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axaoUTIVB.OPPIOB or THB Pk2~IDa.T URGENT 
orrICE or MANAGEN'~ AHD BODQ&~ 


W&8hinit9U,. D.C. 10'0' 
 w(L~1a~~ 
July 2', 1994 

LBGl!U.ATlVE UnJUUlL ..DIIOIWIDUlI 

TO: Le9isllltiv8 LiaIson orr1cer 

.. 2:30~:~;~N-.v~~~~ ~~:~~~.goi;:~i=:~~~ : ~~~2)120-7()95 
JUSTICE - Sheila Y. Anthony - (JOZ)S14-a141 • 211 
LABOR - Robart A~ Shapiro. (20)a19-a201 - 110 
TREASURY ~ Rlcha~ S. Carro - (~U2 146 - ~23 

FROM, .1Al1l!T 11. FORsa",," (for'l~,l~~~~(~?
ABBlstant oirector tor L aBrU'rBII~B 

OHB COWTACTl 	 Chtl. MvS~AIH 4395-3923) 

BBQretarY'8 line Ifor .1mp~a reapoDaoB): 3t$-13G2 


SUBJECT: 	 HHS propos~d TQ~tjmony RE: HR 4605, Work and 

Responslbility Act or 19'4 


11.00 AM Augu.t 1; 1'" 

OOKMBNTB. ~•.••Q.ot.ry'. tOD~lmony vl11 ~. ~lv.. b.~or. the' 

Houa. Education and Labar Committee o~ 'tUBSday. Au~st 2nd. 


OMS requests tho v1cwG af your agency on the aOov. 8ubjoot before 
Advitdnq on it.A TRlationShlp to t.he program or 'tn. presl<1ent:~ ,in 
a.ccord.~nc~ wlt..l1 OMD C!t'l,.ulaL' A-U. 

. 
Please advise us ir thlg item will atrect dlreat spending or 
reoeipts roc 	purpQ••• ot til. Lb. U~"1-A.-Y9\l-Oot. p~ovi.!ona of 
Title xxz~ o~ the omnibuo 8U«,.~ a.~cA~111at!oD Act of 1'10. 

cc: 
. IDabel S."n1ll 

Doug'Sta1ger Bart')' 1Il!1te 

:!tu:n.le I'1cu;"\,.J.1I :ea;n:y Clondonin 

Stool' Doon Bill Dorot.J.naky 

Mika Ruffner Bruce R ••d 

ChL"ltt z:llt#L"J.. ..uH l«(lt.h1. Way" 

LGD1;er'Cash Jflr.mr B.n-Atui 

Lara Roho~ t David Levine 

Ri.;;hara DAvi.r HA1.'"k ICru;uJ: 

9hannah Xo... Paul DiftOM
<nthy KcHuqh pat Griffin 
Tim Tca!n Jillt M'\,lrr . 
Larry Katlac:k Janet FCHt"tjren 

http:l�(lt.h1
http:I'1cu;"\,.J.1I
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UtJPOlfCU3 !'O LBOX8Ul'XVB UFSMAf.,- iUiXOM.Jn)VH 

It your responso to this roquest tor views' 1s .impl0 (e.g.J 
concur/no comaont) YO profor thQt you rcapond by L..la~ ~. this 
rvapan•• ah99t,. If t,he re~ronl1t'l i A .iapia and you preter to 
call, pleas.e ca1'l the Dral'um-wiGfIf lln. tJhown 111:$10w {NOT W.e 
unallDt'. lino, to leAvo A moa~.9a with a eeor&~.ry. 

YOU mill' ·1l1.~ r ...pwACI by (1)' t,,;0111.11,1 Llut lUllllyst/otto:"-noY'd dh:ect. 
line (yQU, will bo ccnnoctod to voice .-11 it the analyat do.s not. 

. ItnRwe:r): (2) sand1n" us II memo or letter: or.. (3) if you are an 
OASIS UBer in the Executive orfico of tho pr••14.ntt sendin9 an 
E-mail ~e&s.9v. Ple••• inolude th. -~ nUmber,shown abov., And 
the .Ub~.Qt .hown b.lov~ 

TO: Chria IIllSTAIl< 
otfice ot Manaqement and BUQget 
FdA N~.L~ (20Z) 3"-~140 
Analyot/AttornQY'a Direct Number: 
Branch-wiC1e Line (to reaCh &eoretary);, 

(l02) 
caOol) 

395-3923 
395-7'62 

(Dato) 

(NO""') 

(AQenoy) 

(!!'elQphoM) 

SUBJECT: HHS propoGod T.stimony RX: .RR 4~05. ·Wo~k and 
RGsponuibll1ty AC~ Or 1994 

Tho following .to ·t.he rCII,"ponae ot our atJoney t.o your requaat. 'fot' 
vlews on the above~cap~1Qned auo,ect: 

Concur 

No objection 

No comment 

S.e propot:fl:d ed t t.a on tmq.. __-:-_~____ 

. 'Oth.r: 
-~-

FAX 	 It!;t'UJtN or J;)~qe., .o.t:tltcllIlUl l.u ·l.hltf 
resp'otule. sheet 

http:eeor&~.ry
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• tOt .1. 11••,. I 

STATmflWl' B't 


DONNA BRAtAU. 


II_AllY 

U. S, DBP,\tit'1'MEN"l' or ltnt.1'H ANI) HUMAN aUVICIS 

COHMI~~ o~ 2DUCATI¢" ANn LAaQ, 

U.S. HOUiX Or ~1Pl!4ZNTATlV8B 

.. ' , ..., .. 

····t.'"..-'··" ," 

.' ' ere' .. 



0'7.>'29·191 12:9'1 

SiNT iy:Ktrnx Teltea~!fr 7021 : 7-28~.' • 

~ ....... 


U. 1:. DDARTMPT or HWlt'U AND HUUIt 8liiitVICe:a 


DI'FOR! '1'R 


COMMI'rTU ON lmUCAT10l( AND LMloa 


U.9. HODSI OF ~EPRlSSNtAr%VI. 


'lAW you Mr. Che.1rman a1\4 IItmt>era ot U,. c~t.t.too fo.. the 

tnvL"Uc~m t.o APo.ar berof" you t;oaay. t 0111 v.ry pl.a,,04 'h•• ... .., ~ 
tn. ""~t;'i4!l:~lo1'i and LI,por COIMIU:tee .L.s hQldin'i A M ....'I'lI Oft th_ 

Wwk and il••pOfttlbUltY Act: of Ut. .0 .oo:rt. ........ it" 

lnuu\1oc:ton. 

t am Jo1nod hire toa.y Dr tvo ot tho k-r ~Obi'.o'. of ~1. 

1..1.1aUcm. Dr~ Mary ;'0 Ian., tUff AlJldat.on~ a_01reu.zoy ter 

c~tl~" and Famll1el, .nQ Pc. Ocvld DllYood, Hds A••t.~.ftt 

s.er.ttry tar PL&nn1nq an4 Iv.luat1on. TQ9.the~ with 8rue. R~.d# 

Deputy l •• latant to tn. Pr••ldant t~~ DODO.tio PolLoYr or~. _an. 

&ft4 Illvood hay. co"crta1nl.1 II WCI1K t9t:ot .Wain"'. 'by tho 

'r••hletlt that I01.l:Wh" the {lUvto. of' ••YUlll n\ln....4 ewpot'te, 

walfare recipients, and ••~1QO ~rQvld.~. in ~o d••19ft 6t ~hia 

vJ.dOftary plan. 

waltarwl •• we know It h•• PeQom. ~ notlon.l ~r.90dy. Ne~e 

til.... 14 n"llUon Al!terlClSn. 4_pun..s on .pnt:hl.y APDQ cMd:. th.t now 

1 

'. '" .. " .. 

http:AlJldat.on


12:0<1 L.-w...p~~ 

i i 'ilH:(iv:x."fX Ttl'n'oP'ltl' 1~21 : 1"24....1:":2~P~ :, 

oo-t t.xpayere moro than $22 billion dollar. eaoh year. In 'thG 

•••t tlve Y••~. atona, v.ll ov.r 3 .i111on r.o1~t.nt. haVe h ••n 

.4dod ~o ~h. APDC ~oll.. Alao.t 30 perQ8nt at all birth. oro to 

ulnu.rr1.d moi'.h",. And ".a%'J.Y ene in tour Ch114ron Qu("cont.l:t 

Un. in poverty. Too aftny Children qrov up in bOWIe.ho13 wher. 

ntilR_ ot tho. .4\1;lt. U". t.lorltin(1~ , ;~ 

Pr••id.nt Clinton. bnd nany of ~. -* ~oth in.14e ~n4 o~~.14• 
.. ' , ...... 

of hi. Admirti~tratlGn 

t09.ther th1~ 1_91.1at1on. An4 w••1'. p~oyd ~r ~a r ..ul~. 

11'h. Work 1Ind R••pon.lb1Hty Aot or ;1'1" will t\ln.Cl~n"lly 

ohanqO thiIJ country" IlPproeum 'to he1l?1n9 l'\nIUW l1~a;-on1;.Ct IIIOV_ fr01ll 

t.,rOQ the quality or Ute tar mUU\:m. or y~ YbnA't~. 

AiNr1c." ohtldren ..... 1nore..lngly uw. PlXJ¥'oot obi..,.,.• 

....rvt a OhllhCQ to groW \lP ~o opput:1.wd, 1;.7 I not povfl'~y aft" 

u,.l...ne... 

tt tl\arll i. on. thln; tha.t 5Un4_ Q\&~ the 110_" '.,0111 o\tS' 

ft.~i0ftW1~. hear1nql on tn1. l~~u., 1t 1. th6~ O~ o~rrent _y.~«M 

4o.an f t work and nOQody IlX08 it -~ l".~ of 011 tn. p.~~10 who 

....h4 ~~a~na it tor helP ~w wblrara reolpienta th....lv~.. So 

,_ eanf~••• da~t•• t~10 la.uB, we ~nov 1~ wonlt ~. 4bou~ whath_r 

In not va ~.ed welfare retorm -- .. .u *91:'0. 61\ t)ui.t. '!'he 

~.~i~n i. how D••t ~o ;0 .~t l~ • 

•• the. a18t:1niubn.~ Cbairmon ornl ~or. of t;h. Ct»MIi+!i:•• 

know I th~re 18 no, Jl\aglc .olu~~Qn for th4 OOlI\Pu>t problem of 

2 

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

....., . 

http:opput:1.wd
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4.~.r ~a~tidW$e.tin9 thJ. chtllanql h.aO-on. 

tal•. iacru. has o.CQM .v.n lIOn ,"VIBllt 1n 11,h" of .0•• 

• 1"91. ~t~.r, recllvln; Aroc 

"'ft taOftAg8 ~h.r•. 

T~' WAlter. iyllt_lII wlll ~1I\'ln~. 1;Q 1>. put; O'f t.h. »t"ob1.OtII, 

raen.r than put or th.$ Bolvt.lon lJ!'1••• · drCltht,io oh_I\9o. .~. 

..... w. belieVe W8 h'~ P"t on the '.~lu G 0014, b.l.nc4d plaft 

~b.t viiI re.l~Y ~x. e ditt.~eng•• 

Under our plan l by tn. ytar 2000, .1~Dgt on••i11ioft ~.opl. 

will .1thQr be WO:rk1ny or oompl.toll" ,oft y.UII'1'.. ~n ualft9 

oona.rvl.t:,iyl., ".umpt.1om" (tUr.' FO'OQUQM 4lhow that- ~. t.h&n 

"o,ono adUlts Who would ctn.rvi•• hav, ~.n on v.ltara vill havo 

workinq plrt·t1me in unD~141,e4 ,obG. And 394,000 'dul~. will 

N in aUbl141!ad jol.>d in the wolUC Pro1X'UI - .. Ul> 'rt:rm 15.000 1ft 

¥ark expert.noo progcama n~. In a4ditJ,Qo. another "3,000 

raolpianta in the year 2000 wLll ba In tim.-limit.d ~ucation O~ 

tMo't.l OhUd 8UppOt't. eoUoo~1on. IKUl hotlv. 1MJl:'. t.Ulln double4. 

frea .t billion to ,ao Q!ll!Qn. , 

Let. lie ad4 ;'hat wo hQpec too pr~.4 on \lib' fare ~.fO", in I: 

.lpaftl••n Bann.c. In faot; tbo~. are ~.n¥ .i~tlar1t1•• betwoon 

~r »111 and th_ tWQ ..;o~ ncpubl1oa" .1~.rn.tlV8a 1n ~. "ou_o 



""" • 20t BtS .1.'1' I 

and ,.".t~. Both _bar_ the rres1dent'. vl.1gn tQ~ ~.:or., ftOkinW 

,wt110 ...!at"no. a tranl1t10ttal. prUV"om lfd14£.ng to 1II.nd.atoX'y 

vork. Roth ~rCV1Q' tundlnv tor .Q~QAtionf t~.t~ln9. ohild o.~•• 

and jOb oreation. And both roo09f\l.. that it. viH ~.q'td.t'. lin 

!"v••tmant Of ttme And rn~nay to nov. yQ.~nt ~otho~a toward ••1f. 

autf1a1ecy. 

OUr welfare returm .;~.~y haD thr.. ov4rarbhlng 

prlnolpleSt wur.IC,.......... r ••PQn.it;lU1~YI .nll :nuhilVl tho l'Iawt 

uno.-: the Preaidont'. YOU.". roloR plan, 1tOU'are vill be 

aHUt , peYOb.ok, not a ",.!far. 0iU:t0lt. To u1nfora. and l'ft'.O 

VU'1t, our appl'QkW .1-_ »ae.cl I'#ft • aiJIIFle CC!:IPac.'.lt. S!.Ippot'\;, job 

t.raUiln9, .nlll ",bUd oar. will bo provided to h.1p people .oft 

Iroc 4.,.nt\.n~. to lndcpend.anlj)(l. Dllt tilDe 1111lU. wlU ane1.lra 

that any.ma wtlQ '\ilion \fOrk, "JI\uot ""0'1'11: -- 11'1 th.. f>t'lv&to ••otOi' 1t 

'1IlI... 

rofor.. wIll rock. wolter. ~ tr.n~1ticft.l ayeteft ~.adln~ to work. 

~'a 'dtbotol 1nire41~nt ot retvra l .u~ort will ha prov!4.d 

to n.lp paople keep jobs onCle thoy ;_t tA_ll. '1'1/l~ oradle., h..oltA 

oar••n~ child ~.~. vill m6k6 I~ poau!pt. tor .varyone whO work. 

w De Nt-ter ott t!\.n t.h.y 'Ie... on ",eUar., an4 tOt:' even 1IOrl(l... 

1n .nuy-leval ,o1:1. t.o O\olll'pot't th.b h,dU••• "' 

, .. 

.. ' ... ~' 

http:CC!:IPac.'.lt
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'fhl kty to QnDur1J'!; thO' aueCUJi\ ct ttll. tran&i'tJ.on trOll 

v.lrara to work i. .xpandlng on th. auoc... of th. JQ~ ... " .... 
Cppin'tunitiea and a••10 £kill. or JOBS provro, the Qorn.r.t.cm. 

9' ~h. r.-tlY 4upport Act or ,gSQ,(~9Al. 

,raA paved th_ \lay tor our r.toru 'b1 U\tr04uc~ ~ 

expM,.,.1on t.hat woUaN should "a • p.r.t.oO of: propa.;'.t.lon t07; 

,.1t-.uftLoioftoy. and by roooqnl11nu the ngea to~ lnv••~nt in 

ed"'Rtlon, tr.oinlnq, and ampJ,oyunt l5ervlc;.. t:or "'1".~ 

l'IIQlpl.nt•• 

lfOWOV(»:1 tho JODiii' '1'rainlnq ptoqram Qr••tlld by ~. FDA 41« 

not -'n9. tho "it..•• "yatem .s much a. "'•• .1.nt-_n"4. 8OQ.u.s. 

of it. br<t .. d .'ktI1'IIptiOJ'l. POllCY ano, :-el.atholt l~ ».r..td~.1on 

..ako l cftly • 1ImUl partiel"!, ot tne Al'DC .:.,,"100.11 10 Aotll&Ul' 

r~1r~ to p~rt1oipat. 1n tho JOBS pcv9cam. Only 17 ••woont of 

Mft4atoq. putJ.olpl!lntl .niJlq~ 1n wort. V,," \"uinlWj' ooUv£tt•• In 

ti••1l )'nr 19!1:t. Since only ·u pereont: vt tho. cut".l~ oudoad: 

.... oOI\a!40red. l'II&ndatory parUalpanta, t.Il. og.t;I,I;.. l ,uG.ntle!',,_ of 

tne o...load inyont." 1n the JOB8 prOljralll 1. ov~n ImlltUcw. In 

, ..u.ty. tow r*oip1ent8; especiauy thoae ot-rbk o~ 10l\9",e.n 

.-tt.ro 48po~d.ne1. are aov1nQ ~OW&r4 ~lgymon~ that will .nahl. 

tb.. to I ••vo Alee permanently. 

The reA h.. w~](od l>est. vnne. ,tat•• bno 1,1 ..4 h to' ohan,. 
'he o\.l!tur. ot the voltan orUce to uti_ f'OCNdJ\f on MoVinlJ 

eot.ll'l:ty CJ.IN p-roqramJ ror eKampl.., hoe d9I"1UJ.O&ft1:1l( ino,..&aa4 

r.oi,i.nt. l hour. of worK ena eocnlnv_. '~QO••b~l JOaA pro;r••• 

http:p.r.t.oO
http:Qorn.r.t.cm
http:tran&i'tJ.on
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Ill.o bllfld arract;i.ve putUGl'Iib;;l,p. Vj,1;b. lQoool clllJllo~t ••rv!e•• ~ 

Hhooia l bul1neas CODunltl.. , and lQ:»or DrtanbatLoa.. Per 

..aaple, 1n Kenoah« ~hty. Wi~onaln, the w.ltar. a,_nay r.llea 

upon the.. ~n()l1ha county Job ¢enttlit' tc .srv_ it. ..TOBS 

)lrt1c1panu. 

training acUvitiu 1n tha aouunttf. Xt; abo- hou••• both the 

inacma ma1ntammlJil GIld JOl)5 urvLo.. ot th. waUar. 1;-ln01. 

Tbrcv.;:h tbe etmtar, ao,rv1C08 of U puliHo and pr.t'lt6to a.,ftl'Jcl•• 

He OOllcct:atcu1 and tnt.frat", ""a II r.llIult~ tha "QBIJ pr09t'tm 111. 

X.noah, baa aucce.~.~ in aohiavift9 vary hlgh·p.r~lclp&t;l,On l.vala 

(1& percent ot participanta r.aaiva, .erviQ••) ..n4 hiGh job 

,llctaant rmtQS (60 p~ro.nt above tho stat. averaqe). Xn 

'~Oc.'.tul p~Oir&~1 howev.r, one &~ancy t.~aln. el..r 

aaoount.b111ty tor Gneur1nt that r.clpignt. Pllrt1oipat4 and that 

.. ,." 

.. , ..... 
tht. ~ ~.flaQ1n9 APOC with • fitV tranalt10nal 4851at6nc. program 

~.t inoludes tour leoy de1\.nt~u a pal"lIemal G'lPJ.OY.~ll1ty plCln, 

train!nwt .d~cGt1on 4n4 pl.oo~nt agg2etanoe ~o mQYe p.~pl. trOD 

HUa" tv wor)q G tvo..year ~1'1!\. 111att, and worK ~.Q\1tr_ont.. 

.. aho propoolli a ei.pLt.tO'&nt nl'lrrowinq at th. partiolpatit!lJ'l. 

Building en tbe .1oa. 

""EM 

,',' . 

http:arract;i.ve
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protr-- vill b_ the conterp1ace of th~ ~uwllo 6.oi.~Dnoo oyat... 

rrotll day on8 1 the nw Iy.tern will tOOWl on ....ld.n.' r~t\~ 

_\h.rt .elt".I.Jtfieient. DCh appliCant ".1.11 '1Ii9'1l Ati _"•••s.nt 

to 1l~ve qulQ)(lr toward Inc.»andenoo in l:.tt.a;n t ... ••• tetaftc.. 

WOJ'k,1ng with 0. ca.,vonar, o.u;'lb rflo1pt.ftt \tUt d.volop an 

..,loyabillty plan -. a wurk Dnd train!", a9r••mont _H d'll~ 

to MV$ that perlon into on unou.baLdbo4 job .. quiCkly AI 

... , ... 
~&fa4 1n jGb 

~ 

••arCh and anyone off.~•• D jOb witt b. r6qui~.~ 

\0 take j t. we expect thot lIl'my r~~p!.nt. ,,111 b. vO't"'1dl\' weU 

..tora ~h.y hl~ the two-year ti~ 11ftit. 

,.varu meoban1*.1 will 1ntot,ute the JOse: protrt.m vith 

otur tduCI.atlon and tnLn1ng pro9rg,lIMl to expand .004£& t,o ~h. 

IV'~ .nd reduce en. adm1nistrative bur4.n on Stat... The JOSS 

Pfogr-. vill be part ur any ono-otop o.~..r oonter_ that .~.t.. 
operate. aur ~lan allHI will .n.un that vV~ t.hose QJlable to 

,.rtloipata 1n .a\lcatloYlI trdninv n work .till h.t. oeredn 

• .,.oht1oft&. 

rt 1& l~ottan~ to not. that our propooat d*terl only paopla 

v!th d1••b111tlel ur tho.. ~bo n.&d tQ oar. fo~ 4i••bl04 

MUdra, . Uthlf9 with Intanta "rutor one y..'t' oldt and Qt.I'Ulin 

,..,1. 11vlnq in .~ot. arec,. A70e ~oth.r. Who have .d41~lanal 

~114r.n While on a.sl.t.no. will b•• d.terrad fo. only 12 week_ 

.fter tne en114'. Ol~th. 

7 

. , 


http:a.sl.t.no
http:r~~p!.nt


0" 
202 ~;f 'f••r'10 

1n oofttra.t l ourrent law .1~OY. ~ob Qroo4~r ox.mptlona for 

VOMn with any ohild un4u th.ec r Y0l.lnW moth.rs unhl: U, e.nd 

yo..n in thdr • .cono t:rimeIJter ot P:t-.pancrf. 

81 the year lOOO, tn••• changoo" will moVe q. troa a 

dC,,&tiot\' 1,.,.. Whlch allM:llt throe quartan (7; poro.nt) ot tho 

t.&r,at group are nalthar WQI'k!ll9 nor oxp.ot.4 to participate in 

trt.1nlnq, to· on. 1n Which lQore, tbe 'Mo•• quart..r. C77 p.rcant} 

Of th4 phllt4-1n qroup ore .i~h.r ort val tare, varkin;; or 1n • 

.and.tory tima-lim1ted pl.Q.~~t 0fi4' ~.lni&q proqr••• 

In ahort l 301' p4rtic1po.tion 1<Ii11 ba !p:'aatlY expand...t 

t~rcu9h 1nor•••ed v.rtl~1patlon rat••, and ~oa8 partlQ1pan~o will 

plrt1clpa;e 1n more work cKporianc••. ,eduoation, ana tra1niftq 

pnttrlU. to IQh,hrvc thh, v. bave 9J.ven stat....n4 looUJ.tl•• 

n4.k1b111ty 1n d..:lqning tho ox.O't l:II.1X: of -,!OBS ~0Q'l:111: .orv10.... ' 

..,loyab1l1ty plan_ ltIQ.Y " 44juted .. a family'. dtuatJ,.Q)'t. 

oh.n.... But parent. who r.f~•• to .tay in .QhQ~l, ~ look fD~ 

work or atten4 job train1n9 pro9r.~ will DO .anctlo~d,." .... 
~'ily,by loslnq their oharo Qt the ~PDC 9rant. 

In addItion, tll. F.doul oap on JgD$ fiJpon41ni ".1.11 " 

11\ft'M.e4 trO'll $1 b11lion to $1." bUl10n in fisoal year 1..t6~ 

oYer tne !1v&-y.ar peri04,botve.n 1996 and th. ye.r aooo, ~o w11l 

lalOr•••• JON openllinq by f2.8 biUion-",o Sf perv-nt. 1no1'•••• 

OYer ourrant .p.ndlnq. Tho capp.a .ntltlamont tor JOiS wlll ~1•• 
, 

turtn_: it the no.tional uMmploymant: rate reaoh•• 1 p.roont qJ!' 

.. , ... '" 

'." ' .,' 
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M ••'l'ltb...a of tM. C01a1t.t•• know, UtO ourrontl .:roBS' ,I'Cf9I'o, 

10 hanp.:.a by m_ny IItat•• I J.nablUty t.o dHw 40Wl thO' tull 

~t Qt .Vft ilable FaO.tal t~nll.. In teClt, .t.ta. .pant only 

all,htly ~ora thin two-thIrd. (6' p.~4.n.) of tho t~tal avallabl* 

'''.r.l 3088 allotment in rl0041 Y'A~ 19.2. To h.1p st.t.. dZaw 

d~ thoir full allot=un~, t~. r.4e~.1 ~.tob ~at. viii be 

1nvn...'" ...... hy flY. peruentA9. PQJ.nttt oYO~ tho cnlt!r.nt JOBS 

..tob rata in Uti I rhiili" t.Q 10, po:t'G_nt.ia pobt:. onl' t.b..' . 
Q\lrr.-nt JOBS matCh rate by the year 3000. Tho D.1nl11\\l1Il rallord 

..tch vi11 ba 1u p.rcon~ 1n that roar. 

4pooi{10 axample. b••t tlluo~.t. tho t~o~ of ~n.a. 

ottanoa., 

.,.nd '40.a ~ll11on in ototo ~onl•• Cln JOBS, Which Will Allow it 

to dr.w down .".,. 'l million in fHera! JOBS ap.Min;. Vnb.. th. 

"~ aatOh rat~, in t1aoal ytar l'i~t K~abi9.n gau14 ..tntaln !tS 

our-rant ltval at 1114 "pendJ.1'l9" and dTJIIW down $BB.~ IIIl1110n in 

tMarll tUnc:...... tn 1l'l0"."'00 of bl. p.:rotilnt. f"gll 1U4. )(Qraov.r. 

it Jl10111Q"ln iuoreutJd ~to .rODS opo!uHngo aboVe O1.lf'.'I:ont; l......1••~ 

dr.., down III 4vdbl:;r.l.o t"4nl clollan ttl 1"Y uu, t:~.#".1 

~1n; would lncruae by U paroQf\t. U'.nd$r th1s iHlW .ot.oht ". 

a.ll..t_ that tBnnayl.vontc vo~14 *KparlanOe a 01 p.raen~ 1nor.... 

in f ...ral wODS tun4ing botw••n flccal yaar 1". and (1,oal ,.ar 

lItt if i .. twnt1nua4 to spend at ttl 19t4 lavn., _n4 ... 

pero.nt·1n~.e~ it 1'.d~.w down all availepla t~.r.l 4011ar•• 

Cll1torni4 would G~ri9nQe 1nor_.8Qa In t.deral apan41n, of '0 

,.ra.nt. and US p.,..oant, r ••paCt1VOlY. oyor t;hla eo.. ttN 

, 
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1E"1 BV:Xtru Tllfeo~l'l' "~~1 'I-~~"" O~Z'PIf i ,ot m'IIU,." 

,.,.J.04, wnUfII; th4t oomparabl.o 1nOt:"adIl08 1n Now ~Ol'X would M 56 

parot"t aM &9 pGr"aant. rOt' YOUt" InCorlllation, 1: ha.v. attaoMd to 

., t ••tlmony A &WDmary of thQ 1noro...d amant of tMloul JOBe 

t~n01nq that all .tate. ~uU10 ftXpoat und~ Q~ prepo••l. 

W. al.o provide tor 0 81n91. ~toh ••t. tor dlr$ot proqram 
. , ...., . 

ooata. adm1n1a~r4t1v. ¢ost. ln4 work~~ol.ted pupporti~e ••rvl0a. 

that will r.pllu,18 tho O\lI'T.nt eystp'. vAryin'l u'a.b nue. 

'l'ovlaLcne ~l.o have ~.n inacrpvr.tOd thAt addr••• uneaPloymanb

-dUrin; perlo~. at blVh .tat. unom~loymontt tha .tate .aeob tor 

.108' (and. WOR!( anc1 At-l\j,." child CA:r.) would b. ~.aUOM. 

In .Odi~iQn, our propoeal lftolud•• prevision. ~~ will 

,rNtly .nnanc. the J.ntog:rat1on and. ooot'dination ot ••rvl"•• 

a.,,,, t~ JODI!! prl,l9'rlIm and uhted proqra!!lp admin1uteroG unllor" 

t.tie J'6b Tralninq '"rtner.hi; Act, th~ adult IQUcat10n ,lotI And 

ttl_ carlO. Po:rklne VocatioNll Iducat-ion Act.. The .;101'8 cmd W"ClU( 

,...,raM! will" op"aud by th. Uft. _tate ao.:lay. cuut ~vel!'nOl::". 

VUl hive th. optLon of doalqn.lIItinq an .9~OY otb.',C' than th. 

v.ltart ...aor.t~ op.rat. th.~. 

M you knov1 pudtiont Clinton wU the t1rot parDOn ~ 

proto•• natiQnal tima l!mltD on w.lfara baner!tp. The oum~l.tivo 

two-yMr tim. limit en }3al\tt1t. will g'lV. both regipiute oncl 

oa..worx.rl a .truoture o! ocnt1nucua ~ov~t t.oward tulflll!h9 

tha Obj.ctiv8. or. the .mplcy.~ility pl&~ and, Ul~1..t.1YI t~ndlp9 

• ,ob~ w. b~ll.v. tbat only vith t.ime 11.1~' will rvQiplen~. and 

oatJfiOTker. know ",ithou1:. • doubt· t.hat walta". h•• , c:>hlln," 

10 

.... "'1 .. 
" " .', 
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fOf*VU. And only theh \01111 tho ,t'cn..I.lII really ba 03 wtlH ana 

ln4..,.n4.noa. 

a,.t., vill, howavar, b. permitted to ,rant " Ilmtt.~ number 

of modOn. for cOl\Plnlon of 04\1.Qllticm or t:ratnino prQlJrau. 

or eN' tbOIl. who at-e 1.ntl.ln9"~U86.blQd, Ul1t.rllt., or t&oLnl 

o'Mr ..riQue obnlCll.. W oplD)"lllCm'C. And in order to aru,oul'''V_ 

.tau, to m••t their nr.lponeib-UUit., w_ requ.irtI thn t.o ¥"ont 

.xt.ndo•• •.. .penonc- who hava ~O.oh.d tho U:m. l1m1t but. Who 

have "~t bean provido4 OlIlJJl.otaont"'rol.t.d _erv1e•••fMtClitiod in 

tb_ir emplOYOD111ty plan. DKtenoiono i~ all of ~nee. oatogorl•• 

v111 ba Itml~a4 to 40 porQ.nt. 

