBS costs by 75% 
would account for the differer.t variable costs for a 10 hour 
and 20 hour slot. 

• 	 The fixed costs of a CWEP job are 5400 per year. In order 
to adjust the CWEP figures upwards to reflect the cos~ of a 
35-hour- per-week job as opposed to a 20-hour-per-week job, 
I multiplied the variable cos~s of $1900 by 125%. (Original 
estimation by Rebecca Maynard and adjustment by John Tapogna 
of CBO), 

• 	 Child care costs were based on estimates by ACF about the 
mo~~hly cost of child care by the number of hours of 
participation for each client (ACF data). 

• 	 The child care numbers were ~ultiplied by 55% to reflect the 
fact that not every parent would ~se paid child care. 
Currently, there is approximately a 46% usage rate for child 
care by JOBS participants, There was a 70% percent usage 
rate in the teen parent denonstration program which had 
fewer exemptions. Therefo::e, the 55% figure represents a 
guess based on these two bounds. 

Federal Share 
• 	 I assumed that the federal share for ber.efits and savings 

would remain at 54%, 
• 	 The match rate for the services provided in the new proposal 

was not specified. It is believed that it will be somewhere 
between the old match rate of 57% and a complete match of 
100%, Therefore, the match rate for services used in this 
estimate is 70%. 



Title v Child SUEgox.:t Enforceme;ot 

New hire reporting on W-4 forms: 

CEO's estimate for the Interstate Commission report was S80 
million in AFDC savings. We assumed the federal share would be 
about 55t. or $45 million. This estimate does not include food 
stamp savings or any benefit avoidance savings for the non-AFDC 
population. 

Child support Registries and Expanded Federal Parent Locator: 

There will be up front costs for developing the software and 
systems needed for these twa proposals that are over and above 
the current CSENet costs. We do not anticipate seeing any 
savings within the first two years. We estimate that initial 
development costs for both systems combined will be around $10 
million a year for two years. Thereafter, we estimate that 
annual operating costs will be 

' 
around $2 million for both 

syste~s. 

Streamlined wage withholding 

This estimate assumes that the proposal entails adoption of the 
~odel Uniform Jnterstate Family Support ACt (UIFSA). 
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senate Republicans' 8ill Would Shift Welfere Programs To States 

WASHINGTON (AP) States would control welfare programs and the 
federal government would pay a greater share of Medicaid costs 
under a swap proposed Monday by a group of Republican senators. 

The lead sponsor, Sen& Nancy Kassebaum of Kansas, said the 
proposal would unshackle states from federal restrictions, giving 
them the freedom to design welfare programs that work for them. 

Under the proposed swap~ within five years the states would 
assume full responsibility for ~id to Families with Dependent 
Children, food stamps and nutritional assistance for Women I Infants 
and Children programs. 

During the phase-in, state and federal governments would be 
required to maintain current levels of funding for welfare 
programs~ and the federal government would pick up more state costs 
of Medicaid. . 

Kassebaum said her plan wasn't intended to reduce the federal 
deficit. ~~This isn't designed as a cost savings. It's designed to 
make it work better, fl she said. She also acknowledged the 
Democrats that control Congress probably won't support her 
proposal. 
APNP-03-07-94 1542EST 
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COMPARISION OF 	 9/13/93 SENATE ARD 8/93 HOUSE REPUBLICAN 
WELFARE REFORS PROPOSALS 

TITLE Ii ArDe TRANSITIQN TO WQRK AND WORK PROGRAM 

A, AFOC Transition Program 

1. 	 The program outline is identical to House Republican 
bill except that the Senate bill starts off with 
applicant job search provisions. The House version has 
identical provisions in a different part of its bill. 

2. 	 Sanctions: For the first offense, the family's 
combined AFDC and food stamp benefit is reduced by 50% 
(compared to 25% under the House bill). After the 
third offense, payments to the parent ends for at least 
one year and payments to the children are to be made 
through vendor payments for housing or to represen­
tative payees, (Under the House bill, the whole family 
is sanctioned after the third offense.) 

PROVISIONS that are identical in the House and Senate bill: 

3. 	 Exemptions: Identical to Bouse bill. 

4. 	 participation Requirements: Identical to House bill 

B. 	 AFDC work Program/Voucher program: 

The Senate Republican bill gives families who have not found 
a job after 2 years tnree months to find a private sector 
job with a voucher. The voucher would supplement wages at 
the value of the family's combined AFDC and food stamp 
benefits, To hire recipients, employers must certify that 
they will pay the employee at least twice the value of the 
voucher. After one year, the wage replacement value of the 
voucher would be reduced by half and, after two years, wages 
would no longer be supplemented. Employers may also 
participate in TJTe for this employment. 

If the recipient fails to find a private sector job after 
three months, she must participate in the AFDC work program. 
If she finds a private sector job~ thereafter, she can use 
the wage replacement voucher. 

CO¥~NTS: It is unclear how recipients will be supported 
during the 3 months that they are job hunting with a 
voucher. There is no requirement that employers agree to 
hire recipients as regular employees once the wage supple­
ment value declines or disappears. Without such guarantees I 

1 
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employers may find it advantageous only to hire recipients 
during the period of maximum wage supplementation. 

PROVISIONS that are identical in the House and Senate bills: 

B.l. 	AFDC Work program/program Outline 

B.2. 	 Sanctions 

B.3. 	Exemptions 

B.4. 	Participation Requirements 

c. 	 Work Proqram for TWo-Parent Families 

D. 	 Work Program for Fathers 

TITLE II, PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT 

A. Initial Eligibility for Benefits 

Same as House bill except only denies benefits to the 
mother for non-cooperation. The House version· would 
make the child ineligible for benefits as well. 

B. Cooperation in Establishing Paternity 

If man named is not the father the mother's portion of 
the benefit will be denied and payments for the 
children will be made as vendor payments or to a 
representative payee. House bill would drop mother and 
child from the rolls. 

C. Information Oissemination 

Upon 	application for Medicaid-only benefits, mother 
would be advised she is not eligible for AFDC unless 
she identifies father and that she should take steps to 
establish paternity. House bill requires all public 
officials to provide such information. 

PROVISIONS that are identical in the House and Senate bills: 

D. 	 States must Develop Paternity Acknowledgement Programs 
in public Hospitals and Federal funded Health Centers 

E. 	 Burden of Proof on Mother for Death or Missing 

F. 	 Good Cause Exemptions 

2 
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G. 	 Undue Hardship provisions 

H. 	 State can Exempt Itself by Law 

I. 	 Paternity Establishment Standard Increased to 90 
Percent 

fITLE III; EXPANDED Sf8TU~ORY FLEXIBILITY FOR STAfES 

B. Rewards and sanctions for school attendance 

As in the House bill, States are allowed to reward or 
sanction school age children based on whether or not they 
meet 	school attendance standards. Senate version'is written 
more 	clearly. 

C. No additional money for more children 

As in the House bill, States can impose a family cap denying 
benefits to children born 10 months after date of applica­
tion for AFDC. Same exceptions apply. Under the senate 
version$ States can opt out of the policy more easily. 
Under the House version States can only opt out of the 
policy if they pass laws exempting themselves. The senate 
version makes the policy a State option. 

G. Parenting classes, money management and moving residence 

Identical to House except that the Senate version does not 
give states ability to require AFDC families to seek 
permission to move their children's residences during the 
school year. 

PROVISIONS that are identical in the HOUSe and Senate bills; 

A. 	 Rewards and sanctions for immunization and/or health 
checkup 

D. 	 Change work disregards within limits 

E. 	 Married couple transition benefit option 

F. 	 AFDC benefit levels for new state residents 

PROVISIONS in House Bill that are not in Senate bill: 

o 	 State option to deny AFDC benefits to single teen 
parents and their children. 

o 	 State option to increase asset limit up to $10,000 

3 
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o 	 State option to convert AFDC to block grant 

lYTLE IV; EXPEPllED STATE WAIVER AUTHORI1X 

A. 	 Office of Waiver Coordination 

Whereas the House Republican bill created a White House 
office and extended waiver authority to 72 programs, the 
Senate bill coordinates waiver review within Has and does 
not extend waiver authority beyond current law. The Senate 
bill 	provides for the creation of an office within HHS to 
coordinate AFDe. Medicaid. Child Support and ABO waivers. 
The functions of the office would include! 

o 	 Technical assistance to States that wish to conduct or 
reneW waiver demonstration projects, 

o 	 Development of a standard application process to obtain 
5-year waivers. 

o 	 A uniform reporting form to be filled by StateS with 
waiver projects every 3 years. 

AS in the House bill l agencies would have 45 days to provide 
their analysis of each state proposal. Within 120 days~ the 
Oirector would be required to notify states whether or not 
their request had been approved or they would be automati­
cally approved. 

The Director of the office would be responsible for 
coordinating with the Secretary of Agriculture on waiver 
requests that involved the Food Stamp program. 

TITLE v: CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

A. Improved Tracking of Absent -Parent to Enforce Support 

Adds 	 a provision to the House proposal that reqUires 
states to recognize and enforce interstate orders and 
in cases of dispute to place jurisdiction in the state 
Where the child lives. 

PROVISION that is identical in the House and Senate bills; 

B. 	 Streamlined Wage Witbholding 

PROVISION that is in the House bill and not in the Senate bill: 

o 	 Hospital-based Paternity Establishment 

4 
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TITLE VI: WELFARE RESTRICTIONS FOR ALIENS 

PROVISIONS are identical in the House and Senate bills 

TITLE VII: MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

PROVISIONS that are identical in the House and Senate bills! 

A. AFOC Recipients and Drug Addiction: 


B, Eligibility for Food Stamps 


C. Evaluation of Education and Training Programs 

D. Demonstrations on Fraud and Administrative Efficiency 

PROVISION in House Bill that is not in Senate bill: 

o 55I and Addicts 

5 




SUMMARY OF WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION 

SPONSORED BY HOUSE REPUBLICANS· 


FaU, 1993 


I. ATTACKS IHE twO FUNDAMENTAL CAUSES OF WELFARE 

CAUSE 1: NONWORK 

~ Less than 100.4 of welfare mothers work 
• Although many mothers leavc welfare within 2 years. many stay for 8: years or more; today there are 


more than 3 million mothers on AFDC who wilt remain on welfan during ayears or more 


THE SOLUTION: MANDATORY WORK 

- When fully implemMted~ the Republican bill requires 63% of mothers who have been on AFDC for at 
least 2 years to work 3S hours per week fOt th¢ir benefits; mothers do not Jose their beneftts if they 
work in community or private sector jobs ammged by the state 

- Mothers must use the first 2 years on AFDC (less at state option) to participate in educetion. training, 
work experience, end job search to prepare for B position in the private economy; if they do not find a 
job within that 2 years. they must participate in a community work job in order to continue rc:ceiving 
welfare benefits 

- Provides states with,an additional 510 billion to provide welfare mothers with employment services. 
including day care 

- One adult in two-parent families on welfare must work 32 hours per week and search for 8 job 8 hours 
per w=k starting the first day they rcuive welfare 

~ Mothers applying for we1fare must participate in 8 job search program while their application is being 
processed 


~ Fathm of children on welfare who do not pay child support must also participate in work programs 

~ Mothers who refUse to work have their benefits reduced and then tenninated; states failing to ensure 


thaI parents work suffer serious financial penalties 

CAUSE 1: ILLEGITIMACY 

~ Illegitimacy has risen wild!y in recent years~ now 2 of every 3 black childnm and 1 of every 5 white 
children are born out of wedlock - and the rates are still rising 


~ Of illegitimate babies born to teen mothers. a shocking 80% will be: on welfare within 5 yN1'S 

- Teen mothers arc the most likely to stay on welf8.K for many years without working 


... Most of the increase in poverty and welfare in ~nt years is caused, not by a poor economy or rtduced 
government spending (both are up). but by increased illegitimacy 

THE SOLUTION: ESTABUSH PATERNITY, RESTRICT WELFARE. CRACK DOWN ON 
DEADBEAT DADS 

• AU mothers applying for welfare must identify the father or they wilt not RQCive benefits 

.. After identifying the father, mothers receive a reduced benefit untn paternity is legally established 

~ Mothers who are minors must Jive at their parent's homc. thus preventing them ftom using en 


illegitimate birth to establish their own household 
- States: must increase their paternity establishment rates, <}ver a period of years. to 90'/0 or suffcr stiff 

penalties, ' 
~ StAte:> an;: "'Guired to stop incRWing welfare ch«;ks wt~ fAmilies on welfate I'~v: additi.:msl children; 

states: can avoid this rlquirement only if they pass a law exempting themselves 
• States arerequin=d to stop paying welf"", benefits to parents under 18 years of "lie; states eon avoid 


this requirement only if they pass a law exempting themselves 

• Deadbeat dads with child"", on welfare "'" required to pay child suppa" or work· 

·Membm of Rg>ublican Welfe Reform Task Foree: Rick Santorum, 10m DeLay, E. Clay Shaw, Dtave Cmnp. 
Michael Castl', Gil!')' fnIlk>, Fred Grandy, Wally H"1I'" Tim Hutchinson, Bob mall., Nilii<:)' Johnson, 
Joe Knollonberg. Jim Kolbe, and MArs' Roukoma. . 
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II. SLASHES WELFARE FOR NONCITIZENS 

THE PROBLEM: TOO MUCH WELFARE FOR TOO MANY IMMIGRANTS 

~ Hundreds oftho\l$8Ilds of noncitizens are added to the nation~s welfare programs each year 
- A recent study by the Social Security Administration shows that more than I 1 % of all recipients and 

2()o"/o of elderly recipients of Supplemental Security Income are noncitizens 
- Noncitizens also qualify for Aid to Families with Dependent Children. Food Stamps, Medicaid, housing • 
..., other weillore benefits . 

THE SOLUTION: STOP WELFARE FOR NONCITIZENS 

* Simply end welfare for most noncitizens 
• Allow refugees 10 receive weillore for only. fixed number of years unless they become cili=ls 
.. Allow noncitimns over 75 to receive welfare 
- Continue the benefits of current noncitizens receiving welfare for I year 

III. EMPHASIZES PARENTAL RESPQNSIBIUTY 

- Requires mothers who are minors to live at their parent's home 
~ Requires states. in most cases. to stop welfare payments to unmarried parents under age 18 
- Requires states to terminate the cash welfare benefits of families that do not have their preschool 

children tmmunized 
- Encourage stales to reduce the cash welfare benefit of families that do not assure that their children 

attend scbool regularly 
- Allows states to require AFDC parents to participate in parenting classes and classes on money 
managttntnt 

.. Allows states to discourage parents from moving to a new school district during the school year 

IV. ATTACKS SEVERAL ADDITIONAL WELFARE PROBLEMS 

.. Requires adults applying for welfare to engage in job search before their benefits start 
- Requires addicted recipients of welfare to participate in treatment programs or lose their benefits 
- Converts 10 major food programs into a block grant that provides Mates with almost complete 

discretion over spending; nll'xUng for the programs is reduced by 5% 
- Caps spending on SuppJemental Security Income. Aid to Families with Dependent Children, Food 

Stamps, Public and Section S Housing. and the Eamtd Income Tax CRXlit to inflation plus 2% per 
year 

- Provides states with much greater control over means-tested prognUns so they can coordinate and 
streamline welfare spending 

~ Encourages states to provide: financial incentives to induce mothers on welfare to work and many 
- Allows states to Jet welfare recipients accumulate assets to start 8 business, buy a borne, or attend 

oollege . 
~ AUows states and local housing Authorities to use more generous income disregard rules to promote 

work incentives 
~ Requires: addicted recipients of Supplemental Security Income benefits to submit to drug testing~ ends 

SSI benefits for those testing positive fur illegal drugs 

V. ACCOMPLISHES ALL THE ABOVE IN A BILL THAT 
REDUCES THE DEFICIT BY $20 BILLION OVER 5 YEARS 

• The training"" mandatory wotk provisions of the bill cost nearly $12 billion over 5 years 
• The paternity establishment, job ......:It. patetttal responsibility. block grant, aed immigration provisions of 

the bill save about 531 billion over 5 year>. 
• Thus. the net impact of the bill is '" reduce the budget deficit by almost $20 billion ov", 5 yean. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 


WASHINGTON 


November 12, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: BRUCE REED 

SUBJEcr: House Re~ublican Welfare Reform Plan 

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

J. 	Elements or the Plan 

The Republican plan includes the following major provisions: 

1. Work: Requires AFDe recipients to work at the end of two years. Provides SID 
billion over 5 years to states to set up CWEP work programs. Phased in over 10 years, 
starting with 30% of new applicants in 1995. Gives states the option to drop recipients after 
3 years in the work program (and a total of 5 years on AFDe). Also requires fathers of 
children on AFDe to pay child support or take part in a .work program. 

2. Parental Responsibility: Requires mothers to identify the father in order to qualify 
for welfare benefits. Requires teen mothers to live at home. Prohibits additional benefits for 
additional children born while on welfare. Includes other incentives for school attendance, 
immunization, parenting classes. 

J. How to Pay for It: The Republicans raise about S10 billion by eliminating SSI 
and other welfare benefits (except emergency Medicaid) for most non-citizens. They raise 
another $20+ billion by capping entitlement programs (ElTC, AFDC, SSl, Section 8 housing, 
Food Stamps) at inflation plus 2% -- and by cutting all food and nutrition programs (Food 
Stamps, WIC, etc.) by 5% and block granting the money to the states. These measures allow 
them to spend S2 billion on training and SID billion on work programs, and still· claim S21 
billion in deficit reduction over 5 years. 



II. Pros and Cons 

We intend to welcome the Republicans' contribution to the debate, applaud 1heir 
emphasis on work:. responsibility, and your two-year time limit. and pledge a bipartisan effort 
to pass a welfare reform plan. 