If the 'time limit 115 roaohu, Ql~ar. ernte o.n4 poopl. 6'n 

tMp60t44 ~O Work. W. rooo,nl•• that .~ r.ol»1.~. will ¥oaab 

the ~4 of ~. two~~••r li_tt'vLthout h.vin; ,ouR« Jv~., 40.pLto 

tMil' but .:tortll ......And v. a-r* oCt_ittall teo prov.ld.L", t.b1Nk "s,th 

~~ opportun1ty ~Q 8~PPQ~\ thoir te~il1&' 1: ~h.y ar. ~!111n, .0 

1fOrk. kOh nah 'iflIl b. rO-'I"lb"Qd to ope'''' a WONt 1't'''9r61J\ 'M~......, . 
ult.. pa11 WOl'lt ...1gnment,Q ..vaUabla to roc1pl.wt. vbo have 

re&eAad tho tIme limIt to~ oash ••• i.tanco. 

1'1'\& WOAA p.Q(:jr-6. ;hi 41UQr.nt froll IIworUar.-" (011" ewU) 

FDfJUlU. It boa tl Iltrot\9 privata .eotor tew.. z:t 1... ' ••Lpd. 

to help p.ople ~ov. into, ~ath.r than aerve .a a .ub.t1tut. for. 

lIftaUMlcU.ud Uiplo)'1Nftt. WorklltTIt tlill noitlva IJGy"bookG .ba.... 0" 

11 

..._. "". ~ ~' . 
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Qune em.....nd sent out to wl>rk: aitee" ll'hoaQ who ito not IJhOW 

\&p for wQrk wH.L not qet PAid, 'l'h1;J b a et:reiqht-ror:v.r4 atn! 

radi0.l .n~ to tho·Gt.t~1 quo. 

~o moVo p.OPle: into Llnoubai!lle:e4 ,.ivet. _eater ,Ob. 11. 

~1Okly •• P0991ble. pc~tlQ1p4nta w!11 b4 roqviro4 to ~.rtorm en 

..t.Miv. ~Ob .u.rem be:l'(')'re .nt.:r1t\f the lfOB proqram. an4 otter 

••oh WOAK ae.1;nmtnt. No .in,l. wo~ •••i9nment will l ••t more 

than, 12 month. aful porttoiponta ,,111 typicallY .,. p.id tl'\_ 

1.1.n11\\1m vaOI. stat•• will IN aUcwod to pUt"IU. any ot a vide 

f&l\tl- of atrot.aqh,s to prov1d.o work tor tho•• \rI1l0 hav. rU.c:h64 

tM two-year limit, .inClll.ld1nQ! .ubeldlu4 pt'1v.t.-a~ot.o.r 'Oh, 

publlo-'.Qtor p~.ltione, GantTact. with tor-~~otlt "p~.oe*-ftt 

firaa, a'l'••~nu with non-proUt agaMlI.. ana JlIlu:to~N"t"b•.. ..,. .. 
aftd ..If-••ploymont .ttorte. 

To create 11 Curthor lnoQntiv6 to flJl(l un.uba:14b." ~obo. 

,.rttolpant. 1n ouboid:hod: wou: pClllUona W111 not. rOQolv. ~ 

lu'n.a lncrme Tax ereclitr ~n.uri!\9 thAt any un.ul",1G.hod ;~ will 

P'Y IbOre ~han a. 5ubddh.u wo;-k ~(ullqnll.nt. Anron" "bo "UI'n. 

'OVft a privAti ••~tor jab will b, removed from ~. roll., o. ~111 

,.orl. who r.rua. to ~ske ,004 faith' ettort. ~o obtain .vDil.~l. 

lobo. 
The WOJ$ pro9r.~ will b~in in 199a, an~ 1t Db~14 ooat '1.2 

bIllion in '.4.rel ~oll.r. 4urino tn. tl~~ tlv. reara. .y 2000~ 

~ WORK ~r09Tam .h~uld ••rva Approximately )t"OOQ p.rtLo'~.ftt•• 

... ... .. 

" . . . 
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Vbigh 1. ~ dr••atic .xp~gJon from ;n. 1',000 in yo&k .Wp..l~o 

nOtll'U9 today• 

. ClJI}' 9"1'· 

w. r.oo~lto that a rundamentoi Claw 1n th9 o~rr.~t volt.~. 

'Y.'•• 18 thtlt it does little' tQ WII;Qlil:'lto,* WVfOk.. !rho.. who work 

orton l~. b.n.tita dolJar for dOllar, tao. bgr~n.~. ·~.po~t1n~ 

r ..~h••tmt", aM cannot un tal; th. (~~u. o.(lIIU•• Of' aa••t 

1,1.1t.thu_I • 

KOv.1ng pAnplll tl'om w.:.:r:cuo to work. alAo ..ana mutt\; wor;)( 

ply in ;hI. oountrt ...- ent,21nlji tho pu~ra. inc."t:ivu tnlt l"ad 

oouft~l... poopl. to opt tor welt.ro ov.r WOrk, .van thougn th.~ 

v.nt to .ntor ~h. worxtoroa. 

~••Y. 70 p*rcant. or thoa* Oft w.~t." laaVII to" Iyatq 

vit.hif'l , ,..r....... bUt t,111) va.t lIIl'ljoJ:'ity c.t thu 1:'.~\U'n, oCt.n 


__••~.o tb. low Plytnq jo~. they gilt do no~ coma wl~ ••••nt!.l 

oonMnt:nta on two key !JOIl!.; iIiOvtng peopl. ott welfar. and 

b.tp'~, ~ha~ atay eft. 

To "tI\Ske work pay. II tbb MIII!nhtratiol\ haa focusocl on ~• 

• "iUo.l oOlllponenti ..... provicU.nq t.~ cr.cl:h;.a tor the working 
~. , ...... 

poort .n.~r1n; a09••0 to health inauranna, enO ~lnq ••tc ~bi~d 

HI!_ avaUable. Wo IU'e lllitO propo.inCJ to SHOW .tll"\;•• t.o qb6"IO 

'------- 

http:provicU.nq
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NrnJ.n9. d10uferd '[\011016& to rewul11 vQrl!; luid tho PA)"I:f.Pt of 

obllll -uno". 
A. yo~ know, Mr. ChllinCln, C01i'jt'68S Iul. ab..,dy p••••11 U1e 

(irat o~¢1'1 .l.~.nt of walt«r8 rerorm br .vp.ndinq the Bl~a~ a 

k.y "n1~4~ of! tha cl1nton A!2l1Jinbtr.-ttqn. 'l'ho Er'JIC 1. 

,,",,'blly II ~y :ru•• tor t.hy wOrldn, po,,"*,. %t ".1'l8 tM.t in 

nu, • t"'!!I.ily filth tvo oh.1.t4ron aM 6 t\ill..Um* WM);er .'min; 

a'n1.~ Wft;O WOUIO , w1t~ the help of tqod ata=p.# no lOn¢4r be 

poo... 

W. NUeva tJ'Ict l'Ow-inCotlle !;rv!1vi4uala aould lHnaf1t. tn»n 

....iv1hi tho ~ITC throuih~t tho yoar, in_te.d ot tn • lv=p-aum 

)6l"1"M at the erut ot the ytllu:. OUt' propoul will allow u.p to 

f ...r ataba to conduct d.monatra.t:Ltm. promot.f.n; the uso of tho 

aQv.~ lITe p#ymtnt 'OptiOh ~f ah1ttinq the outr••em ant! 

___tntatreeiv. aurdon t~v~ omploy.r. t~ ••1*ot.d PUb110 ~.nQt••. 

'f'1'l_ er1t1cal potier, O'f OOW••, b lJUarantMIS h.«lth ,",uO' 

~r1ty for Amorlcans. Tbto CClVdttu hal .hown qr.at. 
~ ...... " 

l.a&.••~ip in movi~ to tbo tloor &t th. U... Houge ot 

.."....ntltivos Q, uOlllpr.honaivo n.aalt.h ear. retorn bill that 

P~Oyt&l. all wot1tJ.ng tomiU•• wlt.b ~.t'_nt.ed hamltt) intl~ranq•• 

.. would onlY W'uSBraeoro that We d&ll l t '\jocooll v1th 11"....1»' 

¥eU..•• refQrll un~... \Ii_ l$ucQoed .in paning h.Uth CU'G r.CO~1I 

tint. 

acme st~b. eUIjHlut that , t& 15 peraanC ot th. c\UOr~u'lt 

v.lf.ra OI••lood •• _t lOGet on. million aQu~t. end children -

~ ...., ~ 

http:t'_nt.ed
http:wot1tJ.ng
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lno~ltute stUdy toun4 that ovar 8 io-montb po.iQ4j only I ...o.~t 

Of thQ•• who w.~. on ,UDC and, want ~o woe). YOlO'O Glih t,o tind. • 

job vL~h h.Glth 1nouranr-&. 

W. beUav. that people SnOUlfl not l'UlVO to OAQO•• "'tIIUu'. 

IN" York j\iot. to q.t. hultn Qovarawo !.;,a; th.b- 'aI1lU1.oa. AM 

wen Crmt:'CU30 p..... he.lth can, ~.tl)';iII( ~ hopQ i.o t!hat. t:hla 

perv~•• ing.n~iv. to .t&y on W$ltaro vill on4. 

I2'h. tM.rd LnvrecUent in our e~nt.o9l' tQ ..ko vork pay 1. 

attor4Ablo t aco•••ibl.. bt;h q~'lity 9hild care to~ t.nitia. on 

~ ••~~. of tne 

... , -. 
1.1~, parente ftust hav. d.PQn~abl. o~114 oa~. in order to work 

~Ln1.tr.tjonT, rtqUDat~ incr.a•• in Child Oara and Dlv410pmant 

'lo~ t;ra)')t funcl1nQ,our 'W'61fan r.form »>:"OpOlal would 

.i,~Lt1oantlY expand chl14 oaro span4in9' P~pl0 On weltoee will 

oont1nu. to r.o01v. cnUa ene ••Un.no. wl\U. VQ~ldno Qr 1n 

tr.~1ticnal oh1lC oare tor tho•• Who l ••ve w.lttre for y~, and 

will .~t.nd eh1l« oare aa.iotano. ~o ~e p.rtt~tp&t1n; in the 

MV WOJtK pl'0tJr1l1ft. Our propoalll oleo 'W111 a19nif.106ntly expend 

the At.:Ri.ic. CbUCI Care progf'u tor tho work1nq pl>or trolQ UOO 

=illion per year now to ov.r 11 billlvn by tho y••r 2000. 

A... ""iGn~ .arHflr I lte y1l1 mau th. child ooro mat.ub 

...t .. cOf'!l!.sunt with th. nov eMtll.l'lo.d J'OltS (and ~) ••tab 

tat., allov1nq stotoe to liraw down lruwe.Hd QhUO CliIZO ,,,rule. 

http:lruwe.Hd
http:At.:Ri.ic
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lENT 8v!Xtrcx lilleOP18r 1021 1~l§·Q4 ; O;1~PM i 

ror ~l., VA ••timatt that Nlcb19an will ep.nd a ~ot.l $20.' 

!fIU1!on 1." fistelll yaar l.ilJ4 on XV-A ~Uil oar., tJ'a".it.1oft.l 

OhUd o,n, an!! At-aUk Chll!5 cue. tlNIeJ: t11. O\U"J:'ont llIatahLng 

ratM, M1Qh'Qan wcul<1 "raw 4Qwn Q26.3 tnUUon tn t.lSaral fU.Mc 

t•• tho•• child oaTe programs f~ tha~ y.ar. Under the ~~opOaed 

"~Clb tllt_; ""'trm: aU6 alllQ\lnt of .to:t. doUara inveat:•• in OI\J.ld 
." 

inor•••aa 1t, Child care sp.nd1nw to draw down all Qt the 

pro'j.otod t.t1erel don.J.-II', '-dual outlay.. wou.ld. 1""•••• 16& 

would -expar!enQfl an 85 pot'oont Lnor.aue in t'04."81 anUd O!U:'. 

funding .batv.en !'iKlal ye-or lOU and tiaaal yocu- ;I._.t It it 

eQfttin~d ~o apan~ It 1~. 1994 levol*, and a 140 poroant inor.... 

it it drew down .l~ ot th_ projaot.a f.4.r.~ dolLArs. c.llto~n1. 

VOUld axper1ano. lnQroaa •• in t.d.~al .peft41~ of 1;3 p.~Q.nt and 

11. percent, re.peotivelYt ~.r th1s ..me ~1~ p8~1g4, whl~. ~h. 

ooaparu;.,., ~j'l9:r.a.... in Now Yprk would be ~za pe.ro.nt:, .04 lIS$. 

~raent. ,TOr lOu. 1hfo~'tion, I haVe att.Ch~ to ay t ••~lm~ny 0 

aWIIMI')' or t.he- inor....d. mount -or t'aaeral gh,U(,) cu. :fuqdtn, 

that all .tat.~ co~)d ~xp.ct under our propo.,l. 

http:pe.ro.nt
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Work, tn4 «llcv them to administer 411 tea.r~l oh114 4ar. tuft~. 

thrtNtb on. _,anoy. Wa e"tend ~o "hi. .v...~ child cal:. pl:."Cg'rno 

'tbt: po".n~al ehoice anti nealth o.n..t ad.t.y provhton. ot tha

cecil. ~n4 wo .uppl«mant the aleck Oronc'O q~.11ty t~nda thrOuqh 

*" an.l0!f~~tI..t~.:t:-"1d. ln the At-abk P.99:'o.I'II. 

To,o'b.r, these .l.~.nt. wlll help onaare that ~ho .llliona 

01: r...i.p14nh wh.o leave WeltlSt'tJ 1i1thlfl .."0 year" "Ul net tall 

r6lpona1bility are .t th. ooro ot O~r v.lu.~ bnd tn. beart ot o~r 

polLoi... 

~ ••oond pIllar ut ou~ plan i. reepona1bl11~YI th_ 

r ••,.,..ibil1ty D.r 'Parent.. tor tboJ. .. ohlldranJ the na"onalblUty 

ot t~ .yate~ to d.ltv.r portorftenc., net prooo•• ; and the 

~••naib·iH'ty* Or tl'Ht 90v,u'lmont to prov:tde ac:oount.~Uity ta~ 

" ...~.ra, _ 

"M'*"Ml BetaMl\.;~Uw. 

w. bal1e:V' that n?tAore and tathers -.un be h.lc.t 

r ..pOft.tble tor the .l,IpPort of their ohlldnn. ,.en an4 VOIl.."_.t uMaratanl1 thtt ptl);OI'\t;hood brinq. 8er.10'Ua ol;rUWDtio-na and 

~t these OD~lqatign» will ~Q .~foro.d. 

17 
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....., ., 

While Mf\y 1!f1pr'OveUients nave linn ..de to' tlt. ou",.",t 

.YPt..em, h ..1:ill t.j 'a to eMUI'. that onU4rcJn ..eoelve _liequat. 

'\l~ tlrO#l both paranu. 

ooll.otiong. iA apJ')r,cdmataly '46 1I1lHon pe .. yell'. Yot only 'It 
billion i. .Qt~olly paid. laadlnQ tQ on ••tlm.~~ collection 4ap 

ot .ttwt $)4 hillion. W. ore prQPodl1, Uw tOWJhollt ChUA 

.uppgrt oy.tem .v~ to m6ke aura rath.ra pay t~ir Qhild aQ»»ort. 

n b dl'l\pl.y 1'\6t ~ooepubl. tot' no"...CJtI.eadial pahnta to walk 

••ay froz the obl10ren ~h8y helped brinq tnto ~b1. ~orld. 

S.ta1>lbbinq tUlard. in ev.-s:'1 otUI. b tha first: It.llp tuwar4 

on.urint that on11dren reo.1ve· tin.nct.l 8UPPO~ t~ 

nOi\(N,to41l}fllotparentB. Patunlty lWl)~ be e.tl'blUll:ei1 tor .YOJ:'Y 

~_-ot-~.dloek birtn. regardl••• 6t woltar. atatQ~. our propo••l 

v~ld qraatly axpanc outroaoh on4 publl0 .duoat1on prVWr.a. tbmt 

.noO\l".'O Voll.ln1!ary JlQternity ..tabl1abmtmt t an4 on 

Hhting hoal)ltal-l>aaed: .P1"09re.ua. "l'b. 9'",,,.tio u*t1nv prQO••• 

will ~ further .tre4~1!n.d tor ca..e Wh.re patq.rn1.ty h 

cantNt.!!. 

,In addition, lIIoth.rc vho oPfly tor AFDC ben.tlt. fMl*t 

~o~r.t. tully with paternity oatabli.h••nt proo.d~roo ~lo¥ to 

('Halving HneritIJ. ho.pt: in rarD 01rc:UIIRanQil. In vnie:h 

pat..J'J'ity e.talH1ahlllont 4_ inappropriate, parent" Wflo r.tta•• t;o 

ooop.r.t_ will by ••notion.a. qen.rallv by 1011ng tn.1J:' .ho~. of 

Aloe ben.fits. We: 4,"0. pt'opod.\\t to .ystdbtioally .wl), J\W •... ..... " QI 

http:lIIoth.rc
http:patq.rn1.ty
http:P1"09re.ua
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tho ohlld .uppart .q.ncy ..... wh10n bo. th. __t .1CP4lrtlCA ANI 

.... at atakA .- Will aamlniat.r tnL, ntw aooperaticn r_~ircm.ftt 

vltkin a8gh 'tate. Wh.n math... bay. tul1r ~o¢per.ted. th_ .~at. 

~.t ••teh11.h paternlty on4 will »8 ~iv.n en. ~aar to 40 10 or 

fille Io.inq a portion Qt tta Fcrier-a). match tot" Arec Den.tita. 

hrfor..ftOG-QU4d .In¢8nt.iv•• ",111 enoQUr1lll_ atatOG to llaPZ'cwo 

'tbtlr paternity .5t.bli.~n~ rat.. tor .11 out-ot-w-dl09X 

birth.. ragarolo•• ot ~lt.r••t~tuo, 

Fair aWards aleo oro otuclal to 9att1ng .upport to ghil4t~ 

who M.u it. P..-1odio uprt.Unq ct avaN_ will ~. r~loIiL'ed tor 

IMtth Arne and, non"AlDe Oo,QQC 1 co that awarda •.~1:8t.ly ratlect 

the parent" current in~o~. %n addition, a Natlonal Ou14Dltn.. 

coni.,ion will be. establi.hed to s..... me aeusJ.ra\J.J.l1t)" of 

uniform natlQnal child support guid4i1n•• or nAtional p.....tar. 

tor .tato ;~1d.lln••. 

ManY Qnroro.~~t t~l. WIll .110Y .tat•• ~o oo119Q~ .~pp~ 

.......... 

UIlUona, ~'mtnl1ndt antS urvlo.-cr1anttJa proqrem. All .,..... 

will M!ntdn O'ol\'-ro1 ro,1Itrtea ano o.nuolh.a ooll.6o\bn 91'1I! 

4iabllr"lII..nt capabilit1e.~ 'th~ f".g'l&tl'Y \tIll J.aa!nt.4alrt firlt_n't 

rwoor41 of All ouppor~ or4arl and oplrate In oopj~o~IQn vi\k a 

Mft'tral,h..ct po.yt:tent ocmMr tor tb. eollfll;:UOn .nll 4btr.lwd.Oft ot 

Oft11. .\lPpu~ ~ pil~t.•• 

~ntraUI.d OolboHon Al.o will vastlY alliplity v!1Jhlt,oltU.ftf 

tor employ•• aboo thev will nave. ~ ••,N po~tQ ollly t6 (1.1'\11 

.. , ..., .. 
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ao\lrc~t.. In additic7I:, thh ohange w111 tm8\U'1II 600lu'.t. kOOOUl\t!"nq 

*n4 aQnltorift9 of payment•. 

The t.4on). role wlll be "ianUd to tm*\iZ'e "or••ttic18"'t 

looation of the noneustod.l«l pnont. ami tAforOMll8nt of oro.ra. 

a"tiv1ty at the f6Q.anl leval .nll to tn,,)t d.1inqueJ\t pu~t. 

a.ro...tato linea, a Notional o18ar4hfhou •• ~111 ba 6Bta011ab.d. 

'ftt,LI Cl.uinqhOu.. will 9QlIelot ot .n upfllnded P_"-:l'a1 Pal'Qt... -. 
~.ter B~rvlC'.. the Notioi\al <:hUd support bqUtrY. and th• 

...tionat 01rectDry ot NaW Hil"Of;!. :., atronqar, tecS.nl t'ol. in 

lftuntata &J\torc,mG:nt Will lI'Ulke 1nter.tat. prOOItdUl'01I mere 

Ynl(Qra ~hrouqhou~ ~h. co~ntry. 

\oIHl include revooDit1on ot 

prOr...lonal. QQoupaUe>nal. antS (lriv.u· Hoene.a to Itlake 

~11~ent parent. pay oh11d GUpportr akpan4ed waq. w1~old!n., 

illproved U80 or 1nCOlUt and ABBOt. informatIon, 'XJ>4ndri VOe of 

credit raportln;; and G~thcrity to us. the ae=e vaq. 9.~n1.~nt 

puaedur.. tor ted.r:ol (11'14 non-fod...a1 ~loy.... 

our propoDd a1eo t'8Qe>g:niuII th8 prO;b1tlllt obo.n't. p",.n~. 

aosat1Ma tIP. in 96ttint \fOrK and theIr q.nuinc dc.b. to bolp 

.upport-ihltt"childran. We p~opo.. allowing .~a~~a ~o .1~oo.t. 

lit to 10 p.roent ot thdl' J0ge an<! WORK tUMe C"r pro,renaa to~ 

l'IOn*'auctg41al porunt.. atatoES dec w1l1 lu. allow.a tv ".qllil'. 

ftoft-cUi.tod,ln PIiU:_ilt. ~lth 'elinqu.nt chUa. 8\,lpport ,.YlD.nt. "0 

work off what thay o~c. 

20 

, ., , i" . 

... . .., .. 

http:elinqu.nt
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, 

11411"1 

'the prOpO:OA.l oontaius .wyud other .e••una a11Ut<l .at 

.noov:".girHa' pa.rent.1 r"PQndt:>ilityt In addition., II. ara..... 
propceJin; 

~. 

a 
~ 

l1m1tildi ~. of po.r'C1"I.tug, .eo••• and VlG1ta't,1on, 

end ohild tupport 4.5v~a~~& Qomonatrll~io~•• 

Itatell oan 0000" to lift tM IIIp.eUl .Uq1bll1ty 

rtlqUil"UI.nta tor tWfi>-pfu·.nt ·(nUb. in or.4.1' ~ .nawl'tltJ. 

~n~. to stay togetner. Stat•••180 vill be qlvon ~n. option 

to 11alt addttiQnQ1 benefit. for a441tional ohildron oonoalv.d by 

option will ~. requlro4 to Dllo~ t ..1]1 •• to n.a.n beak" ~h. lost 

__"'fit anount thruugh diIJr.,arded ineo~. tram .arnin•• or chlld 

aupport • 

• ,atell tOt! otton tlX)\I••• on cloou'l!IantlnQ' a1iqlbl1Uy an4 ••"elLa, 

out velte•• Qheok.. In.t.fu!, tho. veltare ottluIS lIIuaot boo.,.. a 

plaoe t.ttat i. about bolpin9 p.ople Und won: am! Cl:1.u,'U p6y.,.... 

.. q!ol1Okly aa po.dbltt. Our phn ort_r. ..'V.raj. provi.J.ou 

4M19M4 \:0 help 1II9".noha roduoo paparvcrJ< .n4 toou. on r ••",Uo. 

The l~.i.16U.on 'WOuld 11110W' tne phusp 1n of on ou:tl3oa. 

__ a:tvt..m \oIlth ful\d!f\9 lnolntlV8; an" p.naltho ~u.uoU,y 

UnkH tQ the per!ot'1U.no. or ataeoll MQ o...wQrk.... $.", OIorvio. 

provt.1on, jQb plao~ontl an4 ohlld .up~ort vQlloQ'ti.n. In ord.~ 

........ 


, -.. 

http:per!ot'1U.no
http:l~.i.16U.on
http:provi.J.ou
http:tWfi>-pfu�.nt
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to ~tt.r coordinate .na simpliry program .d~ini.~r.tiOft, va have 

a1M propos.d JUlY.rlll chan;ea in pt:'op'.tl rUlo. 4ooi9J\.d to 

stapl1ty and ataruSarC11t:a d,lspaut.a ro04 .taflP end APDCI POUOf 

"1••• 

'to Il1m1nate trt.ud _rna .ftO\tra that .v.r.f 40110:t 18 ad 

pr04uotivaly, ",eira.n r-.torN \.'111 ooordlnat. pt._lUI, au."t<mIDt.4I 
., •••t .. 

til.' f enll 1'lIon1t;or recipients.' W. -propoao 118vera1 new tt'o\\i4 

OOfttrol ~.Iur.a. .tet-. will RO ~.qutrad to v.ri:y the income. 

14tftt1tYI 411.n .tDtuP, ~n4 Bool.1 g.ourit~, ~»&r. ot n.v 

•..,Holnt., 


to110\1 lm.t1vidullls wh.nsv.;r and tIIhanvar ttltly \lao ",.it"'_' 


JIIOftitorinQ cotllpl1anQ. w.tth tUQ Ul'OiU and Work. A nationo.l "nav 


hi..." rlg11try will lIIOnhor .uninql to onlok i\TPC .1J,lllbJ.U..y 


and 1a.~tlry non-ouatodi41 par6nts Who sVlton 'oba Qr ~o_. .'a~. 


'.11ov the ru18u wUl :toco: t.Q\U]h new .anct,10n1t an« anton- 'Who 

turn. ctown a jQb otter vHI ba drop.r.d :trotl'l 'the rcl1.~ 

., ....... 

It is abuclutaly oritical that our reforllls ••nll a atront/ 

...... to the not ,onont.ien. All young p.,op1. Ul\ia' v;ncl.Z'ou-nd 

the laportcQ"$ of .tayib' in aehaol. liv1nq Qt nom_f ~.p.~1ng to 

http:au."t<mIDt.4I
http:pt:'op'.tl


I 
I . 

; 

WOC'., .nd ,",uildlnq a r ..l future. An4 thor ~.~ :tuu.•• , ~t 

tlavi~ • ehlll1 1, An I.fiUllen•• t:'upcnlihil1ty - not an Day rOl,lt;. 

to ift'-Pondence, 

w. r.coqnit. that v.ltar. aapendenoy could be li9nltloAntly 

.....u9(J 1t Non yO\l1\9' ~'D"l. I2t16Y" ohUdbaarinq uptll »th 

par&1l.b vIr. ,.8a4y and Able to GIG.. tho f"OlJ)icndbUity 01 

ril.tl'i9 Ohlldr.n. And '118 art ~OWIIithd ttl dOing everrthbt, 'WI 

o.~ to prevent t.ana9. prQ9nonoy in th_ first plaOl~ 

I dOn't h.vI to tell you how Pit • c~allonq. that i.. And 

it ~ld ~. n41vo to .ugoest th.~ qovorwmant can 40 it olan.. wo 

,n wll tWO'u that UdlJo1ni th. 1noiMno. of UnMI'ria4 "en 

p~y will "quit". the involvount of every ..otot::' of our 

aM1RY • .... ~ 

'l'ft. 11nk botw.en uMArrled. tun birth. anet POVOt:t.y 1, el'l••1't 

Acooraio9 to an Anni. E. ccavy Foundation stUGy. approwtmat.ly 80 

IWtrolnt of t.h. eh~ ldnn !)Om to ban parlnea who dropp.c! out. or 

ki,h .uhool and: did not. many ore poDr. In QontrfUlt, only a 

..taInt or Qhlldron born to Dorr1ed h1qh &ohocl qr.d~~te. .god 20 

or old_r ara poor. 

We «r. p~OPo.in9 a n~b.~ ot .O••or.M. 1nol~din9 0 ~tlo~.l 

o....ign 6gftin.t tun pregnancy 4••19rtGtt to send a cl••r and 

~bt9Voup ~o••aqe to yQU~ p60ple .bo~t d.l.f.~ ••~.1 actJvity 

IU r.eponoibl. parenting'. Ao p{lrt at th.t .ttor:t., "'a WOU14 

...... 
'" 
." ..-.. .-

._-

http:approwtmat.ly
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.in jY:X,r,x tth¢~"hr '10n',',1'-U"'" -: !.;a2~ ; 

.. " .... 
o~..t. a -natIonal Ql••r1nqho~.~ to provido oo~nltl.g an« 

......,001. with moo..., 1:Q4tair1o,1_. tra1ninw on4· t.om'li,eal 

...bU,nc.. 'rna olnr1t19houa. \1111 d1IJtribut.. WMot h Itnav:n and 

.v.l~.t. now approaCh••• 

Our loqlalation aloD would aat up new 9rant program. to t ••t 

oo.Aunity-bacaa o~~o6ohoo to recU01nq te.n p¥ogn.noy. ~ 

1100&\1•• "'. l'u\tk1 to po)" pnthmlar attantiqn to _¥'AU wher. tn. 

rllka are qreat••t, wa or_ propoa1n; grant. to ..t ~ »rotr.ae 1n 

~ou.hly 1000 rnld~lo and bitb &Oh~Ol•• 

hare cltlo propo.iJ\O to fund 1ll1"9tr, Jlor. crtmpreh~.t~ 

~~.t1on» to a1~ult4tt.OU$lY kddr... the broadar ~lth, 

Uuoat.1on, IJOrat.y and: 6mploym:ent 1"1..41 ot you'!'!9 PtOPh. fh;••&.. , ..., . 
qraftta Ir~ intended to Q31vanize 100a1 etforta en4 1n.plr. 

eoaunlt.1ao L,,, 'otuk t:e<,r.t.har. 

1fO are abeCll~tA1.y ooultta4 to prcmotlnq abat;inenoo .... aao4 

,"'!Iren in tho .~~lc ae 11 My to pr.MJlt1n; U.n .p,:qnanay. 

AM W4 are aquGUy doU)"7I\1ned tQ lxlild 'our abn·a/lY on tu H.t 

Ho.ua. ywn, .inoll. moth.r, ar_ ••• i ••~ to .trv., but MotU•• 

they .r.·.o~\~rtGnt to our tut~•. 

.',< 
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The yovnqpr qenerat10n or ~ltar. ~ac1p1.nt. 1. our groat••t 

Qong.rn. Younger recipienta oro ~ik.ly to hay. tn. lont••t atay. 

on ,,-Her•. They 01.!.f9 an the group tor vhiah thor. h the 

MUeva ehat tn_ bust yay to .1\19 veltu" a& ",. )CnoW" it 11 to 

~••9b the next qane&ation, to devota tn~9Y and n~v reaourc•• to ......... 

1~ ,.opl. firat, ,',thor th.~ .pr.lo,1t11i1' o\.u••ffort. 40 ~1nlY 

th.t. Utt.la nal n.ip b provid.. ~ ."yon.. 

Ttl1_ proponl l:opr•••nta a ra4ical OfltU"lP .1)\ hett V. t.h1M 

about am2 .CSminitJ'Cu w.Ual'e. HUt t.Q 90t 1~ riqht raQ'Ulr.•• 

!IV.,. it 

r.-ourc.. vera plantltul, tn. IG.,~n. we loarne4 frOM tne 'am11y 

SufpGrt Aot, •• woll ~G from our site vl_itG 6ftd 41aousvlona wlth 

.t:.t(l aUinhu-otQra/ have convl,ncaQ lola that attempt.1n; to 

1apl...nt a tl~-11~ita4 transition.l •••t.t.no. ~rDOram tDr tbe 

.nt{re ol,oload at one. would or••t. enornou. dJff1cul~1... WO 

a..U.v. o;l\lItua d1ttioult1M could. be avo-14.d and the chali9•• vo 

~vl.1on aUQQosalully impl.~.nt$a by 4doptinq tnt. ph•••-i~ 

.t...~·· ..... 

MoreOV8&, r.c~nt ovid6noo trQ~ cevorel pro;ra•••~vlnw t ••~ 

aatn.r. aUQi..t. th.t thia POpUlation n ••d••pac1a~ attention and 

r.alpteRtIJ UnJt, we ••nd a .trong ....age of ,.••pondb1l1ty an' 

opportunity to ~bo nOKt ~.n.~.t1on. 

»I.lt lot: ~o bet very QleAr abo\1t our s.ropo••l. OUr 

1....1.t.tion I'.quir•• state. t~ ph.....in r.torm with r.o1~.bnt• 

... . "I ~ 

http:attempt.1n
http:ac1p1.nt
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born .tt".~ll. Thio i=pl.mentatlOft .~at~y IL_ita ~o Lai~ial 

..mI..tory 'o.o810/)4 to about: onQ·th~ ot tho tot'.d in 109'_ 

hOlptn; c••h-.trappod atatec An.ct ••anlngtul WoaK PlQ,rtm& vtth 

t1me 11ml~s thot o~n ~.ally be entora84~ By the yoar )OOO~ thi. 

pna..·ln otrGte9Y ft••na that half or all ArPC ~.~ipl.nt.. ahout 

2., ~il~1Qn people, vil} be in tn. n~, .yot~. An4 by the y.ar 

zooe. tw9-tblrd. w111 be .ub~eot ~ tho ntv rul••• 

Now.vor , ~t.t•• will have tn. option to 4ot1n. th. pha.-d~1n 

11'0\&9 raor. broadly. allowing thalli t;o apply t.1.at limits and Dther 

'""' T\ll•• to • lUO:4T perelntllQll ot tn. oaoeload 1f they with. 

In .4l4h1on/ sut•• \lill .bI rtquJ.u4 to _.•"""0 volunt.er. trQ1l\ t.h. 

non phuo-J.I'I ,rOUl'I to 1:ha .xtont thllt fu.n.l JOBI .cynda .... 

.. , ..... 
It\Ut~aoU4 t.o the t:vo"y,u UtI1e litllit in .)c0l'I'• .cor 100fI•• to 

""v1"_. And. of oourae. the rtn~Uy Support AM. 1Illl oont!nta. t.o 

.Utv _,.to_ to provlQe ecl'Ucat1on ana tnbln4 ,"or ctbot; APl)C 

reQ~pl~t. ~r.nt.ly partleipatini 1n JO'B. w~ bell.va tnat tbi. 

approaem QroaU" a real.1aelg. pO'l'tn....hip with th••tat••, _1'4 

••t. ~p a moa"inQful path tQ roal woltep. r.farm. 

Tho propo»al' 1nclUO••••vo~cl 1noontiv•• tor young par.nt• 

...lp'" to ~OtIIOU reaponslb:l.. l;Ic.havLot;. Minor ])D.r$Ilto ~iU. M 

t;..,....." to live in thaiJ" po".nt.· hounnol.4a "n1... .an 

, ' 

http:hounnol.4a
http:volunt.er
http:rtquJ.u4
http:f~'=fl.lf
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.n~~'I'.9. yOUI'I9' p.OplA who have Dabl"... to laaYe hoo, . u~ up 

"",nte bQu.lloholdc and reOG}Ve separate (lI)OQ~.. .tn ouo. ~r. 

lObO'. 1. • pH):!;18 suoh U QllflqeT or abl.a.fl, .~a."•• "ill bo 

.nvQu~.,.4 to tind a r8ApOn81bl& aaYl~ W~~b whom th. ~••~ paront 

can live. 

tft 'GritI'} tc meet th" 8pt:1,11U n••d_ ot t ...... paunt.~ Anyr 

o\&atocu'al pnant utlcer aqa 20 will tJe provided. cua b\.na~nt 

...."iQfJ.. Althouq)) virtually a.ll teM J)ultnta ",111 b. rtqutJ:td 

'0 .uy in "chool aru.t parti-cipllt6 in Joa_, th. 2.-&on~ OlOO)t 

.,Ul "t bltlJln to run until the par$n1:: t\l:'118 a-q. U. BtaU_ .180 

"ill. hav. the option of utd.Jt9 ttonotary lneenti"•• coab1lled ",ith 

IIIIU\;rtion... lnduootne:ntw 'to MOOUrllg_ 1'OO\l"9 pltnnta to nub 1n 

,ohool ft~ CED olal•• 

In tho end. Kr. Cha.1rnon" 1ad.s b not, about 4-o11er. and. 

..ta. It i& about valu$&~ For too long. th~ walter• • V~ he. 

Ne Mn.d.inq aU the wt'onl Murlflea. Tne Work and. RUpoMib,U,ny 

ht i" Claa1;nad. to qat tlJe -.:aluGD «tnlqht. It UaMlc.Ua QVor 

v.iu._ .,ppu",1(Ot'k, ..aponail:lllh-y, rallllll' and oppoH.UM.ty l-nt,o a 

r ..~ibUlt1.fJ Qn :teoiphnts l an4 on federal and. _t.u 
,ov.rnM6nta aliKe. 

That 18 the m"&69!':f tl\6t C<lInQ'r". atarte4 ~ end. with t.ha 

' ••111 support Aot. Xt ia time to fully rea11,_ ~b.t v1elon, ~ 

to build a bold nDW future bao.4 on th* oara value. w••11 ob.~ • 

., ....... 


http:ibUlt1.fJ
http:oppoH.UM.ty
http:UaMlc.Ua
http:abl.a.fl
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'O~ "ii,l'&lda I' 

we bo-a.VCl thllt tU. iuue 111 Qr1UQal'· -- thAt. ..UDn 

r.torl'! ift obcut nothinq lesa: t.han cur, v1a1oJ!, of 'Whtlt kiM ot 

oo-"I'ltt'y ...... ro arut want to 00. DQ W8 "'ant. U btJ • QOU."t.~l thot 
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CLINTON WELFARE I!ILL SHOULD BE ENACTED 

Testimony 
Rlchard P. Nathan 

Subcommittee on Human Resources 
U.S. Honse Committee on Ways and Means 

August 9, 1994 

As a veteran of welfare reform debates going back 25 ye.rs to when a 
-

Republican President for whom I worked (Nixon in his first term) tried to 

climb this mountain,l bave thought long nnd hard about the Clinton welfare 

reform proposal (H.R. 4605), the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994. If I 

could wave a magic wand and h~l\'e the Clinton bill enacted as writtent I 

would do so. I remem.ber ",..eH the hard issues we wrestled with to design 

Nixon's Family Assistance Plan. which was not enacted. It had its naws. 

No reform bill in the hotbox of welfare policy can fully satisfy people like 

myse1fwho make our living as policy analysts. Nor is every provision oftbe 

Clinton bill just what personally I would like. Nevertheless, on balance, and 

taking into account the arguments below about how crucial it will he to 

implement this new program effectively, I would be pleased to see tbe 

Congress adopt the CHnton bUl. The fear of course is tbat in the cauldron 

of welfare emotionalism the bill \\-iII be changed in ways th'at would be 

harmful to the poor, espedally poor chiJdn~n. This is a dangerous time for 

social policy. Still, if you could adopt the Clinton plan as written, J would 

say do it. It represents a sensible middle ground that in many ways builds 

intelligently on existing law. 

In the usual way, the Clinton welfare reform bill and the statements 

made about it overpromise. If this legislation is passed. the federal 

government must a'mid what has happened 100 ollen in the past in this field; 

we promise the moon and we deliver moon spots. The JOBS title of the 



1988 Family Support Act is an illustration of this implementation gap. The 

Family Support Act passed in 1988 is a balanced law that aids the states in 

adopting policies to get welfare families heads into the regular labor force. 

But based on research we have done at the Rockefeller Institute of 

Government, the funding for this law has been too limited, and the work 

done to implement it has gone slowly.1 

Economists have a concept in theory called si~nallin2. The idea is 

that what we tell people makes a difference in their economic behavior. In 
, 

the case of welfare policy, we have been signalling like crazy for years now, 

but we have not made enough of a difference. Our signal has been that you 

should not have a child until you can support that child, that you shouldn't 

live a life of dependency on the state, and that children born to very young 

single mothers arc likely to have a hard time of it. Almost every welfare 

plan I can remember - lell, right, and center - has signalled (indeed 

preached) that work is better than welfare, that families should be self 

supporting, and that both parents of a child should be part of this self

support system. \Ve ha\'e in fact shouted this to the rooftops. And yet 

illegitimacy rises (not just among the poor of course) and welfare roles are 

up. Many people exit welfare quickly, but the big cost and the big problem 

is the long stayers. This group overrepresents teenagers who have children 

out of wedlock and lead a life of welfare. 

Everyone who knows about this field knows that in promising jobs 

after two years the Clinton bill sends a strong signal that presents lots of 

problems as to whether we can really do this. I credit the framers of the 

Clinton bill for their phasing in of this requirement, all hough even with the 

phase-in, the goals sought are tremendously ambitious. 
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Why then do I say we should pass the bill? 

My experience and my research suggest five points that lead me to 

this conclusion: 

1, As a member of board of the Manpower Demonstration 

Research Corporation, I have closely studied MDRC reports that show that 

work/welfare programs work ~ not well enough in many places, but that they 

.itg work. It would be desirable t.o do demonstration research .on the effects 

of time limits on welfare. However, that takes time. If there is no welfare 

reform legislation this year, I think this kind of research should be pushed, 

but even under the best of conditions it will not produce results that lhis 

Congress or the next can consider. 

1, At the Brookings Institution and Princeton University. we 

condueled a national implementation study of the CETA public service jobs 

program in the late scvcnlies. Contrary to what everyone remembers (CETA 

is remembered as a big nop). the CETA public service employment program 

worked pretty well. In its early days. reasonably job·ready people did useful 

work in the community. Hugh Price. the new president nnd chief executive 

officer of the National Urbnn teague, has urged a new public service jobs 

program to deal with low~lcvcl public infrastructure needs) of which we have 

many. The bill before you ties in well with his proposals. 

1, My third rcaSon for saying go ahead evcn though big 

challenges are raised by the Clinton proposal is that Ihere is money in it. It 

provides critically needed additional money to the stales to make their JOBS 

programs work. 

.i. The fourth reason for my conclusion involves m8nOeement. 

As a student of implementation in government, r hnve observed that we learn 
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a lot of things by doing them. Yes, we should plan more carefully and take 

management factors into account in doing so. Some of this was done in 

writing the Clinton welfare hill. But the fact remains that it bites ofT a huge 

chunk, and that there will need to be a lot of adjustments along the way if we 

are serious about this stronger Signalling strategy for welfare. Still, I 

conclude we need to make a more substantial commitment to job creation 

for welfare family heads, both for people already on the roles and as a signal 

to other young people that the government won" just support you forever on 

we!rare if you have a baby you can't support. 

5. The linal rcason for my conclusion involves the importance of 

.i2b3 as the best route out of welfare. This is the approach New York State is 

taking now under social services commissioner Michael J. Dowling. The 

New York program is called "Jobs First," At a recent hearing in New York 

City on this approach, an employer in the Bronx who hires welfare family 

heads in a home health-care program said he didn't like to hire women who 

have cycled through one training program aner another. He caned them 

"training junkies," and said many of them are just playing the system. 

Education for skills and training are the right answer for many welfare 

family heads, but I think we have gone too far in this direction in the past 

decade. Training is not the answer for many welfare family heads. 

+++++++++ 

These live points reflect my reasoning as to why the Clinton bill 

should be enacted. It is ambitious and tends to be oversold. But what else 

is new? In my view the bill represents as good a bnlance as we arc likely to 
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get nOw. If there is an opening this year to put the knotty welfare issue 

behind us by en.cting this bill in the 103rd Congress, I hope you will do it. 

If a full·scule welfare bill cannot be enacted this yenr, I hope 

consideration will be given to a tWQ~stsm approach. By that I mean enacting 

some cbanges now to aid and push the states in implementing the JOBS 

program, holding off until lhe.104th Congress to debate more fundamental 

changes. The Clinton bill recommends $2.8 billion over five years in 

additional funding for the JOBS program. It also provides $4.2 billion for 

child care, $].5 billion of this amount for the working poor~ There is 

another $300 million for pregnancy prevention, plus $600 million to 

strengthen child support enforcement. If half of this funding could be 

authorized now· $4 billion divided among these several purposes ~ it would 

help the states beef up their JOBS programs and reJated services in order to 

build a better base for Ihe kinds of more far-reaching chnnges sought in the 

form of time limits nnd the institution of a President CHnton1s proposed 

WORK program. 

Richard P. ~aUlUn is directur of the Rockefeller Institute of Gon!rllment and provost oCtile 
Rockefeller Colll>ge of I~ublle AIl'ah's and Policy, the ShIt'" Vlllvenlly or Sew York. He is 
also chairman oC the bourd or the Manpower Dcmonsll':lti(m Resenrch Cor-por-alion. TbJs 
testimony does not M!1)resclIt the vlt'\\'s oC either the Ruckefeller tnstitute or the Manpower 
DemollStration Researeh CUfilOrat!oll. It stntes the author's position. 
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NOTES 

1. 	 [rene Lurie and Jan L. Hagen, Implementing Jobs: The Initial Design 
and Structure of Local Programs, The Nelson A. Rockefeller Institute 
of Government, State U Diversity of New York, 1993. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Bruce Reed, Kathi Way and Jeremy Ben Ami 
From: Dacia Toll 
Re: July 28 Welfare Reform Heanngs - Child Support Enforcement 

Not a terribly gripping day of testimony. In general, the Administration bill was not addressed 
spedficaHy; in fact. I developed the sneaking suspicion thaI several of those called to testify had 
not even read the bill specifitations (Le. one made reference to the 30·hour limit on benefits, 
another decried the administration for not exempting mothers from paternity establishment mandates 
when they would be in danger of severe physical harm). For most of the hearing. only chairman 
Ford was present, and be was prone 10 pursue somewhat tangential topics. Because of testimony by 
Charles Ballard and Bill Harrington. significant time was spent on the role of fathers (Ford had -\ 
little patience for p(ograms to help dads Jove their t;:hildren ~ what they need are jobs, jobs, jobs)" 

Support continued to mount for separaling child support enforcement and welfare reform if 
necessary to pass this Congress. S:mtorum said he had talked with the subcommittee staff about 
potenl!al jurisdictional problems in forwarding a child support enforcement bill from tbeir 
subcommittee, but it was determined that they were free to act as they wished. 
In terms of passing the entire welfare reform package tbis Congress, several members who opened 
the hearing with tbeir testimony (Franks, Fowler) urged action. Ford continued to act as if he 
would try to mark up a hill before the AUgllSt receSs" 

In terms of substuntive issues, 
• continued debate about whether or no! to federalize the child support collection system. 

Some support, particularly from the National Women's Law Center, for Rep. Woolsey's bill which 
would federatize the system. Far niore support fot an increased federal~siate partnership similar to 
that contained in the Administration'S bill. 

'. several people called for automatic cosH)f-living adjustments 10 child sup'port payments, 
similar to tbose contained in the Matsui bill. They agreed with the Administration that awards were 
not updated adequately in response to changes in the income of the non-custodial parent but thought 
forcing collection agencies to review all the awards more frequently would prove too burdensome" 
Automatic COLA increases and review of those cases in whkh the mother made a specific request 
was seen as a better alternative. (MassaChusetts testified that 1he cost of modi flying an award 
averaged $730; they modified 1,400 orders upward last year and estimate that more than 15,500 
others should have been modified similarly ~ at their current rate. it would take 12 years 10 get to 
them all). Also. testimony offered support for a Matsui~ljke standardi:r.ed system hy which 
estranged parents could exchange financial information each year . 

.. an occasional call for greater child support assurance, b\1t no congressional support 
materialized. 

• several people suggested thal we prioritize the delinquent child support caseload based on 
need, targeting our limited child support enforcemenl dollars on collecting payments due the poorest 
families. 

• no one felt that child SUPI}ort shQuld be tied to visitation rights 
• significa.nt support for private job placement services like Cleveland Works 

In addition. everyone offered rhetoric about cracking down on deadbeat dads, preserving state 
flexibility, and focusing on the needs of the children - "tbe real victims." 
I havo copies of all the written testimony which provides far greater detail (including an outline of 
South Carolina's welfare reform prop'osal wbich has several notable similarities with the 
Administration package). 
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LIST OF WITNESSES TO APPEAR BEFORE 
SUBCOMMiTTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES 


COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 

HEARING ON WELFARE REFORM 


THURSDAY. gULY 28. 1~94 - BEGINNINg AT..1Q:OO A.M. 


ROOM B-3IB RAYBURN HQVSE OFFICE BUILDING 


The Honorable Bill Richardson, ~,C" New Mexico, and Chairman, 

Subcommittee on Native American AEfaira, Committee on Natural 
Resources 

The Honorable Gary A. Fra~ks, M.e., Connecticut 

The Honorable Bill .orton. M.e., Uta:,: 

The Honorable Eric Fingerhut, M.C., Ohio 

The Honorable TiHie Fowler, M. C., f'lorida 

The Honorable Robart Menendez, ~.C., New Jersey ... 

PN.fEL: 

National Institute for Reaponsible Fa~herhood and Family 

:>evelopment: 


Charles Augustus Ballard, Founder and President 


~ational Women's Law Center: 

Nancy 3uEE Cafr.p~ell, Co-Presiden>;: 


National Black Women's Healtl, Project: 

Cynthia!. Newbille, Executive Director 


... 

?~ 

south Carolina Department of Social Services: 
J. Samuel Griswo:d, Ph.D., Director 

Child Support En.forcement ,. C,S.g. (Austin, Texas), 

Richard (casey) Hoffman, President 


Commonwealth 	of Massachusetts, 

Robert Melia, First Deputy Commissioner, 


Bepa.rt'ment of Revenue 
 ... 

PANEL: 

Pamela Cave, Chant~lly, Virginia 

(former AFDC recipient! 


American Fathers Coalition: 

Bill Harrington, National !.)irector (Comm-lsaioner, 


U.S. Commission on Child a.nd Family Welfare} 

Association 	for Children for £nEorce~nt of Supporc, Inc. 

Tudi Whitwright, Brie, Washington 


THIS HEARING WILL CONTINUE ON FRIDA"!, JULY 29. 1:994, BEGINNING AT 
10100 A.~ •• IN ROOM"D-317 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE aUILDING. AND WILL 
FOCUS ON THE CAUSES AND CONSEQL~CES OF EAR~Y CHILDBEARING. 
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LXST OP WXTNESSES TO APPEAR BEFOnE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES 


COHKITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 

ON 1Il!LPARE REFORK 


TUESDlIX. aUGUST 9. '1994' - .IlIlGINNlNG liT 1:00 P.M. 
-I . • • - -

ROOl( 11-318 Rl\YBURII 1I0UI!!1 'OIlI'ICE,IlUILPIIIIi. 	 . , 
The Honorable Xavier Be.cer~a, M.C., "California 

u.s. 	Commission on Immigration Reform: 
The Honorable Barbara Jordan, Chair ... 

National Governors' Association: 
The Honorable Tom Carper I Governor, state of Delaware ... 

National Conference of State Legislatures: 
The Honorable Jane Campbell, President-nesignate 

(Majority Whip, Ohio House of Representatives) 

commonwealth of Virginia:
The Honorable Ray Coles James, Secretary, Department of 

Health and Human Resources 

National Association of counties; 
Michael Pappas, Chair j Human Services and Education 

steering Committee (Board of Free Holders, Somerset 
County, New Jersey) 

American Public Welfare Association: 
!':-6--"·~,"'i Cont.;d.UfIUU,' Di:c.:::.c"Cor-, -oregon Department of 

Human Resources 

California Department of Social Services: 

Eloise Anderson , Director 


Lynn C. Burbridge, Ph.O~, Deputy Director I 


center for Research on Women, Wellesley Coll~ge 


LRichard P. Nathan, Ph.D., Director, Rockefeller Institute of 
Government, and Provost, Rockefeller College of Public 

Affairs and Policy 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation: 
John W. Wallace, Ph.D., Vice President and Regional Manager 

Council of Jewish Federations: 

Diana Aviv, Director 


New Jersey Department of Human Services: 

Larry Lockhart, Associate Commissioner 


Robert Rector, Senior policy Analyst for 

Welfare and Family Issues, Heritage Foundation 




T E s T I M o N y 


Statement of 

The Hooorable Tom Carper 

Governor 

Stale ofDelaWlJ... 

on b.1ulqD!tlu 

National Govemors' Association 

Subeommlttee on Human Resources 

qfth. 

Ways alld Mea ... Committee 

United States House 0'Representatives 

on 

The Work alld RlesponsibIDty Act of1994 

August!l,I994 (R) 

NATIONAL GOVERNORS' ASSOCIATION 


Han of the States· 444 North Capitol Street·Washington. DC l0001-1S72-(202}624-5300 




Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to appear here today on behalf of the National Governors' 
Association, NGA is a bipartisan organization that represents the Governors of alilhe states and territories. 
Go\temor Jolm Engler of Michigan and I bave been designated to take a .eadership role for lhe association on the 
issue of welfare reform, Governor Engler would have liked to have been here today and we hope that there may 
be another opportunity sometime in the future for us to appear joindy before the subcommittee. 

Stale Welfllre Reform Adivity 

As you know, Governors have led the way on weUare reform over the last ten years, with signirlCmt 
experimentation at the state levellhroughout the 1980& 1'hat state experimentation Jaid the groundwork for the 
1988 federal Family Support AcI, which then-Govcmor Bill Oin.,.. together willi then Governor Michael 
castle of Delaware, was instrumental in shaping and winning passage into law. During: the past five years, as 
we implemented the Family Support Act, Governors have continued to try new approaches lO welfare refonn 
througb the waiver process, adding to our knowJed.ge of what: works and helping 10 build a consensus on how to 
improve the welfare system. 

I would Jike 10 share with members of the committee today a copy of a new NGA rqx:ut that descnbes the steps 
states are taking to reform the welfare system above and beyond the changes made by the Family Support Act. 
The report is based on a swvey or all of the states conducted in May and June of this year. We round that most 
state welfare refonn initiatives focus on one or more of six key goals: 

• to encourage and reward work by reducing penalties in the welfare system on earnings and savings~ 
• to enforce the responsibility or both parents to financially support their children;. 
• 10 simplify and improve the dclivcry of welfare benefits by providing benefits e.ectronically; 
• 10 support intact families by eliminating certain welfarc rules lhat penalize two-parent families; 
• to improve access to child care and health care for families leaving welfare for work; and 
• 10 create jobs (or welfare recipients, 

More recently a number of states bave begun to consider proposals to require work from all recipients after a 
certain number of monlhs of receiving Aid '" Families willi Dependent Children (AFDC), 

Recent NGA Involvement bt Federal WeU'a~ Reform 

Although the Governors are continuing to actively pursue ways to refOIm welfare at the state level, we also 
believe that futthet federal reforms are needed. Soon aftef President Qinton took offtce, in February 1993, he 
invited tbe GoVCfOOrs to work: wi(h his federal welfare refonn \\-'Orking group to craft new (edcral welfare rcfonn 
legislation. The National Governors' Association established (he State and Local Task Force on Welfare 
keform, tile members of which incJuded Governors, state legislato~ counlY and city elected ofCtcials, and statc 
welfare commissioners, The t.ask: force met during the spring and summer of 1993, and in July 1993 it issued a 
joint statement of principles to guide national welfare reform. These principles have been adopted by the 
Governors as the NGA policy position on welfare reform. (l would like to: submit a copy of this policy for the 
record,) 

In August 1993, Incoming NGA Chairman Carroll A Campbell Jr, of Soutll carolina eotahlished an NGA 
Welfare Refonn Leadership Team of ten Govemo~ which consulted with the administtatron as it developed its 
proposal. The leadership team was ro-cbaired by Governor Engler of Michigan and me, Over the coming year 
Governor Engler and I wUl continue QUI roles as lead Governors for the association on welfare reform and will 
be ronsulting closely with all of the GoVCfll()fS to ronn NGA positions on the various legisiative options before 
us, 
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The Governors have had an opportunity to review the President's welfare reform legislation and we suppon the 
principles embodied in it We believe that the proposal builds on the 1988 Family Support Act and lessons 
Jearned from state'welfare reform initiatives, The President's proposallncorporates many of the reroml. 
principles endorsed by the Governors: 

• welfare as a transition 10 self-sufficiency; 
• assistance for those not yet ready for employment or training, 
• time-limited cash assistance, including education and training to help recipients. prepare for wor~ 
• improved child care and Earned Income Tax Oedits for low-income working families; 
• enhanced interstate child support enforcement; 
• expanded programs to encourage family stability and limit teen pregnancy; 
• increased state flexibility in AFDe program desjgn~ 
• improved coordination between the AFDe and Food Stamp programs; and 
• enhanced federal financing. including lower state matching rates. 

The Governors believe federal welfare reform is an essential component in restoring responsibility and stability 
to the American family. We believe welfare benefits should be based on the concept of mutual responsibilities 
of both the recipient and the government, in that reform JegisJalion should stress and reward persona] initiative 
to achieve .self~sufficieocy. 

The President's proposal is a positive contribution to the welfare reform. debate. The &dmi.nistration consulted 
extensively with states and localities in dtvcloping the weJfare reform proposal~ and we commend the President 
and his Working Group on Welfare Reform for their commitment to an open consultation process. Like the 
Governors' policyt the President's proposal reoognizes the importance of work as an alternative to welfare and 
includes numerous elements designed to enhance state abilUy to prepare recipient>;; for work and place them in 
jobs. 

Throughout our discussions, the states have emphasized the importance of flexibility and continued innovation, 
There is no one~si7.e-fifS..a11 solution to welfar~ and states must have the flexibility to develop programs and 
services that will address the unique characteristics of Our welfare populations and economic conditions within 
our individual states. We app1aud the President's effo~ within the framework of his plan, to afford states 
spec1fic options to'try different approaches without having to apply for waivers. These state options include 
making work pay by expanding earned income disregards and providing advance payment. .. of the Earned 
Income Tax Cedit. 

Welfare is a complex program. The fundamental changes sought by the President and the Governors will 
require the cnacttncnt of a law that clearly recognizes the balance between the federal role in defining basic 
policy objectives and the stale and local role in crafting the procedures and processes needed to obtain lOOse 
objectives:, NGA will work closely with the administration and Congress to ensure that the balance is achieved. 
FInal federal legislation must not become overly prescriptive or det.aUoo, 

[n swnmary we support the principles in the President~~l. We wouJd note that there are other proposals 
currently before Congress that also illCOIpOratc a number of these principles. reflecting substantial oo.nsensus on 
them. 

NGA Concern. with u.. Administration Proposalaad Olhe. Pending _ 

We also have identified some areas of the administration's proposal that we belleve should be revised, In 
detailing these CQncems to the subcommittee, we would like to point out that many of these ooncems apply 
equalJy to other pending welfare reform proposals, As a general observation, we believe it is important for the 
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subcoounittee to bear from those of us who wiU be implementing thf.>se reforms that the implementation 
challenges around this bin and several of the other major bins cannot be overstated. None of us ye; knows, for 
example,. bow much it will cost or bow long it will take to create a system that can track AFOe receipt across 
the country and <.Wer the years in order to monitor individual, ijfetime time limits. There also are very significant 
questions about our ablJity as a country to create large numbers of publicly subsidized jobs for welfare 
recjpients. 

I would like to describe some of our specific concerns with the administration's bili. 1bere areothcr issues that 
we are concerned about that I will not take time 10 discuss here; we would be happy to submit a detailed list of 

. recommendatiom 10 the subOlmmittee when we have had more time lO complete our review and analysis of the 
bill. 