If asked, we will express some concerns about the entitlement cap -- it's ridiculous to 
cap a powerful work incentive like the EITC -- and the across-the-board cut in nutrition 
programs. We expect the NGA and even some Republican governors to critici2e this 
apparent effort to shift the burden of welfare spending onto the states. We think it's 
unrea1istic to claim that welfare reform can lead to massive deficit reduction in the short run. 
The Republican plan also doesn't do as much as it could to improve child support collection, 
or to provide employment and training servIces to support people in work, 

But there is much in the Republican plan that we can work with. We arc considering 
recommending many of the same parental responsibility measures for our own plan, such as 
requiring mothers to name the father in order to qualify for benefits and no longer giving 
welfare benefits 10 teenagers who want to live on their own. The Republican work program 
is a serious, $10 billion effort to provide community service jobs -- and they phase in the 
program at a reasonable pace. 

In fact, if they dropped the entitlement cap and block grant provisions, the 
Republicans would stilI have a revenue-neutraj plan that invests $12 billion over 5 years -­
which is not a bad starting point for the debate. 

The Administration's welfare reform working group has just completed a series of 
regional hearings in California, Tennessee. Chicago. and New Jersey. We will present a 
series of options to you next month for consideration in the FY95 budget, and develop 
legislation for introduction eady next year. 
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SUMMARY OF WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION 

SPONSORED BY HOUSE REPUBUCANS 


F.U, 1993 


l,JTIACKS THE TWO FUNDAMENTAL CAUSES OF WELFARE 

CAUSE 1: NONWORK 

• U:t.s thAn 10% of welUte mot!un work 
- A!tbough many moWn leave wdfa:e wi1bin 1 yean. maoy my for • yean: 01 1XI0II"e; today then: Ire 

alon than ) million ~ QO AFDC v.to will n:maiD 011 _!We durin. I yar1I ~ more 

THE SOLU110N, MANDATORY WORK 

• WhM fully implemenud, lbe RepubliClll bill rcquiRS 63% of modlers who bvc been on MDC for at 
least 2 yW1 to work 35 houn per week for their bMeflu~ motben do DOt kIM tileir beMfiu if they 
won. in community 01' private sector jobs anuged by lIle state 

• MOthen must I1S¢ tht fim 2 Ytm 00 AfDC (tcu 11 Nlt optioD) '" partie_ Us ~ cramm" 
wort lX~ md job scm:h to ~ for .. position to me privu oc:onomy. 11 by do flOI: fi:ad • 
job widun. mil 2. )'tIJ'l. they must ptttitipcrc in .. comflllmity wori; Job in order to coctiru.If teoeMnll 
we!6.n: ben.tfia 

~ Pmvidt$ tt.ms with In a&titional $Ui billion to provide ~ modIo's wtI.h ~ IItViccs. 
ifl¢ludinlt Iky ¢.&nIl 

• One &dult in tw!.>pan:nt flmiliu on welfln: must wotk 11 houti per ~ &ad ICIl'I:b fOr • job • hours 
per week l'tatri.!:ti IR fim day they ~ welfare 

• MiJthm: 1f'(It}"ina fur ~lfVI: l:I:um pa!titjp&t& in .. job tt::UdI. proattm v.tillo mtit ~h::atiOD it beins 

~ Fathm: of childn:n on wc1ii.nt who do not pay child support must also pathcipm in WOJtI ptvgI"lI'fl$ """""" 
• Mcl.bm who refi.I.st to work b.a~ tIuIit beoefits ftduced and then tenniMlod; m.tes mlina to ~ 

tIw p&m1I1 \IIOlk sufft:r striouI fuwv:W pcu.lties 

CAUSE " 1LLEGlTlMACY 

• Illegitimacy has rilCll wildly in ~t Y(:V$; now 2 of evt:ty J black children and 1 of evt:ry S whltt: 
tnildrm an: born 1M of wedlocl:. _ and. the nlCS arc still ruing , 

• Of illegitimate babies bom to IIX:n mothers., I shoclr.ing 10% will be on welfare within 5 yem 
· Tem mothm Iltt the most likely to SIIy ou ~I{," for mill)' yan wiIhout wonting 
• Most of the inmut in poverty and welfare in ro:cnt yean B caused. Rill by • poor CCQIlomy or reduced 

iO\lem.ment spending (both an: up), but by iDc:n::uod illegitim&ey 

THE SOLUTION, ESTABLISH PATERNiTY. RESTRICT WELFARE. CRACE DOWN ON 
DEADBEAT /W)$ 

• At! mottRn applyi.q for wclu must idmrtify tho fAther or they will IlOI. melVC ~ 
• After identifying: Iile tame:. tuotbm n::erivt: • nxhw:d bcndir W'ltil p&tM\lfy it ttpJiy e:NhlUbcd 
• Mothcn who _ minors must liw It their pm.nt'$ home. tbllS ~ I:ha:!:1 &em. -S M 

iU;ajtim* birth to aubluh lbcir own houKhold 
• Sma must i.ru:teue their pttCmlty aublisbment mcs. ovct • ~od ot)'C:lt1., to 90% or suffer $liff 

j>Wltiu 
• St1.W an: lCqUUW to stop inacuing wdlVl checks when families on wdfuc hJ.vc addiliOJl.ll mildml; 

statu can IVGkllhis lCqu!ttmem only if they pus. law exemptil\g thttusclves 
• Stat~ arc rtquircd to slop 'PI)'ing: wtlfa.n: Ix:mdir.s 10 pm;ntl under 11 }'em of age; stms can .void 

this mpnmnent only if they pA\ll In' «mpring themselves 
• Dadbea! d.I.ds with ehildNm (In wdtll:rt In ~uind to pay ~ild support or wort 

(OVER) 

http:addiliOJl.ll
http:refi.I.st
http:wc1ii.nt
http:coctiru.If
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II. SLASHES :wELFARE FOR NONCITIZENS 

THE PROBLEM: TOO MUCH WELFARE FOil TOO MANY fMMIGIIANTS 

• Hundm:I.J of ~ of ~ ate added to the Mritm'J wdu ~ e.ch }'Ul 

• A f'C(;ClIt Jt!Jdy by tho Socia! Steurity Mmitlimltioo aboWf ChIt more tIwt 11 % of all ft:itipicnfS Md 
20%.gf .elderly ttII:ipimu of Svpplcmental Security 1I1C(11:I1I1 ~ ooncitizt:M 

• N~ abo qlAlify for Aid to F&milia with Dcpcacie:m ChiL:fren. Food SUmps. Mcdic.:aid. bouiins. 
UId other welu bcnc1iu 

THE SOLUTION: STOP WELFAltE FOil. NONcn'LUNS 

• Simply end wttfaro for mQ$l nnacitjm!' 
• Allow refugees 10 reoeh>e ~ for only • fiud trIImbtr of ycm u.nieu they '*omt ~itizeN 
, IJIDW nom:itizms over 1$ to ~ weifitn:l 
• Coatirnle the bendi.tw of C'.I.Ilt'mt oonc:itizEm nJt:Civiq wd.&n for 1 )'CIt 

Ill. EMPHASIZES PARENTAL RF.5PONSlBWTY 

• Requires motMn who m minorJ lQ live It thev pnnt', hamc 
• Requila ~ in mos1 c.ases. 10 swp wcl£m ~ to W»ll.mcd pan::ms u.nd¢r _ II 
• Requlru st&ttS to wmilwe the cub Yo'cl&.n:: bcQdiu: of _ilia tha 40 DOt havt !heir prudIool 

childr= Unm\IDi:ed 
• EneQurage SUleI to ~ the cash .IM bcMftt of!unl.1kt that do 'DOl WU!'II tbat their cbildmt 

IttaId school ..,ly 
• Allows swa to req!lin: AFDC paJaIts to paNtipate in pa:mtm& cluxs md tIuw 0lI money

"""'1=""
• AliowY states to ~e~ (;om movio.& to • new schQcl dWric:t du:rilts th¢ ICbooI )aT 

IV. AmCKS SEVERAL ADDITIONAL WELFARE PROBLEMS 

• RequiteJ adults applyinJ fur wwtfatc to atPIO iti Job IeI:.t'Ch before their buiofill fW1 
• Requim IIdcUaed RlCipicnI.1 of welfm to pan:icipUe in trutmcnt prognm. or lose their beneful 
• COtIvcru HI tnijOt food prolfllDS into I block pun tb..t1 pn.n'idcs SWd wilt! almost complete 

dif;mtion over spendina: mndina for the prCIlfI.Illt i.J ttdlll1iW by 5% 
• Caps spending en Suppl«fM1ltal Security mcomc, Aid to Families with Dependent Childrm. Food 

SttmPJ. Pubtlt and Section • MoUling. and dIt Eamod 1.Gocmt Tax. Ctedit to Inflation plus 2% per 

"" ~ eomroJ over ~ programs.ao tI:uey em ~ and, PmvKks lWeI wid! m\.lt:l) 
nmunline 'holfue q:w:ndinC 

• ~ mtes to provide r~w ittc.entiva to induce mclhcrl on welfare to wort .00. tnln)' 

~ Ailowt lWCS fS) Itt 'WClfue n:cipimts &e:a.III:IuWe .usctI to stan & business.. buy • borne, Or attend 
ooIJ... 

• Allows IWCS and local hOldin! ~= to lae-1XlOtt pnerous income d.iuq.lrd tu1cs to pr'QrnQte 
wort incentives 

• Rcq\llm Iddictod tetipietlb of Supf),h:mcmal Security tmomc benefits to lUbmit tn d.ruf ~ ends 
SSt bcmfiu ret dw:t.o UlSt:iDI positM for iUepl dtup 

V. ACCOMPLISHES ALL DIE ABOVE IN A BILL THAT 
REDUCES THE DEfiCIT BY saO BILUON OVER S YEARS 

~ The training and mllndatory work provisions of the bill ~ nearly $12 billion OVIll' S years 
• Th. paternity establishment. job ~ parental I1I:'$pOnsibility, block BfW. and immi;ration provisions of 

the bil! save about S31 billion lWei' S yeaB. 

• Thus, the nee impact of UK bill is to m:!uu die budget dtfki1 by almost S20 billion om 5 )l'Cm, 

http:programs.ao
http:bendi.tw
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CENTER ON BUDGET 
AND POLICY PRIORITIES 

November 12. 1993 

TO; 	 Mary 1o Bane 
David Ellwood 
Ron Haskins 
Ri~h Hobbie 
Wendell Primus 
Carol Rasco 

FROM; Bob Greenstein 

Yesterday's Post story on the Republican welfare reform bill gave a seriously 
misleading impression of what I said to the Post because it induded only sentence 
fragments from what I said. It gave the impression I had said that ,willing in the bill 
promoted work or responsibility. Since this is a complex. 156-page bill which I have 
yet to analyze in detail, I obviously am in no position to reach any such conclusion 
- and didn't do so. 

What 1 did say was the three specific features in the bill "do nothing to 
promote work Or responsibility": the food assistance block grant. the denial of 
benefits to children in cases where the mother has supplied the falhe,'s name .nd is 
trying to establish paternity but state bureaucracies 0' COutts are moving slowly, and 
the provision allowing states to deny benefits after three years of community work 
experience to families that are wilting to work but cannot lind employment, 

We plan to prepare an analysis of the bill and I will send it to you when it is 
completed. At first glance, I am quite troubled by a number of the provisions in this 
bill as they are described in the summaries I have seen. 

177 North capltol-' Nt. SUit< 103. Wa$hlngton. DC 20002 rei,202·400·1080 fa" 202·408·1056 
Robert O~~n, tKf'.Q.JUve Dirtdcf 

......., 




Distribution~ 	 Carol Rasco 
Bill Galston 
Rathi tvay 
George S. 
David Gergen 
Jody GreenstoneNovember 9, 1993 
DeeDee Myers 
Mark Gearan 

MEMORANDUM FOR CIRCULATION Howard Paster 
Maggie i'li'illiams 

FROM: BRUCE REED Bill Burton 
,John Podesta 

SUBJECT: 	 Talking Points on House GOP Welfare Reform Plan 

On Wednesday, November 10; House Republicans will hold a press conference to 
announce their welfare refonn plan, which is based on the President's campaign pledge to 
require welfare recipients to work after 2 years. The Administration's reaction is spelled out 
in thc atta<:hcd HHS press release, The key points to stress are: 

1. Welfare reform Is • blpartlsan Issue, and we welcome the Republlc.ns' effort 
10 help th. President pass. plan. Many elements of the Republican proposal are con,istent 
with the President's visiont including their emphasis on parental responsibility and a two-year 
time limit followed by work. There is widespread consensus across party, class, and racial 
lines that the current welfare system is broken. We look forward to working with members 
of Congress and governors in both parties to fix it. 

2. The President bas laid the groundwork 10 make good on his promise 10 end 
welfare as we know it. His economic plan included a dramatic expansion in the Earned 
Income Tax Credit, which will move people off welfare by rewarding work and make good 
on another campaign promise -- that no one who works full-time with a family at home 
should live in poverty. The Administration's health refoon plan will remove the incentive in 
the current system for people to stay On welfare in order to keep their health benefits. 

The Administration has granted welfare reform waivers on a bipartisan basis to several 
states. including Iowa, Georgia, and Wisconsin. The Administration's, Welfare Reform 
Working Group has held a series of hearings around the country (including one this week in 
Memphis) with state and local leaderS, people in the welfare system t experts, and citizens 
who support reform, The Working Group will present policy options to the President later 
this year, with reform legislation Ukely early next year. 

3. Many elements of tbe Republican plan are consistent with the President's 
approacR; otber elements raise some concerns. We want to do everything we can to 
rcward work, family. and responsibility. Some provisions in the Republican plan raise 
concerns -- such as capping the EITe, a powerful work incentive with bipartisan support. 
Moreover, while we believe that welfare reform can save money over the long run by moving 
people into independence, we are concerned that some of the savings claimed in the 
Republican plan could shift considerable spending 10 the siates. FinallYI we would like to do 
more in the area of child support enforcement. But we arc confident that we can work 
together with leaders in both parties to develop a welfare reform plan with bipartisan support 

If you have any questions, feci free to call me at 456-6515. 

http:Republlc.ns
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ll-OHl 1l:11AM FROM OASPA NEWS DIV 1002/004. ­

DRAFT STATEMENT RESPONDING TO REPUBLICAN PLAN 

Mary 30'Sana, David EllwOQd and Bruce Reed, co-chairs of 
President Clinton's Working Group on Welfare Reform, issued the 
following statement today in response to the release of the 
welfare reform leq1s1ae1on by House Republicans': 

"We are pleased that the Republicans'in the House of 
Representatives have entered the debate' on welfare reform. 
We will certainly be looking closely at their legislation in 

"', 

the weeks ahead as we work with Congrc35 and the states and 
localities to continue the development of the· 
Administration's plan. Many of their proposals address the 
president's Vision tor reform, WhiCh stresses worK z family, 
opportunity and responsibility_ 

Clearly there is broad consensus throuqhout the country and 
across party lines for fundamental chanqe in the welfare 

sygtcm. The emphQsia in the Republican plan on work and 

parental responsibility is very much in keeping with the 
President's goals. 

While we applaud their emphasiS on work 1 some elements of 
the plan concern us/ such as the cap on the EITC - a 
powerful work incentive which has bipartisan suppo~t ~ and 
the across-tha-board cuts in cost-effective nutrition 
pro9rams which are likely to shift costs to the state. Much 
more can and should also be done to crack down on parents 
who fail to pay child support. Most importantly, we want a 
plan that focuses both on opportunity and responsibility, to 
ensure that Americans can and do work and become self­
suffic:iE'nt in the. work toree. As the: P~esicl$nt ~a.i.d in his 
Pebruary 17 address to Congress, Ilin the end, we want people 
not to need us any more. 11 

We look forward to working with Congress on a bipartisan 
basis to aevelop a plan which fulfills the President's 
vision of a welfare system which truly helps people to work 
and become self-sufficient." 
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SUMMARY OF WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION 

SPONSORED BY HOUSE REPUBLICANS 


Fall, 1993 


I, ATTACKS THE TWO FUNDAMENTAL CAUSES OF WELFARE 

CAUSE 1: NONWORK 

- Less !han 10% of welfare mothers work 
- Although many mothers leave welfare within 2 years, many stay for 8 years or more; today there are 

more than J million mothers on AFDC who will remain on welfare during 8 years ,?f more 

THE SOLUTION: MANDATORY WORK 

- When fully implemented, the Republican bill requires 63% of mothers who have been on AFDC for at 
· least 2 years to work lS hoW'S per week for their benefits; mothers do not lose th<ir benefits if they 

work in community or private se<:tor jobs arranged by the state 
~ Mothers must use the first 2 years on AFOC (less at state option) to participate in education. training, 

work experience, and job search to prepare for a position in the private ecoriomy; if they do not find a 
job within that 2 years. they must participate in a community work job in order to continue receiving 
welfare benefits 

- Provides states with an additional $10 billion to provide welfurc mothers with employment services. 
in<luding day""", 

- One adult in iwo-~t famities on welfare must work 32 hom per week and search for a job 8 hours 
per week _g th< IiAt day th<y receive welfare 

- Mothers applying for welfare must participate in ajob search program while their application is being 
processed 

• Fathers of chUdren on welfare who do not pay child support must also participate in work programs 
~ Mothers who refuse to work have their benefits reduced and then terminated; Slates failing to ensure 

that parents work suffer serious financial penalties 

CAUSE 2: ILLEGITIMACY 

~ IUcgitimacy has risen wildly in recent yearsi now 2 of every 3 black children and I of every S white 
children are born out of wedlock - and the rates are still rising < 

- Of illegitimate babies born to teen mothers, a shocking 80% will be on welfare within S years 
- Teen mothers are the most likely to stay on welfare for niany years without working 
~ Most of the increase in poverty and welfare in recent years is caused. not by a poor economy or reduced 

government spending (both are up), but by i~ illegitimacy 

THE SOLUTION: ESTABLISH PATERNITY, RESTRICT WELFARE, CRACK DOWN ON 
DEADBEAT DADS 

. 
• All mothers applying for welfare must identitY th< father or they will not receive benefits 
- After identifying the father. mothers receive II reduced benefit until paternity is legally established 
- Mothers who are minors must live at their parent's borne. thus preventing them from using an 

ilIegitim... birth to establish their own household 
- StJrte~ must increase their paternity e$tablishment rates. over a period of years? to' 900',1, or suffer stiff 

penalties 
- States are required to stop increasing welfare checks when families on welfare have additional children; 

states can avoid this requirement only if they pass a law exempting themselves ... 
- States are required to stop paying welfare benefits to parents under 18 years of age; states can avoid 

this requirement only if they pass a law exempting themselves 
- Oeadbeet dad, with children on welfare are required to pay child support or wor!< 