1) FInancing. We appreciate the administration's inclusion of enbaru:ed fedeIal mateb rates and increase<! 
federal ftmding for welfare refonn. As members of the subcommi~ are wetJ aware, implementation of the 
Family Support Act was hindered greatly by the lack of state resources during the feCwwn to provide the 
required state match fur the fcdernl Job OpporlUnities and Basic SkHIs (IOBS) program and for cbild care 
funding. We are concerned. however. that the positive impact of these enhanced matCh rates and increased 
fedeIal fucds may be offset by fltllUlCing mechanisms thaI shift costs to states and locaJities. The G<Jvemors are 
parucularly concerned about the administration's proposed cap on state emergency assisumcc expenditures and 
about various proposals to limit federal assistance to legal immigrants. We ask Congress to recognize that if 
federal welfare reform is fmanccd through cost shiflS to states and localities,. it has the JXltential to become a 
zero sum game in some states and localities without a significant net increase in the resources available to 
implement welfare refonn. 

2) PartlcipatioD Rates, Sanctions. and Administrative Costs. Given what we know about participation rales 
achieved in Similar programs in the past, we are concerned that the participation rates of45 percent for the , 
JOBS and WORK programs may be set too high. The best example we have to dale: of a program that required 
panlclpatian by every adult recipient, and made intensive efforts to enforce that participation, is the San Diego 
SWIM program.. That program s.t<:CeSSfully increased employment and earnings, but acbieved monthly 
participation rates of only about onewthird of cascs, if program activities alone are coun~ or aoout one~ba1fof 
cases, if employment at any time during the month is counted 

These SWIM rates include many more people than could be counted as participants under current JOBS rules, 
bec:ause recipients were counted as participants if they participated at any POlm in the month. (By contrast. 
JOBS participation rates allow states 10 count recipients as participants only if they meet a number of standards 
requiring ongOing weeJdy participation at certain hourly levels.) SO. despite the {3.(;t that an independent 
evaluation of the program coDduded that SWIM had reached as many recipients as was practically pos.cuble, 
and work.ed with virtually every case on the rolls in order to 3.(;hieve those rates, the end result was a 
participation rale lower than that proposed in the administration bill, and considerably lower than that propo..o:.ed 
in some of the other bills that have been introduced. 

For the JOBS program, in particular, it is important to note that the proposed 45 percent panicipation rate for 
the phased~in group is in addilion to requirements to meet existing. very higb participation rates for unemployed 
parent cases, In addition, statts must continue to serve an existing JOBS participants until they leave AFDC 
and to serve all volunteers for the program as long as funding is available. Some states believe thai the net 
effect of lbese requirements will be to double the size of their JOBS program in !be ftrSt year this legislation 
takes effect. Yet the enbaru:ed fveding for the JOBS program p!ui>es in slowly. with the full eobanccd match not 
becoming availabJe for five years and not until a stale has implemented the program statewide. 
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In addition, we believe that the caps on discretionary deferrals and extensions of the time limit arc set 
unrealistically low and the deferral and extension categories are defmed too rigidly. 

We strongly object to the legislation's use of reductions in the federal match for basic AFDC benefits as a 
penally mechanism. This maICh is reduced for certain portions of the caseload under a variety of 
circumstances-for example, if states do nm meet participation rates for the JOBS or WORK programs., fail to 

adopt mandated child support procedures, exceed the caps on deferrals or extensions. or fail to keep accurate 
records on the time Hmit.'i. States also may lose federal matching funds for basic benefits if certain paternity 
establishment rates are not met, The Governors believe that there is a shared federal-state respon&ibility for 
providing basic benefits, and we are deeply concerned about establishing any precedent li~ing the federal 
commitment to suue actions in other areas. If Congress deems that sanctions are necessary. we would 
recommend something similar to the current JOBS penalty struct.ure, where the federal JOBS match rate is 
reduced for failing to meet JOBS requirements. However, we believe that il would be more appropriate during 
the initial pbase--in period to focus on timely and accurate reponing of program performance and provide sta~ 
wilh incentives for improvement. ' 

Finally. the Governors are concerned about the new procedural requirements imposed by the bill, sucb as the 
review mechanlsm and arbitration or hearings required ifdisagreements arise on employability plans. We fear 
tl1lU these requirements will increase administrative (:QlJ~ and slow implementation of the Pfogrnm. 

3) The WORK P"'Il",m. We beli""" tbe WORK program could be simpllfled for ease of administration. 
NGA policy states IIlat all Americans should be productive members of 1beir conununity. It also states tl1al 
there are various ways to achieve this goal. The preferred means is througb private, unsubsidiz.ed work in the 
business or non-profit sectors. Other alternatives, in order of priority. include unsubsidized public sector 
employment, subsidized jobs, grant diversion, working off the welfare grant, and volwlteering in community 
service work. The Governors would like the flexibility to address all of thesealtematives. The requirement that 
participants be paid wages equal to IIlat of regol", employees would add greaOy to !be cost and would make it 
very difficult to provide a sufficient number of work positions. In addition.. the grievance and binding 
arbitration procedures related to nondisplacement are exceptionally burdensome. The bill's many other 
requirements related to WORK benefits. leave, and the sanctions process (which is more cwnbersome than that 
far JOBS participants).are very difficult and given the anticipated scope of the WORK program, 
administrative1y unworkable. Slates also object to the reqUirements that the JOBS and WORK programs be rWi 
by the same agency and that every locality establish WORK advisory boards, 

Creating 400,000 publicly created jobs for AFDC recipients by the year 2000 will be a tremendous challenge, 
one that demands Ute maximum amount of state and local flexibility to make it work. No one really knows the 
best approach for creating meaningful work experience for this popuJation-it is imperative that the biJIleave 
room for us to try many different paths. 

4) ChUd Support Mandates. NGA has supported child support mandates that are critical to improving 
interstate enforcement, such as Slate adoption of the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act. Governors are 
strongly commiUed to improving child support enforcement systems in their states and they support 
performance-based incentives for state and local implementation of program improvements. However, they are 
concerned about the number and scope of intrastate child suppon enforcement mandates included in this biU, 
some of which would Coree states to adopt entirely Dew chUd support enf_ent sysrems. The bill would 
require, fOT example, states with judicW systems for pruernity establishment and child support enfo""""e.t to 
switch to administrative ones. It would require states with locally administered and funded child support 
coUe<:tion and disbursement functions, such as Michigan, to centralize those fWlctiOn.o; at the state leveJ, which 
wouJd jnvolve massive reorganization and the hiring of large numbers of new state employees. Many of these 
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mandates would require substantlal expenditures on new information system.\; development, yet the bill caps 
federal funding (or information systems and cuts the federal match rate. 

States alSo view the requirement to establish paternity within one year of enrollment as impossible to meet in 
many large urban areas. Finally, Ibe requirement to bring all child support cases who reqUCSI il into Ibc child 
suppon agency system could mean a doubling of child support c.aseloads at the same time that states would be 
trying to meet all of the new requirements {or the AFDC cascs. 

5) loformaUon Systems. NGA is concerned about the impact of the proposed cap on the federal share of the 
enhanced and regular match for design and development costs for automation systems. We also believe that 
federal assistance for information systems should not be limited to those systems that are developed by the 
federal government or as part of multistate oollaboratives. The states and the federal government have invested 
a considerable amount in the ClllT'Cnt systems. The new requirements of this legislation will increase the need for 
compatible data across states, but will also require new and more complex interfaces with other state systems. 
It appears that the quickest and most cost~efflcient approach is to modify existing systems. This win require 
state-by~scate modifications. 

Althougb the federal government should encourage multistate coopemtion and enhance federal assistance, it 
should nollmpose a national or regional solution. Instead the federal role should be to define common data 
clements necessary for implementation of the program. • 

6) Implementation nmetable. Currently the bill requires states to implement the bill one year after enactment.. 
When Olngress last passed welfare reform in 1988, it took the federal government one year just \0 puhlish 
regulations. The administration's proposal is considerably more complicated than the Family Support Act. 
Two years is the absolute minimum amount of lime that will be needed for most states to implement this 
program. especially because states ca:noot get very far without knowing what federal rules they must meet. It 
will take time to build capacity in the JOBS program. and in the related employment and training and child care 
programs. We wiH need to build new information systems in order to implement this. The counting of 
individual months of AFDC eligibility across counties and states and over long periods of time poses particular 
information system prob1ems. An wueaHstically short national implementation date, even one that can be 
extended, creates artificial pressures for states to implement before they actually are ready to 00 so. 

7) TIme limits. Most Governors support the two-year time limit fOJ the target population. Some Governors 
would like more flexibility to decide how to phase-in the time limits, and to expand the target population. 
Allowing states to propose different ways to pbase the program in, subJ«:i to some national target for cascload 
coverage, win enable them to grapple with the tlme limit issue and larget population and propose solutions 
appropriate for each state. 

We woutd also like to note that states have invested considerable time and eITon in the development of 
experiments to test a variety of refonn initiatives through the Section 1115 waiver process, including many 
approved by the administration. The Governors would like to emphasize the importance of any new feder.al 
refonn legislation allowing stateS to complete the welfare demonstrations currently undesway through waiven: 
and to allow future experimentation. We also want to underscore the importance of interagency cooperation in 
the waiver process. The new state flexibility on the BITe in the bill, for exampl~ will onty be meaningful with 
the fun cooperation of the Treasury Department Other departments whose assistance is criUcal to timely 
waiver review and approval include Agriculture, Housing and Urban Development, Education, and Labor. 
Further. the Governors insist that the existing waiver approval process not be burdened with additional 
requirements that delay action on waiver requests. 
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NGA appreciates the new state flexibility that i. incorporated into the bill through state plan options and 
waivers. We do not think this flexibility should be limited 10 a specifIc nwnber of states, however, and would 
like to see such options as advance payment of the ElTC or adjustments to the time limit open to all Slates that 
wish to apply for them. 

One final concern we have is that two key prevention components in the bill-the teen pregnancy prevention 
grants and the oommwdty prevention grants-.\\'Ould bypass states, We believe that states must be involved to 
ensure that the grants do not result in duplication of efforts to integrate the new grant activities with ongoing 
state and local efforts, 

In conclusion, I would like to say that I and my fellow Governors are as eager as the President and aU of you in 
Congress to do as much as possible as soon as possible to Improve the welfare system in this country. We 
believe that the Presjdcnt's bill is a positive contnnullon to the welfare debate and support many aspects of il 
However, [think: you can see from our list ofconcerns that fundamentally restrueturing the welfare system is an 
enonnously complex task. As GoveroolS who must implement whatever law is passed, we bear a special 
responsibility to temper the rhetoric of the welfare reform debate with reality, and to let you know candidly what 
can feasibly be done in what timeframe at the state and local level. We hope to work: closely with you in the 
months ahead to ensure that federal welfare reform takes shape in a way that allows us to match our actions to 
ourworos. 
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Controlling Wel&re Spending 

Introduction 

The total annual cost of U.S. welfare spending now exceeds $324 billioo; tbis 
amounts to more than $3.400 for each taxapaying household in the U.S. After adjusting for 
inflation. welfare spending is now 9 times greater than when Lyndon Johnson launched the 
War on Poverty in the mid-,ixties. 

As in the curreru welfare reform debate, each prior expansion of the welfare system 
has been rationalzed ... an "investment" which would save money in lhe long run. BUllhese 
"investments" have led only to higher spending and escalating social problems. Since the 
onset of the War on PaveNy, the U.S. has spenl over $5.3 trillion on welfare. But duting 
the same period, the official pov.Ny rate has remained virtually unchanged; dependency has 
soared; the family has collapsed and illegitimacy has skyrocketed. And crime has esclalated 
in direct proportion to lhe growth in welfare spending. 

U.S. society can no longer tolerate open-ended growth in d",,1ructive welfare 
spending. A key goal of any serious welfare reform must he to limillhe future growth of 
welfare '1JCnding. Reform musl also focus on eliminating the most extravagant examples of 
wasteful spending, such ... providing welfare henefits to non-citizens. 

DefiniQllilie U.S. Welfare S,j<stem 

The federal government currently runs over 15 interrelated and overlapping welfare 
programs. Many states operate independenl state programs in addition 10 the federal 
programs. (A complete list of welfare programs is attached.) The welfare system may he 
defmed as the lotal sel of government programs explicitly designed 10 assist poor and low 
income Americans. Welfare assistance has three ostensible objectives: 

I) SUSliliniull Uvine SlJUJdards Throu~ Cash and Non-Casb Transfers. 
Federal and state governments provide cash aid, food. housing and medical 
assistance. These programs are intended to directly raise an individual's 
material standard of living. Such aid directly substitutes for the private seclor 
income which the welfare reeipient is presumed to he incapable of earning for 
him or herself. 

2) Promotioe Self-Sufficiency, A smaller number of government programs 
are intended to increase the cognitive abilities, earnings capacity and living 
skills of lower income persons. Typical programs in lhi' calegory would 
include government job training programs for low skilled individuals or special 
education programs targeted at disadvantaged 1JCfSOns, 

3) Ajdinll economically distressed cornmunjtjes. The federal government also 
provides aid to governments in low income or economically distressed areas. 
The nominal intent of this aid is to broaden the economic opportunities within 
the commwtity and lhereby indirectly to henefit low-income 1JCfSOOS who live 
there. 



An additional criterion for defining the welfare state is that welfare programs are 
taJ:iIt!ed, cateKorical, or IIll"'ns-u:sted. Targeted programs provide assi.1ance to communities 
which either have a high percentage of poor and low income persons or are "economically 
distressed". Categorical welfare programs provide aid to specific disadvantaged or needy 
groups such as migrant farm workers, homeless persons, or abandoned children.' 

"Means-tested" programs also provide aid directly to low income and poor persons. 
A wide variety of government programs such as cash, food, housing and medical care can be 
"means-tested", and roughly 95 percent of total welfare spending takes the form of means
tested aid directly to individuals. Means-tested programs restrict eligibility for benefits to 
persons who have "means" (Le. non-welfare income) below a certain level. Individuals who 
have non-welfare income above a specified cut off level cannot receive aid. Thus, Food 
Stamps and public housing are "means-tested" programs, because benefits are limited to 
lower income persons. By contrast, Social Security and public schools are not "means
tested .. ,1 

Total Welfare Spendin& 

Total federal and state spending on welfare programs was $324.3 billion in FY 1993. 
Of the total, $234.3 billion or 72% comes from federal funding and $90 billion or 28% 
comes from state or local funds. But these figures significantly understate the role of the 
federal government in welfare. Many federal welfare programs require a state government 
contribution; in order for individuals within a state to receive aid from these federal 
programs, the state government must match or pay a certain share of federal spending in the 
stare on that program. Out of the total of $90 billion in state and local welfare spending 
desoribed in this paper fully $78.6 billion takes the form of state and local contributions to 
federally created welfare programs. Of total welfare spending of $324 billion, only $11.4 
bimon or 3.5 % is spending for independent state welfare programs.' 

As noted, the welfare system theoretically is designed to promote three proclaimed 
goals: to prop up material living standards; to promote self-sufficiency; and to expand 
economic opportunities within low~income communities. Federal and state governments 
operare • variety of welfare programs to meet these goals. Such programs include: cash aid 
programs; food programs; medical aid programs; housing aid programs; energy aid 
programs; jobs and training programs; wgeted and means-tested education programs; social 
service programs; and urban and community development programs. 

Cash Aid The federal government operates eigbt major means-tested cash 
assistance programs. Many state governments also operate independent cash programs 

1 Although a categorical program will not have formal 
financial means-test (as described in the main text), the nature 
of the group served as well as the method of operating the 
progra~ will result in the bulk of assistance going to low inoome 
persons. 

2some programs such as Guaranteed student Loans are formally 
means-tested but the means-test or income cut off is so high that 
the program benefits mainly the middle class. Despite the means
test, such programs should not be considered part of the welfare 
system, and have not been inClUded in the programs listed or 
spending totals calculated for this paperw 

$comprehensive figures on independent state and local 
welfare spending are difficult to obtain. It is possible that 
there is as much as $10 to $15 billion dollars in independent 
state and local welfare spending which is not included in this 
report. However, even if this extra state and local spending 
were included in the spending totals, the welfare system would 
still be overwhelmingly federal in structure. 
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termed Genernl Assistance Of Geoernl Relief. Total cash welfare spending by federal 
and state governments reached $71.5 billion in FY 1993. 

Food Aid The federal government provides II major programs providing food 
assistance to low income persons. Total food aid to low income persons equalled $36 
billion in FY 1993. 

Housim: Aid The federal government runs 14 major housing programs for low 
income persons. Many state governments also operste independent state public 
housing programs. Total housing aid for low income persons equalled $235 billion in 
FY 1993. 

Medical Aid The federnl government rons 8 medical programs for low income 
persott.,. Many states operate independent medical General Assistance programs. 
Total medical aid equalled $155.8 billion in FY 1993. 

EnerllY Aid The federnl government operstes 2 programs to help pay the energy bills 
or to insulate the homes of persons with low incomes. Total spending equailed $1.6 
billion in FY 1993. 

Education Aid The federal government runs 10 programs providing educational 
assistance to low income persons, disadvantaged nrinorities. or low~jncome 
communities. Total spending equalled $17.3 billion in FY 1993. 

Irainin~ and Jobs Proerams The federal government currently operates 9 differenl 
jobs and training programs for low income persons, costing $5.3 billion in FY 1993. 

Threetcd and Means-Tested Social Servjces The federai government also runs 11 
programs providing special social services to low income persons. These programs 
cost $8.4 billion in FY 1993. 

Urban and Community Aid fmerams The federal government runs 5 programs to aid 
economically distressed communities. These programs cost $4.8 billion in FY 1993. 

Ib~ QrowthoI.the Welfare State 

The welfare state, after remaining allow levels through the 1950's and early 1960's, 
has undergone explosive growth since the onset of the War on Poverty. In inflation adjusted 
lerms, welfare spending has grown in every year except one since the mid-sixties. 

• In constant dollars federal, state and local govenlments now spend 9 times as much 
on welfare as in 1964 when the War on Poverty was beginning. Welfare spending per 
capita in constant dollars is seven times as higb as in 1964. 

• After adjusting fOf inflation welfare spending per capita today is five times as high 
as during the Great Depression when a quarter of the work force was unemployed. 

• Welfilre spending is absorbing an ever greater share of the national economy. In 
1964 welfare spending equalled 1.23 percenl of Oross Domestic Product. By 1993, 
spending bad risen to 5.1 percent of ONP; Tbis was a record higb, exceeding the 
previous peak set during the Oreat Depression. 

• Welfare spending in FY 1991, FY 1992, PY 1993 exceeded defense spending for 
the first time since the 1930's. 

* There are repeated claims that Ronald Reagan 'slashed" welfare spending. In 
reality welfare spending grew during the 1980's. after adjusting for inflation. In 
1993, per cnpita welfare spending in constant dollars was 43 percent higher than 
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when President Reagan look office in 1980, 

* Contrary 10 some claims the growth in welfare spending has not been limited to 
medical aid, In constant dollar.;, per capita cash, food and housing aid is now 3 I 
percent higher than in 1980 and 4.6 times higher than in 1964, 

The Total Cost of Ibe War 'on Pov~ 

The financial cost of the War on Poverty bas been enormous. Between 1964 and 
1994, welfare spending bas cost the taxpayers $5,) trillion in constant 1993 dollars. This is 
greater than the cost of defeating Germany and Japan in World War II, after adjusting for 
inflation. Out of total welfare spending of $5,) trillion, cash welfare programs cost $1,) 
trillion. Medical programs assisting low income persons have cost $2. I trillion, Spending on 
food programs equalled $602 billion, while housing and energy aid programs for low income 
persons have cost $490 billion. Special education programs for low income children have 
cost $319 billion, and jobs and training programs have cost $215 billion, An additional $230 
billion was spint on special social services for the poor, and $172 billion bas been spent on 
development aid for low income communities. 

PrQiected Growth of Welfare Spendine 

The notion that the U,S, would spend $5.3 trillion on the War on Poverty would have 
dumbfounded most members of Lyndon Johnsoo's White House, In launching the War on 
Poverty, President Johnson did not promise an open-ended expansion to the welfare state, 
Instead, be spoke of a temporary investment which would help the poor to become self
sufficient and climb into main stream society, But the growth of the welfare state has been 
unending and relentless. 

Moreover, there is not even the faintest glimmer of "light at the end of the IllDnel" for 
the end of the War on Poverty. According to the Congressional Badge! Office total annual 
welfare spending will rise to $538 billion and 6 percent of GDP by 1999. By that year the 
U.S. will be spending more than two dollars on welfare for each dollar spent on national 
defense. 

While a major portion of the projected growth of welfare spending is for medical 
services. other programs will show steady growth as well. For example, spending on cash, 
food, and housing programs is projected to grow by over a third during the next five years, 

The Social Costa of the War on Povmy 

Despite this massive spending, in many respects the fate of lower income Americans 
has beeome worse, not better, in the last quarter century. Today, one child in seven is being 
raised on welfare through the AFDC program. When the War on Poverty began roughly one 
black child in four in the U,S, was bom out of wedlock, Today two out of three black 
children are born out of wedlock. Rapid increases in illegitimacy are occurring among low 
income whites as well; the illegitimate birth rate among low income white high school drop 
out. is 4& percent, Overall nearly a third of children in the U.S. are now born 10 single' 
mothers, 

EMmpIJ:s of Waste in Welfare; Immil:fllllts op 551 

Welfare spending not only bas destructive social consequences, much of it is simply 
extravagant. A clear example of waste in the welfare system is the growing number of non' 
citizens receiving welfare. Immigration should be open to individuals who wish 10 come to 
the United States to work and be self-sufficient, Immigration should not become an avenue 
to welfare dependenee. Pradent restrictions on providing welfare to recent immigrants has 
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long been part of the American tradition. Becoming a public charge was grounds for 
depurtation in !he Massachusetts Bay colony even before !he revolution. Our first 
immigration law, passed by Congress in 1882, instructed immigration officials to depurt any 
person who, in their opinion, might become a public cbatge. Today, Ibe lmutigration and 
Nationality Act declares unequivocally "any alien who, within five year.; after Ibe date of 
entry, has become a public charge from causes not affirmatively shown to have arisen since 
entry is depurtable". Clearly, Ibis provision of law is ignored. 

Today. non-dtizens are among !he fastest growing groups of welfare dependents. In 
1993. !here were nearly 700,000 lawful resident aliens receiving aid from Ibe SSI program. 
This was up from 128,000 in 1982: a 430 percent increase in just 10 year.;. ToW welfare 
costs for non-citizens in the 5S1 program now approach $7 billion per year. 

The overwhelming majority of non-citizen SSI recipientS are elderly. Most apply for 
welfare within five years of arriving in the U.S. These SSI recipients are concentrated in a 
few stites. Five states alone (California, New York, Florida, Texas, and New Jersey) 
account for nearly 80 percent of !he total. 

The data show that welfare is becoming a way of life for elderly immigrants entering 
the United States. Professor Norman MalloWs analyst. of elderly imutigrants in California 
shows that 45 percent received cash welfare in 1990. Among Russian immigrants, !he fignre 
is 66 percent; among Chinese, 55 percent. Worse, the trend is accelerating. More recent 
immigrants are far more likely to become welfare dependents than those who arrived in the 
U.S. in earlier decades. 

Tbe presence of large numhers of elderly immigrants on welfare is a clear violation of 
the spirit, if not !he letter, of U.S. immigration law. The relatives who sponsored the entry 
of these individuals into the U.S. implicitly promised that the new immigrants would not 
become a burden tO !HE U.S. tax payer. But many, if not most, sponsors are enrolling their 
elderly immigrant relatives on welfare soon after !he end of !he three year waiting period. 
Once on SSI, !here is every indication that !hese immigrant' will remain on welfare 
indefinitely. 

Although many of the elderly non-citizens on SSI come from politically oppressive 
nations such as Cuba or !he former Soviet Union, the majority do not. The single greatest 
numher of aliens on SSI come from Mexico. Other nations, such as the Philippines, the 
Dominican Republic, South Korea, and India, also contribute large numbers of recipients. 

Moreover, while we all greatly sympathize with those individaals who ,",ve suffered 
from political oppression and economic failure inherent to communist regimes. we must not 
attempt to use U.S. welfare programs to redress that suffering. The U.S. welfare system 
cannot serve as a retirement reservoir for the elderly of failed, oppressive political sysu:ms, 
no matter how greatly we feel for the past and present suffering of these individuals. 
Just as !he U.S. military cannot serve as a global policeman, U.S. welfure programs carmot 
serve ... a global retirement system. 

Limitin~ Welfare to Non-citizens 

In short, the U.S. welfare system is now serving as a deluxe retirement benefit fur the 
elderly of many impoverished nations. If current trends continue. the U.S. will have more 
than 3.5 million non-citizens on S51 within 10 years, at an annual cust of over $35 binion. 

As in must other issues, the Clinton welfare proposal on this question offers no more 
than a fig leaf of reform. The proposed Clinton legislation will not significantly reduce 
current costs to !he taxpayer, nor will it stem the growth of immigrants on welfare. 

The steps for real reform are clear. First, Congress should eliminate welfare 
eligibility for all non-citizens. Second, Congress sbould ensure that !he sponsoring 
individllllis who were responsible for bringing elderly relatives to !he U.S. in the first place 
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bear the full and permanent responsibility of supporting their immigrating ldnfolk. This 
should include mandatory garnisbmenl of earnings if voluntary support by the sponsoring 
relative is not.provided. 

Just as we ••pect an absent parent to pay child support for hi. children, we must 
expect individuals who voluntarily bring elderly and near-elderly relatives to the U.S. to fully 
support those relatives. This obligation to support should be permanent and should not be 
limited to tIIree or five years as uuder current law. Ueder no circumstances should the cost 
of supporting elderly and near-elderly immigrants to tile U.S. be passed on the general 
taxpayer. 

Most non-citizens on S8I who were lawfully udmitted to the U.S. do have relatives 
capable of supporting them. In order to have brought a relative 10 the U.S. in the firS! place, 
the sponsor must have demonstrated a capacity to support that relative. And most sponsers 
did, in fact, support their immigrant relatives for at least three years after arrival. If S51 
benefits for non-citizens were terminated, in most cases the family support which sustainud 
the immigrant immediately after anival in the U.S. would simply be resumed. In some 
cases, the supporting family might decide it was best to return their elderly relation to their 
native country once the largesse of U.S. welfare is withdr'dwn. 

In a limited number of cases it might be necesary to contione some form of federal 
aid. Some non-citizens on SSI may lack relatives to support them, and may be unable to 
return to the politically oppressive nations from which tIIey emigrated (e.g" cambodia, Laos, 
or Vietnam). Such elderly individuals, who are true political refugees, who are incapable of 
self-support, and who lack supporting relatives should receive aid uuder federal refugee 
programs. 

Eljmjnatine the Reguirement for Sillies 10 Provide Free Education to llIeeal hnmiwnl.l, 

Another pressing issue concerning government benefits and immigration is the 
Supreme Court's ruling in Pyler y. Doe. Under this case, the court has required Slate and 
local governments to provide free public education to illegal immigrant children. Tbe 
Congress of the United States should immediately e,press its disapproval of the abuse of the 
U.S. taxpayer engendered by the Pyler decision. Tbe Congress should effectively overturn the 
Pyle, decision by enacting legislation with the following three provisions: 

l) Require that local school authorities notify the INS immediately wbenever an illegal 
alien seeks to enroll in the public schools. 

2) Require the INS to begin deportation proceedings against the illegal immigrant 
child and his relatives within fourteen day, of notification by the local school 
authority. 

3) Stipulate that a state or local government should nOl be responsible for providing 
education serviees once deportation proceedings have begun. 

The origioal Pyler decision was a narrow .5-4 verdict. The logic of the Pyler ruling was 
based on the assumption that illegal immigrant children should be educated at taxpayer 
..pense because they were likely to become permanent members of our society. Tbe ahove 
provisions if enacted would remove the 10gic.1 and practical foundation for Pyler by 
demonstrating that Congress does not intend illegal immigrants to become permanent 
members of our society. If enacted these provisions would save state and local government, 
up to $3.9 billion per year. 

Conclusion 

Any fair observer would note that no matter how frequently poliey makers "end welfare, • the 
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costs continue to rise. Welfare absorbed around 1.2 percenl of GDP when Lyndon Johnson 
launched the War on Poveny in 1964; il had risen to over 5 percenl by 1992. With. $324 
billion price tag, welfare spending now amounts to roughly $8,500 for each poor person in 
the U.S. Worse, Congressional Budget Office figures show totJII welfare costs rising to a 
half trillion dollars, about 6 percenl of GNP, by 1998.' Predictably, the Clinton 
Administration maintains that a half trillion is not enough; "ending welfare" means adding on 
even more speuding. 

The long history of bogus welfare reforms, all of which were promised to save moncy 
but did not, leads one to one obvious conclusion. The only way to limit the growth of 
welfare speuding is to do just that: limit the growth of welfare spending. The welfare system 
must be put on • diet. The future growth of federal means-tested' welfare spending should be 
capped a13.5 percent per annum! lndividnal programs would be permitted to grow at 
greater than or less than 3.5 percent according to congressional priorities, but aggregate 
speuding must fall within the 3.5 percent ceiling. 

By slowing the outpouring from the federal welfare spigot, the cap would gradually 
reduce the subsidization of dysfunctional bebavior: dependency, non-work, and illegitimacy. 
Tbe cap would send a warning signal to state welfare bureaucracies. Cushioned by a steady 
and increasing flow of federal fund. in the past, most bureaucracies 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 lime, 
be forced to adopt innovative and aggressive poliCies that would reduce the welfare rolls, 

The current welfare system is an abuse and an insult to the exhausted American taxpayer. 
Welfare reform must also immediately eliminate the most extravagant forms of welfare 
spending such as providing retirement to elderly immigrants from other nations . 

• These figures represent estimated federal, state and local 
spending on means-tested welfare programs and aid to economically 
disadvantaged communities. The Conqressional 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 remain 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. 