(OVER) 
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II, SLASHES WELFARE FOR NONCITIZENS 

THE PROBLEM: 1'.00 MUCH WELFARE FOR TOO MANY IMMIGRANTS 

~ Hundreds of thousands, of nondtizens are added to the nation's welfare programs each year 
- A recent study by the Social Security Administration shows that more than 11% of aU recipients and 

20% of elderly recipients of Supplemental Security Income are noncitizens 
- Noncitizens also qualify for Aid to Families with Dependent ChiWren. Food Stamps" Medicaid~ housin~ 

and other welf.,. benefits 

THE SOLUTION: STOP WELFARE FOR NONCITIZENS 

• Simply end welfare for most noncitizens 
• Allow refugees to receive welfare for only a fixed number of years unless they become citizens 
- Allow noncitizens over 75 to receive welfare 
- Continue the benefits of current noncitizens receiving ~Ifare for 1 year 

III, EMPHASIZES P ARENUL RESPONSIBILITY 

~ Requires mothers who are minors to live at their parenes home 
- Requires SIlltes, in most .,...., to stop welfare pa)lIl1ents to unmarried parents under age 18 
- Requires states to tenninate the cash welfare benefits of families dlat do not have their preschool 

children immunized ' 
'"' Encourage states to R>iucc the eash welfare benefit of families that do not assure that their children 

attend school ..gulariy 
- Allows states to requu.. AFDC parents to participate in parenting classes and classes on money 

management 
~ AHows states to discourage parents from moving to a new school district during the schoo) year 

IV, ATTACKS SEVERAL ADDITIONAL WELFARE PROBLEMS 

- Requires adults awlying for welfare to engage in job .....h bero.. their benefits start 
- R~uires addicted r=ipicnts of welfare to participate in treatment programs or lose their benefits 
- Converts 10 major food programs into a block grant that provides states with almost complete 

discretion over spending; funding ror the programs is reduced by 5% 
- Caps spending on Supplemental Security (ncome, Aid to Families with Dependent Childron, Food 

Stamps, Public and Section S Housing, and the Earned, (ncome Tax Credit to inflation plus 2% per 
year 

~ Provides states with much greater control over means--tested prognuns so they can coordinate and 
streamline welf... spending 

- Encourages states to provide financial incentives to induce mothers on welfare to work and marry 
- Allows states: to Jet welfare n=cipients accumulate assets to start a business, buy a home, or attend 

oollege 
+ 	 Allows states and local housing authorities to use more generous income disregard rules to promote 

won. incentives . 
- Requ~res addi(;t~ recipients of Supplemental Security Inoorne benefits Yl submit tel drug testing; ends 

SSI benefits for those testing positive for illegal drugs 

V, ACCOMPLISHES ALL THE ABOVE IN A BILL THAT 
REDUCES THE DEFICIT BY 520 BILLION OVER S YEARS 

- The training and mandatory work provisions of the bill cost J'learly $12 billion over 5 years 
~ The paternity establ1shment. job search, parental responsibility, block grant. and immigration provisions of 

the bill save about $31 billion OVer 5 yearn. 
• 	Thus. the net impact of the bill is to reduce the budget deficit by almost 520 billion over 5 years. 
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Republican Plan 

11/4 strategy Meeting 


Agenda 


1. Overall Strategy 

general approach 

** generally welcome Republican involvement in the issue 
** stress hope for a bipartisan approach and sense that 

broad consensus exists on need for fundamental change to a 
transitional system • 

• * HOWEVER make point that we do not share the V~Slon in 
this plan that welfare reform should shift burden of social 
programs to the states or (2) attempt to balance the budget on 
the backs of the workin9 poor or legal immigrants 

review specific talking pOints, who should speak, etc. 

2. Outreach To State and Local Officials 
-- review attempts to identify governors, state/local 

officials to comment on plan 

J. 	Advocacy Groups 
-- review feedback from groups on their reactions and advice 

4. Congress 
-- what outreach should be done on the hill regarding this 

plan 

..r.1k'h8 r+.s 

1'1L., fL eL,;} do '7Jl .j" ~l f:"'f~ ~ rr-sv~;'A 
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The following' questions and answsl':'s are provided as gllidancQ. 
to Workinq Group members and their representatives in answering 
questions from the media about the Republioan plan. As a general 
rule, we are reco~Qndin9 that the Working- Group provide no 
oomment on the plan to the press, other than referring them to 
the statement issued by the chairs and to Avis LaVelle I the 
qroup'. spoXesperson at 690-78S0a You may alsQ talk to Avis' 
deputy, Melissa Skolfield. 

However, if further comment is required the ~o11owing are 
some additional questions and answers which should be used as , " 

guidanoe when responding: 

Q: 	 po you think this plan Pe~ an~ .es~mb~ance to what you 
will be prgpQs1nq? 

A: 	 The President has made no dacisions on the nature of hi~ 
welfare reform plan. We appreciate the Republicans' 
interest in helping the President carry out his campaign 
p led9"· 

Our approach will be based on the four values of work. 
family, opportunity and responsibility, and we're er.couraqed 
by the degree to Which the Republican plan mirrors those 
goals. However, we seak a plah which emphasizQs, rather 
than limits, efforts to make work pay such as the Earned 
Income Tax Credit~ We believe much more can be done to 
crack down on parents who do not pay chlld support. Most 
importantly, we want a plan which does more to help people 
become self-sufficient. 

Q: 	 po you think Vo\! will be i\ble to worll witil the R!lRllblicaos 
to crqatQ a bipartisan conserunw in light of thi:s Rl,:ani' 

A: 	 We are optimistic that we will be able to gather support
from members on both sides or the ais~e tor a plan that 
promotes the basic values the President has put forward: 
work, family, opportunity and responsibility. 

Q: 	 HoW do you react to such suqg~stioQ,s as fa::nily caps I an end 
to benefits for immigrants. or rnQnd~tory Bat~tniSY 
establishment? 

A; 	 The working Group has not reached any conclusions or 
presented 3ny options to the President on any specific 
aspects of the plan. It will be a while before W~ w)11 b~ 
able to comment specifically on any such proposals. 
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Q: 	 The RepublicQD plan estimates that welfare reform....).].l ,"ve
530 billion over five years~ Will the Clinton plan save 
money? 

A: 	 Because no final decisions have heen made. it is too early 
to say. We want to take a pa.ticularly close look at the 
extent to WhiCh t:ne Republiean claims of cost sa.ving li',ay be 
illusory because they simply shift costs from the federal 
government to the states. We are also concerned that 
across-the-board cuts in cost-effective food and nutrition 
programs may actually cost money in the long run. 

Q: 	 WhY hasn't the Working GrouR come forward with its plan yet? 

We are continuing our work according to our original 
timetable, and will have proposals ready for the President's 
consideration later this year. President Clinton has hP.P.M a 
leader in welfare reform for almost a decade, and we want to 
present a bold. comprehensive plan that will truly end 
wGlfarG as we know it. Already I we have t.o.Ken two important. 
steps with the expansion of the EITC and the introduction of 
health reform legislation, 

We also believe it is important to cnnF>ult ;.rith governors. 
members of Congress from both parties, people within the 
welfare system, and others before we make any final 
decisions. We have just completea a series or rive regional 
hearings in Chicago; Washington 1 D.C.; Cranford, New Jersey; 
Sacramento; and Memphis. 

Q: 	 Aa you know, the Repuhlican plan includQs a 5 percant 
reguction in [~og stamps. WIt, and other nutrition arogt~ms 
serving children and the elderly. It also caps s~endtD~ 
she El:TC. AFPC, S3l *--- And puUl il,.1 hoysing programs. oo ..you 
really intend to cORsider these proposals? 

Some elements of the plan do eoncern us, and there will 
clearly need to be further discussion about aspects of their 
proposal. For example, aeross-tha-board cute of that 
magnitude may be counterproductive and could simply shift 
burdens to the states~ We are also concerned that cuts in 
co~t-etfective rona and nutrition proqra~s may actually cost 
money in the lonq run. 
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11/10/93 
2:30 p.m. 

NOTE TO WELFARE CO-CHAIRS, 

According to the four reporters live spoken to so far, the 
Republican press conference was attended by only about 20 members 
of the presQ. $ovoral members spo~e, including Newt Gingrich, 
Oick Ar~ey, Nancy Johnson, Clay Shaw, Rick Santorum and Gary 
Franks. One reporter told me he Was strucK by how surprisinqly
nonpa.rtisan the. remarks were. Lots of "want to work 'With the 
Administration~fj 

The.y appear to have stressed time li'ndts, UdQadbeo.t dads" 
and benetits for aliens. Some of the rhetoric was decidedly 
anti-welfare recipient, i.e. "our tax money is going to drug 
addicts" and the like. The quote or the day seems to belonq to 
Newt Gingrich, who said that we would naver be strong as a nation 
lias lonq as 12-year-olds are getting' pregnant, 15-year-olds are 
buying guns, and l7-year-olds are getting diplomas they can't 
read. II 

AP plans to do a brief, NYT is doing a story I and CQ and 
Gannett are the only unsolicited c.lls I've gotten. 

Lynn woolsey has put out a statement, and I understand that 
Harold Ford plans to put one out also, bu't I haven't Seen these. 
(maybe ASL could try to get them?) CBPP has apparently ~ade 
several calls. NYT plans to call Govs~ Carper and Jones. 

More lat;er 

Melissa 
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FOR IMMEDIA'IE RELEASE CONTACT: Amy Tucci 225-4021 
10 NOVEMBER 1993 Trish Brink 225-5951 

HOUSE REPUBLICANS UNVEIL WELFARE REFORM PACKAGE 

House Republicans today introduced. sweeping package of welfare reforms that 
save taxpayer dollars while empowering welfare recipients to become self-sufficient. 
The legislation would prepare mothers and rathers on welfare for the workplace. 
require parents to return to work after a maximum of two ycm of receiving benefits, 
establish tough paternity standards to assist in child support enforcement. and end 
welfore benefits for most alien U.S. residents. 

"The Republican Task Force on Welfare Reform chaired by (U.S. Reps.) Tom 
Delay and Rick Santorum deserves 8 lot of eredit for tackling the difficult problems 
of welfare reform and providing a tough but compassionate approach 10 controlling 
burgeoning welfare rolls and costs," said House Republican Leader Bob MicbeL 

"Candidate Clinton promised to end welfare as we know it by requiring work. 
But h. has done liltle 10 deliver all his promise. Our bill gives him an opportunity to 
get the reform process moving," said House Republican Whip Newt Gingrich. 

The legislative package, co-sponsored by 160 House Republicans, was designed 
by a leadership-appointed task force of 14 Members, including several from the House 
Ways and Means Committee. The package was approved by the full Houso 
Republican Conference on October 13. making it the official policy position of House 
RepUblicans. 

"This bill emphasizes the view that the majority of people now on welfare want 
to support themselves and their families and will do so if given the proper 
encouragement and o"pport," said U.S. Rep. Rick Santorum (R-PA1, co-chair oflh. 
task force. '''Republicans want to provide the needed balance between new benefits to 
support the transition to the workplace and new requirement' for henefit$ to moiivate 
SOme weifar. recipients." 

"We are alllCious to leam how President Clinton will back up his promise to end 
welfare as we know it," added U.S. Rep. Tom DeLay (R.TX), task force co-chair. 
"This legislation goes a long way toward helping provide those who are trying to work 
their way out of the system an opportunity to develop a sense of self-worth and 
dignity." 

U.S. R<p. E. Clay Shaw (R-FL). a senior member of the lask force. compared 
Ibe politics of welfare reform to the politics of NAFTA. "Because a majority of 
Democrats Ilf~ almost certa.in to oppose serious rcfonn," aid Shaw, "the f'residcnt wiU 

-more" 

http:certa.in
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need overwhelming Republican support if he wan" to .01l.l.lIy do something .bout the 
welfare tragedy." 

Highlights of the bill: 

o Requires 90% of those who receive Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
(AFDC) for two years or more to work for their benefits, This prnvision attacks long­
lerm welfare dependency while promoting self·sufficiency and self.worth; 

o Emphasizes the responsibility of fathers 10 support their children. Thesc 
provisions include new sWldards for paternity establishment, requirements for job 
search by unemployed fathers, IIIld mandatory work; 

o Establishes tough neW 'l4ndards 10 combat illegitimate births. The bill 
encourages states to refuse welfare to unmarried parents. requires unmarried minor 
mothers who do receive welfare to live with their parents, and reduces federal 
payments to states that do no! achieve high rates of paternity establishment; 

o Ends welfare for most non-citizens, The bill offers a one-year grace period 
after which most resident aliens receiving benefits from AFDe, food stamps, Medicaid, 
Supplemental Security Income {SSI} and other welfare programs would bc dropped 
from the rolls. 

o Establishes a more effective welfare system that cost< less while providing 
education. work-skills training. work experience, and job search programs for needy 
parents; 

o Accomplishes and pays for the reform measures outlined above while saving 
S20 billion over 5 years. 

##### 
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Republican Welfare Raform Co-Sponsors 
November 10, 1993 

Robert Michel 

Newt Gingricb (GA) 

Rlck Santorum (pA) 

Tom DeLay (TX) 

E. Clay Shaw (FL) 
Nllllcy Johnson (CT) 
Fred Grandy (IA) 
Dave C.amp (MI) 
Michael Castle (DE) 
Wally Herger (CA) 
Tim Hutchinson (AR) 
Bob Ingli. (SC) 
Joe Knollenberg (MI) 
Jim Kolbe (Al) 
Marge Rouleerna (N]) 
Wayne Allard (CO) 
Bill Archer (TX) 
Dick Anney (TX) 
Spencer Bachus (AL) 

Bill Baker (CA) 

Richard Baker (LA) 

CllSS Ballenger (NC) 

Bill Barren (NE) 

Roscoe Bartlcu (MD) 

Joe Barton (TX) 

Herbert Bateman (VA) 

Helen DeUeb Bentley (MDl 

Doug Bereuter (NE) 

Michael BiU....ki. (FLl 

Thomas Bliley (VA) 

Peter Blute (MAl 

John Boehner (OH) 

Henry Bonilla (TX) 

Jim Bunning (KY) 

Dan Bunon (IN) 

Stephen Buyer (IN) 

Sonny Callahan (AL) 

Ken Calvert (CA) 

Charles Canady (FL) 


William Clinger (PA) 
Howard Coble (NC) 
Michael Collins (GA) 
Christopher Cox (CA) 
Phil Crane (IL) 
Michael Crapo (ID) 
Duke Cunningham (CA) 
]ay Dickey (ARl 
John Doolittle (CA) 
Robert Doman {CAl 
David Dreier (CAl 
John Duncan (TN) 
JeMifer Dunn (WA) 
Bill Emmon (MO) 
Terry Everett (AL) 
Thomas Ewing (IL) 
Hanis Faw.1I (IL) 
Jack Fields (TX) 
Tillie Fowler (FL) 
Bob Franks (NJ) 
Gary Franks' (CT) 
Elton Gallegly (CAl 
Dean Gallo (NJ) 
George Cew CPA) 
Wayne Gilchrest (MD) 
Benjamin Gilman (NY) 
Bob Goodla!!. (VA) 
Bill Goodling (PA) 
Porter Ooss (FL) 
Rod Grams (MN) 
James Greenwood (PA) 
Steve Gunderson (WI) 
Mel Hancock (MO) 
Jim Hansen (trr) 
J. D~nni. Haste" (IL) 
Joel Hefley (CO) 
David Hobson (OH) 
Peter Hoekstra (MI) 
Martin Hoke (OM) 

.; 

'. " 
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Stephen Hom (CAl 
Amo Houghton (NY) 
Michael Huffington (CA) 
Duncan Hunter (CA) 
Henry Hyde (IL) 
JIIIIlCS M. Inhore (OK) 
Ernest ISlook (OK) 
Sam Johnson (TX) 
John Kasich (OH) 
Jay Kim {CAl 
Peter King (NY) 
Jack Kingston (GA) 
Scon Klug (WI) . 
Jon Kyl (AZ) 
Ri,k Luio (NY) 
JlIIIles Leach (IA) 
David Levy (NY) 
Jerry Lewis (CA) 
Tom Lewis (FL) 
Jim Lightfoot (IA) 
lohn Linder (GA) 
Bob Livingston (LA) 
Alfred McCandless (CA) 
Bill McCollum (fL) 
Jim McCrery (LA) 
Joseph McDade (PA) 
John McHugh (NY) 
Scott Mcinnis (CO) 
Howard "Buck" McKeon (CA) 
Alex McMillan (NC) 
Ronald Machtley (Rl) 
Donald Manzullo (IL) 
John Mica (FL) 
Dan Miller (fL) 
Carlos Moorhead (CAl 
Jim Nussle (IA) 
Michael Oxley (OH) 
Ron P.ckard (CA) 
Bill Paxon (NY) 
Thomas Petri (WI) 
Richard Pombo (CA) 
John Porter (IL) 
Rob Portman (OH) 
Deborah Pryce (OH) 
James Quillen (TN) 
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Jack Quinn (NY) 
Jim Ramstad (MN) 
Arthur Ravenel (SC) 
Ralph Regula (OH) 
Thomas Ridge (PA) 
Pat Roberts (KS) 
Harold Rogers (ICY) 
Dan" Rolttabecher (CA) 
Toby Roth (WI) 
Edward Royce (GA) 
Jim Saxton (NJl 
Dan Schaefer (CO) 
Jim SensenbreMer (WI) 
Bud Shuster (PA) 
Joe Skeen (NM) 
Lamar Smith (TX) 
Nick Smith (MI) 
Robert Smith (OR) 
Gerald Solomon (NY) 
Floyd Spence (SC) 
Cliff Steams (FL) 
Bob Stump (AZl 
Don Snndquist (TN) 
Jim Talent (MO) 
Charles Taylor (Ne) 
Craig Thomas (WY) 
William Thomas (CAl 
Peter Torkildsen (MA) 
Fred Upton (MI) 
Bob Walker (PA) 
Jim Walsh (NY) 
Curt Weldon (PA) 
Frank Wolf (VA) 
Bill Young (FL) 
Don Young (AK) 
William Zeliff (NH) 
Dick Zimmer (NJl 

. ' , " 
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Outline of Republican Welfare Reform Bill 

Novo:mber~ 1993 


Outline of Bill 
Title I: AFDC Transition and work Program' 
Title II: Paternity Establishment 
Title III: Expansion of Statutory Flexibility for States 
Title IV: Expansion of State and Local Flexibility 
Title V: Child Support Enforcement 
Title VI: Welfare Restrictions for Aliens 
Title VII: Controlling Welfare Costs 
Title VIII: Consolidated Block Grant to States for Nutrition 

Assistance 

Title IX: Miscellaneous 


Title Ii AFDC Transition and Work Program 

A. 	 AFDC Transition program (first 2 years on AFDC) 

~. 	 Prooram outline. At the time of AFDC enrollment, 
families are referred to the AFDC Transition Program in 
which they are expected to work or prepare for work: 
a. 	 at state option, participation in the AFDC 

Transition Program can begin after 1 year for some 
or all recipient, families defined as job ready by 
states; 

b. 	 recipients and the welfare agency create a written 
plan describing what each must do so the parent can 
prepare for work; the written plan must include the 
statement that after 2 years (or less at state 
option) parents who have not secured paid 
employment must work in exchange for their AFDC 
benefit; . 

c. 	 states, in consultation with the Secretary,
establish the guidelines by which participation is 
defined; states can set their. own guidelines within 
the following framework: 
1) 	 the general rule, to which education is an 

exception (see below), is that families must 
participate at least 520 hours per year, 
although states have flexibility in how the 520 
houre is achieved (e.g., 100% time for 3 
months, 50t time for 6 months, or 25% time for 
12 months fulfills the requirement) ; 

2) 	 within 12 months of enactment, the Secretary 
must publish rules about how education hours. 
are counted; the guiding principle should be 
that· meeting whatever a given educational 
institution (includtng certified professional 
training schools and certified degree-granting 
programs) considers full-time enrollment, and 
maintaining at least minimum passing 
evaluations, counts as participation; 

3) 	 in two-parent families at least one parentr 



, . 

2. 

3. 

2 

must meet participation requirements; states 
have the option of requiring participation by 
both parents: 

4) parents can use the 6~month birth exemption 
(see below) only one time; if a subsequent 
child is born while the parents are on AFDC, 
only the 4-month exemption is in effect; 

d. 	 all the programs authorized in section 482(d) of 
the Social Security Act (education, job skills, job 
readiness f job development and placement, group and 
individual job search, on-the-job training, work 
supplementation. community work experience) count 
as participation under the AFDC Transition program. 

sanctions. Participants who fail to meet the criteria 
for participation are sanctioned as follows: 
a. 	 for the first offense, the combined value of the 

family'S AFDC benefit and Food Stamp benefit 
is reduced by 25% until the parent complies and 
at least 3 months have elapsed; if 3 months elapse 
and the reCipient has not complied. then the 
recipient is deemed to have started the second 
offense period; 

b. 	 the sanction for the second offense is similar to 
the first except that in addition to complying with 
the criteria, at least 6 months must elapse before 
benefits are restored; if the recipient has not 
complied within 3 months, then the recipient is 
deemed to have entered the third offense period; 

c. 	 for the third offense, the family is dropped from 
AFDC altogether; 

d. 	 when families are dropped from AFDC, they retain 
Medicaid, Food Stampsr and any other benefit for 
which they _are otherwise eligible. 

Exernpt~onl!. 
a. 	 incapacitated, as currently defined in regulations 

(not including drug and alcohol offenders); 
b. 	 at state option, those enrolled in drug and alcohol 

abuse programs (with a 12-month limitation}; 
c. 	 during a 6~month period in which a recipient gives 

birth to the first child born after the recipient 
partiCipates in AFDC (divided as the recipient 
selects between the pre-natal and post-natal 
periods} i 

d. 	 during a 4-month period in which a recipient gives 
birth to the second or subsequent child born after 
the recipient participates in AFDC (divided as the 
recipient selects between the pre-natal and 
post-natal periods); 

e. 	 during a 2-month period following the return home 

of a child who had been removed from the horne; 
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f. 	 during the period in which full-time care is 
provided for a disabled depende~t. 

4. 	 Participation Regyirements. 
a. 	 participation standards are cOffiputed separately 

for the Transition Program and the Work Program; 
b. 	 new participation standards apply to applicants 

for FY 1996 and 1997; the standard for 1996 is 30 
percent; the standard for 1997 is 40 percent; 

c. 	 beginning in 1998, participation standards apply
to·the entire caseload (not just applicants); the 
standard in the Transition Program is 50 percent in 
1998~ 60 percent in 1999, 70 percent in 2000, 80 
percent in 2001, and 90 percent in 2002; 

d. 	 to the extent possible, states are encouraged to 
fulfill their participation standards by focusing 
their efforts on mothers with school-age children. 

B. 	 AFDC work Program. If parents have not found a job after 
two years. they must participate in a work program 
established by the state 

1. 	 Program Outline. 
a. 	 moat states now conduct a Community Work Experience 

Program (CWEP) in which parents work, usually in a 
public sector job, for the number of hours equal to 
their AFDC benefit divided by the minimum wage; the 
current CWEP hours requirement is rewritten to 
mandate that recipients work for 35 hours per week; 

b. 	 states can also require participation in the Work 
Supplementation program in which the AFDC benefit 
is used to subsidize a private sector job; 

c. 	 reforms to the Work Supplementation program 
include: 
1) elimination of the requirement that all jobs 

must be new jobs; 
2} 	 creation of new financial incentives for states 

to use the program: 
--recipients participating in the Work 

Supplementation program must be paid a salary 
at least equal to their AFDC plus food 
stamp benefits; 

--states 	can negotiate arrangements with 
employers to pay enough of the salary that 
some part of the value of the AFDe benefit 
will not be required to reach the AFDC plus 
Food Stamp minimum; in these cases, states 
can continue to request the federal share of 
the AFDe benefit as·if the entire benefit 
were still being paid by state funds (this 
provision has the effect of allowing states 
to keep the entire amount by which the 
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employer-provided salary 11 buys out II the AFDC 
benefit) ; 

d. 	 states can create a new work program I subject to 
approval by the Secretary, that combines features 
af CWEP and Work Supplementation or uses entirely 
new approaches developed by the state;. 

e. 	 after 3 years of participation in the work program 
(and a total of 5 years on AFDC) , states have the 
option of dropping recipients from the AFDC rolls; 
recipients would continue to be eligible for 
Medicaid, food stamps, and other benefits. 

2, 	 Sanctions. Same as above 

3. 	 Exemptions. Same as above 

4, 	 farticipatiou requirements. 
a. 	 the Work Program begins for applicants in 1996; 

states must include at least 30 percent of their 
nonexempt caseload in their work Programs in ~996i 

b. 	 the participation standard for applicants then 
increases to 40 percent in 1997, 50 percent in 
1998. and 60 percent in 1999; 

c. 	 beginning in 2000, participation standards apply to 
the entire caseload (rather than just applicants) ; 
the standards are 70 percent in 2000, SO percent in 
200l, and 90 percent in 2002; 

d. 	 the denominator for this calculation for each 
fiscal year ia the number of nonexempt participants 
who have been on AFDC for at least 2 years on. the 
first day of the fiscal year. 

C. 	 work Program for Two-Parent Families. At least one parent 
in two-parent families on AFDC must be required to work 32 
hours per week and engage in job search for 8 hours per 
week. States are required to pay the combined AFDC-Food 
Stamp benefit in cash and only after the completion of the 
work requirement for any given period. If the work 
requirement haa been only partially met, states must 
proportionately adjust the AFDC-Food Stamp payment level. 

O. 	 State Option to Limit AFDC Two-Parent Pr~am. Some states 
currently have the option of providing the AFDC Two-Parent 
program to qualified families for only 6 months in a 
given 12-rnonth period; this option i. extended to all 
states. {CUrrent law prohibits about half the states from 
using the 6-month option). 
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E. 	 NQrk Program for Fathers. Fathers of children on AFDC must 
either pay child support or participate in a work program: 

1. 	Fathers who are the equivalent of 2 months in arrears 
on th~ir child support, ,unless they are following a 
court-approved plan for repayment, must participate in 
this program, 

2. 	 States can design their own programs I but their 
program must include at least the following three 
elements: 
a. 	 initial contact with the father must include a 

letter that informs him he must pay child support. 
that he should contact the child support office, 
and that he is subject to fines and penalties if he 
does not cooperate; 

b. 	 if the father does not pay child support within 30 
days he must be enrolled in a job search program 
for between 2 and 4 weeks; 

c. 	 if the father still does not pay child support
within another 30 days, he must be enrolled in a 
work program for at least 35 hours per week (30 
hours if the program also requires job search). 

3. 	 The work program participation standards outlined 
above for the Transition and Work programs apply to the 
work program for fatherSi the denominator for 
calculations is the number of fathers with children on 
AFDC who do not pay child support. 

4, 	 Only incapacitated fathers are exempt. 

I~tle II; Paternity Establishment 

A. 	 If the paternity of any dependent named on an AFDC 
application has not been legally established, the mother 
must provide the name of the father or fathers to AFDC 
officials as part of the application process: 

1. 	 if the mother does not provide a name, her family 
is not eligible for AFDC benefits for that child, if 
there is only one child, then the family will be 
denied all AFDC benefits; 

2. 	 if the mother ia not certain who the father is, she 
must name all the. men (but not more than 3) she thinks 
could be the father; 

3. 	 in the case of families with one child, once the mother 
has provided the father's name, the family is eligible 
for an AFDC cash benefit for a l-person familYi 
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4. 	 in the case of families that have at least one child 
for whom paternity has been established and at least 
one child for whom paternity has not been established, 
the family will receive an AFOC benefit equal to the 
size·-of family that includes only the child or children 
for whom paternity has been established. 

B. 	 After giving the father's name, the mother must cooperate 
with the state child support enforcement agency to 
establish' paternity: 

1. 	 once paternity is legally established l the family is 
eligible for the full AFDC benefit for a family of 
that size; 

2. 	 if the child support agency finds that the man named 
by the mother is not the father l the mother and 
children are dropped from the rolls until paternity 
is established; 

3. 	 in the case of a family with more than one child at 
least one of which has paternity established, a false 
name will still result in the entire family being 
d<opped from the rolls. 

C. 	 States must require all officers and employees of the 
state, upon first recognizing that an unwed woman is 
pregnant, to inform her that: . 

1. 	 she will not be able to receive AFDC benefits until 
she identifies the father, and 

2. 	 she should do whatever is necessary to get the father 
to acknowledge paternity as soon as possible. 

States are encouraged to develop procedures in public 
hospitals and clinics that facilitate the acknowledgment 
of paternity. 

D. 	 States must develop procedures, in consultation with 
the Secretary, to handle cases in which mothers claim the 
father is dead. State procedures should be based on the 
principle that the burden of pro9f is on the mother. 

E. 	 The mother is exempt from these requirements if her 
pregnancy was caused by rape or incest or if the state 
concludes that pursuing paternity will result in physical 
harm to the parent or child. 
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F. 	 States are required to follow the provisions outlined above 
unless the state passes a law specifically declaring that 
the state wants to exempt itself. 

G. 	 The state paternity establishment requirement of 75 percent 
in current law is increased to 90 percent. States under 90 
percent must increase by 6 percent each year if their 
percentage is over 50 percent and 10 percent each year if 
their percentage is under SO percent. 

Title IIIi Expansion of Statutory Flexibility for States 

A. 	 States can convert AFDC to block grant. States have the 
option of taking the amount of federal reimbursement they 
received under Title IV-A in 1992, plua a one-time 
inflation adjustment of 3 parcentr as a fixed annual cash 
payment rather than continuing in the current AFDC program. 
States electing this option must present an annual report 
to the Department of Health and Human Services showing that 
all the money from the block grant was spent to help poor 
and low-income families. 

B. 	 No AlDe for minor parents under age 18.· States may refuse 
AFDC benefits if the mother or father of the dependent 
child is a minor as defined by state law. If minor parents 
are married, they can qualify for the state AFDC program 
for 2-parent families. States can decide not to follow 
this provision by passing a state law specifically 
exempting themselves. 

C. 	 AFPC benefit levels for new state residents, States have 
the option of providing new residents of their state with 
the same level of AFDC benefits as provided by the state 
from which the residents moved. This level of benefits can 
be provided for no. more than 1 year. 

D. 	 Sanctions for school attendance. Families with 
school-age children who attend school less than some 
atate-established minimum without good cause can be 
subject to a sanction of up to $75.00 per child 
per month. Good cause is defined by states in consultation 
with the Secretary. Minor parents receiving AFDC who have 
not graduated from high school are also subject to this 
provision. 

E. 	 No additional money for more children. States are not 
required to pay any additional benefits for children born 
10 months after the date of application for AFDC, States 
can~ but are not required to, allow exceptions for 
families; a) that leave AFDC due to earnings for at least 
90 days if employment is terminated for good cause, and/or 
b} that remain off AFDC for 12 consecutive months. States 
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can decide not to follow this provision by passing a law 
specifically exempting themselves. 

F. 	 Change work disregards within limits. States are 
permitted to replace the current Federal rules for 
disregarding income in setting AFDC benefit levels. The 
current 4-month $30 and 1/3 rule can be changed as a 
state wishes but the changes can be no more generquB than 
the equivalent of permanently disregarding the first $200 
of family earnings plus 1/2 of the remainder. 

G. 	 Married couple transition benefit option. States are 
permitted to allow AFDC recipients who marry someone who 
is not the parent of their child t and who would become 
ineligible for AFDC 1 to keep up to 1/2 of their current 
benefit for up to one year as long as their combined 
family income is below 150% of the poverty level. Couples 
who marry and are eligible for the AFOC two-parent program 
in the state may receive· either two-parent AFDC or the 
state's new "married couple II transition benefit, but not 
both. 

H. 	 lD&reaae asset limit up to $10,000. States can disregard, 
for a maximum p~riod of 2 years, up to $lQtOOO of assets 
associated with a microenterprise owned by a family for 
purposes of determining AFDC eligibility and calculating 
AFDC benefits; states may also disregard up to $10,000 of 
savings pl~ced in a speCial account to be used for purchase 
of a home or for education or training. The disregard for 
business-related costs, income, and resources associated 
with a business of five·or fewer employees will be 
increased from $1,000 to $10,000 per family. 

I. 	 Earentinq classes. money management. and moving residence. 
States have the option of requiring AFDC parents to 
participate in parenting classes and classes on money 
management during the Transition Program. Such 
participation counts toward fulfillment of state 
participation requirements. States can also require 
parents receiving AFDC benefits to receive agency 
permission before changing a dependent child's residence 
during the school year. 

Titl~V. Exnansion of State and Local Flexibility 

A. 	 Interagency Waiver Requeet Board. Waiver requests from 
states, localities, and other program operators are 
considered by an interagency board composed of the 
Secretaries of Agriculture, Health and Human Services, 
Housing and Urban Development, Labor. Interior l Justice, 
and the Office of Management and Budget. The Board is 
headed by a chairperson appointed by the President. 
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B. 	 ~als of Reform Waivers. The Chairman and Board must 
insure that all waivers meet one or more of the following 
goals: 

1. 	 helping elderly and disabled individuals who need long­
term assistance meet basic human needs or ..improve their 
living conditions, 

2. 	 helping able-bodied individuals and their families. on 
a temporary basis, meet basic human needs and improve 
their living conditions while-­

3. 	 acquiring the experience and skills necessary to 
improve their living conditions, maintain and 
strengthen family relationships. and attain or retain 
the capability for self-support and independence r 

4. 	 promoting individual initiative and personal behavior 
consistent with progress toward self-sufficiency and a 
strong family life. 

The 	Chairman and Board must also insure that granting the 
requested waiver would not unnecessarily affect 
individuals or families adversely. 

C. 	 Application for Waivers. Any entity eligible to receive 
Federal funds may submit a waiver application to the 
Board specifying, explaining, and justifying the 
particular provisions of statute or regulation the entity 
wants to change. All applications must aim to help 
long-term welfare recipients improve their living 
conditions, help recipients strengthen their families and 
achieve self-sufficiency. or promote individual initiative 
and personal behavior consistent with progress toward 
self-sufficiency. Applications must contain written 
assurances that implementing the proposal will not result 
in additional costs to the federal government. 

1. 	 Any entity has the option to submit a streamlined 
express application to implement an assistance plan 
reforming three or fewer programs. The entity may 
request that the chairperson authorize the applicant to 
implement the plan and waive the application of any 
Federal statutory Or regulatory requirement to the 
extent necessary to enable such implementation. 

2. 	 Entities wishing to reform Buch programs may submit an 
application for an integrated assistance plan. 
Applicants must include in their applications the 
geographic area and recipients to be affected; 
Objectives and performance criteria; federal programs 
that will be improved by implementation; fiscal control 
policies for plan; consent of qualified organizations; 
and approval of state and local agencies (affected by 
the proposal) . 
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D. 	 Agency ApprQv~l. The Chairman, after considering the 
proposal and making any written comments she thinks 
appropriate, forwards the proposal to the agency or 
agencies.with jurisdiction over the programs. Within 
4S days the agency must provide the Chairman ~ith views 
on whether the proposal meets the goals of reform 
waivers outlined above. If more than one federal agency 
is involved in the waiver request, the chairman must take 
steps to assure that all agencies are informed of the 
others I involvement. The Chairman muat reach a decision 
on the waiver request and notify the state within 90 days; 
if the state waiver request has not been approved or 
disapproved within 90 days from the date of receipt, the 
request is deemed to be approved. 