~ Medicaid and means-tested veterans programs should be 
exempt from the cap. 
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TIlE U.S. WELFARE SYSTEM 

MEANS-TESTED J\SSISTANCE PROGRAMS AND AID TO 
ECONOMICALLY J)JSTRESSED COMMUNmES 

CASH AID 

CASH 01) Aid to FamiHes wi1h Dependent Children 
Budget Account Number: 1$· I 50]..Q·lw609 
FY 1993: federal $13,167.2 mlllion slate $11,426.8 miUion 

CASH 02) Supplemental Security Income 
Budget Account Number: 75~0406·0~1-609 
FY 1993: federal $22.642 million state $3,300 million 

CASH 03) General Assistance: Cash 
Budget AC\:Qunt Number; none 
FY 1993: state $3,340 million (estimate) 

CASH 04) Earned income Tax Credit 
Budget Account Number: 20-09()6..Q-l~609 
FY 1993: federal SI3,663 million 

CASH 05) Foster Care: Title IV E 
Budget Account Number: 75~ 1545-1- i~506 
FY t993: federal $2.532.4 million state $1,779.352 million 

CASH 06} Assistance to Refugees and CubanlHaitian EntnmlS 
Budget Account Number: 15~1503-0~I"(;09 
FY )993: federal $65.122 million 

CASH 07) Emergency Assistance to Needy Families with Children 
Budget Account Number: 75~ 1501~O·I-609 
fY 1993: federal $202.l9 million state: $202,19 million 

CASH 08) Adoption Assistance 
Budget Accoont Number: 15·1545·1·1-506 
FY 1993: federal $273"382 million state $155.828: million 

CASH 09) General Assistanee to Indians 
Budget Account Number: 14-2100·0-1.452 
FY 1993: federal Sl06.1l4 million 

M£DlCALAID 

MEDICAL (1) Medicaid 
Budget Account Number: 75·0512-0-1·551 
FY 1993: federal $75,744 million state $56,051 million 

MEDlCAL 02) General Assistance: Medical Care 
Budget Account Number: nune 
FY 1993: state S3,204 million (estimate) 

MEDICAL 03) Indian Health Services 
Budget At:count Number: 75-0390·0-1-551 
FY 1993: federal $1,495.454 million 

MEDICAL (4) Maternal and Child Health SerVices Block Grant 
liudget Account Number: 75-0350-0-1-550 
FY 1993: federal $664530 million state $423,6 million 

MEDICAL 05) Community Health Centers 
Budget Account Number; 75..o350-0~1~S5(l 
FY 1993: federal $558.808 million 

MEDICAL 06) Medical Assistan~e to' Refugees and Cuban/Haitian Entrants 
Budget Account N umber: 75-1503"{)~ t ·609 
FY 1993: federal $98.043 million 

MEDICAL 07) Migrant Health Services 
Budget Account Number: 75-0350-0-1·550 



IT 1993: federal $57.306 million 

MEDICAL 08) Medicare for Persons with incomes Below the Federal Poverty Threshold 
Budget Account Number: None 
IT 1993: federal SI5,516.800 million 

FOODAIIl 

FOOD 01) food Stamps 
Budget Account Number: 12-3505-0-1-605 
FY 1993: federal $23.577 million state $1,628 million 

FOOD 02) School Lunch Program 
Budget Account Number: 12-3539-0-1-605 
FY 1993: federal.$4,67(l.9 million 

FOOD 03) Spetial Supplemental food Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) 
Budget Account Number: !2-3510·0-1--605 
FY 1993: federal $2,3465 million 

FOOD 04) The Emergency Pood Assistance Program 
Budget Account Number: t2<l635-0-1-3SI 
FY 1993: federal 5163.4 million 

FOOD OS) Nutrition Program for the Elderly 
Budget Account ~umber: 12-3503-0~1-351 
FY 199): federal $573.939 million state $65.007 million 

FOOD 06) School Breakfast Program 
Budget Account Number: 12-353941-605 
FY 1993; federal $866.0 million 

FOOD 07) Child and Adul! Care Food Program (Means-Tested and low~lncome Component) 
Budget Account Number; 12·3539·(}"'1-605 
FY 1993: federal $1 ,225,704 million 

FOOD 08) Summer Food Service Program for Children 
Budget Accnunt Number: 12~3539-0~1·605 
F'Y 1993: federal £210.4 million 

FOOD 09) Needy Families Food Distribution Program (Commodity Food Distribution Program on Indian 
Reservations in Lieu of Food Stamps) 
Budget Account Number: 12-3503·0~1-605 
FY 1993: federal S6L968 million 

FOOD 10) Commodity Supplemental Food Program (CSFP) for Mother5. Children, and Elderly Persons 
Budget Account Number: 12~35J2·0~1-1505 
FY 1993: federal $110.58 million 

FOOD II) Special Milk Program (Free Segment) 
Budget Account Number: 12~3S(}].-O-1·60S 
FY 1993: federal S 1.44 million 

HOUSING AID 

HOUSING 01) Section 8 Lower~tncome Housing Assistance 
Budget Account Number: 86-0164-0-1-604; 86·0194-O~i-604 
FY 1993: federat $J3,288 million 

HOUSING 02) Low-Rent Public Housing 
Budget Account Number: 86·0163-O-I 604; 86~OI64-O-1..Q04D 

FY 1993: federal $3,726,8 million 

HOUSING 03) Section 502 Rural Housing Loans for Low-Income Families 
Budgel Account Number: 12·2081-0-1-371 
fY 1993: federal 51,342.989 million 

HOUSING 04) Section 230 lnterest Reduction Payments 
Budget Account Number: 86-0148-0-1--604 
FY 1993: federal $634.744 million 

HOUSING OS) Section 515 Rural Rental Housing Loans 



Budget Account Number: 12-208J-O·+31l 
FY 1993: federal $573.857 million 

HOUSiNG 06) Section 521 Rural Rental Assistance Payments 
Budget Account Number: 12~0137-0-J-604 
FY 1993: federal $393,922 million 

HOUSING (7) Section 235 Homeownership Assistance for Low-lncome Families 
Budget Account Number. 86..o148-{)·1-604 
FY 1993: federal $62.033 million 

HOUSING 08) Section 101 Rent Supplements 
Budget Account Number: 86-0129·(}'1 «604 
FY 1993: federal $55J mjllion 

HOUSING 09) Indian Housing Improvement Grants 
Budget Account Number: 14·2301..0-1-452 
FY 1993: federal $19.922 million 

HOUSING 10) Section 504 Rural Housing Repair Loan Grants for Very Low-{noome Rural Homeowners 
Budget Account Number: 12*2081·0·1-37J 
FY 1993: federal $11.330 million 

HOUS1NG 11) Section 514 Fann Labor Honsing Loans 
Budget Account Nomber: 12·2081...fi-1-371 
FY 1993: federal $16.299 million 

110USING 12) Se<:tion 523 Rural Housing Self-Help Technical Assistance Grants and Section 523 Rural 
Housing Loans 
Budget Account Number: 12~2006-0.o·604 (grants); 12-2080-0-1-371 (loans) 
FY 1993: federal $11.142 miIHon 

HOIJSING 1.3} Section 516 Fann Labor Housing Grants 
Budget Account Number: 12-2004-O-1~604 
FY 1993: federul $15.936 million 

HOUSING 14) $eclion 533 Rural Housing: Preservation Grants. for Low-Income Rural Homeowners 
Budget Account Number: 12-207()"o· J-604 
FY 1993: federal $23 million 

HOIJSING 15) Public Housing Expenditures by State Governments 
Budget Account Number: none 
FY 1993: state $2,856 (estimate) 

ENERGY AID 

ENERGY 01) Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program 
Budget Account Numbet: 75-1S02..(l-1-609 
FY 1993: federaISI.3J8.96J million 5tate$92.327m!llion 

ENERGY 02) Weatherization Assistance 
Budget Account Number: 89-0215.(l..1·999 
FY 1993: federal $182.368 million 

EDUCATION AID 

EDUCATION 0 I) PeIl Gran~ 
Budget Account Number: 91-0200·()"1·$02 
FV 1993: federal $6,098.572 million 

EDUCATION 02) Head Stan 
Budget Account Number: 7S-IS3&()'J-506 
FY 1993: federal $2,776,1)41 million state $694 million 

EDt;CAnON (3) Title One Grants to Local Education Authorities for Educational1y Deprived Children 
Under the elementary and Secundary Education Act 
Budget Account Number: 91-0900-0·1-501 
fY 1993: federal $6,139.868 million 

EDUCATION 04) Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants 
Budget Account Number: 91·{)200-0-I·S02 
FY 1993: federal S588.l08 million 



F..DUCAl10N OS) Chapter One Migrant EdUcatlon Program 
Budget Account Number: 91 ~0900~0-1-501 
FY 1993: federaJ $302.773 million 

EDUCATION 06) Special Programs for Students from Disadvantaged Backgrounds (TRIO Programs) 
Budget Account Number. 91-0201-0-1-502 
FY 1993: federal $388.165 million 

EDUCATION 07} SlAte Student Incentive Grants (SSIG) f()f Needy Students 
Budget Account Number: 91·0200..o~1-5Q2 
FY 1993: federal $78.003 million state $78.003 million 

EDUCAnON 08) fellowships for Graduate and Professional Study for Disadvantaged Minorities 
Budget Account Number: 91-0900-0-1 ~502 
FY 1993: federal $61,628 million 

EDUCATION 09) Follow Through 
Budget Account Number: 91-1000-0-1-501 
IT 1993: federal $8,478 million 

EDUCATION 10) EYen Strut 
Budget Account Number: 91-0900.,0-1-501 
FY 1993: federal$9Q.122 million 

JOBS AND TRAINING All) 

TRAINING 01) Training for Disadvantaged Adults and Youth (JTPA IJ-A), Btock Grant 
Budget Account Number: 16"0174-0-1-504 
FY 1993: federal $1,69L7 million 

TRAINING 02) Summer Youth Employment Program {ITPA n·B} 
Budget Account Number: 16-0174-0·1·504 
FY 1993: federal $849.412 million 

TRAINING OJ) Job Co,!" (JTPA-IV) 
Budget Account Number: 16·0174"{)-l~504 
FY 1993: federal $949.281 minion 

TRArNlNG 04) Senier-Community Service Employment Program 
Budget Account Number: 16·0175-0-1-504 
IT 1993: federal $389,046 miilion state $43.23 million 

TRAINING OS) Job Opportunity and Bask Skills Training (JOBS) 
Budget Account ~umber: 75·1509-0· j~S04 
FY 1993: federal $736.500 million state $456,6JO mlliion 

TRAINING 06} Foster Grandparents 
Budget A(:couni Number: 44-0103·0-1-506 
FY 1993: federal $38.923 million state $8.95 million 

TRAINING (7) Senior Companions 
Budget Account Number: 44·0103..(}..1-506 
FY 1993: federal $14,571 million state $,).35 million 

TRAINING (8) Migrant and Seasonal Farm Workers Training Program 
Budget Account Number: 16·0174-O-t-S04 
FY 1993: federal $78.303 million 

TRAfN1NG 09) Indian and Native American Employment and 'framing Program 
Budget Ac(:ount Number; 16-0114-0.1-504 
FY 1993: federal $61.811 million 

SOCIAL SERVICES 

SERVICES (II) Social Services Block Grant (Title XX} 
Budget Ac(:ount Number. 15-16J4.{)-1·506 
FY J993: federal $2,784,745 million state 52,200 million 

SERVICES 02) Community Services BlI:x:k Grant 
Budget Account Number: 75.1504·0·1-506 
f'Y 1993: federal $442,8:10 million 
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The Children's Defense Fund, a privately funded research and 
advocacy organization dedicated to providing a strong and effective 
voice for children, especially poor and minority children and their 
families, would like to express our great hope that reforming our 
welfare system will bring the nation a step closer to ending child 
poverty in America. We can do enormous good for poor children, 
families, and the nation through welfare reform. To realize this 
potential, however, we must begin to tackle the root causes of 
child and family poverty in America and do our utmost to see that 
the resources committed to welfare reform are commensurate with the 
plan's scope and scale. 

We should not fail to use this opportunity to correct what is 
wrong in the current welfare system. But remedies will remain 
elusive unless and until we focus on the realities of life for poor 
children and families in America and address the real barriers that 
force so many to rely upon AFDC for basic income support. We must 
recognize that most families do not have long continuous stays on 
AFDC. Only 7 percent of AFDC families enter a continuous spell of 
eight years or more and 70 percent leave the rolls within two 
years. But it is equally true that about three-quarters of these 
families will return to welfare within five years. Real welfare 
reform must address the reasons why they return, including their 
inability to maintain child care or health coverage and their 
reliance upon unstable employment in short-term or part-time jobs. 

Elements of the current welfare system that discourage work 
and marriage should be changed to reward work effort and strengthen 
families. Messages of parental responsibility should be 
strengthened, especially to those absent parents who are not 
contributing to their children's support. Barriers to secure 
employment at family-sustaining wages -- ranging from inadequate 
child care, education, and training services to chronic job 
shortages in many communities - - should be '~substantially reduced, 
if not overcome. This effort to reform our nation's welfare system 
should reflect our most basic values: the importance of work; the 
responsibility of parents to care and provide for their children; 
the nurturing of hope for a better life among children and parents 
alike; and compassion and a helping hand to those who face personal 
crises or insurmountable barrie.rs to employment. 

Reinvigorated federal leadership and increased investments in 
a number of key areas are crucial to support the work efforts of 
parents receiving AFDC and to fulfill the promise of the 
President's welfare reform pledge. We believe Congress must 
address the following issues to ensure that welfare reform 
translates into tangible gains for poor children and families: 

Job Creation -- The focus on work in welfare reform must 
include major new investments to create real jobs that leave 
families better off than they were on AFDC. Lack of stable jobs at 
family-supporting wages is the main reason why millions of poor 
parents are forced to turn to AFDC for help. Even amidst the 
current economic recovery, nearly 8 million Americans are actively 
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loc:.~ing for wo:!:"k but unable to find jobs. Many mOTe have grown too 
discouraged to co~tinue the search, particularly in the poor urban 
and rural areas where so :nany AFDC families live. ':'here is nO 
reason to hope these levels of joblessness will decline substan
tially in -.::he foreseeab~e future -- indeed, in its attempts t:.o 
manage the naticnal economy the federal government already has 
shifted i'.::5 a:tent~o~ to fears of renewed inflation and is likely 
to intervene force:ully by ~aising intel~est rates if unemployment 
falls significantly in the coming year. 

As a nation, we cannot hope to reduce reliance upon AFDC 
without changing these realities and creacing new employment 
opportunities for poor parents who are s:ruggling to provide for 
their children. The Adminis~ration's plan recognizes the shortage 
of private sector jobs by authorizing creation of public sector 
Vi.'ork assignments through the WORK progra,!li. However f this approach 
is identical in most respects to discredited Hworkfare u or 
Community Work Experience Programs (eWE?) in which AFDC parent:s are 
required to work in exchange for their AFDC bene::its. Despite the 
Administra:.ion's pledge to "make work pay, U parents in the WORK 
program would be no better off financially (except perhaps in a 
handful of low-benefit states) than they were on AFDC and may even 
end up worse off after paying required FICA taxes. 

In add~t~o~, there is no evidence that CWEP progra~s enhance 
employability. Even though they often cost more than educa::ion, 
job sea::::-ch, or skills training I repeated evaluations have found 
that work experience such as that provided through CWEP by itself 
does not boost :u~ure e~ployment or earnings. Recognizing CWEP's 
shortcomings in this and other areas, states have exercised their 
discretion u~der ~he curren~ JOBS program and reduced the number of 
CWEP participants nationwide from 18,000 to 14,000 between 1985 and 
1992. Yet the Administratior. proposes to require all.. states, 
through the WORK program I to implement a very similar program on an 
unprecedented scale. 

CDF believes that any effective we::"fare reform effort must 
include major new investments in real job creatio~. The Matsui 
bill (The Family Self-Sufficiency Act of 1994, HR 4767) provides 
one possible structure for creating public sector jobs when private 
sector employment is not available, allowing states t.o use a 
po~t~on of their JOBS funds for this purpose. Pare~ts in public 
jobs would be allowed to keep a reasonable portion of t:heir 
ea,:::-nings (through the AFDC earned income disregards) and would be 
eligible for the Earned Income Credit (EIC) under the same rules 
that apply to all other low-i::.come working Americans. Under the 
Matsui plan, states could require periodic job search activities 
and create part-time jobs to restrain costs and preserve incentives 
for pa::'ticipants to seek permanent employment in the private 
sector. 

Numerous other approaches to job creation also can be 
considered. The bottom line, however, should be a genuine commit
ment to work that allows AFDC parents to provide more adequately 



for their children. The Admin~stration's r~etorical commitment to 
"work for wages, II combined with prov:l.s.:ons chat deprive parents of 
any financial reward for their labors ami leave children as poor as 
they were previously on AFDC, falls far short of what is needed to 
reinforce the importance of work in the current welfare system. 

Financing ~- proposals to offset the costs of welfare reform 
by slashing other aid to the poor people are unacceptable. 
Meas;;.res ::hat ...l0:..:.ld eLiminate or further restr':'ct basic assistance 
to large numbers of legal immigrants or curb s:a::e e::forts to 
prevent homelessness and fund certain child welfare services 
through the Emergency Assistance (EA) program are unfair and 
counterproductive. Similarly, allowing states to impose a child 
exclusion policy that denies AFDC be~efits for children born to 
families already receiving AFDC will exacerbate the problems facing 
many poor and vulr.erable fam':'lies. Substantial research refutes 
the claim that: women 01:. welfare have bab:tes in order to get more 
welfare dollars. Professor Mark Rank's Wisconsin study shows that 
the childbearing rate for women receiving AFDC is lower (45.8 
births per thousand women) than for comparably aged Wome::1 not 
receiving AFDC (75.3 per ~housand). with this rate decreasing the 
longe~ a woman remains O~ welfare. But other studies indicate that 
about hill of all p~egnancies, at any income leve_l, are u::planned. 
We k~ow that some babies will be born to women 0:: welfare, with or 
without a child exclusion rule. The only question is whether the 
c~ildren will suffer. 

Successful welfare reform cannot come at the exper.se of basic 
income supports that enable millions of American c~ildren and their 
families to survive from day to day. A more equitable financing 
struccure reflecting a corr~i~mer.t ~o help children and families in 
greatest need is essential. 

Child care ~- Sufficient funds must be invested in ohild care 
for AFDC and working poor families. To protect the health, safety, 
and development of children while parents work, seek unsubsidized 
employment, or participate in education and traini:::g ac::ivities, 
reliable child care is essential. A survey of 111i::.o:"s AFDC 
recipie~ts fou~d that child care problems created major barriers to 
work and training: 11 2 percent of chose surveyed reported that 
child care problems kept them from working full time; 39 percent 
reported that child care problems kept them from going to school. 
Twenty percent of those surveyed had returned to welfare within the 
las: year in part due to child care problems, 

Welfare reform should r.ot sacrifice the well-being of 
children. We fail any child -- of whatever income level -- when we 
provide unsafe or poor quality child care. The need for quality 
care is especially acute for low-income children, many of whom are 
more likely t.han their non-peor peers to be in poor health, to 
suffer from delays in growth or development, or to have a 
signi::ica~t emotional or behavioral problem or a :earning 
disability, Quality child care can help these children arr,ive at 
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school ready to lear:: a!:d provide important links to o!:her supports 
that can help the child t::rive. 

It is essential t~a~ welfa~e reform help ensure that children 
are protected; that fami~ies are adequately counseled about the 
child care choices; that; the rates fer child care and the payrne~t 
mechanisms used give parents access to safe, high-quality programs 
for their children; and that Llnding is set aside to help states 
improve the quality and availabili::y of care for our poorest 
children. 

We also cannot meet the cr~cla: challenge of welfare 
prevention unless we make ~ajor new investments in child care for 
working poor families. For these fanilies, help with child care is 
a lifeline in their efforts to remain in the workforce. Without 
such help, the cost of care can be prohibitive: while Census 
Bureau data tell us that non-poor families spend an average of six 
percent of their income on child care, low-income parents who pay 
their own child care costs carry a stagger-=-ng burden, paying 
ro;,;.ghly a quarter of their income for child care. 

O...:.r current child care funding system pits these :wo very 
deserving groups -- families struggling t.o leave the welfare rolls 
and families struggling to stay in the workforce and avoid the need 
for welfare -- against each other in a competjtion for scarce 
funds. States a~xious to get families off the welfare rolls and to 
maximize federal reimbursements have focused most of ~heir child 
care dollars on AFDC families in training programs or moving i~to 
jobs, Under chese circumstances, working poor families often find 
child care subsidies u::.avaL..able. A 1993 SO-state CDF survey fo'..:.nd 
that 31 states and the District of Columbia had waiting lists for 
child care assistance. These waiting lists are formidab:::'e. 
Illinois had 30,OCO chi:dren waiting for child care. In 
California, as well as in many areas of Texas, it takes two to 
three years to reach the top of the waiting list. As one 
administrator noted, for ma~y families there is no hope of ever 
getting help. 

Without significant new federa~ child care investments, this 
competition will be exace::::bated under welfare reform, as more 
welfare families participate in training or employment activities. 
After they use up the one year of transitioaal child care available 
under the Clinton bill {the Work and Respo~sibility Ac~ of 1994, HR 
~605}, nothing will have happened to increase their income to the 
point where they will no longer need a child care subsidy. The 
Clinton plan's $1.5 billion over five years for At~Risk child care 
(for working poor families) is vitally important but alone is 
insufficient to meet the increased demand. New investmenks are 
importa~t both for welfare families and for the working poor. 

Preserving a safety net - - Poor parents who I'Iplay :by the 
rules N and poor children deserve basic income support as long as 
they are in need. As long as parents who are receiving welfare are 
willing ;;0 wor~. a public sector job must be provided; if 



unavailable, the basic AFDC safety net must remain in place, We 
corrunend the Administration for prese:cving this fundame:!tal 
pri::clp~e. CDF does oppose, however, the use of Hfull family 
sanctio:1s" where the entire family would lose all help if a parent 
fails to comply with all wel:are rules. Although this t:ype of 
sanction would be vastly rr.ore punitive than current law, there is 
no research evidence to show that such severe sanctions are 
necessary or effective. In fact, some of the job training prog~ams 
for AFDC recipients which have had the best track records for 
participation rates and ea::-nings gains have bee::; :a:::'gely vol:..;.ntary, 

Fi..!ll -:ar:1ily sanctions come at great cost. Families without 
income are a:: great risk of home:'ess::.ess and family break-up. 
Pushing children into foster or group care is enormously expensive 
and need::'ess::'y damaging. Over the longer term, the greater 
impoverishment caused by full family sanctions may do grave harm to 
children. !-"'or example, the poorer a child is, the more likely it 
is that (s)he will experience stunted growth and physical or mental 
disabilities or chronic health conditions serio~s enough to limit 
daily activities in future years. 

Health coverage .~ For welfare reform to succeed, families 
must be guaranteed health insurance that they cannot lose in the 
form of universal coverage with comprehensive benefits. Lack of 
decent health insurance in low~wage employment is a major barrier 
for recipients who are trying to leave welfare for work, No effort 
to move parents on AFDC into the private labor market will be 
effective without the assurance that health coverage will be 
continuously available. 

Child support -~ Strengthened child support enforcement is a 
key component of welfare reform. The failure to pay child support 
is a problem in every state. Indeed, as a country we are more 
faithful about paying for our cars than for our children: in 1992, 
the default rate for used car loans was less than three percent, 
while according to the Census Bureau the delinquency rate for child 
support owed to mothers waS 49 percent in 1990, 

A recently issued CDP report etches in stark relief the need 
for bold reform. States made sorr,e progress fro:n 1983 to 1992, 
However, on the most basic of all measures -- the percentage of 
cases that have at leas~ some support collected -- children are not 
significantly better off. In 1983, states made at least a partial 
collec~ion in l4,7 percent of their cases. By 1992, the proportion 
of cases in which collections were made had edged up to 18.7 
percent. At this rate of improvement, it will take over 180 years 
before each child served by a state agency can be guaranteed that: 
at least some child support will be collected in any given year. 

We believe that child support reform must include child 
support assurance, coupled with aggressive efforts to improve 
enforcement. Ultimately, enforcement should be centralized in a 
federal agency such as the Internal Revenue Service. Using the tax 
system to collect support sends a powerful message: that supporting 



our children is as fundamental a civic responsibility as paying 
taxes and that failure to pay has real consequences. 

If these measures are not feasible in the short term, 
immediate improvements must be made in the current system. The 
Administration's proposal contains key reforms that strengthen 
federal assistance in collecting support, correct state resource 
shortages, build on successful models, and authorize child support 
assurance demonstrations. 

Reo. Robert Matsui's welfare reform proposal. H.R. 4767, 
incorporates the key principles outlined above and offers a strono 
framework for Congressional action. This approach would move us 
aggressively forward without sacrificing fairness or pushing 
children and families deeper into poverty. It would expand 
dramatically work-related activities for parents receiving AFDC 
while at the same time providing the additional investments in 
education, training, job creation, and child care that are 
essential to its success. The child support enforcement system 
would be greatly strengthened, financial incentives to work for 
AFDC recipients would be strengthened, and teen parents would 
receive attention immediately upon joining the welfare rolls. 

CDF particularly supports the following provisions of the 
Matsui bill which can serve as major building blocks for any new 
welfare reform initiative: 

o 	 In contrast with the rigid structure of the Administration's 
WORK program, the Matsui bill focuses on results -- parents 
moving from welfare to work -- and gives states much greater 
flexibility and resources to accomplish this task. The number 
of welfare parents who are required to work would be increased 
dramatically in the Matsui bill and states would be given the 
flexibility to use JOBS funds to target the age group(s) the 
state deems most appropriate. The Administration's bill 
denies states this flexibility to use available resources for 
various age groups. States also would have the option in the 
Matsui bill to use a portion of their JOBS funds for real job 
creation when private sector jobs are not available. 

o 	 Child care funding for the working poor would be increased by 
$2 billion per year by FY 1999 in the Matsui bill versus only 
$1 billion per year by FY 2004 in the Administration bill. 
Additionally, the Matsui bill would not require states to 
lower to age one the exemption for the youngest child, 
enabling states to spend scarce child care dollars on those 
most able to work and on child care subsidies for working poor 
families to help them stay in the workforce. 

o 	 The earnings disregards would be improved, requiring states to 
disregard at least $120 and one-third of the remainder of 
earnings when determining a family's amount of assistance (and 
allowing states to exclude as much as $200 and 50 percent of 
the remainder of earnings). The Administration's bill, while 



allowing states to de be::.ter, wou:d ::'0 longer require the 
current disregard of one-third of: earnings during the first 
four months of employment. The Clinton bill would make it 
possible for states to mai<e i:. ever. harder for mothers 
entering low wage employment; t~e Matsui bill would make it 
somewhat easier to enter and stay in the labor force. 

o 	 The child support system would be greatly strengthened through 
a number of important provisions: expanded child support 
assurance demonstrations that test ::.he viability o:f.' this 
approach; staffing provisions that require states to achieve 
basic child support outcomes or staff up so they have the 
resources to get the job done; and more streamlined procedures 
for periodically reviewing and modifying chi::d s".,.:.pport orders. 

The Ma::sui bill also omits a numbe::.- of provisions in the 
Admi::istration's bill that threaten to push children and families 
deeper into poverty_ Two of the most important examples are the 
state option to i~pose a child exclusion provision and the 
requirement ::0 impose a full family sanction in a number of 
circumstances. 

The need to protect children from severe deprivation will not 
disappear until we address the underlying causes of child poverty 
in America. We must recognize that a t~iQal mother under age 30 
raising children on her own ~- whether or not on AFDC -- had a~ 
income of only $7,280 in 1992, a figure 35 percc.:1t below that 
year's federa:' poverty level for a family of three, Low-ir:co:ne 
families have been losing ground over the past twenty years: for 
example, young single mothers with children as a group had 28 per
cent less purchasing power ~n 1992 than in 1973. If we are to help 
families move out of poverty, we must design strategies which 
combine income from several sources {work, child support, and 
supplements such as the Ere or ea~ned inco~e disregards) and reduce 
essential expenses like child care and health coverage, 

If we set realistic goals that are consistent with the 
resources at hand, this welfare reforrr, effort can at least move in 
the right direction in promoting work, responsibility, and eventual 
self-sufficiency. If we merely impose a rigid new set of 
requirements on families receivi::::g AFDC without providing more 
effective assistance to overcome their barriers to employment, we 
only will add to the plight of ou!.:' nation's poorest and most 
vulnerable children. 
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l\1.r. Chairman, Gentlemen of the Subcommittee, thank you for the 
opportunity to submit these remarks on welfare reform. The need for a complete 
overhaul of the welfare system is as obvious to us in the states as it is to you at the 
federal level. In Virginia. Governor George Allen has said that he is directing 
every ounce of energy and every available resource to the most pressing needs of 
the people of Virginia - needs that can be SlUl1marized in two words: safety and 
empowerment 

Governor Allen has given credence to his pledge to foster empowerment 
through the creation of the Governor's Commission on Citizen Empowerment. a 
commission I have the privilege of chairing. Charged with designing a welfare 
system that will help people take control of their lives and become self-sufficient, 
the Empowerment Commission is currently developing an innovative 
implementation plan for welfare reform. 

I am constantly renewed and challenged by the stories the Commission has 
heard from civic and commWlity leaders as well as from welfare recipients 
themselves. But perhaps what bas been most moving are the pleas that participants 
have made for the fundamental :reform of a system they see as destructive. 

Universally, Virginians believe that the current welfare system is not working 
and must be changed. They want to change rlte system so that it no longer 
penalizes a father who marries the morlter of his child and provides for his family. 
They want to change the system 50 that it no longer discourages savings and 
isolates welfare recipients away from the world of work And they want to change 
rlte system sO that the promise of self-sufficiency will replace the despair of welfare 
dependency. 

Pespite deca~ of intensive anti-poverty campaigns, we have seen little 
pro~rlte.fight.against.p<:iJ(erty. Instead; over me I.3St 30 yearnhe-number·of 
welfare recipients and rlte rates of illegitimacy and violent crime have skyrocketed. 
Even worse, in all too many poor communities, the promise of progress has been 
replaced-by the despair of welfare dependency_ 

That is why rlte people of Virginia commend your commitment to developing 
rlte best possible refonn of the nation's welfare system. . But we also have an 
important message for you. While it may sound trite, it is absolutely true that what 
you see depends upon where you look And as we see it in Virginia, a welfare 
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reform plan that is national in scope will be too inflexible and incomplete to meet 
the real and pressing needs of welfare refonn. 

Even a quick glance at the unfortumlte history of welfare refotlll proves that 
national efforts to combat dependency have been ineffective at best and 
cO\lllterproductive at worst. The trillions spellt in the name of the "War on 
Poverty" failed to achieve the objectives of independence and self-sufficiency. 
Instead, they succeeded only in adding four million families to the nation's welfare 
rolls •• a dubious measure of success. And today, t.1-Je President's pledge to "end 
welfare 'as we know it" is accompanied by a proposal that is toamodest to change 
a system that demands major tefonn. 

In order to truly refonn welfare, we mUSt do more than seek to remove the 
many incentives for dependence that comprise our current system. While such a 
change is both welcome and necessary, it can only bring the Nation half·way to the 
realization of real and sustainable welfare refonn. The second and perhaps most 
important element of welfare reform is empowennent. 

The Nation's welfare system should provide compassionate but temporary 
support to families in financial need. In toO many cases it falls to do that, instead 
breeding conditions of dependency, family disunity, and social breakdown. The 
goal of welfar<l reform, therefore, is to conven the current system of welfare into 
one that makes the principles of personal respollSibility, self-improvement, and self· 
reliance a reality. 

To succeed, welfare reform must incorporate several essential elements: 
• It must provide poor Americans the means to prllvept welfare 

dependency. Welfare reform must be more than an initiative that 
benefits caseworkms. To be rruly successful, welfare reform must 
keep even the poorest Virginians from falling into the trap of welfare 
dependency. 

• It must achieve Quality by being comprehensive. Pilot projects, by 
definition. cannot bring empowennent, self-sufficiency, and improved 
standards of living to all welfare recipients. True welfare reform must 
be thoroughly designed and widely implemented. 

• It must be an sfW;j1:!lt use of available resources. One important way 
to achieve this objective is by use of partnerships of public and private 
efforts. Even the most intensive public casework management will be 
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unsuccessful if the private sector _. employers, schools, housing 
developments, and religious institutions -- does not play an integral 
role in achieving reform. . 

• 	 But, above aI.J., welfare reform must recognize what would-be 
reformers like President Clinton SO often ignore: traditional welfare 
refonus will always fail because they are centered on the MOOg 
institution. The key to welfare reform is not an active government but 
strong families. And the proper goal of welfare reform is not to 
employ case managers but to e!llll0wer individuals to undertake the 
responsibilities and fulfill the dreams that are uniquely theirs. 

Family Issues 

In the process of creating huge, monolithic bureaucracies, we have allowed 
the very institutions of family and community -- institutionS which built this Nation 
and our way of life - to crumble and deteriorate. That's why we must rerum to 
a system that both reflects and is guided by the community realities that comprise 
life in America. 

To do that, we mllSt restore to parents their rightful role. Parents need to be 
able to save and invest in their futures and the futures of their children. After all, 
parents know best how to make the right choices for their families; they need to 
know that govetmnent will help them, not hinder them. We need to rediscover the 
impottance of two-parent families and their primary role in transmitting values and 
directing the upbringing of their children. 

All the data suggest that children do best in homes with two parents. 
Nevenheless, the Clinton plan does too little to strengthen families and even blocks 
existing successful initiatives. For example: 

• 	 There is already a prOvision in federal regulations that allow states to 
exercise an optional requirement that minor parents live with their 
parents. A federal requirement such as that incorporated into the 
·Work and Responsibility Act" is, therefore, little more than another 
unnecessary federal mandate on the states. 

• 	 The Clinton plan provides additional funding and suppon for local 
initiatives to prevent teen pregnancy. However, the nature of these 
programs is unspecified and may be contrary to state initiatives. 
Further, the elimination of Title XX funding for abstinence programs 
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is tOO great a price to pay far this grant program of unspecified 
impact 

• 	 Although many of the teen pregnancy prevention provisions of the 
plan are unspecified, the establishment of additional federal 
bureaucracies, such as the establishment of a federal interagency group 
to provide information and the creation of a national clearing house, 
is specified and has the potential to undemtine state initiatives. 

• 	 There is, insufficient emphasis on the reality that teen pregnancy 
prevention and personal responsibility programs must emphasize 
abstinence, the importance of two parent families, and parents' role in 
guiding their children's development However, the word "abstinence" 
does not appear anywhere in the Clinton plan. 

States should be free to pursue efforts to bolster the role and responsibility 
of parents. Virginia initiatives through the Virginia Independence Program 
empbasize parental responsibility as a means of empowering families to attain self
sufficiency and independence. These initiatives include the provision of 
opportunities to obtain needed work skills, the revision of rules concerning earned 
income to allow self-sufficiency, and the establishment of clearly dermed 
responsibilities for both the program participant and the government. In addition, 
Virginia's fnitiatives to Advance Learning (VITAL) project operates in rniddie 
schools to reduce school dropouts. AfDe parents receive cash incentives based 
on progress the towards increasing their involvement in their child's education, 
improving their children's grades, and improving their children's school attendance. 
The Commonwealth has also started requiring childhood immunizations to be 
completed as a condition for AFDC cash assistance. . 

All tOO frequently we hear of tragedies resulting from poor working parents 
leaving their young children alone so that they can work. The federal guarantee 
for child care is good but must assure that federal increases in funding for child 
care do not impose an unfunded mandate for states. Child care assistance must 
ensure state flexibility to allow parental choice through innovations such as 
vouchers. 

Virginia has enacted some of the toughest child suppon enforcement 
measures in the country. AmOllg them are mandatory in-hospital paternity 
establiShment, suspension of professional and occupational licenses for persons in 
arrears in child support payments, and required cooperation with child support 
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enforcement as a condition of receiving MDC benefits. Weare pleased to see that 
the President has chosen to include similar typeS of initiatives in his plan. 
However, the President's proposal also includes expansions that. without adequate 
funding, will impose a costly unfunded mandate on the states. 

In particular, we are troubled about the requirement for universal 
administrative modification 'of AIDC and non-AIDe child support orders. This 
will place an unprecedented demand on a system that is already struggling to serve. 
families unless supported by adequate funding. 

Federal Inflexibility 

Another fundamental failure of the plan now before you is its use of a one
size-fils-ail approach to welfare refoIm. This approach ignores the importance of 
state and local flexibility. What works in Washington, D,C., does not necessarily 
work in Washington County, Virginia. The only way that we can achieve real 
welfare reform is to free states and localities to design the approach that best meets 
their unique welfare problems. 

The inflexibility that often characterizes large-scale initiatives can gravely 
undermine innovations at the stale and local level, For example, last year the 
Clinton Administration denied Virginia a waiver to implement a novel food stamp 

. cash-oU! program. It is not hard to imagine that the Administration will scrub the 
Commonwealth's own workfare plan -- which requires work within one year of 
receiving welfare benefits - in favor of its more expensive and far less ambitious 
alternative. 

In Virginia, the Governor's Commission on Citizen EmpoweIment is well 
aware of the importance of flexibility. In Town Hall meetings held throughout the 
Commonwealth, the Commission beard a diversity of opinions as varied as are the 
citizens of Virginia. Obviously, the diversity of needs and conditions are even 
greater nationwide. As a result. welfare reform m1JSt give states the freedom and 
flexibility that are necessary if we are to fulfill our role as the laboratories of 
progress. 

Contrary to the arguments put forth by proponents of big government, state 
and local flexibility does not have a dOWl1Side. It is cLaimed that state welfare 
reform initiatives would create a patchwork in which welfare recipients would 
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migrate to the states providing the most generous benefits. In reality, of ':OllISe, 
this rarely - if ever - happen:;. For example, the public assistance cw::rendy 
.provided in 'Missis£ippi has the lowest cash value in the nation. And yet, 
'Mississippi counts approximately 17S,000 citizellS as welfare recipients [HHS data]. 
In Virginia, Abingdon is located within 175 miles of five other states -- Kentucky, 
North Carolin~ Ohio, Tennessee, and West Virginia. If the supposed threat of 
migration were real, we would see welfare recipients moving to and from Virginia 
depending upon the value of the assistance needed. 

These attempts to derail state-level welfare refo!Ill are disturbing not only 
because they are cynical but because they ignore the true tragedy of poverty. 
Poverty is more than the lack of material things; it is the lack of personal fortitude 
and social stability. It is a condition so fundamentally unhappy that reform 
proposals inspired more by politics than people are an affront and an abomination. 
The personal despair and community decay that are the products of welfare 
dependency compel us to set political motives aside and honestly, forthrightly, and 
~owctly implement real welfare reform. 

We must replace the hand-Qut with a helping hand that replaces dependence 
with independence, promotes families instead of illegitimacy, and rebuilds 
communities over the failed "nanny state." It is the firm conviction of the 
GOVetnDf and citizens of Virginia that to truly end welfare as we know it, we have 
to end businesses, education, and government as we know them. We have to build 
coalitions throughout out communities that will once again honor the most 
fundamental pledge a comrmmity makes 10 itself: that it will respect, assist, and 
protect each member as if they were family. For if We can restore 10 our 
communities the goals and dream:; that we once shared, they will again enjoy the 
support and security thet can only come from family. 

This approach may sound unrealistically ambitious, but it is based upon the 
principle that virtually assures us of success: when empowered with a sense of 
ownership in their own lives, people will accomplish what was once untenable, 
envision what was once unimagineble, and grasp what was once unreachable. This 
is not a new prescription for success. Rather, it is merely a translation of the 
American Tradition, an experience that for a1most 220 years has granted out 
countrymen every privilege and benefit that thllY earned. . 

This is one of the most important goals that we have set for ourselves in 
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Virginia. And we will soon implement an array of innovative welfare refortn 
initiatives that will enable us to achieve it 

If I can ask one thing of you in your deliberations, it is that you please give 
states the freedom. flexibility and time to implement the reform measures that are 
"custom made" for the people we serve. To do this, it is essential that you grant 
us the waivers that make flexible innovation possible. Stares' ability to design 
programs and receive waiver authority must be encouraged and promoted Like 
many states, Virginia has often been frustrated in its efforts to reform the welfare 
system by federal waiver denials. . 

A reasonable approach to improve the waiver process would be to repeal the 
rigorous evaluation requirement for a state to receive waiver authority, limit the 
types of initiatives that must go through the exhausting waiver process, and allow 
states to amend their Aid to Families with Dependent Children or IV-A plans to 
reflect the policies supported by their elected officials and their constituencies. 

This process would give us the time that is needed to make absolutely certain 
that welfare is reformed, not retained. If granted the freedom to innovate, states 
will conduct the experiments, gather the data, and submit our analyses for your 
review. 

Working together, we can do better than a plan that empowers bureaucrats 
instead of recipients, favors regulation over simplification, and limits the promise 
of .elf-sufficiency to only a small segment of the target popnlatioIL Working 
together, we can craft a ttuly national welfare reform plan - not a federal one. 
After all, what is needed is a national strategy that incorporates state innovations, 
not a federal plan that emphasizes bureaucratic contto!. A ttuly national strategy 
will be broader in scope, grander in vision, and more promising in its outcome than 
the plan before you today. And it will transform the dependency that currently 
marks our system of welfare into the independence upon which this Nation is 
based. 
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Statement by Diana Aviv; Director of the Washington Office, 
Council of Jewish Federations 

before 
the Subcommittee on Human Resources, Committee on Ways and Means 

u.s. House of Representatives 
August 9, 1994 

Introduction 

Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee for the 
opportunity to submit written testimony before you today. My name 
is Diana Aviv. I am Director of the Washington office of the 
Council of Jewish Federations (CJF), a national organization 
representinq 1B9 local Jewish Federations, central community 
planning organizations which coordinate Jewish social services for 
approximately 800 localities, embracing more than 6.1 million Jews 
in the United States and Canada. CJF has been the instrument of 
collective action as well as the national representative for the 
Fede~ation movement. The Federated system represents the largest 
base of Jewish communal involvement and action in this country. 

One of the central missions of the Federated system has been the 
rescue and protection of Jews and others worldwide. Today, after 
years of working closely with many Members of Congress and several 
administrations to win freedom for Soviet Jews, the Jewish 
community is working in partnership with the State Department and 
the federal Office of Refugee Resettlement to assist annually 
approximately 40,000 Jewish refugees from the former Soviet Union 
who emigrate to the u.s. to escape anti-Semitism and to reunite 
the~r fam~l~es. On behalf of the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services, the Council of Jewish Federations has administered 
the Voluntary Agency Matching Grant program, which provides for 
basic refugee care and intensive up-front service delivery designed 
to enable refugees to attain durable self-sufficiency. 

As a community, we are deeply appreciative of the opportunities 
this great country has given to those who seek refuge and a new 
beginning. We have worked long and hard to oppose laws that had 
the effect of restricting immigrants on the basis of national 
origins and have been active in efforts to ensure that the United 
States remains true to its heritage and to its essence of being a 
land of immigrants that both welcomes families and makes it 
possible for newcomers to succeed and give back what has been given 
to them. 

But Mr. Chairman, the Jewish community knows what can happen when 
this country enacts policies that unleash xenophobic sentiments 
towards immigrants. We remember the consequences of a time when 
many of our nation's --indeed the world's -- problems were blamed 
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on immigrants, when irrational fears caused us to turn away Jews 
who had no place elee to go and to force loyal Japanese Americans 
into detention camps. Fifty-five years ago 1 Members of Congress, 
not unlike yourselves, in a committee not unlike this one, voted 
down a bill known as the Wagner-Rogers bill -- legislation that, if 
enacted, would have granted 20,000 Ger.man children refuge in the 
United States. The bill never made it out of committee, and those 
children, only half of whom were Jewish l never made it out of 
Germany. They suffered the same fate as those passengers on the 
Spirit of Saint Louis who were turned away from our borders that 
same year when entry to the United States meant the difference 
between life and death. 

CJF in Coalition with Other National" Organizations 

Because of these experiences, the Jewish community has been active 
in the great public private partnership that has sought to have a 
fair and decent immigration policy, that provides safe haven for 
those fleeing persecution_ We have worked closely with Our friends 
at the National Council of La Raza, the U.S. Catholic Conference 
and U.S. Catholic Charities, the Lutheran Immigration and Refugee 
service, the Japanese American Citizenship League, the Organization 
for Chinese Americans, the AFL-CIO to name just a few to ensure 
that legal immigrants are welcomed to this country. 

I come before you today to speak not only on behalf of the 
thousands and thousands of Jewish immigrants and their citizen 
families who will be profoundly impacted by the financing 
provisions conta~ned in most of the welfare reform bills currently 
before the Congress, but in the name of all of the communities 
included in this coalition, who have voiced concern about the 
impact of limiting benefits to permanent legal residents. 

Resea:cch Documents Immigrant Contributions to U ~ S.. Economy 

We are also proud to be among those communities who are able to 
document, anecdotally and through numerous research efforts 
conducted by both conservative and liberal institutions, the net 
economic contribution made in the aggregate by legal immigrants to 
the United States* The estimated $5.7 billion of welfare benefits 
used by immigrants who fallon hard times must be seen against the 
backdrop of the estimated $70 billion dollars they pay in taxes 
each year. The Urban Institute study published in May of 1994 
which challenges the scientific basis of studies that previously 
overestimated the public costs of legal newcomers has reported that 
in the aggregate immigrants contribute at least $30 billion more in 
taxes to government coffers than they use in services. 1 Moreover, 
recent data shows that legal immigrants are not heavy users of 
welfare. According to the Urban Institute, only 2.0% of non-refugee 
immigrants of working age who entered the U.S. during the 19BOs 
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received welfare income. Among workin9 age native born Americans l 

3~7' reported having received welfare income.~ 

More importantly I legal immigrants contribute significantly to 
national and local economies. For example, according to the Urban 
Institute study, nationally, immigrants create more jobs in the 
economy than they fill~J Similarly, the Department of Labor has 
,indicated that immigrant entrepreneurs increase ag9regate 
employment levels through higher self-employment rates than 
natives,· Immigrants have also helped to revitalize California's 
flagging economy by stimulating the state's housing market. 
According to the Wall Street Journal, these investments are likely 
to expand "California's net [revenue] outflow to Washington to as 
much as $25 billion this year.»' 

Pitting Vulnerable Populations Against Each Other 

I don' t believe that I could count one among this broad based 
community who did not welcome the clarion call to reform welfare as 
we know it and to develop a program that would help welfare 
recipients to move towards durable self sufficiency. We also 
recognized that any serious welfare reform effort would be costly 
if it was to provide the kind of assistance that would enable 
single heads of household to be viably self sufficient. 

But to rob from one program to pay for another simply makes nO 
sense to us. To deny or severely limit benefits in order to 
squee~e some additional funds for welfare reform to legal 
immigrants who are confronted with a serious unanticipated crisis 
that requires some public assistance, seems to be unwise public 
policy. 

Implications of ~9rant-Related Financing Options 

The cornerstone of America's immigration policy is family 
reunification. More than 520,000 of the approximately 700,000 
legal immigrants who arrive each year are sponsored by relatives 
who are now citizens of the U.S.~ many are the elderly parents of 
citizen children who simply seek to live with their children and 
grandchildren. There are those who believe that citizens who wish 
to bring in their immigrant relatives should bear some 
responsibility for costs that might ensue once they are in the U.S. 
And indeed they do. As you are aware, under current law citizens 
wishing to reunite with their immediate non citizen relatives, who 
first have to prove that they will not become a public charge, 
have their income deemed or applied to the immigrant's income for 
three years if the leqal newcomer needs to apply for food stamps or 
AFDC t and five years for S8I. Federal law already bars 
undocumented aliens from almost all federal programs, 
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HR 4605 would permanently extend deeming to fiva years for SSI# 
food stamps, and AFDC, and deem until citizenship, sponsors whose 
income was above the national median income, regardless of the size 
of the families living on that income. The national median income 
may be suffici.ent for a family of four, but would pose serious 
hardships for a larger family, unless indexed by family size. 
Other bills cut even deeper f by either denying- outright until 
citizenship some or all of the 61 discretionary programs including 
the Women, Infants and Children (WIC), emergency food and shelter, 
and school lunch programs. 

While the vast majority of immigrants coming to the u.s. to reunite 
with thei.r families do not access public assistance programs, 
tragedies accidents, and unforseen circumstances can and do befallf 

newcomerS as they do all people. Such 51 tuations create a dire and 
legitimate need for the new arrival to seek support from public 
programs~ 

For the 225(000 immigrants who have suffered a disability, denying 
SSI would sever a lifeline to essential financial, medical, and 
support services. Without access to services thro'Ugh the SS! 
program, citizens could be forced to leave their jobs in order to 
care for disabled family members. For tha 372,000 eldedy
immigrants receiving S5!, denying S5I would force their citizen 
children to choose between reuniting family members and working 
their way out of poverty. Families can put off sending their 
children to college or buying a new home for a few years in order 
to reunite with their family members, but requiring·them to support 
elderly or disabled relatives for five_ ten, or more years could be 
so costly as to be prohibitive. 

The Urban Institute data further reveals that lawfully admitted 
aliens do not apply for SSt immediately upon eligibility. While 
one-third of alien recipients applied for benefits shortly after 
expiration of the three-year deeming period needed to qualify, over 
half applied after having lived here for five or more years and 28% 
accessed S5I only after having lived here for ten or more years. 

Obstacles to Naturalization 

Denial of benefits to legal immigrants appears to be based on the 
assumption that they could naturalize if they chose to do so. 
While most immigrants are technically eligible for citizenship 
after five years, those who do naturalize often take much longer to 
complete the process. The naturalization process is costly and 
time-consuming. Immigrants must pass tests on English language and 
knowledge of U.S. government, which for most people means getting 
on long waiting lists in order to take classes. In New York and 
Los Arigeles t for example, there are more 50,000 people on waiting 
lists for citizenship classes. In addition, many applicants must 
wait well over a year before the INS reviews their applications. 
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"In addition, age is a significant obstacle to naturalization. The 
immigrant population most vulnerable to illness and disability, the 
elderly, is also the population least likely to naturalize. 
According to the INS, immigrants who enter the United States after 
age 55 are the least likely to become citizens. For more than 60 
percent of these legal older immigrants, naturalization is all but 
impossible, as they are unable to master English sufficiently well 
at their age to pass the exam for citizenship, they find the morass 
they face when dealing with the bureaucracy within the INS 
daunting, and are intimidated by the citizenship exam. The denial 
of benefits until citizenship makes it virtually impossible for the 
children of these legal immigrants to sponsor their parents, 
without becoming impoverished themselves. 

Protection and Equity 

Even though an affidavit of support compels a sponsor to swear to 
the ability to contribute to the perspective immigrant's support, 
in many instances the burden for proving a sponsor's financial 
hardship is on the immigrant, requiring him/her to keep track of 
all relevant financial records of their sponsor. Failure to 
produce those documents could disqualify the immigrant for 
assistance when they and their sponsor are otherwise poor enough to 
be eligible. Furthermore, in situations in which a sponsor is 
abusing an immigrant relative, who may be elderly, a woman, or a 
child, eliminating access to public benefits could remove critical 
assistance which could enable the immigrant to maintain some 
measure of potentially life-saving independence. 

Financing welfare reform by cutting benefits to legal permanent 
residents also raises issues of fairness and equity. Legal 
immigrants and their citizen families pay the same taxes into our 
system as native Americans do. Yet, an extension of the deeming 
process would deny the citizen's family access to benefit programs 
to which their tax dollars have contributed. Extending deeming or 
eliminating access to benefits entirely sends a message to citizen 
children that they can pay taxes to support programs that benefit 
other people's relatives, but their that own parents will have 
nowhere to turn when they face unemployment, illness, or other 
financial hardships. 

There is another grave danger spawned by these provisions. Right 
on the heels of national sentiment that is hostile to immigrants, 
such provisions have the effect of enshrining in law that legal 
immigrants are not really welcome in the U.S., especially if they 
need help. Even if they play by the rules by applying and waiting 
their turn to come to the United States through the legal 
immigration process, they had best not become ill or disabled, lose 
their jobs, or have any kind of disaster befall them for there will 
be no safety net; nevertheless, such newcomers must pay their taxes 
and so must their citizen children. These kinds of provisions 

5 




penalize legal immigrants, those who "play by the rules.," by 
treating them as if they were illegal, and give credence to those 
who would close our doors to all immigrants. 

conolusion 

In conclusion, I would like to thank the Subcommittee for the 
opportunity to submit this testimony before you today. It is my 
hope that the original intent of welfare reform, to assist poor 
familiee and children attain self-sufficiency, will not be obscured 
by political issues that are not related to welfare. Denying
benefits to some low-income families to pay for services for other 
low-income families contradicts the overarchinq principles of a 
credible and fair anti-poverty strategy. 

There is no inherent link between welfare reform and extending the 
deeming process for sponsors of legal immigrants as a means to 
finance that reform. In recognizing the need to pay for the 
various programs that will insure reform of the welfa:r:e aystem, 
think tanks and research institutions, including the Congressional 
Budget Office, have suggested a variety of sources other than those 
that would impact leg-al immigrants and their citizen families. 
Within the half a trillion dollars per year of non-Social Security
entitlement programs and the entire revenue code that is under the 
jurisdiction of the House ways and Means Committee, surely there 
are other ways to finance welfare reform without eviscerating our 
legal immigration system? 

Thank you. 

'. 
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for providing me 
the opportunity to testify this afternoon on the recommendations of the U.S. 
Commission on Immigration Reform. The Commission was established by the 
Immigration Act of 1990 to assess the implementation and impact of U.S. 
immigration policy. The Commission will present its first report to Congress on 
September 30,1994. That report will focus primarily on steps needed to restore 
credibility to U.S. immigration policy and its enforcement. 

While our mandate does not extend to the broad range of issues that this 
Committee is considering regarding welfare reform, there is an overlap in one 
area: immigrant eligibility for public benefits. I am pleased to share our 
preliminary findings and recommendations on this issue in the hopes that they 
will help inform your debate on welfare reform. 

I would first like to say a few words about the Commission itself. We are 
a bi-partisan group composed of nine members. I was appointed to the 
Commission by President Clinton. My eight colleagues were appointed by the 
Democratic and Republican leadership of the two houses of Congress. 

Our work has not been easy. Distinguishing fact from fiction has been 
almost impossible, because of what has become a highly emotional debate on 
immigration. We have heard contradictory testimony, shaky statistics, and a 
great deal of honest confusion regarding the impacts of immigration. 
Nevertheless, we have tried throughout to engage in what we believe is a 
systematic, non-partisan effort to reach conclusions drawn from analysis of the 
best data available. The recommendations that I present today have been 
adopted unanimously. 

The Commission believes that legal immigration has been and can 
continue to be a strength of this country. Most legal immigrants are the spouses, 
children, parents or siblings of a U.S. citizen or long-term permanent resident. A 
smaller number are sponsored by businesses that need their skills and talents. 
We take an affirmative decision to admit these individuals. It is with the 
expectation and desire that they will be integrated immediately into our social 
community and, eventually, through naturalization, into the political community 
as well. 

The Commission believes that a clear and consistent policy on eligibility 
for public benefits is key to a credible immigration and welfare policy. The United 
States has the sovereign authority to make distinctions as to the rights and . 
responsibilities of the various persons residing in its territory. We believe that 



distinctions regarding eligibility for public benefits should be consistent with the 
objectives of our immigration policy -- to support legal immigration in the national 
interest and to deter unlawful entries. 

As far as legal immigrants are concerned, this logic has brought the 
Commission to a strong and, as I mentioned, unanimous conclusion: Legal 
permanent residents should continue to be eligible for needs-tested assistance 
programs. U.S. law already bars the entry of those who are likely to become a 
public charge. We recognize, however, that circumstances may arise after entry 
which create a pressing need for public help -- unexpected illness, injuries 
sustained due to a serious accident, loss of employment, a death in the family. 
The Commission is not prepared to lift the safety net out from under individuals 
who, we hope, will become integral parts of our social community. We therefore 
strongly recommend against any broad, categorical denial of eligibility for public 
benefits to legal immigrants on the basis of their alienage. 

At the same time, the Commission strongly endorses initiatives to ensure 
that sponsors are financially responsible for the immigrants they bring to this 
country. If an immigrant cannot show that he or she has financial resources or a 
job in the U.S., the immigrant's sponsor must demonstrate a capacity and 
intention to support the new arrival. This is done through an affidavit of support. 
At present, this affidavit is a morally-binding document. The Commission 
believes that the affidavits of support signed by sponsors should be legally 
enforceable, with contingencies made if the sponsor's financial circumstances 
change significantly for reasons that developed after the immigrant's entry -- for 
example, if the sponsor sustains a serious injury that prevents him or her from 
working. Mechanisms should be developed that would ensure that sponsors 
provide the support that they have promised. 

While the Commission does not reject the concept of deeming, we do not 
believe deeming alone is the best way to ensure sponsor responsibility. We 
heard testimony that deeming can merely shift costs from one level of 
government to another. The immigrant is ineligible for federal programs, but he 
or she may retain eligibility for state and local benefits. Even if the federal 
government extends to states the authority to deem, a number of state 
constitutions would appear to preclude that action. Alternately, deeming leaves 
the immigrant whose sponsor abdicates responsibility with no financial resources 
at all. A legally-binding affidavit of support helps address both of these 
problems. 

The Commission also recommends changes in immigration law to more 
effectively address violations of our public charge provisions. As I stated, when 
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new circumstances arisa aftar entry, we must maintain the safety net. However, 
when immigrants become dependant on public programs within the first five 
years after entry for reasons that existed before entry, they are legally 
deportable. We must have a greater capacity to enforce our law in this regard. 
At present, to prove deportability, the government must show that 1) the 
immigrant received public assistance, 2) the government billed the immigrant for 
these services pursuant to a specific statute, and 3) the immigrant failed to repay 
Ihe funds. This standard is inappropriate given Ihe way that public benefit 
programs work. The Commission recommends instead that deportability on the 
grounds of public charge be measured by sustained use of the public benefits 
and not on the basis of a government request for repayment of the aid . 

. The Commission believes that benefit eligibility determinations are 
complicated by the myriad statuses now afforded to individuals within this 
country. While the rights of lawful permanent residents, refugees and asylees 
have been spelled out in immigration and benefit laws, the Executive Branch, 
Congress and the courts have created various other statuses that mayor may 
not denote benefit eligibility. The INA should specify categories of aliens by their 
work and benefit eligibility, such as: those eligible for work and needs-tested 
benefils; those eligible for work and only those benefits that accrue from 
employment: and those eligible for no benefits except those provided on an 
emergency basis or for compelling public health, safety and welfare grounds. 
Every alien should then be assigned to one of these categories. 

LeI me add a word here about the Commission's recommendations 
regarding the eligibility of illegal aliens for public benefits. If an alien is in the 
U.S. unlawfully, he or she should not receive publicly-funded aid except in very 
unusual circumstances: where there is emergent need for specific assistance, 
such as emergency health care: where there is a public health, safety or welfare 
interest (such as immunizations, programs 10 prevent the spread of 
communicable diseases, child nutrition programs and SChool lunch programs); 
and where their eligibility is constitutionally protected. 

Why this distinction between the eligibility of legal immigrants and illegal 
aliens? Illegal aliens have no right to be in this country. They are not part of our 
social community. There is no intention that they integrate. As human beings, 
they have certain rights -- we certainly should not turn them away in a medical 
emergency. As a nation, It is in our interest to provide a limited range of other 
services -- immmunizations and treatment of communicable diseases certainly 
fall into that category. But. if illegal aliens require other aid, it should rightly be 
provided in thejr own countries. 
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One last observation. We have heard arguments that the safety net 
sflould be for citizens only. That we cannol afford to do more. 

I believe firmly thaI citizenship in Ihis counlry is somelhing to be cherished 
and protected. I wanl all immigrants to become citizens. I wanlthem tQ seek 
citizenship because it is the key 10 full participation in Qur political community 
to know first hand and understand the American lonn of democracy. I want 
unnecessary barriers to naturalization -- and there are many of them -- to be 
removed. However, I do not want immigrants tQ seek citizenship because it is 
the only route to Qur salety nets. To me, that would be a debasement of our 
notions 01 citizenship, 

From my perspective, the safety net provided by welfare programs should 
be lor those members 01 our social community who are most in need. It would 
be far better if no one needed welfare. In deciding who should receive this help, 
I, for one, do not want to protect some Americans at the expense of others. That 
course of action is not consistent with the principles of equal protection under the 
law. Nor does it help us achieve that all too elusive goal -- a untted country. 