E. 	 Eligible Federal Program§, programs are deemed eligible 
for waivers if, directly or indirectly, they provide cash 
assistance, education, employment training, health, 
housing, nutrition E or social services to individuals or 
families. 

Title V: Child Support Enforcem~nt 

A. 	 Improved Tracking 9f Abs~nt Parents tQ EnfQ~ge Support. 
&stablish a nationwide system for reporting and tracking 
newly hired workers to"improve the nation~s ability to 
locate parents and enforce support orders. The system 
would include a current address, source of earnings, and 
record of support obligations. Thi's proposal is based on 
three specific reforms: 

1. 	 New employees would be required to report support 
obligations subject to wage withholding to employers 
via new W-4 tax form.. Withholding would begin 
immediately and employment information would be 
maintained for interstate searches. 

2. 	 States would maintain updated registries of support 
orders to verify new hire withholding information and 
assist other states with interstate searches. 

3. 	 The Federal Parent Locator service would be expanded to 
improve access to information nationwide; the Federal 
Office of Child Support Enforcement would coordinate 
an information network between states to provide for 
speedy interstate searches. 

B, 	 Streamlined Wage Withholding. Streamline the interstate 
system of wage withholding by establishing uniform 
withholding notices and by requiring employers to honor 
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withholding notices from out-of-state courts. 

C. 	 Improved Paternity Establishment. States would establish 
hospital-based programs to encourage vOluntary paternity 
establishment at the time of birth and provide for 
administrative processes for establishing parentage. 

Title VI: Welfare Restrictions for Al~n§ 

A. 	 All welfare benefits (other than emergency Medicaid) are 
eliminated for non-citizens. except for refugees and 
certain permanent residents as defined below. 

B. 	 Exceptions for refugees and permanent resident aliens! 

1. 	 Refugees who have been adjusted to permanent resident 
status can receive we.lfare for only 1 year beyond the 
time limit required for them to apply for citizenship 
(unless they are over age 7S}i 

2. 	 Permanent resident aliens over age 7S who have been 
legal residents for at least 5 years are eligible for 
welfare benefits. 

C. 	 State AFDC agencies must provide the name, address, and 
other .. identifying information (including fingerprints) to 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service for all illegal 
immigrant parents with citi~en children. 

D. 	 Any noncitizen who is currently residing in the U.S. and 
is affected by any of the above provisions is exempt from 
that provision for 1 year following passage of the bill; 
any federal department that administers welfare programs 
that currently serve resident aliens must directly notify, 
or ensure that states notify,' all recipients affected by 
the provisions outlined above. 

Title VII: controlling Welfare costs 

A. 	 Annual outlay growth in the Aid to Families with Dependent 
.Children, Supplemental security Income, Public housing and 
Section a housing, Food Stamps, and Earned Income Tax 
Credit (EITC) programs is capped at 2\ plus inflation. If 
spending in any year exceeds the capi each of the six 
programs is reduced by the percentage necessary to bring 
aggregate spending in line with the cap. Each program is 
reduced by the same percentage amount. 

B. 	 The concurrent budget resolution includes an aggregate 
outlay figure for all six capped programs and for each 
program individually; each figure equals the previous 
year's outlays plus inflation plus 2~. committee 
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allocations for ways and Means, Banking, and Agriculture 
reflect the caps. The President's budget also contains the 
same aggregate and individual outlay figures that are found 
in 	the budget resolution, 

. 
c. 	 Five days after Congress adjourns to end a session, OMB 

calculates both an estimated outlay figure for each capped 
program for the previous fiscal year as well as the 2% plus
inflation cap. 

O. 	 Fifteen days after Congress adjourns to end a session, each 
of the capped programs is reduced by sequestration, if 
necessary, by the uniform percentage required to achieve 
the spending limit imposed by the cap. 

Title VIlli Consolidated Block Grant to States for Nutrition 
ABsistanc~ , 

A. 	 The consolidated block grant combines 10 food and nutrition 
programs into a single, discretionary block grant to 
states. The 10 programs are: Food Stamps, Nutrition· 
Assistance for Puerto Rico, Special Milk Program, State 
Child Nutrition Program, Special Supplemental Food Program 
for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), Commodity 
Supplemental Food Program. Food Donations Programs for 
Select,ed Groups, The Emergency Food Assistance Program, 
Administration on Aging/Nutrition Services, and Food 
Program Administration. 

B. 	 Spending on the block grant is controlled by imposing a 
ceiling on the spending each year. The first-year ceiling 
is 95% of the total spending from the individual programs; 
in subsequent years spending is adjusted to take into 
account population growth and food price inflation. 

C. 	 The block grant is apportioned among states in accord with 
the percent of the poverty population that resides in each 
state •. Money from the block grant must be spent by states 
providing nutrition programs to families with incomes below' 
70% of the Lower Living Standard Income Level published by 
the Department of Labor. 

D. 	 Restrictions on State Spending: 

1. States cannot spend more than 5% of their grant on 
administration~ 

2. 	 States must spend at least 12% of their allocation on 
the Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, 
Infants. and Children (WIC); this amount will bring WIC 
benefits to all eligible children and mothers. 



3. 	 States must spend 20% of their funds on nutrition 
programs in child care and public school facilities; 
spending must be targeted on school children meeting the 
eligibility criteria for free and reduced price school 
meals, . 

E. 	 The program authorization expires after 5 years. The 
initial authorization includes funding for the first and 
second years; the intent of this provision is to provide
transitional assistance for programs with a funding cycle 
at variance with the fiscal year. Following the transition 
period. the block grant will be forward-funded. 

F. 	 The black grant generates savings through elimination of 
benefit overlap, reduction of middle class subsidies. and 
slashing administrative duplication. The federal 
government will cease direct purchase of agricultural 
commodities for the purpose of distribution to food 
programs; states can directly purchase agricultural 
commodities held by the federal government as part of farm 
surplus reduction programs. 

Iitle IX; Miscellaneous 

A. 	 aFDC Recipients and Druq agdict~Qn 

l. 	 AFDC applicants and recipients determined by states to 
be addicted to alcohol or drugs must participate in 
addiction treatment if it is available. 

2. 	 Failure of addicts to participate on a satisfactory 
basis as defined by the state will result in expulsion 
from AFDC for 2 years. 

3. 	 States may waive participation requirements during the 
transition program for up to 1 year if AFDC recipients 
are participating in addiction treatment programs; 
however t states must continue to include all addicted 
recipients in the denominator for calculation of 
participation standards. 

4. 	 States are authorized to use random and unannounced 
drug tests with recipients who have participated in 
drug rehabilitation programs or have a history of 
addiction; refusal by the 4ecipient to submit to drug 
testing will result in termination of the entire 
family's cash APDC benefit for 2 years. 

S. 	 Supplemental Secyrity Ingome & Addicts. The Social 
security Administration is directed to identify all SSI 
participants whose disability was caused by addiction to 
illegal drugs and to'test them periodically, on a random 
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schedule. to determine whether they are using illegal 
drugs. If use of illegal drugs is detected by the tests, 
or if recipients refuse to submit to testing r their SSI 
benefits are permanently terminated. 

C. 	 Evaluation Qf Education and Training Programs, The 
Department of Health and Human Services is required to 
fund research that examines the impacts of education and 
training programs on exits from AFDC, welfare 
expenditures, wage rates, employment histories, and repeat 
spells on AFDC. At least one of the studies must involve 
three groups to which AFDC adults are randomly assigned: 
a control group not required to participate in any special 
activity, a group required to participate in education or 
job training programs, and a group required to participate 
in job search or job search and work experience, 
Participants must be followed for at least 5 years. 

D. 	 Initial Arne Applicant Job Search. States must require 
AFDC applicants to participate in, job search while their 
welfare application is being processed. Applicants must 
be reimbursed for transportation and child care expenses. 
States c~n provide emergency aid when payment cannot be 
delayed. States retain considerable flexibility in 
defining such emergenciesr although they must include in 
their.state plan the general guidelines they will follow. 
States can decide not to follow this. provision by passing 
a state law specifically exempting themselves. 

E. 	 Demonstrations on Fraud and Administrative Efficiency. 

1. 	 HHS is authorized to conduct demonstrations in several 
states to determine whether providing welfare benefits 
(including AFDC, Food Stamps, Medicaid, ho~eing, etc.) 
by use of electronic cards and automatic teller 
machines will reduce administrative costs and fraudi 
within 5 years HHS must write a report to Congress 
summarizing the results of the studies and making 
recommendations about whether and how more states 
might be required to use electronic funds transfer 
programs. 

2. 	 HaS is required to appoint a commission composed of 
cabinet officials, outside experts, and state 
administr·atore to determine the cost and feasibility of 
creating an interstate system of Social security 
numbers of all welfare participants for the purpose of 
ensuring that no adults or children are participating 
in welfare programs in more than one state. 

F. 	 wark Incentive in Housing PrQgrams. Local public housing 
authorities must disregard FICA taxes and income taxes from 
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earned income for purposes of calculating rent for 2 years 
after recipients. begin employment. Public housing 
authorities may exclude from earned incame. for a maximum 
of 	2 years, additional earnings resulting from employment 
of 	a prev~ously unemployed household worker over age 18. 
Both of these provisions are subject to funding approval by 
the Appropriations Committee. 

G. Required Immunizations for Childr~n. 

1. 	Families with children under age 6 must present 
verification from a physician that the children are 
receiving regular pediatric checkups and required 
immunizations. 

2. 	States must conduct education and outreach activities 
designed to increase public awareness of the importance 
of preschool health checkups and to advertise the 
availability of free or reduced price immunizations. 

3. 	 Children attending facilities supported by the Child 
Care and Development Block Grant must present evidence 
from a,physician that they are following the recommended 
schedule of pediatric immunizations; providers must 
present parents with written information about required 
immuni2ationa; parents must be given between 30 and 45 
days to obtain the required immunizations or the child 
must be removed from the facility. 

4. 	 The Surgeon General must issue recommendations for the 
schedule of immunizations to be followed by children 
under 6 years of age. 
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October 26. 1993 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Group 

From: Wendell Primus 

Re: Attached House Republican plan materials 

Attached is a summary of the House Republican legislation, 
as well as a Dear Colleagua from the Republican Conference task 
force on welfare. According to these documents, the bi~l will 
cost nearly ~12 billion over 5 years and will save about $31 
billion over 5 years. Therefore, almost $20 billion w~ll be 
available for deficit reduction. 

. I believe our press strategy for responding to the release 
of the Republican plan needs to change as a result of these new 
facts. Because welfare reform will inevitably cost money--NOT 
save money--we should ~xpress serious reservations and disbelief 
about t_he amount of savings generated, otherwise, this will 
b~cOIDe the expectation, and we will be forced to defend why our 
pian does not yield significant cost savings_ At the same time, 
we should praise various aspects of the plan, 

1 am told that the House Republican bill will be introduced 
on Monday, November ath. Please keep the summary confidential. 
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" 

SUMMARY OF WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION 

SPONSORED BY HOUSE REPUBLICANS 


Fall, 1993 


CAUSE 1: NONWORK 

- Less tMn 10% of welfare roothtn work 
• Although many mothers leave wcJ.fie within 2 YeaJ'S. many stay for 8 years or more; tod.ay thete: are 


more than 3 mUJion Mothers OIl AFDC who will remam on welfare during 8 yws or more: 


THE SOLUTION: MANlMTORY WOH 

• When tully implementtd, tho RopubJit:MI bill ~uim 63% of mothers who have been on AFDC for at 
least:2 years to work 3S houts per week for their btncfits; motbtt$ do not lo$c their benefits if thcy 
work in community or private S"tot jobs arranged by f.he state: 

~ Mothers must use tht first 2 )'~ on AFOC (less at stAte option) to participate in eOucation. ttainin~ 
\O,-'tJrk: experiencl!, and job sean;h to prepare for a position in the private ec.onomy; if they do not find a 
job within that :2 ~:USI they rnuu panicipatc in I c;ommunity work job in order to continue rc~ei\'ing 
welfare be••fits 

.. 	 Provides SUltc~ with an additional 510 biHion 1.0 provide welfare mo<heno with empJoyment tervicot, 

inelqding day care 


• One adult in r.wtrparcnt families on welfare: must work n hourtl per wet":J: and s-eardl (or a job 8 hours 
per week starting thc first day they receive welfata 

• Mothers il9plying for w;lrare must pnrtieipate in a: job search program while their application is being 
p"',....d 

• Fathers of children on we.lfare who 40 not pay child Juppon must aiso partioipate ill work pf<!gtams 
~ Mothers who refu.s.e to work have their bentfits reduced QJld then lcnninatcd; s~t" f!laing to ensure 


"that parents. work suffer .wious finMeial penelties 


CAUSE 2: ILLEGITIMACY 

, • lIIegitimacy has risen wildty in recent ye.arz; now 2 of every 3 black thildren and 1 of every .s white 
~hildten 1lrC- hom out of wedlock •• and th~ rates an; stilt rising 

• Of lIiegitimatc babic! born to tI:c'n mQth~. a. $bQ(king SQ% wll1 be on welfare within 5 YC31S 
· r een motllCf'$ 8l¢ tbe most likcly to !;Lay on ~ff4fc fur many YOll! without wotklng 
- Most of the in¢RaSc in poverty and wt:lfare in recent ye4f5: it <:&Used, not by l. p<IOt economy or reduced 

gO\lernment spending (both &1C up), but by in¢re.as.ed iHeitWnIlCY 

THE SOLUTION: ESTA.BUSH PATERNITY, RESTRICT WELFARE, CRACK DOWN ON 
DF..AlJBEAT DADS 

~ AU mothers applying for weltote must identify the father or they will not receive befttfits 
• Alief idonrifyins the father, moth.... =iv•• reduced benefit "nul paternity is legally eSlabIi'hc:d 

.. Mothers who are minors mUST Jive at their putnl', h~m(:. thus preventing thcm fi1ml using an 


illegitimate birth to estabHsh their Owtl household 

~ States must increase their pa1emity cstabli!lhment nt~. over a period -of ye~ to 90% or suffer stiff 


http:in�re.as.ed


p.,..lties . 
. ,-'States at.. requtn;d to stop inerwlng Wetra.re C~ whe-n families on welfon have additional t:hildN:n; 

$t(tes can avoid this requirmncut only if they pass atBw cxompt11l& themselves' 
• States ~ required to lIt<tp pay,ng welfare benefits to pa1(!nts under Ii yeArS of age; states ~a.n avoid 

this ~ujremcnt only if they pm a law exempting them$~lves 


.. Oeadhetl.t dads with children on welfare are n:quired to pay ehild Mipport or work 


(OVER) 

http:Wetra.re
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3an Meyers will offer a blll of her own that, .among o~her things, 
cap. spending. in the AFDC program and turns the program over to the 
states. We think this approach is equivalent to punt~ng in football. 
It'S greate.t failing ie that it doss nothing to require work. It 
alGo leaves "governors holding the· bag because they will have .. fixed 

"number of welfare dollars that w111 be eaten away over the years by
inflation. Republican Governors are strongly opposed to this 
proposal.

In addition, if House Republicans adopt the·Meyers approach of 
simply ""ttin9 benefits' and dU1!lPin!jJ people off the rolls, we .,ill open 

'ourselves to the charie that while the President 18 daring to 
Challenge liberale by requiring welfare parents to work. Republicans 
are up to their old tricks of simply cutting benefits for dest1cute 
women and children. ' 

By contrast, the Task Force bill defines welfare reform for 
congress, President Clinton, and the nation as more work, les8 
spending, more fl~ibility for atatee. and no welfare for e11ens. 

,VO'l'!_ NO ON TB1: IIZYJ:RS IIXB:III)Ml!:II'rI von YES ON 'l3I!; TASK 1'0&011: nLL. 

SinCOl'aly, 

'Yt;;;: ~ 
Michael castle 
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"Ollitaf~ 

8141..JIt~'5 
OctOber 12, 1~93 

,Dear Republican Colleague. 

For the past several monchs, a task foree of Republicans has been 
drafting a welfare reform bill. At tomorrow's meeting of the 

,Republican Conference, yoa will have a chance to vote for the product 
of our efforts. 

Our objective haa been to produce a tough welfare reform bill 
before President Clinton can Produoe one of his own'. The current 
predicament of Republicans on health care reform shows that there are 
clear risks in allowing the President todafine what re~6rm me~. On 
welfare. we intend to do that for him. , : 

Both during the alection'and since, president Clinton haa premised 
.eo Wend welfar& as we know it". Of course, thQ President haa spared
the na_1on the details of his proposal. The only thing we know is 
that his proposal will somehow involve work. 

Rather than vague promises, oUr bill requires adults on welfare to 
work after 2 years (or less at state option) of job preparation and 
job search. When our 90% work st~ndard is fully implemented after 8 
yea~s. G3t of all adults who have been on welfare for 2 years O~ more 
\OIill be requir..d to work. . , 

We also include stiff sanetion8 on both individuals and states if 
they fail to meet the work requirements. In fact, if adults do not 
meet the work standard, they are subjected to a series of penalties
that culminate in outright expulsion from the welfare rolls. 

Nonwork is not the only underlying cause of welfare. The gecon~ 
underlying cause is illegiti~ate birth. AS illegitimacy concinues to 
skyrooket in Amer1ca, federal and stat~ governments must speno more 
and more money just to stay in place in the battle against poverty.. 

The TaSK Foree has come up with several provisions to attack 
illegitimacy. The most important is that we require mothers to give 
the name of the child's father when they first sign up for welfare -­
no father's name. no welfare. If the man named by ,the mother is shown 
not to be the father, the family is exclUded from the Aid to F~milies 
with Dependent Children Program,

Our bill also requires minor unwed mothers to live at home. and 
allows states to refuse AFOC payments to ch11Qren with parents who are 
under age 16. , 

The Task Foree bill contains a hoot of other provisions deSigned 
to reduce welfare dependency. These will be described in detail at 
Wednesday's conference meet;ng. 

CBO estimates that the work requirements of our bill will cost $12 
billion over 5 years. our Task Force operated on the principle that 
the nation already spends enough money on welfare. Whatever else 
reform doeO, it should not require more welfare spendins. 

Thus, We found three aoursse for capping or cutting current 
welfare spending. The first and smallest is the paternity 
establishmen~ section of our bill which saves $1.6 billion over 5 
years. We also included a cap proposal carefully crafted by the 
Budget Committee and sponsored by Hr. Kasich and Mr. Kolbe. This 
proposal would combine 11 progr~ms that provide food stibaidies into a 
aingle block grant, reduce the funding 'by St, and give,statee complete 

- .. - ...... I • .!., '1': -- _ .. _ ~,_...... Un' UtA: other DrOPosals to 



eontro.L ovc;;r near ... y ~_;> ............. ,. ....,,~. ,; ...._ ... _ 


'--I{' -r....----~~. ---- -..- ---- ----.. _........... -- -~ -- --- .. _-- --""'----. 

, , . ftlOney - - $8.3 billioll OVC'" S years. 

, The third funding'provicion of the bill opens a new en&pter in the 
welfare debate_ Several members of our group were concerned &bout 
welfare spending on noncitizens. As w~ delved into this problem, we 
found &hoek1ng abuses of taxpayer dollars. Cia worked with us crying 
to eseimate how much weltare money is spent on various eaesgories of 
noneitizens. We were ama~ed ~o lind ~hn~ a~ leapt $8 bil110n per YOAr 
is spent on velfare benefits in juat four programs .- Food Stamps. Aid 
to Families with Dependent Children, pplemencal Security Inoome. and 
Medicaid. ay eliminating welfare yme s to noncitizens after a 
l-yea... grace period, ve will save, 21.3 illion over 5 years.

TAe b&t~cm liDe 1. that tho ra rce bill ro4ue.. tb. deficit by 
$1'.5 hill~an over 5 year•• 
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II. SLA$BES WELFARE fOR NONClTlZE.N~ 

THE PJlOBLEM: TOO MUCH WELFARE FOR TOO MANY IMMIGRANTS 

_Hundreds of thousands of non,itiuns at, added u> tho cuion~s we-Ifan!! program, etth yc~ 
~ A re«nt study by the Social Security Administration shows that more than 110/. of all recipients and 

20% of eldorly rooipicm, of Supplemental S«tlIiry Incom. are ••""ilium 
• Nonoitizens also qualify for Aid 10 Families with D'pondJoni Childreto. food Stamps, M.dicaid. housing, 

and other wclfart bene:n" 

THE SOLUTION: STOP WELFARE FOR NONCITIZENS 

~ Simply end welfa.re for m,ost nonoitizcns 
• Allow refug•• , to rec.ive ,,,.If,,,. fOt only. fixe<! number of y ...... unless they bteOme citi",," • 
.. Allow noncitizens over 7S to receive welfare . 
~ Continue: the bc;nefits or ~nt noneiliZ1:P! r~ei"ing welr~ for I year 

~n! EMPH4SIZES PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 

- Requires mothctS who aro min~ to UYC o.t their pnnt', home 
~ Reql:1~ stard, in. most casu. to stop welfwe payments to unmarried p.!U1l:DU under ago 18 
• Requires states to M1'minate th~ cash welfare beneffu of families thlt do fl(It have: their pmehool 

thildten immuni= 
- Bnc;owalt st.att~ to redu;;;e ~ ca"h welfue benefit cf families that do not asmre that their chl1dten. 

att... ,<itool regularly , 
- AUows staW:$ to require AI-'PC parents to particlpau in par~nting 1;lasiei and classes on mOoney 

management 

~ Allows states III discouruge pa.nmts from moving to a new school district dwdng the .lichool year 


IV. AITACKS SEYERAL ADDIl'IONAL WtjLF A&E PROBLE~ 

• R"'Iulres adull.>l .p~lying for welfare to engage in job s.carch b.r.", thei, benefit. sWt 

~ RltCluire5 addicted recjpi~nb of wclfare to participate in treAtment programs or lose their beMfits: 
• Convt't'U lO m,tjor food programs: into a block grant that provides $tales with Almon complete 


dis;rction over spending; funding for the pn:ig.rom:ll is reduced by S% 

• Cops spellding on Supplemental Security In,ome, Aid 10 Familie.l with D<pendc:nt Child",", Food 

Stamps, PubU<: and section 8 Housing. and tbe 'Earned Ineom'C Tax. Credit [0 inflation plus 2% per 

'year 


• Provides states with much greater control over mC8:l~t~te4 prognuns so they can eoordintttc and 
.....",Ii.. .,ellitre .perujing 


· EncouOIge .tal<S 10 provide rl1lancial iru:cnliv., 10 indu.. mothers on w.lf .... to "'ork , ...d marry 

• AllDWs ,_, to let wellitre reeipienlll """umulate 4SS£\S u> ,tart • h"'n..., buy • hom.. or attend 


colloe' 

~ AHows ttal= and. loeal housing authorities to use more gtt\etous income disreg.atd rules to promQ(c.: 


work inecntivcs 

- Rf',tIlllno:lI Atlrlit'.JM re;:;inients of Suoolemel1tal Security lnwmc bendi.fs to stJbmit to drug te"'ing~ ends 


http:bendi.fs
http:Atlrlit'.JM
http:welfa.re


• • 

'ss'r benefits fot those: testing positive (or illegal drugs 

V. ACCOMPLISHES ALL THE ABOVE IN A BILL THAT 
gEDUCES THE DEI1ICIT BY $70 BILLION QVER 5 XHRS 

.. The training and mandato!), work provisions of the bill COit nearly Sll billion over S )'C4l'S 

~ The paternity establishmont, job search, parental responslbility, block grant. and immigration provisions of 
tho bill sav. about $31 billion over 5 year" 

.. Thus.. the nci impaa of the bm is to reduce tho budgc.t ddieit by a.lmost 520 billion over 5 yearl. 
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PRESIDENf CLINTON'S COMMITMENT 

TO WELFARE REFORM: 


THE DISTURBING RECORD SO FAR 


INTRODUCTION 

. President Bill Clinton has promised to "end welfare as we kn~w·it," and hisAdminis­
tration is drawing up proposals for Congress which, the White House claims, will deliver 
on that promise. In making this bold commitment, the President acknowledges that the 
War on Poverty has failed. America today is spending seven times as much in constant 
dollars on means-tested welfare as it was when the War on Poverty started in 1965. Over­
all the U.S. taxpayers have spent $5 trillion on welfare since LYndon Johnson launched 
his "war," an amount greater than the cost ofdefeating Germany and Japan in World 
Warn. 

President Johnson declared his "war" would be a great investment which would 'return 
its cost t~ society manyfold. and the average American household has already "invested" 
around $50,000 in taxes in fighting the War on Poverty. But in many respects the fate of 
lower-income Americans has become worse, not better, in the last quarter-century. 

A key reason is that welfare h~ caused a collapse of the low-income family. Today, 
one child in eight is being raised on welfare through the Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children (AFDC) program. When the War on Poverty began, roughly one black child in 
'four in the United States was born out of wedlock. Today two out of three black children 
are born out of wedlock. Rapid increases in illegitimacy are occurring among low-in­
come whites as well; the illegitimate birth rate among low-income white high school 
drop outs is 48 percent. Overall 30 percent of children in the U.S. are now born to single 
mothers. 

One reason why this trend is so destructive is that single-parent homes dependent on 
welfare are poor environments for raising children. Children brought up in such circum­
stances have limited prospects for succeeding in mainstream society. They are far more 
likely to fail in school. They are more likely to get caught up in crime. And they are more 
likely to end up on welfare themselves as adults. June O'Neill of Baruch College, in New 

Nole: Nothing written here is 10 be consrrued as necessarily rellecting the views 0/ The Heritage Foundation or as an attempl 
to aid or hinder the passage 01 any bill be/ore Congress . . 



tual ability by one-third when compared with nearly identical low-income children not 
on welfare. 1 . .' .' 	 .• 

Single-parent families also impose staggering social costs on the communities around 
them. Young black men raised without fathers on average commit twice as much crime' 
as youn2black men raised In similar low-income families with both a father and mother 

"present..:!;n~e,t.Preat oCviolen,ce.that.m,akes.,n;lOst..A.rpericans.afraid.to walk at night in .' 
major U.S. cities is a direct result of family disintegration engendered by the welfare 
state. 

It is indeed, as the President maintains, vital to end welfare as we know it: The center­
piece of President Clinton's reform proposal does give the appearance of changing the 
system, at least in part. The J:>resident proposes to require those parents in the AFDC pro­

, gram who have received welfare for over two years to perform community service work 
(workfare) in exchange for continued AFDC benefits. However, despite the conservative 
rhetoric, the actions of the Clinton Administration during its first year in office have 

. gone in exactly the opposite direction. The Clinton Administration has in fact sought to 
expam:l conventional welfare programs and to undermine existing work requirements for 
welfare recipients. 

Specifically, the' Clinton Administration thus far has: 

Proposed ahuge increase in conventional welfare spending. After promising to end wel­
fare, the Clinton Administration in Its first budget proposal asked for $110 billion 
over five years in expanded spending for existing welfare programs,such as Food 
Stamps, the Women, Infants and Children Food Program (WIC), public housing, and 
energy assistance. 

Ignored funding for workfare. Despite its pleas for an additional $110 billion for conven­
tional welfare spending, Clinton's proposed budget did not seek one extra dime for ex­
panding workfare programs. But all experts agree that if the government is to require 
welfare recipients to work in exchange for benefits, extra funds must be provided to 
administer such work programs. 3 

. 

Postponed long-term work requirements. By avoiding any real commitment to expanding 
workfare up to the present time, the Clinton Administration has ensured that its efforts 
to "end welfare as we know it" cannot even commence until fiscal year 1995. This 
very late start makes it unlikely that more than four or five percent of all parents en- . 
rolled in the AFDC program actually will be required to work in exchange for welfare 
benefits by the time President Clinton seeks re-election in 1996. 

. 	 .' 

1 	 M.Anne Hill and June O'Neill, "The Transmission of Cognitive Achievement Across Three Generations," paper prepared 
for the RAND Conference on Economic and Demographic Aspects of Intergenerational Relations, Santa Monica 
California, March 1992. 

2 	 M.Anne Hill and June O'Neill, Underclass Behaviors in the United States: Measurement and Analysis ofDeterminants, 
August 1993, research funded by Grant No. 88ASPE201A, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 

3 	 Requiring large numbers of welfare recipients to perform community service work may reduce total welfare costs by 
encouraging welfare recipients to leave the rolls. However, even if this occurs, the amount of money specifically devoted 
to operating the work programs must be increased. 
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. Attempted to reduce current work requirements. Far from promoting workfare programs, 
the Clinton Administration has spent most of 1993 seeking to undermine the few .. work requirements in existing law. It has even gone so far as to advise states to violate 
the current law in order to reduce the amount of work that welfare recipients would be 
required to perform. 

The history of welfare is littered with the rhetoric of politicians who have claimed they 
. were ov.erhauling the Ziystem while little o.r~othing was.changed. The Clinton Adminis­
tration is perfectly poised to join in this venerable tradition, Even worse, despite passing 
references in a few speeches, Clinton seems determined to avoid serious policies dealing 
with the core welfare problem: how to reduce illegitimacy and encourage marriage. 

'. , 

LESSONS FROM THE PAST: THE LEGACY OF BOGUS REFORM' 

The history of the U.S. welfare system is marked by a complete disconnect between 
political rhetoric and public policy reality. For instance, in launching the War on Poverty, 
President Lyndon Johnson confidently declared "the days of the dole are numbered." But 
then he greatly expanded the number of welfare programs and the number of Americans 
receiving welfare. 

Just five years ago, Arilericans were told that the welfare system had been dramatically 
overhauled with the passage of the Family Support Act of 1988. The public was told that 
most welfare recipients would be required to work in exchange for benefits. Senator Pat­
rickMoynihan (D-NY) declared of the reforms, which he championed, "For 50 years the 
welfare system has been a maintenance program. Ithas now become a jobs program.,,4 
Welfare spending, supporters said, would be dramatically trimmed as child support pay­
ments from absent fathers replaced government":funded welfare benefits for most single 
mothers. The claim was eerily similar to today's declarations. 

The 1988 reforms, it was alleged, would require millions of welfare mothers with 
young children to work. This claim had ramifications in other areas of public policy; over 
the nexttwo years, it gave a major impetus to efforts to fund a national government day , 
care system through the Act for Better Childcare. Proponents of this legislation argued 
that the 1988 welfare reforms demonstrated that the idea of mothers in general caring for 
children in the home was passe. Thus, a new government day care infrastruCture would 
be required not only for the children of welfare mothers who would allegedly be sent to 
work, but also for children of the general population . 

. But in the five years since the 1988 "welfare overhaul," the only noticeable change in 
the welfare system has been a dramatic surge in spending. Welfare spending by federal, 
state, and local governments in 1988 was $217 billion-by 1992, spending had surged to 
$305 billion (both figures are in constant 1992 dollars). 

Bureau of National Affairs, Inc. Daily Labor Report, March 21,1988. 
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While Americans were told that the 1988 reforms required most welfare recipients to 
work for benefits, by 1992 only one percent of all AFDC parents were actually required 
to perform community service work (workfare) in exchange for welfare assistance.5 A 
slightly greater number were required to search for a job or undertake training. Overall, 
as table 1 shows, during the average month in 1992, only 6.9 percent of AFDC parents 
were required to work, search for a job, or participate in education and training for more 
than 20 hours per week. 

When pressed to explain the dismal results of the 1988 legislation, the conventional 
excuse is a shortage of funding for the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) pro­
gram contained in the Act. Under the provisions of the legislation,this program operates 
workfare, job search, and training activities for welfare recipients. This convenient expla­
nation is misleading, however. The real problem of the 1988 reforms was that very few 
AFDC recipients were in fact required to participate in any JOBS activity. Since the Act 
required only six percent of the AFDC caseload to participate in job search, training, or 
community service work, most states met these requirements using only part of the allo­
cated federal JOBS funds.6 There was a shortage of requirements, not a shortage of . 
money. 

Significantly. Congress poured billions of dollars into expandinf the coverage of con­
ventional welfare programs after passing the Family Support Act. Since 1988, expan­
sions in Medicaid and housing programs alone would have been far more than sufficient 
to fund work programs for all AFDC parents. The simple fact is that Congress, after tell­
ing the American public that it was going to require welfare recipients to work for their 
benefits, did everything but that. What Congress actually did was to limit workfare pro­
grams while expanding conventional welfare dramatically. 

Congress has followed the traditional pattern in welfare policy over the last five years. 
Lawmakers talk tough about workfare, but Congress keeps the actual number of recipi­
ents who are required to work as low as possible, and expands spending on conventional 
welfare programs. Unfortunately, during its first year in office, the Clinton Administra­
tion has shown every indication that it intends to follow this well-worn path. 

Clinton's Reform Rhetoric 
As candidate and as President, Bill Clinton has spoken often about the need to reform 

welfare. At times his rhetoric has been stirring; in Putting People First: How We Can All 
Change America, Clinton pledged to "honor and reward people who work hard and play 
by the rules." Welfare reform, and more specifically his pledge to "end welfare as we 
know it" was invoked often and with great effect during the campaign, and played a key 
role in Clinton's strategy ofport:Caying himself as a "New Democrat." 

5 These figures represent the total number of AFDC recipients who were required to work in a given month, not merely the 
additional number who were required to work as a result ofthe 1988 act. 

6 There is a specific cap for federal JOBS funding for each state; below this cap, federal funds equal a percentage of the 
state's spending on JOBS. 

7 Part of the apparent shortage of state funding after 1988 was due to the vast amounts of state money required to pay for the 
expansions in Medicaid coverage mandated by the federal government 
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The centerpiece of President Clinton's reform proposal is to end welfare as a long-term 
one-way hand-out. Adult welfare recipients in the AFDC program would receive normal 
welfare for only two years. If they remained on welfare for over two years they would be 
required to perform community service work in exchange for benefits. In Putting People 
First, which laid the foundation for recent policy pronouncements, Clinton states the gov­
ernment should: 

......Aftertwo year&,require.lhose, who,.can worktogo..to work, either in the 
private sector or in community service: [the government should] provide 
placement assistance to help everyone find a job, and give the peojle who 
can't find one a dignified and meaningful community service job. 

With this statement, Clinton adopted rhetorically the workfare policy advocated by 
Ronald Reagan and other conservatives for over twenty years, but opposed by liberal ma­
jorities in Congress. 

Yet Clinton's proposal was not limited to creating new responsibilities for welfare re­
cipients. In addition to the "stick" of required work, he proposed new "carrots" or incen­
tives to "honor and reward those who work hard and play by the rules." These incentives 
include an expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and government-funded 
health care for low-income working parents . 

. Earlier this year, in an address to the NationalGovernors Association, Clinton repeated 
his "carrots and sticks" theme of welfare reform. "We must provide people on welfare 
with more opportunities for job training," he declared, "with the assurance that they will 
receive the health care an.d child care they need when they go to work, and with all the 
opportunities they need to become self-sufficient. But then we have to ask them to make 
the most of these opportunities and to take a job.,,9 . 

. While Clinton's rhetorical commitment to requiring welfare recipients to work and to 
rewarding families who strive to be self-sufficient is commendable, it is also strangely 
limited. Despite having an entire chapter devoted to children and another to the family, 
Putting People First never mentions illegitimacy or marriage. 10 By ignoring the need to 
reduce illegitimacy and to promote marriage Clinton evades the core problem of the wel­
fare state and the root of many of America's social problems.11lnsisting that welfare 

8 	 Governor Bill Clinton and Senator Al Gore, Putting People First: How We Can All Change America (USA: Times Books, 
1992), p. 165. 