I would be happy to answer any questions you may have. 
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For The Record 

The Massachusetts Welfare Rights Union (MWRU) 15 comprised 

of current and former public assistance recipi~nts {AFDC. Social 
Security. SST. unemployment. veterans. etc.) dnd their allies. 
We have been on the front lInes in the batt:e to end poverty for 
the past 15 years_ 

The current "\.'e'l fare reform" proposals are based on myths 
and do not address the causes of poverty, are not cost-effective, 
are deleterious to Our society. dnd are punltive and genocidal in 
nature, It is imperative that you, as our elected leaders. put a 
stop to the criminalization and vilification of mothers on 
welfare. Raising chlldren, especially in teday's ~orld, 15 an 
importar-.t but extremely difficult Job for any parent. Single 
parents, !iving on a welfare budget which is more than 50% below 
the poverty line, perform miracles every day just to survive. 
The current proposals (including workfare. learnfare, time 
limits, and' family caps) will make survival impossible for the 
majority of us. Our society does not have the right to legislate 
the extinction of a whole class of people. 

We view the current "welfare reform" proposals as an attack 
on women. since more than 90% of welfare homes are headed by 
slngle women. We, as Veterans of "Domestic" Wars. have been 
through tremendous trauma (divorce. desertion. abandonment. 
spousal abuse,' and low-wage employment) dnd are valiantly 
struggling to maintain our families against all odds. We find 
that we essentially trade domestic abuse for institutional abuse. 
The rhetoric of politicians and radio talk show hosts is nothing 
less than d hate crime, Governors are spouting verbal abuse 
every day as they threat.en to give welfare mothers a "kick in the 
pan'Cs" to get them to enter the workforce, Low wage work is not 
the only answer. For many of us. the workplace is too 
inflexible. There is no such thing as job security. even for 
those of uS with masters degrees. Meaningful welfare reform 
would ensure that we are given the financial, emotional and 
psychological supports we need to survive. Instead. these 
proposals punish us and our children by threatening our already 
fragile survival through the reduction or elimination of the 
benefits on which we rely. With no way to financially maintain 
our familjes. many of us will have no alternative when confronted 
with an abusive or unhealthy situation. Few women earn enouqh to 
be the breadwinner in the family. yet we increasingly find 
ourselves in this position. 

We also perceive these proposals dS an' attack on the entire 
working class. Combined with the current trend to "downsize" qr 
"rightsize" in the private sector dnd to "privatize" in the 
public sector. these proposals will result jn lowering the 
American standard of living for all workers ae we scramble to 
work at jobs that do not meet our needs. Workers are already 
losing many of the benefits and rights they used to hdve. There 
simply are no joba! In Massdchusetts alone. more than 300 
thQusand unemployed ~orkers cannot find jobs. Flooding the labor 
market with welfare recipients. many of whom are functionally 
il1iter~te. will only exacerbate the unemployment problem. 
especially since there is not enough decent, affordable child 
cara available. 

We must ensure that all workers have the right to jobs of 
our choice. to make decisions about the hours, to earn a living 
wage. and to benefits that maintain our families. We need jobs 
that can pass the "chicken pox test", where we can pay the rent 
after consecutive bouts of the chicken pox, We can not tolerate 
legislation that erodee the rights of any members of our society. 

We, dnd our families, are. the backbone of the American 
society. We are the survivors of indentured servitude, slavery 
and the industrial revolution, We cannot forget the past when 
our foreparents fought and died to ensure that their bosses did 
not have complete sovereignty over their lives. We remember that 
they battled for decent wages. the eight-hour day, sick time,' 
holidays. vacatlons and health care, They recognized the need to 
support those worKers who could not be accommodated (employed) in 
a capitalistic society because they understood that these 
supports were their own insurance of survival in any job action 
that might result in their becoming unemployed and reduced the 
chances of their repiacement by destitute scab workers, 
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Our famiLies desperately need us and we need to spend more 
time with our families: Our children know that we are the only 
people who value them in this society. Our neighborhoods are 
already empty, many working two jobs. We have no one to 
supervise and guide Our youth and this has created war zones, We 
need to be heard: 

President Clinton neglected to include the victims of 
poverty on his Welfare Reform Task Force, We have the empirical 
date you need--we live it~ We know you need uS because we hear 
your erroneous evaluation of the Anti-poverty programs of the 
'oOs. While poorly administered and sorely underfunded. they did 
work! Thousands of us went to college and obtained posjtions 
that provided decent wages and benefits. We needed more 
programs. not fewer! We never eradicated illiteracy! People 
stlll live in shaCKS: Thousands of us do not have hot running 
water or electricity! Poverty still kills thousands more each 
year in the richest nation 1n the world! Homelessnese of entire 
families has increased! Yet. we have'watched the government 
retreat from the War on Poverty to the War on the Poor. promoting 
the deregulation of the rich corporations and the increased 
regulation of the poor. Our vision of America does not include 
the strengthening of the police state, Desperate people are 
forced to commit crimeA. much as they did during Charles Dickens' 
days before society realized that we are all dependent beings and 
have a responsibility for each other if we want to live in 
harmony. 

We need to nurture and enc9urage our people, We need to 
demonstrate unconditional love through our combined efforts to 
reach the people's needs, We are at a crossroad in history, To 
seek the right road takes a concerted effort of diverse 
perspectives, especially those of us who are most affected. No 
one else could know the pain and frustration we live every day 
trying to keep a roof over our heads. the heat on in the winter. 
the electricity on during the summer, food on the table. and love 
and hope in our hearts. To require mothers. who are already 
working hard raising America's most important product. to perform 
additional work outside of the home for welfare checks is 
ludicrous! When you are poor you cook from scratch. bake. sew 
and walk everywhere, Everything in life is harder when you have 
no money! When you live on the edge, one illness, one accident. 
one job less or one fire can send your entire family over the 
edge and very often it takes more than two years to recover. 

·As the leading industrialized natio.n in the world. we can do 
no legs than our peers in Europe and Canada, We must adopt a 
system that provides the basic necessities of life for all 
people, POVERTY - LACK Of MONEY TO SURVIVE!! We support a 
Guaranteed Annual Income, established minimally at the Federal 
Poverty Line indexed to the Cost of Living Allowance, similar to. 
Social Security benefits. 

We implore you. as the Chief Decision Makers of our Great 
Nation, to lead this country in the right direction. We must 
value all human life by allowing all humans to live lives of 
value. We must work to end the pain. anxiety and despair of 
poverty_ You have the power to turn this nation around! It is 
incwnbent upon you to take a stand and do the right thlng. 
" .For unto whomsoever much is given. of him shall be much 
required. .. (Luke 12,48) 
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Introduction 

Mr. Chairman and members ofthe subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to testilY 
today. I am Kevin Concannon, director of the Oregon Department ofHuman Resources. 
I am testiJYing today on behalf of the American Public Welfare Association (APWA) 
where I serve as president of the APWA Board of Directors and member of the 
association's Task Force on Self-Sufficiency. APWA is a 64-year old nonprofi~ bipartisan 
organization representing a1l of the state human setvice departments as well as local public 
welfare agencies. and individual members, 

In my written testimony today I discuss APWA's recommendations for welfare refonn and 
compare and contrast our recommendations with those ofPresident Clinton's welfare 
reform proposal, the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994. 

APWA Task Force on Self-Sufficiency 

On January II, 1994, APWA released a series ofrocommendations that state and local 
human service administrators see as the critical next steps in restructuring the welfare 
system. The recommendations represent a bipartisan consensus ofopinion among a 
broadly diverse group representing the variety ofstate views on welfare policy. The 
APWA recommendations. Mr. Chainnan. were the ftrst bipartjsan recommendations for 
welfare refonn in the.current welfare debate. 

Since we provided detailed teslimony on our proposal hefore this subcommittee in March, 
I will only highlight some ofthe key recommendalion, for you loday. 

Agreement ojMutual Responsibility 

OUf proposal is based on the premise that we1fare should reflect mutual responsibilities on 
Ihe part of the parent and welfare agency. When applying for MOe Ihe parent must sign 
an II"Agreement ofMutual Responsibility." If the parent refuses to sign the agreement, the 
application process stops. The parent would not be eljgible for financial assistance. 

In signing the agreement both parties enter into a social contract. The welfare agency 
agrees to provide financial assistance and the individua1 agrees to participate in: (1) an 
assessment ofbislher education and literacy needs, work experience, strengths and 
interests, and personal circumstances; and (2) Ihe development ofan employability plan 
outlining goals for employment. the responsibilities of the parent and the agency in 
meeting these goals. and the specific steps to ~ undertaken. 

Basic Elemems oflhe Program 

We propose a three~phase program, building on the current Job Opportunities and Basic 
Skills (JOBS) Training program in which. within 90 days of eligibility determination, all 
AFDC recipients will be required to participate in mandatory job search in combination 
with: 

• 	 A JOBS preparation phase; or 

• 	 Up to a limit of two years in a JOBS career~focused education and training phase; 
and/or 

• 	 A JOBS mandatory work phase in which AFDC parents"WOUld be required to work in 
an unsubsidized private or public sector job, with community work experience 
available as a last resort for those who complete JOBS and are unable to locate 
unsubsidlzed work. 

There are 09 exemptions from partidpation in JOBS under our proposal 

JOBS Preparation: Individuals who enter the JOBS preparation phase would include 
those the welfare agency believes have lImited skills or whose personal circumstances 



present barriers to employment such that they need more than two years ofeducation and 
training. They could include individuals temporarily incapacitated due to a physical or 
mental iUness or because ofa substance abuse problem; those caring for an incapacitated 
adult or child in the household; individuals with very low literacy levels and no recent 
work history; young parents still in schoo~ or mothers ofvery young children. These 
individuals, nevertheless, would participate in an activity as a condition ofeligibility, such 
as training in parenting skills, regularly receiving necessary health or behaviorai bealth 
care. and making progress on or completing their GED or high school diploma as 
identified in their employability plan. 

C.,w-P_sed Education and Training; ladividuals who enter the JOBS "",eer-fo<used 
education and training phase are those the state believes will be employable after up to 
two years ofeducation and training or those, while they might be considered for JOBS 
preparation, who volunteer to participate in education and training. Stat•• would operate 
the program as they do today--offering a full range ofservices and activities to promote 
job readiness and employment. Everyone will participate in job search. They will be 
expected to begin the process of looking for and going to work from the very beginning. 
Our goal is to ensure that individual. obtain employment before the two-year deadline. 

Mandatory: Work Requirement After up to two years in education and training 
participant, will be required to work. Our highest priority is that these individuals work in 
unsubsidiz.ed employment in the private or public sectors. lodividuals working at least 20 
hours per week are considered meeting the mandatory work requirement under our 
proposal. Those working at least 20 hours per week and still receiving AFDC will 
continue to receive child care, support services, and other employment and training 
assistance necessary to enable them to stay employed. Ifa parent cannot find work and 
agency resources are not available to support a parent's satisfactory participation in a work 
activity, including Community Work Experience (CWEP), the mandatory work 
requirement will not be imposed. 

Penallies 

I want to underscore that sufficient federal and state rCSOuT(:e5 must be provided to ensure 
that those participating in JOBS can meet the requirements for satisfactory participation, 
and that is why we are calling for 90110 funding. Ifresources are available and AFDC 
parents fuji to participate in the development of tbeir employability plan or to comply with 
the plan " required, we propose a penalty reducing the family's combined AFDC and food 
stamp henefit by 2S percent. We believe such • penalty is realistic and necessary for any 
patent who fails to take his or her responsibility seriously. 

Other Policy Priority Areas/or APWA 

The report also addresses issues of prevention and cross-system collaboration. It takes the 
challenge of reform beyond the welfare system. The centerpiece of our proposal is work, 
but the goal of true reform cannot be fully .chieved if we do not "make work p.y." 

We must improve the establishment ofpaternhy and the enforcement and collection of 
child support with particular attemion focused on improving interstate enforcement of 
child support. Currently. the easiest way to avoid child support is merely to move to 
another state, We call specifically for states to provide unifonn rules for jurisdiction of 
orders through the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA), a model law 
developed by the National Conference of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws., , 

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the majority of states are pursuing state-.based reforms of the 
welfare system through waivers of federal laws and regulations. Congress created this 
mechanism to encourage state experimentation and innovation. We believe a number of 
the waivers now being granted to states by IlHS and USDA should not have to meet the 
tests ofcost neutrality and experimental design. We call fur more flexibility within the 
current process. including anowing states to use the state plan process to implement 
changes in AFDC and food stamp programs. 
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Finally, and most importantly, APWA's recommendations call for national policy to .....'" 
health care coverage for poor children and families and assert that ....corm of the welfare 
system i, inelttricably linked to reform of the health care system. APWA underscores the 
importance ofenactment ofhealth care reform guaranteeing universal coverage wilh 
subsidies., ifnecessary, for lower income families. 

Work and Responsibility Act: JOBSlWORKlTlm ..Limit Provision. 

On July 27, 1994, the National Council of State Human Service Administrators adopted 
resolutions outlining policy positions on the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 and 
child support reform. Our testimony today reflects the policy positions adopted by the 
Council. 

As stated in our resolution on the Work and Respoll$ibility Act, the President'. proposal is 
consistent with APWA's proposal for welfare refonn. Its commitment to strengthening 
the JOBS program. establishing a mandatory worle requirement, st","glhening child 
support enforcement, improving child care, and simplifYing AFDC and food stamp policies 
are in many ways similar to APWA's recommendations. We are especially pleased with 
the roHowing elements of the President's proposal: 

• 	 It builds on the JOBS Program and the Family Support Act (FSA). Like APWA's 
proposal, it utilizes JOBS and the child care and child support provisions in FSA as the 
foundation for further reform of the welfare system, 

• 	 Funding for the JOBS Program is increased and the state match is lowered. The 
administration's proposal recognizes that the lack ofresources for the JOBS program 
has been a major impediment to full implementation of tile program. Of particular 
importance is the recognition of the fiscal constraints under which states continue to 
operate, APWA particularly supports the provision in the act, that lowers a state's 
match requirement and raises a state's capped entitlement during periods of high 
unemployment. 

• 	 The mandatory work requirement embraces the important values ofmutual 
responsibility and work~~values recognized as critically important by human service 
administrato,," federal and state policy makers, and the American public. 

• 	 Implementation of the new requirements under the act are phased in over time and in 
terms of who is served. Phase·in and targeting are important to ensuring states' 
success: in meeting the Challenges ofwelfare reform. 

• 	 Additional funding is provided and improvements made in policy and regulation on 
child care for AFDC families, Transitional Child Care, and At-Risk Child Care, which 
will lead to greater conformity in program policies and improve the availability of 
quality child care. 

• 	 States are provided greater flexibility in how they operate their MDe program 
through a provision that allows them to implement certain policy changes through the 
state plan process rather than the waiver process. In seeking a state plan chang~ 
states will also now avoid requirements such as cost~neutrality, APWA proposed a 
similar process. 

• 	 The nearly two dozen ch.nges in AFDe and food stamp poliCy will lead to greater 
confonnity between the two programs. Many of these changes were proposed by 
APWA 

In addition, the following provisions are nearly identical to policy changes recommended 
byAPWA: 

• 	 establishment of an agreement of responsibility at the time ofapplication for henefits; 

• 	 development of an employability plan within 90 days ofeligibility determination; 
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• 	 requiring up-front job search for those who are job ready; 

• 	 establishing 20 houl'S as the minimum work standard for those working and on 
welfare; and 

• 	 allowing states to operate CWEP in addition to WORK. although we are question wby 
states must seek a waiver to do so under the Administration's plan. 

Again, while we are pleased witb many aspects ofthe President', proposal, we are 
concerned with a number ofprovisions relating to JOBS and mandatory work contained in 
the bill. 

lOBS PrC!! vs Deferrals: APWA's proposal calls for creation of • lOBS Prep program to 
provide services to individuaJs for whom the time-limit does not apply. The administration 
creates a new deferral category for this STOUp and allows states to provide services. 
APWA supports additional funding ofat least $435 million over five year. (as opposed to 
cut. elsewhere) in order to allow the inclusion of lOBS Prep. We believe it i. vital that 
states have as much flexibility as possible in serving those not affected by a time-limit. 
The JOBS Prep component of the APWA proposal provides tbe best approach to state 
flexibility, and would assume that there are no exemptions from participation, 

Financing: All but $2.1 billion in new funding under the Administration', plan will he 
offset througb reductions in entitlement speading. including: tightening 551, AFDC, and 
Food Stamp sponsorship and eligibility rules (deeming) for noncitizens and requiring 
sponsors oflegai aliens to assume greater financial responsibility; limiting 5S1 eligibility 
for drug and alcohol addicted recipients; placing a cap on federal spending for the AFDC 
Emergency Assistance program; establishing a new income test for meal reimbursements 
to family day care homes under the Child Nutrition Program; and extending the 1990 
Farm Bill provision that reduced the percentage ofrecovered Food Stamp overpayments 
retained by states. APWA opposes any financing provisions that result in a cost-shift to 
states. 

~enalties on States: The administration's plan includes a 25% reduction in federal funding 
for AFDC if states fail to: (I) stay under the deferral cap of 10% for good cause waivers; 
(2) meet a 45% JOBS participation rate requirement; (3) meet WORK participation rate 
requirements~ (4) keep accurate records on time~limits~ and (5) stay within the cap on 
extensions of the time~Jimit. States may a1so lose IV~A funds ifcertain paternity 
establishment tolerance levels are not met APW A opposes any penalties that result in a 
loss oflV-A funds, Instead, APWA supports retaining the current JOBS penalty structure 
of loss ofenhanced JOBS funding. 

Penalties on Recipients: The Administration also proposes to reduce the parents' share of 
the AFDC grant for non-compliance under lOBS and loss of the entire family's grant for 
refusal to take a job. As stated earlier, APWA proposed a 25 percent reduction of 
combined AFDe and food stamp benefits for non-compliance. APWA continues to 
support its proposaL 

WORK: APWA's proposal calls for mandatory work in a private sector job with 
placement in CWEP only as a last resoJ1. The Administration establishes a new, separate, 
mandatory program--WORK--administered by the weIfare agency or some other agency. 
that uses federai funds to subsidize wages. APWA supports sUowing states the flexibility 
to. design a mandatory work program, that must incJude WORK and may include wage 
supplementation. an alternative work program approved by tbe HHS Secretary via the 
state plan. or CWEP as 11 last resort. We also oppose the administrationls proposal to 
require states to establish a WORK Advisory Board and instead aHow governors to do so, 
The proposed advisory board is duplicative ofexisting efforts at the state and local level. 

Mr, Chairman, our experience tells us that we must be realistic about tbe ability ofstates 
to operate a large scale work program as the cost can he high and labor intensive
developing work sites and providing supervision, monitoring and follow-up with the 



employer and the client. We know from the MORC research conducted in the 19808 that 
CWEP is feasible to operate and that participants and superviSOTll found the work 
meaningful, The programs we have operated i. the past and those .(udied by MORC, 
however, were small in seale. 

The challenges posed by implementation ofa new mandatory work program "'" significant 
as we move to seale. I caution the Congress against having overly high expectations 
about states' ability to quickly move large numbers ofrecipients into unsubsidiz<:d 
employment or in reducing caseloads or costs. We are parili:ularly concerned thaI many 
states do not currently have the administrative capacity or experience to operate 8 large-
seale work program. In fact, Ihe only recent experience state. have is the work prognun 
for AFDC-UP participants, which began last October. In a recenl survey conducted by 
the state ofLouisiana, only nioe slales reported lhey expected 10 meet the 40"" 
participation rate requirement. States' failure to meet the requirement, howevery is not a 
failure in their commitment to establish meaningful work programs; ralher, the difficulty in 
overcorrUnS the chaHenges ofimplementing a new, complex program in the wake of high 
participation rates and high expeclations. 

Participation Rates; Just as we must be realistic about state capacity to implement a large 
scale work program, we must be realistic in our expectations ofstates to meet rugh 
panicipation rates. The administration's proposal requires participation rates for JOBS 
and WORK. The.. r.tes are in addilion to the participation rates for AFDC-UP .s 
discussed above. 

APWA calls for making the definilion and calculalion ofparticipalion as flexible and 
realistic as possible. In addition, bigh unemployment within a state or political subdivision 
ofa state should be taken into consideration in defining participatiOR 

!;&.oditians far Receiving Enhanced Malch: States are eligible for enhanced federal match 
for JOBS and WORK. The enhanced rate is phased in over a five--year period before 
reaching 70130 or a state's Medicaid match rate ifstates: (1) operate JOBS and WORK 
on a statewide hasis; and (2) meet a FY 93 or 94 mainlenance ofeffort requiremelll, 
whichever is greater. Maintenance ofeffort requirements apply to lOBS, WORK, AFDC 
Child Care, Transitional Child Care, and AI-Risk Child Care. APWA reconunends that 
the enhanced match rate b. available upon start-up of the program, withoul a statewide 
requirement, and with maintenance of effort based on FY 92 expenditures for lOBS funds 
that are federally matched. 

Bindi~ ArbitratlQn!Mediation: The act imposes numerous new requirements on states to 
resolve disputes on displacement ofexisting workers under the WORK program. Current 
law a1reedy prohibits displacement ofexisting unfilled posilions in CWEP and work 
supplementation. APWA opposes the arbitration and medial ion requirements as they are 
administratively burdensome and unnecessary in light ofcurrent policy protections. 

Teen pregnancy Prevention: The administration proposes to spend $300 million over five 
years for adolescent pregnancy prevention demonstration projects at the local level. The 
funds are provided under Title XX and will go directly to the grant recipient with no state
level involvement. APWA supports a set~aside for teen pregnancy prevention based on 
multi-level, mullidisciplinary approaches with a meaningful state role 10 help leverage state 
and local resources with a new federal approach. 

Job CreJ!lion Strat!tl!Y: APWA's proposal calls for a new federally-funded private sector 
job creation strategy. The Administrationts proposal does not APWA supports adding a 
private sector job creation strategy to the biU. 

Adminislralive Cap!l&ity: We are concerned about st.tes' abilily to implemenllh. 
requirements oflhe Work and Responsibility Act within the prescribed timeframes and 
.vailable resource,. In this regard we believe strongly that stales abould have a minimum 
oftwo years to implement the new program. 



Further. monitoring and tracking participants under a time-limited system cannot be done 
without automation. Whil. we are pleased that the administration has provided resources 
foc systems development, we are concerned about the cap on the federal portion of both 
the enhanced and the r.gular match for design and development costs. There i. additional 
concern that the act limits state flexibility by mandating the! in order to .....,;v. an 
enhaneed match rate for JOBS. WORK, and Child Care systems, states must either (1) 
work with the federal government to develop a model system for each program or (2) 
coUaborate with at least one other state to develop model and support case management 
systerna. 

Cbild Support Refonn 

Reforming child support is a major APWA goal. As stared earlier. APWA recendy 
adopted a resolution outlining new and strengthened child aupport meaaures at the state 
and federal levels designed to shift the program's direction from one focused on passing 
audits and avoiding federal penalties to one desigoed to assist families and reduce the cost 
ofpublic assistance. 

W. must rememher that any new and strengthened meaaures provided to state child 
support agencies for improving establishment and enforcement will only be as effective as 
the staff time and resources available. Currently. with approximately 1000 cases per 
caseworker nationwide, workers are simply overwhelmed with unmanageable casetoads 
that continue to grow. In Virginia, for example. even ifa worker were actually able to 
look at each case and devote time to i~ the total available time per case would only be 98 
minutes a year. Of 8 minutes a month per tase. In California. the situation is similar: 
California caseworkers have just under' 2 houn a year' to spend on eatb cast, or 
approximately 9-1/2 minutes per month. Eight or nine minutes is easily eroded by one 
phone call. one document. or even just finding the case file. 

With pbones ringing. correspondence mounting, families waiting in the lobby, and 
everything constituting a priority because ohild support payments so directly affect the 
money available to families to make ends meet, no matter how good a caseworker is, it is 
impossible to provide a satisfactory level of services without adequate resources. 

Our resolution and comments today apply not onlY to the Work and Responsibility Act, 
but other proposals pending before Congress. We do, however, offer suggested changes 
in the President's' proposal for your consideration today. 

Universal Child Support 

APWA expresses great concern with any proposal that would provide for universal child 
support by requiring slate human service agencies to serve the entire child aupport 
population - both those f.milies on AFDC as well as those outside the AFDC population. 
Under the CUnton plan. for example. the non-welfare popullltion can "opt-out" of services 
only ifboth parents sign an agreement saying they do not want the government to serve 
them. There are two categories ofarguments against this change: 

Philosophical Issues: The opt~in proposal is too intrusive and imposes government on 
people wbo have not asked for services. This is especially true given that the current opt
in system provides services for those who ask for them. (The current system caps 
incentive payments to states for serving the non-weJfare populatio~ thus creating a 
disincentive to work those cases.) 

Reswrce IsSl/es: This is by far the greater concern to APWA. Universal child aupport is 
projected by many Slates to be quite costly. Significantly, it will greatly increase child 
support caseloads. Both California and Texas expect. universal child support .yst_ 
to double ..sclo.ds, a projection that HHS says would he true nationally. As previously 
discussed, states already have difficulty serving those currently receiving IV·D services; 
doubling caseloads could wash out the impact ofincreased enforcement tools, hampering 
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statesl efforts to improve child support for years to come. Indeed, it is unlikely that states' 
staff-to-client ratios would improve by 50% to just keep pace with the caseload increases. 

Further, automated systems' capacity to deal with such increased caseloads simply does 
not exist. The hardware and o..line capacity ofchild support systems are buill to handle 
current caseload projections, and many are falling short due to unexpected caseload 
increase. associated with serving the current population. Califurnia, for example, i. 
spending obuul $75 miUion on development and design on the system for 2 million eases 
(more than. quarter of the $260 million allocated for child suppert in H.R. 4605). 
California's quick estimate of syslems upgrades 10 accommodate the norrlV-A cases 
would 00.1 • similar amount. Tex.. also says doubling the caseload would greacly impact 
systems costs. Also, increasing automated systems capacity does not decrease the need 
for staff. In fact, states say thai as they increase systems capacity, they are actually 
experiencing an increased need for personal interaction, due to the "ticklers" built into 
systems to send certain notices to clients automatically and to prompt caseworker action. 

Instead of radically expanding the child suppert system to serve • universal population. 
APWA urges Congress to support existing poliey which requires SIaIes 10 serve the non
welfare population at the request ofeither parent - continuing the rtopt~in!t policy. APWA 
does recommend removing the current disincentive to serving the nonMwetfare population 
by simply removing the cap on incentives to states for serving the non..welfare population, 
allowing FFP for all non-welfare cases. 

Other Funding and Incentive Issues 

Although at first glance. state IV-D budgets may seem adequate. when broken down to 
dollars spenl per case, the funding is far from sufficient. In Massachusetts, fur example, 
Ihe state IV -D ageney spends $40 million per year for a caseload ofa little over a quarter 
ofa million clients. This means the state spends about $170 per year on tacb c:a~ or 
$14 per month - not a Jot of money to chase down a father who is not paying support 
and lives across state lines, even if the non-custodial parent is not working to elude the 
caseworker I 

As you know, we must continue to adequately fund the program, or results will be hard to 
achieve, The Clinton bil1 proposes significant changes in the way state child support 
programs are funded by moving toward a system based on incentives tied to performance. 
APWA strongly supports this shift, including the proposed 75% FFP as base funding. 
However. APWA finds it difficult to support the incentive structure as it currently is 
written in the bin because it is inadequate, 

The bill allows up to 15% FFP in perforrnanc...hased incentives. APWA recommends 
providing .t least 20%, and as high as 25% incentive FFP by allowing an additional 5% as 
a medical support incentive, as recommended by APWA and NGA several years ago. 
Another 5% should be allowed for collection.. If states are not able to achieve this match, 
as in current policy, child support reform will stifle state effectiveness and creati,,;ty, 

An alternative funding proposal is thai offered by APWA: 

• 	 Return the FFP match raie to at least the original level of7S percent or to a higher rate 
that will support the additional Congressional mandates; 

• 	 Develop performance~based incentives tied to collections, paternity's, orders 
established and other appropriate criteria related to program goals. Performance 
measures should reflect the principle that "one size fits one, It meaning they are based 
upon what each state realistically needs and is able to do to improve its program and 
the support of our nation's children; 
Remove the 115 percent incentive cap on non-welfare collections as measured against 
welfare co1Jection~ 
Include in the category ofwelfare collections all collections on cases receiving 
mandatory services, such as Medicaid-only cases, former AFDC cases, and other 
similar cases; 
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Clarity that attorneys' fees, court costs and similar reimbursable costs may be 
re<;Overed outside the "cost recovery'" regula.tions. and providing that such reeovenes 
may be used by the program without counting as ·program incOme.· which would 
reduce the available FFP; and 

• 	 Examine the effectiveness, budgetary placement and potential alternatives to the $50 
disregard, 

Audit 

Tbe audit process must be reformed, and we are plessed that the President's bill proposes 
to do so, However, APWA recommends sttengthening the audit language in the Clinton 
bill by changing it 10 allow half ofaudit penalties to be put in escrow for up 10 two years 
and returned to the state if tbe state passes the audit in the two-year period, Slates would 
view this as a good-faith effort to support reinventing government through federal-state 
partnerships rather than to focus federal efforts on punitive measures. Further. it would be 
an effort APWA would highly support based on joint recommendations developed 
cooperatively with the National Governors' Association and the IV-D directors that 
recommend changing Ihe audit from process-oriented to outcome-oriented performance 
measures and creating a,sanction process emphasizing corrective action rather than 
financial penalties, 

Federal Leadership 

Federa11eadership is critical to the success of a national child support enforcement 
initiative. We must empower OCSE to he1p improve the program by acting alj, a 
participant, not just as a regulator, APWA supports the Clintoo bill's language to increase 
the technicala"istanc. role afthe federal government Also, APWA supports efforts to 
strengthen the federaI rol~ including providing child support assurance demonstrations 
and any fully-federally funded work programs for non-cuslodial parenls who are having 
trouble finding work, 

APWA recommends further strengthening of the federal government's leadership by: 

Improving assistance with the collection ofchild support not only from federal and 
military employees, but including federal contract employees, so that tbe federal 
government can serve as a model employer for the child support enforcement 
program; 
Mandating that self-insurers governed by ERISA are required to provide access to 
coverage for all eligible children, regardless of their residence or the marital status of 
their parents~ , 

• 	 Ensuring that state IV-D agencies have timely. cost-effective and usable access to 
federal and state databases for paternity establishment. locate, and medical insurance 
and establishment purposes; 
Requiring that the Social Security Administration provide the slate IV-D and the 
Department ofMotor Vehicle agencies access to electronic verification of Social 
Security Numbers; 
Provide for a system ofchild support enforcement that deals with Native American 
tribal law that appropriately reflects tribal justice systems and is supported by tribal 
governments; and 
Establishing a pennanent child support advisory committee including representation by 
state child support enforcement administrators, program advocates and tbe judiciary to 
advise and guide the federal OCSE. 