9 William J. Clinton, "Remarks to the National Governors Association," February 2, 1993, Weekly Compilation of 
Presidential Documents, Monday February 8,1993, Volume 29-Number 5, pp. 125-128. 

10 In a speech on November 13, 1993, in Memphis, Tennessee, President Clinton finally did acknowledge that family 
disintegration was a major cause of crime in the inner city. However, the President made no linkage between illegitimacy 
and welfare, and his speech, while containing many policy proposals, contained none to reduce illegitimacy or promote 
marriage. 

11 	 One surprising side effect of serious work requirements for single AFDC mothers is that the policy would, perhaps 
unintentionally, reduce the number of illegitimate births. Welfare serves as an alternative to work and marriage; placing 
work requirements on single mothers on AFDC reduces the economic utility of welfare. Thus serious work requirements 
would encourage women to sidestep the trap of welfare dependence by avoiding having children out of wedlock in the first 
place. Work requirements would also increase the marriage rate of those on welfare. However, work requirements are not a 
sufficient strategi for reducing illegitimacy. And it is clear that the Clinton Administration has not developed its workfare 
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mothers work at community service jobs will do little to reduce welfare costs or to im­

I prove society as long as the illegitimate birth rate remains at 30 percent and rising. 

THE CLINTON RECORD TO DATE 

As disturbing as the lack of commitment to tackling illegitimacy is the widening 
chasm betweeri Clinton's welfare reform rhetoric and his actions. The record thus far sug­

.. gests that BillClinton·iriterids to delivero-.rall 01 the "carrots" of welfare reform, such as 
expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit, and providing government-funded health care 
to millions of Americans, but deliver on few or none of the "sticks," such as work and 
personal accountability. 

A Disturbing Appointment 
In his first concrete action on the welfare reform front, President Clinton appointed 

Donna Shalala as head of the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). The 
choice was odd because Shalala had served for years on the Board of Directors of the 
Children's Defense Fund, a Washington-based organization which has taken the lead in 
opposing work requirements for welfare recipients. Shalala actually served at the ' 
Children's Defense Fund during a period when the organization opposed the minuscule 
work and job search requirements in the 1988 Family Support Act. In her lengthy confir­
mation testimony Shalala mentioned welfare reform in only one vague sentence. Up­
braided by- Senator Moynihan for her lack of interest in reform, Shalala promised merely 
to create yet another task force to look into reform. 

Revealing Budget Proposals 
Aneven greater disappointment to those who trusted in Clinton's promise to "end wel­

fare" was the President's proposed budget submitted in the spring of 1993. The 
President's budget asked for $110 billion in expanded welfare spending over the next 
five years. Welfare spending was already projected to grow at a baseline rate of roughly 
50 percent over five years, before the proposed spending increases. Thus Clinton was pro­
posing $110 billion in new spending above an already rapidly expanding baseline. 

True, some $26 billion of this new welfare spending was to expand the Earned Income 
Tax Credit. By supplementing the earnings of low-wage working parents, the EITC does 
help to "make work pay" relative to welfare. It is one of Clinton's "carrots" to reward 
constructive behavior and should be considered part of his welfare reform package. But 
the other spending increases sought by Clinton were largely for conventional welfare pro­
grams invented in the earlier years of the War on Poverty: Food Stamps, public housing, 
energy aid, community development grants, and Head Start, among others. A complete 
list of Clinton's proposed welfare spending increases is included in the Appendix. 

Some might attempt to justify this expansion of conventional welfare programs on the 
grounds that welfare was cut back during the Reagan and Bush years. In reality, federal, 
state, and local welfare spending (measured in constant 1992 dollars) grew by more than 
50 percent in the Reagan-Bush period, rising from $195 billion in 1980 to $305 billion in 

proposals with this objective in mind. 
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1992. And as a per­
centage of GNP, wel­
fare spending 
climbed from 4.2 per­
cent when Ronald 
Reagan took office to 
5.2 percent when 
George'Bush'left. So 
the claimed "reduc­
tion" of funding dur­
ing this period can­
not justify Clinton's 
proposed increases. 

No Workfare 
Funding 

Still, the dramatic 
spending increases 
for conventional wel­
fare proposed by 
Clinton are only part 
of the picture. The 
most devastating fact 
about Clinton's bud­
get is that the $110 
billion in proposed 
new welfare spend­
ing did not contain 
one thin dime for ex­
panding workfare. If 
large numbers of wel-

U.S. Welfare Spending: 1929-1992 
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Source: Heritage calculations based on U.s. govemment data. Heritage DataChart 

fare recipients are to be required to work, total welfare costs may fall as recipients leave 
the rolls, but the amount of money specifically devoted to operating work programs must 
be greatly increased. The funds for administering workfare for welfare recipients are cur­
rently included under the JOBS program created by the Farnily Support Act of 1988. In 
his address to the National Governors Association in February, Clinton said that the 
JOBS program had been highly successful but had been hampered by a lack of funds. 
However, his budget released a few weeks later contained no increase in JOBS/workfare 
funding. 

Some might argue that Clinton could not increase workfare funding until all the details 
of his welfare reform could be worked out. But when Clinton ultimately unveils his re­
form, it will contain work programs similar to the workfare program (Community Work 
Experience program) which exists in current law and is already operated on a small scale 
as part of JOBS. If the intent is to "end welfare as we know it" the Clinton Administra­
tion should have begun by vastly increasing as soon as possible the number of recipients 
required to participate in existing workfare programs. It was not necessary to wait until 
every detail of its final workfare plan had been developed. It is also worth noting that the 
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Clinton budget contained emergency funding requests for other initiatives such as Na­
tional Service, even though the details of those programs 'had not been worked out. 

If the Clinton Administration was serious in its plan to require workfare, it would have 
asked for supplemental appropriations for workfare in 1993 and, say, a quadrupling of 
JOBS funding for 1994. Instead Clinton sought aggressively to expand conventional wel­
fare not workfare. The money for the proposed expansion of the Food Stamp program 

".alone.cauldha\le,quadrupled futureJunding.for JOBS/workfare. 12 By procrastinating on 
its corrimitment to workfare, the Clinton Administration ensured that its campaign to end 
welfare would not even begin until Fiscal Year 1995. 

While not all the President's spending initiatives were approved by Congress, the pro­
posed budget presents a dramatic statement of presidential priorities. The message is 
clear. The President has promised a welfare reform of both carrots (positive incentives 
for constructive behavior) and sticks (sanctions or limits on negative behavior). Follow­
ing the'pattern which has become almost habitual, the carrots have appeared promptly 
but the stick is nowhere in sight. 

The Administration's budget story has a final hypocritical twist. A few months after 
Clinton proposed $110 billion in increased spending, mainly for conventional welfare 
programs, Clinton political appointees at HHS began suggesting that it might be neces­
sary to scale back Clinton's welfare reform plan because the government lacked funds to 
pay for it. 13 Thus Clinton appointees sought to build a case for reneging on Clinton's 
workfare policy by citing a lack of funds at the same time the Administration was' propos­
ing vast increases in conventional welfare spending. , 

The War Against Workfare 
The Clinton Administration has not merely ignored its commitment to workfare; it has 

actually spent most of 1993 attempting to roll back existing work requirements. 

Under the 1988 Family Support Act, only one group of welfare recipients was actually 
required to work in exchange for benefits. That group was fathers in two-parent families 
receiving benefits from the Aid to Families with Dependent Children-Unemployed Par­
ent (AFDC-UP) program. According to the Family Support Act, fathers in AFDC-UP 
families would be required to work in community service programs for sixteen hours per 
week. Congress limited this requirement to only 40 percent of AFDC-UP fathers and 
postponed the effective date of the work requirement until FY 1994. Note the minimal 
nature of this requirement: two-parent AFDC-UP families are 9 percent of the AFDC 
caseload, so 40 percent of 9 percent means only 3.6 percent of the total AFDC caseload 
faced a real work requirement. Even that requirement to work for a few hours per week 
was delayed until FY 1994, six years after the Act's passage. 

12 	 Federal JOBS funding in future years is capped at roughly one billion per annum under current law, Clinton's proposed 
expansions to the Food Stamp program were $2 billion in FY1995 and $3 billion in each subsequent year. JOBS funding 
totals are from Congressional Budget Office, August 1993 Baseline, p. 290. Figures on the proposed Food Stamp 
expansion are provided in Executive Office of the President, A Vision ofChange for America, February 17, 1993, p.137. 

13 	 Jason DeParle, "Clinton Aides See Problem with Vow to Limit Welfare," The New YorkTimes,June 21, 1993, p. AI. 

" 
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The Clinton Administration's actions with regard to this minimal work requirement 
have been unequivocal-it has repeatedly attacked it. During the debate on the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act, the Clinton Administration sou9ht to postpone the AFDC-UP 
work requirement effective date from FY 1994 to FY 1996. 4 Since all the work provis­
ions of the AFDC program undouhtedly will be completely rewritten before 1996, the 
Clinton Administration effectively was proposing to kill the only real work provision in 
existing law. 15 The Administration claimed lamely that it was trying to postpone work re­

'quirementsort AFDC-"UP fathers bedlUse there were no funds to operate such workfare "I 
programs. Even assuming this dubious argument is correct, there were no funds to imple­
ment these workfare programs in FY 1994 precisely because the Clinton Administration 
requested none. 

While the House of Representatives went along with Clinton'splan to roll back the 

AFOC-UP work requirements during the congressional debate on the budget, the Senate 

rebelled at this effort to gut the only work requirement in existing law. Led by Senator 

Moynihan, the Senate rejected the Clinton plan. The Senate then prevailed over the 

House in conference and the modest AFDC-UP work requirements were maintained un­

changed. 


After the Clinton Administration failed in its legislative efforts to eliminate work re­

quirements for AFOC-UP fathers, it adopted a back-door strategy: If it could not wipe 

out the law, the Administration proposed to neuter it by permitting and encouraging an 

open violation of the law by state governments. This September, a few days before the 

AFOC work requirements were to take effect, Clinton's HHS issued a new regulation 

which greatly weakened the requirements. 16 Whereas the law requires participating 

AFOC-UP fathers to perform community service work at least sixteen hours per week, 

the Clinton regulations cut this to only eight hours per week. 17 


Since these proposed regulations deliberately and clearly violated the law, they drew a 

fire storm of protest. Among the critics, Senator Alfonse 0' Amato (R-NY) declared, 

"Now that they can't delay any longer, the Administration is trying to water down these 

requirements. It is clear that this Administration is evading welfare reform.,,18 Faced 


14 	 David E. Rosenbaum, "Delay Sought in Law Meant to Trim Welfare Rolls," The New York Times, May 5, 1993, p. B9. 
15 	 The Clinton Administration has attempted to justify its attempts to weaken the AFDC-UP work requirement by arguing 

that the number of AFDC-UP parents who were required to work was technically a subset of the total number of welfare 
parents '(both AFDC and AFDC-UP) who were required to participate in the JOBS program. Thus even if the AFDC-UP 
work requirements were abolished, the combined total of AFDC and AFDC-UP parents who would be required to 
participate in the JOBS program would not be affected. But the JOBS program is not a work program; state governments 
have the option to put JOBS participants in less demanding training and "job search"activities. As a result few participants I 

in JOBS actually work for benefits. By contrast the AFDC-UP work program, which the Clinton administration sought to 
abolish, actually requires, for the first time, a definite number welfare parents to work for their benefits. By "postponing" 
the AFDC-UP work requirement, the Clinton administration would have permitted states to put recipients in much less 
demanding "job search" programs rather than real work programs. The bottom line is simple: the Clinton administration 
sought to do away with the only provision in current law that makes even a tiny number of welfare recipients actually 
work. 

16 The AFDC-UP work requirements were scheduled to take effect at the beginning of fiscal year 1994. which commenced 
October 1. 1993. 

17 "Clinton Backs Away from Plan to Weaken Welfare Work Rules," The Wall Street Journal, September 27. 1993. 
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with vocal opposition in the Senate and press articles calling attention to the contradic­
tion between Clinton's rhetoric and policy, HHS quickly rescinded its regulations. 

State Experimentation and Waivers 
The only area of the Clinton record that suggests even the slightest momentum toward 

genuine reform has been waivers granted to state governments. In keeping with his "New 
Democrat" theme, President Clinton has acknowledged that all wisdom may not reside in 

... >Washington,D.C:nenasthus proposed't6=t'osterstate experimentation in welfare policy' 
by granting state governments waivers from federal law in operating some welfare pro­
grams.19 

In addressing the National Governors Association, President Clinton repeated his cam­
paign pledge to promote state experimentation: 

We need to encourage experimentation in the states ... I do not want the 
Federal Government, in pushing welfare refornis based on [my] general 
principles, to rob [state governors] of the ability to do more, to do different 
things .... M1 view is that we ought to give you more elbow room to 
experiment. 0 

Clinton explained that serious support for experimentation must permit the states to un­
dertake initiatives which go beyond federal reform policies and do things which he, the 
President, might not personally approve of. In order to foster experimentation, he 
pledged to "approve waivers of experiments that I did not necessarily agree with .... 1f we 
didn't disagree on anything, what would pe the need for experiments? That is the nature 
of the experiment, is that one person has an idea different from another person.,,21 

However, to date, few of the waiver requests submitted to the Clinton Administration 
have proposed significant reforms. The key exception was the waiver request submitted 
by Wisconsin Governor Tommy Thompson for an experiment in two counties. In those 
counties, the Governor planned to convert the AFDC program into a program of tempo­
rary aid. AFDC recipients could receive benefits for two years, after which their AFDC 
benefits would be terminated. In contrast to President Clinton's national reform proposal, 
Thompson's experimental plan did not guarantee community service jobs to those who 
stayed on welfare over two years. 

The response of Clinton's HHS was predictable. Despite the President's explicit 
pledge to grant waivers for policks he did not fully agree with, HHS attempted to crush 
the Wisconsin waiver request. HHS demanded that the Governor eviscerate his proposal 
by guaranteeing all AFDC recipients who remained on AFDC over two years the right to 

18 Ibid. 
19 Contrary to common conceptions the U.S. welfare system is almost totally federal, consisting of over 75 federal programs. 

State governments merely contribute funds to these federal programs and operate them subject to federal law and 
regulation. At the request of a state government, the federal government may "waive" federal law and regulation 
governing a particular welfare program within the state in order to permit policy experimentation. 

20 Clinton, op. cit. 
21 Ibid. 
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community serVice jobs. This would have converted the Thompson proposal from a 
unique experiment into a mere clone of what Clinton was proposing to do nationally. 

GovernorThompson refused to yield to HHS pressure. HHSrthen sought to ~ripple the 
proposal by requiring the Wisconsin government to entangle itself in thousands of dollars 
of "due process" litigation each time an AFDC case was actually terminated. Despite 
months of resistance, it was HHS rather than Thompson that finally buckled, and the 

: waiver{e.qll!!~t.was.granted withoutcripplig.g IllDdifications. ... 

The Wisconsin waiver will initiate a bold experiment, but its scope is limited. The ex­
periment is restricted to only two counties and does not begin until January 1995. Wel­
fare benefits will not be terminated for any recipients until two years later, in January 
1997. 

Reviewing the overall record of the Administration, the lesson is plain. The Clinton re­
cord on workfare has been a disaster. After campaigning on the theme of "ending wel­
fare" and requiring welfare recipients to work, Clinton has expanded conventional wel­
fare spending, requested no funds for workfare, and sought to abolish the only real work 
requirement in existing law. This is scarcely an auspicious start for "ending welfare as we 
know it." 

PRINCIPLES OF REAL REFORM 


The welfare system desperately needs reform. Real reform would convert welfare from 
a one way hand-out into a system of mutual responsibility in which welfare recipients 
would be given aid but would be expected to contribute something back to society for as­
sistance given. A reformed system also must strongly discourage dependency and irre­
sponsible behavior and encourage constructive behavior. It must firmly control soaring 
welfare costs, which are slowly bankrupting the nation. Finally, and most important, wel­
fare reform must seek to reduce the illegitimate birth rate in the U.S. and promote the for­
mation of stable two-parent families. Any "reform" which does not dramatically reduce 
the illegitimate birth rate will not save money and will fail to truly help America's chil­
dren and society. 

With these objectives in mind, real reform must be based on the following eight princi­
ples: 

1) Establish serious workfare requirements. 

The key to successful workfare is the number of welfare recipients who are required 
to participate. Following the pattern of the 1988 reforms, it is likely that the Clinton 
plan will be quite complex, appearing to require large numbers of recipients to per­
form community service work when in reality few are. Real reform would require all 
fathers in the AFDC-UP program to perform community service work forty hours per 
week in 1994. It would also require able-bodied single persons in the Food Stamp pro­
gram to work. And it should require half of all single mothers on AFDC to perform 
community work service for benefits by 1996. 
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2) Establish sensible workfare priorities. 

Workfare programs should be efficient and low-:cost. Workfare should be estab­
lished first for those persons who have the least justification for being out of the labor 
force. Therefore workfare requirements should be imposed initially on able-bodied, 
non-elderly single persons on welfare, followed by fathers in two-parent families on 
welfare and absent fathers who fail to pay child support. After workfare has been put 

......in.operationJor.thesegroups,. those.single~~thers .on AFDC who do not have pre­

school children should be required to work. 


High day care expenses mean that putting a single mother with a young child to 
work in a community service work program costs roughly two to three times as much 
as requiring a mother with older child to work. Because work programs inevitably op­
eratewithin fixed budgets, an emphasis on workfare participation by mothers with 
younger children leads to a sharp reduction in the total number of persons who will be 
required to work. One little-understood aspect of the workfare debate.is that liberals 
often attempt to focus workfare programs on mothers with very young children pre­
cisely because they understand this will quickly soak up available funds and thereby 

. limit the number of recipients required to participate. Liberal welfare advocates also 
would like to undermine the general concept of workfare by showing that all workfare 
programs cost more than they save-so they promote the least cost-effective workfare 
programs (namely, those with a heavy emphasis on mothers with young children). 

About half of AFDC single mothers do not have any pre-school children under age 
five. Workfare should be imposed on single mothers with younger children under five 
only after most mothers with older children have been required to work. However, if 
an AFDC mother gave birth to an additional child after her initial enrollment in 
AFDC, that child should not exempt her from work requirements. (This rule is needed 
to prevent mothers from having additional children to escape the work requirement.) 

3) Limit welfare given to unwed teen mothers. 

By paying young women to have children out of wedlock, the current welfare sys­
tem encourages them in a course of action that, in the long term, proves self-defeating 
to the mothers and harmful to both the children and society. Placing millions of single 
mothers inwork and training programs will have little positive effect for society as 
long as the illegitimate birth rate remains over 30 percent. 

Congress must go to the heart of the dependency problem by seeking to reduce the 
number of illegitimate births. It has been a tragic mistake for the government to pay 
money to fourteen-year-old girls on the condition that they have children out of wed­
lock. The government should begin to address the illegitimacy problem by ending the 
disastrous present policy of giving AFDC cash payments to unmarried teen mothers. 

22 	 There should be no blanket two-year exemption from work requirements. Work requirements which are imposed when a 
recipient first enrolls in welfare are likely to have the strongest possible effect in reducing welfare rolls because they 
dissuade individuals from enrolling in welfare in the first place. Thus serious work requirements mandated at the time of 
initial welfare enrollment are likely to be the most cost-effective workfare programs. 
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As Washington Post journalist Leon Dash has shown in his book When Children 
Want Children, most unmarried teen mothers both conceive and deliver their babies 
deliberately rather than accidentally.23 While young women do not bear unwanted 
children in order to gain a welfare income, they are very much aware of the role 
which welfare will play in supporting them once a child is born. Thus, the availability 
of welfare bolsters the decision to become pregnant. Refusing to pay young unwed 
mothers direct cash benefits would certainly result in a sharp and substantial drop in 
teen'illegitimacy.24" " , ,,',' ", , , 

Those federal AFDC funds, which currently are given directly to unwed mothers 
under age 21 should be converted into block grants to the states. State governments 
could use the funds to develop innovative new policies for assisting those teenagers 
who continue to have children out of wedlock. Such polices could include supporting 
the mothers in tightly supervised group homes or promoting adoption. But federal 
funds could no longer be used to simply give cash welfare to teen mothers. 

4) Do not provide increased AFDC and Food Stamp benefits to mothers 
who bear additional children while already enrolled in the AFDC program. 

Under the current system, if a mother enrolled in AFDC bears additional children 
she receives an automatic increase in her AFDC and Food Stamp benefits. No other 
family in U.S. society receives an automatic increase in its family income if it has 
more children. There is no reason to provide expanded welfare benefits to single moth­
ers who have additional illegitimate children after they are already dependent on wel­
fare. 

A limitation of this sort has already been put in effect in the state of New Jersey by 
black Democratic Assemblyman Wayne Bryant. Although available evidence is lim­
ited, early data suggest that the policy will significantly reduce the number of out-of­
wedlock births. State officials call attention to a 16 percent drop in births among wel­
fare recipients in the first two months following the change in policy.25 

5) Require paternity establishment for children receiving AFDC. 

Current law requires that an AFDC mother must make a "good faith" effort to iden­
tify the father of the child in order to receive AFDC. This law is routinely ignored. 

, The government should require, for children born after January 1994, that the mother 

23 Leon Dash, When Children Want Children: An Inside Look at the Crisis ofTeenage Parenthood, Penguin Books, 1989. 
'~, 24 There is clear evidence that welfare affects the illegitimate birth rate. For example, Dr. June O'Neill found the dollar value 

of monthly welfare benefits in a state has a dramatic affect on whether women will have children out of wedlock. Holding 
constant a wide range of other variables such as income, parental education, and urban and neighborhood setting, O'Neill 
found that a 50 percent increase in the monthly value of AFDC and Food Stamp benefits led to a 43 percent increase in the 
number of out of wedlock births over the study period. The study also found that higher welfare benefits increased the 
number of women who left the labor force and enrolled in welfare. A50 percent increase in monthly AFDC and Food 
Stamp benefit levels led to a 75 percent increase both in the number of women enrolling in AFDC and in the number of 
years spent on AFDC. In other words increases in benefits' value will cause dramatic expansion in welfare caseloads. 
Source: M. Anne Hill and June O'Neill, Underclass Behaviors in the United States: Measurement and Analysis of 
Determinants, August 1993, research funded by Grant No. 88ASPE20lA, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. 

25 Kimberly J.McLarin, "Trenton Welfare Changes Being Felt," The New York Times, December 5,1993 pp. 49,56. 
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identify the father of the child in order to receive AFDC, public housing, or Food 
Stamps.26 Exceptions to this rule in a few hardship caSes could be given but the excep­
tions should n.ot exceed 10 percent. 

Modern DNA testing permits government officials to determine the child's real fa­
ther with absolute confidence. Once the mother has identified the father and paternity 
has been established, the father can be required to pay child support to offset welfare . 

. ..,...costs.If.the·.child support paid does.not-equal half the. cost of theAFDC and Food 

Stamps received by the mother and child, the remainder should become a debt which 

the father must repay at a future point. 


If the father claims he cannot pay any child support because he cannot find a job, 
the government should require community service work from him to fulfill his obliga­
tion. Experiments with this approach in Wisconsin have led to surprising im­
provements in the ability of absent fathers to locate private sector employment and 
pay child support. Moreover, the definite expectation among young men that they will 
be identified as fathers and required to pay child support for their children may put an 
end to the ethos in some communities where young men assert their masculinity by 
fathering children they have no intention to support. 

6) Reduce welfare's marriage penalty. 

The current welfare system heavily penalizes marriage between a mother and a 
working man. This marriage penalty should be reduced by creating a tax credit for 
lower-income parents who are married and who are working rather than living on 
welfare. . 

7) Provide increased funding for abstinence education. 

Scientific experiments have shown that strong sexual abstinence curricula substan­
tially change teenagers' attitudes toward early sexual activity. Among girls taking ab­
stinence courses, pregnancy rates have been reduced by over 40.£ercent when com­
pared with girls who have not taken the sex abstinence classes? By contrast, pro­
grams promoting contraception may increase pregnancy rates. 

8) Cap the growth of welfare spending. 

No matter how frequently official Washington proposes to "end welfare," the costs 
of welfare continue to rise. Welfare absorbed about 1.5 percent of GNP when Lyndon 
Johnson launched the War on Poverty in 1965; it had risen to over 5 percent by 1992. 
With a $305 billion price tag, welfare spending now amounts to $8,300 for each poor 
person in the U.S. Worse still, Congressional Budget Office figures project total wel­
fare costs to rise to half a trillion dollars, or about 6 percent of GNP, by 1998.28 Pre­

26 	 For children born years ago it often is impossible to locate the father. The paternity establishment rule should therefore be 
applied prospectively: the mother should be required to establish paternity in order to receive welfare for children born in 
1994 and after. 

27 	 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Adolescent Pregnancy Programs, Final Report O.A.P.P. 
#OO0816-05,1985-1990,p.8. 

28 	 These figures represent estimated federal, state and local spending on means-tested welfare programs and aid to 
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dictably, the Clinton Administration maintains that half a trillion dollars is not 
enough; "ending welfare" for the Clinton Adminisfration means adding on even more 
spending. 

The long history of bogus welfare reforms, all of which were promised to save 
money but did not, leads to one obvious conclu~ion. The only way to limit the growth 
of welfare spending is to do just that: limit the growth of welfare spending. The wel­

.fare.system plllst be .put .on a .dieLTheJ),uure. growth of fedfral means-tested welfare 
spending should be capped at, say, 3.5 percent per annum. 9 Individual programs 
would be permitted to grow at greater than or less than 3.5 percent according to con­
gressional priorities, provided aggregate spending fell within the 3.5 percent ceiling. 
By slowing the outpour from the federal welfare spigot, the cap gradually would re­
duce the subsidization of dysfunctional behavior: dependency, non-work, and 
illegitimacy. The cap also would send a warning signal to state welfare bureaucracies. 
Cushioned by a steady and increasing flow of federal funds in the past, most bureau­
cracies have found no need to grapple with the tough and controversial policies 
needed to really reduce illegitimacy and dependency. With a cap on future federal 
funds, state governments would, for the first time, be forced to adopt innovative and 
aggressive policies which would reduce the welfare rolls. 

CONCLUSION: THE COMING BOGUS REFORM 


Clinton's promise to "end weifare as we know it" was a focal point of his 1992 elec­
tion campaign. Clinton aides admit that welfare reform is pivotal to Clinton's effort to de­
fine himself as a "New Democrat." By claiming that he will require welfare recipients to 
work for the benefits they get, Clinton has seized a very popular issue; nearly 90 percent 
of the public believe that able-bodied welfare recipients should be required to "do work 
for their welfare checks.,,30 

But Clinton's actions in his first year in office indicate strongly that he intends to ex­
pand rather than end welfare. While Clinton no doubt will boldly embrace the symbols of 
reform, there is very little indication that he will actually seek substantial changes in the 
current system. All the evidence suggests that Clinton will duplicate the meaningless wel­
fare reform debate of 1988. As in 1988, the public again will be told that America has 
achieved a revolutionary change in welfare when in fact little or nothing has been al­
tered. 

economically disadvantaged communities. The Congressional Budget Office estimates only future federal spending. 
Future state and local spending figures were estimated separately by assuming that the ratio of federal spending to state 
and local spending on specific programs would remained unchanged. This is a reasonable assumption since the required 
state contribution to most federal welfare programs is legislatively established at a fixed percentage of federal spending on 
that program. These percentages change little over time .. 

29 	 Medicaid could be exempted from the cap. 
30 	 For example, a Gallup poll conducted between March 30 and April 5, 1992 found that 88 percent of adults polled favored 

"a law requiring all able-bodied people on welfare, including women with pre-school children to do work for their welfare 
checks." Many polls by other organizations show almost identical results. 
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U sing the 1988 reform and the first year Clinton record as prognosticators, it seems 
likely that President Clinton will propose a new round ofbogus reform which will have 
the following features: 

t/ Any proposed legislation will have tough language about requiring work, but the 
actual work provisions will be technical and complex. Few on Capitol Hill will 
read and understand them. 

':. . . If.: .'. " :",~. ~':. ••. ••. ~ .. 

t/ While the Administration will claim that vast numbers of welfare recipients will 
be required to perform community service work under its proposed legislation, . 
few will actually be required to work. The percentage of AFDC recipients who 
are actually required to perform community work service work will probably be 
under 10 percent in 1996. 

t/ The workfare programs established will be inefficient and unnecessarily expen­
sive. The costs of operating these programs will exceed any savings they achieve 
by encouraging welfare recipients to leave the rolls. The Clinton Administration 
will claim vaguely that the programs will save money "in the long run." 

t/ The Clinton Administration will call for a heavy new investment in education 
and training programs for welfare recipients despite the compelling evidence that 
such programs are ineffective in raising the wage rates of welfare recipients. 

t/ The false notion that huge numbers of welfare mothers have been required to 
work will be used to justify creating a federal day care system for middle class 
families. 

t/ The central problem of high illegitimacy rates will rarely be mentioned; no effec­
tive policies to reduce illegitimacy and promote marriage will be adopted. 

t/ Means-tested welfare spending will continue to soar after the "reforms" and will 
almost certainly top $500 billion by 1998. 

t/ The entire Clinton reform will be swaddled in tough, conservative rhetoric. 

The bogus welfare reform of 1988 simply perpetuated a social disaster. By creating a 
facade of illusory change, the 1988 Family Support Act stalled serious reform efforts for 
a half decade. Accumulating evidence indicates the 1988 process is about to be repeated. 

But American society cannot afford another round of bogus welfare reform. The wel­
fare state is out of control and growing rapidly. Insidiously, welfare creates its own clien­
tele; by undermining work ethic and family structure, the welfare state generates a grow­
ing population in "need of aid." This is why welfare spending has risen from 1.5 percent 
of GNP when Lyndon Johnson launched the War on Poverty in 1965 to 5 percent today. 
Spending will rise to 6 percent of GNP within few years, and there is no end in sight. 
Moreover, by promoting illegitimacy and family disintegration, welfare is a leading 
cause of crime and other social problems. 
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The only way to end this expensive and destructive pattern is to enact true reform-re­
form that controls costs, reduces dependency,and above all, reduces illegitimacy. 

Robert Rector 
Senior Policy Analyst 

David Kuo assisted in preparing this study. 
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APPENDIX 

Proposed Expansions for Welfare Programs from 


\\ A Vision for Change for America 
II 

The Clinton Administration Budget Proposal, FY 1994 
; • ":.: • ~ t. ':'t.O 

.The following is a list of spending increases in means-tested welfare programs and re-· 
lated programs for low-income persons and communities proposed by the Clinton Ad­
ministration in its initial budget submitted to Congress on February 17th of this year. 
While not all of these spending increases were enacted by Congress, the list does give a 
clear indication of the priorities of the Clinton Administration . 

. All figures are taken directly from the Appendix to the President's budget summary, A 
Vision ofChange for America.31 Most figures represent proposed spending increases 
over a five-year period from fiscal year 1994 through fiscal year 1998. However, "Sum­

. mer of Opportunity" figures generally represent short-term spending initiatives of one or 
two years. Some programs are listed morethan once in the budget, receiving multiple in­
creases from separate initiatives. For example, the Clinton Administration proposed to in­
crease WIC funding as part of the "Summer of Opportunity" and again as part of "Life­
long Learning." In these cases, the total proposed increase for the program is the sum of 
all the increases listed separately in the budget. 

Proposed Increases in the FY 1994 Budget Request 

"Summer of Opportunity" 
WIC Supplemental Feeding Program: 


Expand food benefits to women and children. Cost: $75 million 


Emergency Food Assistance Program: 

Provide added federal money to purchase food for food banks. Cost: $23 million 


Chapter 1, Summer School Program: 

Expand funding for summer school programs 

for children in poor neighborhoods. Cost: $500 million 


Chapter 1, Census Supplemental: 

Expand education funding for schools in disadvantaged areas. Cost: $235 million 


Head Start Summer Program: 

Expand Head Start through the summer months. Cost: $500 million 


31 Executive Office of the President, Office of Management and Budget, A Vision ofChange for America (Washington D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, February 17,1993). 
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HHSlHead Start Childcare Feeding: 
Pay for meals of children attending the expanded 
Head Start summer program. Cost: $56 million 

Immunization: 
Buy vaccines for low-income children. Cost: $300 million 

Summer YOJ,lth Employment: 
Finance more 'than 700,000 summer JODs . 
for low-income youths. Cost: $1,000 million 

Worker Profiling: 
Provide funds to identify workers that need 
job placement help. Cost: $29 million 

Community Service Employment for Older Americans: 
Provide added funds to expand participation of senior citizens 
in community service projects. Cost: $26 million 

, 

Extend Unemployment Compensation: Cost: $4,000 million 

National Service Program: 
Pay "volunteers" to perform community service. Cost: $15 million 

Urban Development and Housing Initiative 
Accelerate Public Housing Modernization: 

Accelerate a "backlog" of funding for 
improving public housing. 5-year cost: $1,035 million 

Community Development Block Grants: 
Funding for previously unfunded projects like 
street and bridge work, building rehabilitation, painting 
and resurfacing, and other "public service projects" in 

disadvantaged areas. 5-year cost: $2,536 million 

Supportive Housing: 
Expand funding for homeless shelters. 5-year cost: $423 million 

Environment/Energy 
Increase Weatherization Grants: 

Expand grants to encourage state 
weatherization programs for low-income people. 5- year cost: $47 million 

Rebuild America -Infrastructure 
Business and Community Initiative: 

Provide federal assistance to low-income rural 
residents to raise their standard of living. 5-year cost: $1699 million 

Increase Weatherization Grants: 
Provide more federal money for low-income 
people to insulate their homes. 5-year cost: $375 million 

20 




• 


Community Development Block Grant: 
Provide more funds for low- and moderate-income 
residents to improve their communities. 

Enterprise Zones (tax incentive): 
Invest in "enterprise zones" in poor areas. 

Community Development Banks: 
:"':Cre':ite'bahks that \voLildptovide goverriment loans' 

for business and housing purposes in low- and 
moderate-income areas. 

Housing Vouchers: 
Expand housing subsidies to more Americans. 

Preservation and Restoration of Assisted Housing: 
Provide funds 'to upgrade government 
rental housing. ' 

Supportive Housing Program: 
Increase funds for homeless. 

Distressed Public Housing: 

5-year cost: $430 million 

5-year cost: $4,119 million 

5-year cost: $468 million 

5-year cost: $1,370 million 

5-year cost: $1,377 million 

5-year cost: $424 million 

Increase funds to rep,air and restore public housing.5-year cost: $373 million 

HOPE Youthbuild: 

Provide added spending on young people. 


Lifelong Learning 
WIC (Special supplemental food program for women, 

infants, and children): 
Expand food aid to families with young children., 

Parenting and Family Support: 
Provide funds to government programs to teach low-
and moderate-income parents how to raise children. 

Head Start: 

Increase Head Start funding. 


National Service: 

Employ "volunteers" for community service. 


Worker Training Initiatives: 

Add to funding for training low-income workers. 


Rewording Work 
EITC: 


Expand refundable tax credits to 

low-income working families with children. 


Unemployment Extension: 

5-year cost: $106 million 

5-year cost: $3,634 million 

5-year cost: $1,450 million 

5-year cost: '$13,846 million 

5-year cost: $9,430 million 

5-year cost: $14,910 million 

5-year cost: $26,787 million 

5-year cost: $2,400 million 
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Health Care 
Food Stamps: 

Provide funds to expand the Food Stamp program. 5-year cost: $12,000 million 

Low-income Home Energy Assistance Program: 
Increase funding to pay utilities bills for 
low- and moderate-income families. 5-year cost: $2,945 million 
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