Leadership from the federa1 government is also needed in the area ofinformation systems 
development 
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Information Systems and Databases 

APWA supports proposals to establish a National Directory ofNew Hires, a National 
Child Support Registry, a State Central Case Registry and State Centralized Collection 
and Disbursement for child support. We would he greatly concerned, however, with any 
proposal that does not provide adequate funding for state, to develop and integrate the 
state provisions. Because information systems play an essential, fundamental role in 
supporting both the administrative zed program capacity "fthe child support system. 
APWA calls on Congress to provide for appropriate adaptation ofcurrent state automated 
systems to any proposed reform by extending enhanced funding for the development and 
operation ofautomated systems and state registries, induding with regard to the October 
1995 deadline for child support systems. 

Appropriate adaptation and adequate funding are not provided by the President's hill. 
First, capping state systems funding for both enhanced and regular FFP at an arbitrary 
level - $260 million· could he dangerous to the program, especially knowing that the 
Administration's original cost estimate for these chiJd support systems was $370 million. 
States are already concerned that if they are not among the first states to apply for the 
funding, it will run out and then they will not he able to afford to develop systems. This 
could cripple national child support reform efforts. 

Additionally, whenever program changes are made that affect caseload management, 
automated systems changes are necessary, There should be federal interest and support 
for maintaining not only adequately funded but appropriately adapted systems. New 
lnfonnation systems requirements will affect current system development and 
implememalion. Examples ofthese new requirements include the ability to: (I) measure 
statewide paternity establishment for those under one year old, (2) track whether paternity 
i...tsblished within one year, or face loss of AFDC FFP, and (3) exchange data with IV
A and Title XIX programs. (With adequate funding, APWA would suggest adding 
systems interface with child welfare program automatw systems to the list for data 
exchange,) States need flexibility to incorporate the new requirements as appropriate in 
the state. 

We also urge Congress build into any new legislation federal accountability to provide 
leadership and guidance to states regarding any new systems requirements by: (I) 
requiring HHS to provide technical assistance to stales and (2) requiring that Slates' 
implementation timetables fot receiving enhanced FFP for systems do not begin until the 
federal government issues final guidelines on any new systems- requirements. This has 
been a costly problem and a barrier to state system development in the past and should be 
avoided in future. 

Mtahlishmel1l 

Overall. APWA supports the Clinton bill's strengthened paternity establisbmenl measures. 
APWA a1so supports strengthening non~cooperation penalties, including the requirement 
to deny Medicaid until the client cooperates, FUMer, rather than removing the custodian's 
benefits if she fails to cooperate with the agency, APWA proposes instead to strengthen 
the current non~cooperation penalties so the food stamp award is not increased when there 
is a finding of non~cooperation, 

We also support the President's proposal to move to allow the IV~D agency 10 determine 
cooperation, However, it is unclear the extent to which the IV-D worker plays a role in 
cooperation determination after the initial determination of eligibility. Further, this 
provision will not be effective unless states have the resources they need to place a 
JV·D worker in IV..A agencY,1 Without resources, it will also be impossible to make a 
determination ofcooperation within 10 days, as stipulated in the bill, and the cHent will be 
considered to be cooperating by default. 
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Enforcement Tools 

States must have the tools they need to enforce child support orders. APWA commends 
the Clinton administration for providing many oftbese necessary toots in its child support 
refonn proposal, including passing Uniform Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA) and 
requiring appropriate federal, state, and local licensing agencies, when cost effective, to 
adversely affect professional or occupational licenses ofdelinquent child support obligors. 
The bill unfortunately omits several extremely important measures. Therefore, APWA 
recommends edding the following provisions to the bill: 

(1) Strengthening the @dministratiye subpoena provisions tn the bill to require states to 
use and honor out~of~state subpoenas. 
(2) Increasing the role of the IRS: APWA strongly urges Congress to strengthen the role 
ofthe IRS by: 

• 	 making federal and state tax infonnation available to state and local child support 
enforcement agencies through quick and easy computer access, and allowing this 
infonnation to be admissible in court: 

• 	 establishing that any child support arreu.rnge that accrues during the year becomes a 
tax liability, collectable via the annual income tax fonn and, if necessary, through other 
IRS enforcement procedures; and 
strengthening the current IRS full collection process (through which stales refer cases 
to the IRS for enforcement) by relaxing existing procedural barriers and by authorizing 
additional resources to IRS. 

However, APWA does nol support federalizing the child support system. In filet, state 
agencies have had difficulty gaining cooperation from tbe IRS simply to comply with the 
demands of its CUITent small role in child support. A shill to federalization, just as stat.s 
are building up their establishment and enforcement capacities, would discard the effort 
and time slowly invested over the past 18 years. It is difficult to imagine summoning 
sufficient resources to infuse into the federal government to support such a shift at the 
same time that the rest of the federal government is downsizing through buyouts and 
eventual layoffs. Secondly, developing the new network of service delivery at the federal 
level would not only be costly. but a logistical and administrative nightmare. Thirdly. 
there is no evidence that the current problems would be eliminated or reduced as a result 
offederalization. In fact, centralizing collections within the federa1 government could 
have adverse effects. Automation can produce a 24~hour turnaround on about 90% of 
collections (i.e., in Delaware, for example). Further, under a federalized system, cu,lodiai 
patents would wait longer for payments when wage attaclunent at the state level can 
collect and distribute payments more efficiently and states are proving they can do lhis 
well with resources and automation, Finally, many people operate under the following 
false assumption: approximately 82% ofpeople in the general population earn wages that 
are taxed by the IRS; hence, the IRS could collect 82% of child support orders. The logic 
is skewed. however, because JV~D offices have found that those non-custodial parents in 
arrears do not replicate the national average ofthose with incomes taxed by the IRS. 
Many non-custodial parents in arrears work wunder the tab1e!! or change jobs frequently, 
IV·D offices estimale that about 50%·60% actually would be reached through centralizing 
collections through the IRS. Generally, federalization models do not address collections 
from tbe otber 40% of those in arrears. In fact, they remove the responsibility for tbese 
coUections from states. and do not create a federal system to address the issue. 

Child Support alld Welfare lleform 

FinaJJy. Me Chairman, efforts are underway in the House and Senate to move forward 
with child suppon reform separate from welfare refonn. APWA strongly urges Congress 
to enact reforms for both policy areas in the same legislation. 

Closillg 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I want to emphasize that APWA and the stale and local human 
service administrators fully support enactment of comprehensive welfare reform 
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legislation. The issues to he debated, however, are complex and require thoughtlUl and• serious consideration by the Congress, We look forward to working with you on this 
important issue, and hope that our comments today have been beiplUl. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testilY today. I would he happy to answer any 
questions. 
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MISTER CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE, I AM MICHAEL 

PAPPAS, FREEHOLDER IN SOMERSET COUNTY, NEW JERSEY. I CHAIR TIm 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES' (NACO) HUMAN SERVICES AND 

EDUCATION STEERING COMMITTEE. OVER THE LAST YEAR I ALSO CO·. . 

CHAIRED NACO'S WELFARE REFORM TASK FORCE. I APPRECIATE THIS 

OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT OUR VIEWS ON FEDERAL WELFARE REFORM. 

. 
LIKE THE OTHER GROUPS REPRESENTED AT THIS TABLE NACO HAS 

SUPPORTED REFORll4ING THE WELFARE SYSTEM FOR DECADES. NACO 

DRAFTED PROPOSALS IN 1976, 1977,1981, AND 1987. WE WERE ACTIVE IN 

THE DEBATE ON THE 1988 FAMILY SUPPORT ACT, V;'HICH MARKED A 

SIGNIFICANT STEP IN REFORM AND IS THE CORNERSTONE FOR MOST OF 

TIlE PROPOSALS THAT HAVB BEEN INTRODUCED IN THIS CONGRESS. LAST 

YEAR WE PARTICIPATED IN THE STATE AND LOCAL TASK FORCE ON 

WELFARE REFORM, WHICH INCLUDED OUR COLLEAGUES AT THIS TABLE, 

AS WELL AS THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES AND THE UNlTED STATES 

CONFERENCE OF MAYORS. I AM INCLUDING A COPY OF NACO'S 

RESOLUTION ON FEDERAL WELFARE REFORM, ADOPTED AT OUR ANNUAL 

CONFERENCE LAST WEEK. 

BEFORE I COMMENT ON THE PRESIDENTS WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL, I 

WOULD LIKE TO BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE COUNTY ROI:E IN WELFARE, 

WHICH VARIES AMONG STATES. IN EIGHTEEN STATES, COUNTIES 

CONTRIBUTE TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS OF THE AID TO FAMILIES 

WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDe). IN ELEVEN STATES, INCLUDING MY 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY, COUNTIES ALSO HELP MATCH THE NON·FEDERAL 
. 

SHARE OF BENEFITS. IN TWENTY·THREE STATES, COUNTIES PARTICIPATE 



IN A GENERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM, AND IN TWELVE OF THESE THE 

PROGRAM OPERATES SOLELY ON COUNTY TAXPA YER DOLLARS. CHILD 

WELFARE, CHILD SUPPORT, CHILD CARE, 'AND OTHER SUPPORT SERVICES 

ARE OFTEN PROVIDED BY COUNnES. 

NACO E!'IDORSES MANY OF THE PRINCIPLES IN THE PRESlDENT'S WELFARE 

REFORM LEGISLATION. THESE INCLUDE: 

• 	 MAKING WORK PAY, WITH INCENnVES lliAT ENCOURAGE F AMILlES 

TO WORK AND NOT STAY ON WELFARE; 

• 	 IMPROVED CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT, WITH RESPONSIBILITY OF 

BOTH PARENTS TO SUPPORT THEIR CHILDREN AND STRONGER 

SYSTEMS FOR lDENTIFYING FATHERS AND ENSURING THEIR SUPPORT; 

• 	 EDUCATION, TRAINING. A."lD OTHER SERVICES TO HELP PEOPLE GET 

OFF WELFARE AND STAY OFF, BUILDING ON THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT 

OF 1988 AS A BASE; AND 

• 	 TIME·LIMITED TRANS11l0NAL SUPPORT SYSTEM, IN WHICH mOSE 

WHO ARE HEALTHY AND ABLE TO WORK WILL BE EXPECTED TO MOVE 

OFF WELFARE QUlCKLY, AND THOSE WHO CANNOT FIND JOBS SHOULD 

BE PROVIDED WIm WORK AND BE EXPECTED TO SUPPORT THEIR 

FAMILIES. 

WE STRONGLY SUPPORT THE ADMINISTRAllON'S PROPOSALS TO 

INCREASE THE FEDERAL MATCHING RATE FOR THE JOB OPPORTUNl1lES 

AND BASIC SKlLLS (JOBS) PROGRAM, THE AT-RISK CHILD CARE PROGRAM, 

AND CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT, A NUMBER OF THE PROPOSED 

CHANGES TO THE JOBS PROGRAM WILL PROVIDE GREATER EDUCAllON 

AND TRAINING OPPORTUNl1lES, SUCH AS PARTICIPATION IN A 



STRUCTURED MICROENTERPRISE PROGRAM, AND PARTIClPATION IN 

HALF-TIME DEGREE-GRANTING POST-SECONDARY INSTITUTIONS, 

WELFARE REFORM SHOULD STRENGTHEN FAMILIES. THE 

ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL HELPS ACHIEVE THIS GOAL BY OFFERING 

STATES THE OPTION TO ELIMINATE AFDC ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 

THAT PENALIZE MARRIED COUPLES, 

NACO IS STRONGLY OPPOSED, HOWEVER, TO MANY OF THE FINANCING 

PROVISIONS IN THE ADMINISTRATION'S BILL A.'<D IN OTHER LEGISLATIVE 

PROPOSALS PENDlNG BEFORE THIS SUBCOMMlTIEE, THE MOST 

TROUBLESOME pROVISIONS ARE THOSE THAT WOULD LIMIT 

IMMIGRANTS' CURRENT ELIGIBILITY FOR SOME FEDERAL ENTITLEMENT 

PROGRAMS. SUCH AS SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY lNCOME, FOOD STAMPS, 

AND AFDC, AND THE PROPOSED CAP ON EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE. 

THESE PROVISIONS WOULD SHIFT COSTS FROM THE FEDERAL 

GOVERNMENT TO COUNTY AND STATE GOVERNMENTS, 

IN THE CASE OF IMMIGRATION, THESE REDUCTIONS WOULD 

PARTlCULARLYAFFECT THOSE STATES WITH LARGE IMMIGRANT 

POPULATIONS: ARIZONA, CALIFORNIA, FLORIDA, ILLINOIS, NEW YORK, 

TEXAS, AND MY OWN STATE OF NEW JERSEY. IN MANY OF THESE STATES, 

COUNTY GOVERNMENTS HAVE THE PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR 

GENERAL ASSISTANCE. ESTABLISHING AND ENFORClNG IMMIGRATION 

POLICY IS A FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMEl\'T 

SHOULD THEREFORE ALSO HAVE THE FlNANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR 

THIS POPULATION, 
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SO FAR ( HAVE ONLY REFERRED TO THE ADMINISTRATlON'S 

IMMIGRATION PROPOSALS. I WOULD LIKE TO STRESS THAT THERE ARE 

OTHER PROPOSALS, PARTICULARLY REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL'S BILL (H.R. 

3500) AND REPRESENTATIVE MCCURDY'S BILL (H.R. 4414), THAT WOULD 

CUT BENEFITS TO LEGAL IMMIGRANTS EVEN FURTHER AND WOULD SHIFT 

MORE COSTS TO COUNTY AND STATE GOVERNMENTS. 

NACO HAS LONG STANDING POLICY OPPOSING CAPS ON ENTITLEMENT 

PROGRAMS. IN THE INTEREST OF TIME, HOWEVER, I WILL ONLY REFER TO 

THE PROPOSED CAP ON EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE. COUNTIES AND STATES 

USE EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM FUNDS FOR A VARIETY OF 

PURPOSES. IN SOMERSET COUNTY WE USE THIS PROGRAM TO PREVENT 

HOMELESSNESS BY HELPING PAY OVERDUE RENT AND UTILITY BILLS. WE 

ALSO USE IT TO HELP HOMELESS FAMILIES FIND PERMANENT HOUSING BY 

PAYING RENT AND UTILITY DEPOSITS. 

IN MANY INSTANCES THE USE OF EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE HELPS 

PREVENT THE USE OF MORE COSTLY FEDERAL PROGRAMS. IN 

CALIFORNIA, WHICH IS JUST STARTING TO USE THIS PROGRAM, COliNTIES 

ARE USIN9 EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE TO HELP CHILDREN IN CRISIS 

BEFORE THE PROBLEM ESCALATES TO A SITlJA TION THAT REQUIRES 

MORE DRASTIC AND EXPENSIVE MEASURES SUCH AS INCARCERATION OR 

GROUP HOME PLACEMENTS. A CAP ON A PROGRAM SUCH AS THIS WOULD 

RESTRICT LOCAL GOVERNMENTS' ABILITY TO RESPOND IN TIMES OF 

CRISIS AND WOULD HURT THE VERY PEOPLE THE PROGRAM SEEKS TO 

HELP. 



NACO POLICY SUPPORTS THE CONCEPT OF TIME-LIMITED ASSISTANCE 

FOLLOWED BY WORK, OUR POLICY PURTIlER STATES THAT ANY 

WELFARE REFORM THAT INCLUDES TIME-LIMITED ELIGIBILITY FOR 

ASSISTANCE AND TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT SERVICES. MUST ALSO 

PROVIDE ADEQUATE FEDERAL FUNDING FOR THE NECESSARY JOB 

TRAINING, JOB PLACEMENT, CONTINUED SUBSISTENCE GRANTS, HEALTIl 

CARE COVERAGE, CHILD CARE, TRANSPORTATION. AND 

ADMINISTRATION. 

TIlE ABILITY OF COUNTY AND STATE GOVERNMENTS TO MOVE 

PARTICIPANTS INTO UNSUBSlDlZED JOBS IS DEPENDENT ON THE 

AVAILABILITY OF JOBS IN THE AREA. IN ORDER FOR TIME LIMITS TO 

WORK, WELFARE REFORM MUST INCLUDE AN AGGRESSIVE FEDERAL 

STRATEGY TO CREATE JOBS THAT PROMOTE DURABLE SELF· 

SUFFICIENCY, 

COUNTIES AND STATES WILL HAVE TO MAKE SIGNIFICANT CHANGES IN 

TIlE WAY PROGRAMS ARE OPERATED, CHANGES TIlAT REQUIRE STAFF 

TRAINING AND ACQUISITION OF NEW EQUIPMENT WHICH COULD 

ADVERSELY AFFECT THE DELIVERY OF THESE SERVICES OR CAUSE AN 

INCREASE IN THE STATE AND/OR LOCAL FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY, 

COUNTIES AND 8TATES NEED THE FLEXIBILITY TO DESIGN AND 

IMPLEMENT PROGRAMS THAT MEET THE NEEDS OF TIlEIR POPULATION 

AND RESPOND TO LOCAL LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS. 



MANY COUNTIES THAT DO NOT HAVE RESPONSIBILITY FOR WELFARE 


PROGRAMS HAVE EXPRESSED CONCERN ABOUT THE "WORK" PROGRAM, 

PARTICULARLY NEW RESPONSIBlLlTIES THAT MAY BE REQUIRED OF 

THEM, THESE INCLUDE SUPERVISION, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, JOB 

PLACEMENT AND JOB CREATION, FEDERAL FUNDS FOR ADMINISTRATION 

SHOULD BE AN IMPORTANT COMPONENT OF THE NEW "WORK" PROGRAM, 

, 	MANY STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ARE DOWNSIZING THEIR 

OPERATIONS, IN MANY AREAS THERE ARE LARGE NUMBERS OF 

POSITIONS THAT HAVE BEEN UNFILLED FOR MONTHS AND EVEN YEARS, 

WE ARE SENSITIVE TO THE NEED TO PREVENT DISPLACING OTHER 

WORKERS, BUT MANY AREAS OF THE COUNTRY WOULD NOT BE ABLE TO 

MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE NEW LEGISLATION UNLESS THEY ARE 

ALLOWED TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF THE LARGE NUMBER OF EXISTING 

UNFILLED POSITIONS, 

WE CANNOT STRESS ENOUGH THE NEED FOR HEALTH CARE COVERAGE. 

IF THE JOBS AVAILABLE TO THE POPULATION WE ARE TRYING TO HELP 

DO NOT PROVIDE HEALTH INSURANCE, THEY WILL BE AT RlSK OF 

FALLING BACK INTO THE SYSTEM, 

CHILD CARE AVAILABILITY FOR THE WORKING PGOR'ALSO FALLS INTO 

THIS CATEGORY, FOR THIS REASON, WE STRONGLY SUPPORT THE 

PROPOSED INCREASE IN THE AT-RISK CHILD CARE PROGRAM, NACO HAS 

LONG-STANDING POLICY THAT SUPPORTS MAKING THE DEPENDENT CARE 

TAX CREDIT REFUNDABLE. 
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NACO IS VERY PLEASED THAT THE ADMINISTRATION'S BILL INCLUDES 

SEVERAL WELFARE SIMPLIFICATION PROPOSALS. WE WOULD GO 

FURTHER, HOWEVER, AND URGE THE ENACTMENT AND 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAM SIMPLIFICATION I', 

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE WELFARE SIMPLIFICATION AND 

COORDINATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND THE AMERICAN PUBLIC 

WELFARE ASSOCIATION'S PROGRAM COORDINATION TASK FORCE. 

ON A PERSONAL NOTE, I WOULD LIKE TO DISCUSS THE EXCLUSION OF 

CHILDREN BORN TO MOTHERS ON WELFARE. NACO DOES NOT HAVE A 

POSITION ON THIS ISSUE, BUT I WOULD LIKE TO EXPRESS MY STRONG 

OPPOSITION TO FAMILY CAPS. AS YOU KNOW, NEW JERSEY OBTAINED A 

WAIVER A FEW YEARS AGO TO IMPLEMENT FAMILY CAPS. MY COUNTY 

OPPOSED THE FAMILY CAPS BECAUSE OF THE EFFECT THAT THEY COULD 

HAVE ON CHILDREN'S WELL-BEING. WE REMAIN OPPOSED TO THE CAPS 

AND ALSO HAVE SERIOUS DOUBTS ABOUT THEIR CONSTITUTIONALITY. 

IN CONCLUSION, I WANT TO THANK YOU AGAIN FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY. 

AS CO-CHAIR OF NACO'S WELFARE REFORM TASK FORCE I WAS ABLE TO 

PARTICIPATE IN SEVERAL MEETINGS WITH THE ADMINISTRATION, IN 

WHAT I THINK WAS AN UNPRECEDENTED EFFORT TO INVOLVE AND 

CONSULT WITH STATE AND LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS. I LOOK FORWARD 

TO WORKING WITH THIS SUBCOMMITTEE IN THE SAME SPIRIT OF 

COOPERATION AND BIPARTISANSHIP AS MUCH NEEDED WELFARE 

LEGISLATION MOVES FORWARD. 
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HUMAN SERVICES AND EDUCAnON STEERING COMMllTEE 

RESOLUTION ON FEDERAL WELFARE REFORM 

WHEREAS. President Clinton has sub.rutted legislation to Congress for major 
restructurin8 of the welfare system th.t includes. principles Ions supported by National 
Association ofCounties in The American County Platform; and 

WHEREAS, the legislation'S principles include: 

• 	 Making Work Pay. with incentives that encourage Wnili.. to work and not 
stay on welfare, and that help is available to ensure that thay can work and 
adequately support a fmly; , 

• 	 Improved Child Support Enforcement, with responsibility ofbow parents 
10 support their children and SlrOft8er systems fur identifYing fathers and 
ensuring their support; . 

• 	 Education, Training, and other Services to help people .lit! off welfare and 
stay off, building on the Fmly Support Act of 1988 as a base; 

• 	 Tirne-li.ruted Transitional Support System, in which those who are healthy 
and able to work will be ..petted to move off welfare quickly, and those 

,who cannot find jobs should be provided with work and expected to 
support their families; and 

WHEREAS, the AdminiStration had extensive c011$ultation process with the 
National Association ofCounties and other naiional organizations; and 

, ' 

WHEREAS, many orthe proposals pending before Congress would finance 
welfare reform through reductions or cap. in entitlement programs and would reduce or 
eli.runate imnUgrants' eligibility fur a number offederal programs and these financing 
mechanisms Would shift costs to county and state gOVem.ment5~ and 

WHEREAS, counties and states will have to make significant change, in the way 
programs are operated, changes that require staff training and acquisition ofnew 
equipment which could edversely affect the delivery of these services or cause an increa.. 
in the state andIor local fiscal responsibility; and " . 

WHEREAS, in order for welfare reform to succeed, every effort must be made to 
ensure that employment i. available to those making the trllnsition to work: 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the National Association ofCounties 
commend. the Clinton Administration for making comprehensive welfare reform a 
legislative priority. to end the current, unworkable system ofpublic assistance programs, 
and for their extensive consultation process; and 



BE IT FURTHER RESOL YED that any welfare reronn that includes time_ 

limited eligibility for assistance and transitional support service~. muSt also provide: 

adequate federal funding for the necessary job training. job placement, continued 

subsis(ence grants, health care coverage, child care, transpot!atjon, and administration~ 

and 


BE IT FURTHER RESOL YED that welfare refonn must include an aggressive 
federal strategy to Create jobs that promote durable self-sufficiency; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the entitlement nature ofpublic assistance 
and social services programs should be: preserved in restructuring welfare, both for 
payments to states, and for individual benefits; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOL YED that the National Association of Counties 
reaffirms its strong opposition to proposals that would shift costs to county governments. 
such as entitlement program caps and reductions., and eliminating or reducing immigrants' 
eligibility for federal programs; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that counties and states must have the flexibility 
and adequate time to design and implement a program that will meet the needs of the loa! 
population and the~ocal employment market; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the National Association olCounties urges 
Ihe Congress and tbe Administration to enact and implement the program simplification 
recommendations of the Welfare Simplification and Coordination Advisory Committee 
and the American Public Welfare Association's Program Coordination Task,Force; and 

, 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the National Association ofCounties 

strongly supports waiving the state matching requirement for the Job Opportunities and 
Basic Skills program, and substantially increasing tbe federal match for the At-Risk Child 
Caie program, and Child Suppon Enforcement; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLYED that federal welfare reform should incorporate 
electronic technology improvements. especially electronic benefit transfers, in revising and 
restructuring publi~ assistance benefit programs; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that in order to encourage experimentation and 
improvements in the welfare system. as an interim step, the federal government should 
remOVe the "COS! neutral" criterion for waivers and demonstration programs and simplifY 
the procedures for approving stat. and county applications for such waivers; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVEI'> that in order to encourage the success of 
welfare reform the National Assoeiation ofCounties suppons the inclusion of the job 
training delivery system as the workforce development vehicle for major coordination 
among the partners, including human setVices, education, and local elected officials; and 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the National Association of Countie, 

supports the Administration proposed elimination of the current JOBS targeting 

requirement~ but is concerned about the proposed penalties for failure to" meet new . 
performance standards. New standards must be phased-in and counties must be involved 
in their development. 

Adopted by Human Services and Education Steering Committee 
(unanimous) 
August I, 1994 

Adopted by the NACo Board ofDirectors 

August 2, 1994 


Adopted by the NACo t-~embership 
August 4, 1994 
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I served as counsel lu the Maryland State Depmhncnt of Social Sen'ices: in 19u8~70 and 
in that capudty succcs.';fuUy argued the case of D~!.lJdridgc v, Williams,J97 U,SA71 ( 1970)J uls('l 
ornftctl some early legislation relating to subsidized mloptiollS <Iud termination of parental rights 
in adoptton. I have had a continuing interest in welfare isstlcs :md am Ihe author of The AFI)C 
Conundrum: A New Look at an Old Institution. J8 Sod~IJ Work 36·43 (january 1993) and Batf 
Incentives. The Family in America (Summer 19(3), pp. 6-8. I reprcsl.!!]t no orgrtllizntioll with 
an interest in these mailers. 

Any new legislation on welfare n~l1st deciSively address the ccnlrnl problem: The rising 
tide of illegitimate births, and should nol cOllslilutc mcrely an dTurt largely forctlOOlllcd. 10 
mitigate damage alter the fact. Ally llt,:\V legislation fl!ll5t also be largely scrj"-cxceulillg: it must 
send an unmistakable message which influcnces inuividual bchaviN nou the culture of 
dependency and must nut prinlafily rely un buream.:mlic tinkering. 

New legislation, in its applicatiull to recipients under the age of 21, must embody une 
central> unmistakable principle: no cash benefits as of right. If must send one \lItmistakablc 
message: unmtm:hed childbirth means increased supervision. not increased jndependencc. It must 
have tlS its central focus not guaranteed employment or public day care on the one hand. !lor 
orphanages tlnd abortions on the oiher. 1m! training in parenting skills, mutual aid, adop1ion 
services, maternity homes and mornl and religious tmining in the voluntary sectoL Its H)(;us mus! 
be nut on the labor market but un the upbringing of the young.; iis concern not parsimony but the 
loss of another generation. 

These proposals an: not radical. They represent a relmo to the approach to unwed 
motherhood that prevailed in law until 1935 and in practice llntil 1960, and that sueeessfully dealt 
with the dislocations caused by mass immigraliof), the depression. nnd two world wms. The 
application of AFDC to unwed !l)()thcrs wns [Ill hist!)! icul amllt.:gnl ;tccitkni. which must now PC 
corrccted, 

As applied (0 the pending bills1 this means the following: 

L AFDC in its Hpplit.:<:!tion to tlmvcd lllot!Jt.:fS under the nge: or 21 should be converted 
into a program of per tapita grants to the states Ihr sodHI s<:r\'lccs to unwed mothers. The states 
should be cncoumged to i;oulract for dclh'cry of these services by \'oluJl!:.lry sector agencies. So 
Jung as gmnts arc mude to secular aut! religious agencies nlikl.! and individuals nrc excuscd from 
compelled religious observance, there should be 110 restrictions (such as those in section 20080) 
of the Administration llill) on the religious content of programs. 

2. Individual recipients under 21 should have an entitlement. as proposed hy Senutor 
Brudley. to a I,criud of residence in a maternity home (such an entitlement is Ctlfrcnlly provided 
under California law). They should also have an entillement. ns proposed in section 503 orthe 
Administratiou bill. to casC,,11la1laJ!cmenl.scf.vices, j\lIoeation.of !hc~ remaining grants.to)hc,statcs 
and of their matching funds, should be left to Ihe slates nnd Ihe "olulllary organizatiol1s with 
whom they contract, who w{mld be free 10 make payments 10 glwrdians, protective payments to 
providers, and assistance in kind or, (0 a limited dc~rec. ill cash. 

3. As proposed by Senator BraJlc)" there should be a program of cllpilal granl:; for new 
maternity homes. These slwuld be pursued \vifh llf£cncy during. !he lend time provided bclbrc 
new rules become effective. The fOClLS of public policy should be on the rc·in\,oh·cmcnt of the 
private sector in the care of this vulnerable population, and Ihe ahandonment of direct cash 
assistance to individuals. 

4. The Slates should be encouraged to simplify tlteir ~tdoption laws. by limiting the rights 
of natural parents and the rights of children to identify nutuHlI parents: once adoption has taken 
place. As in recent British government proposals. which shuulu he taken as a model. restrictions 
011 intcrraci;:II adoptions should be elimiml.ted_ Programs of subsidies for adoptive parcnl5 shOlild 
be expanded, and funds provided for enhanced social work in support of adoptions. 
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Mr. Chainnan and Members of the House Ways and Means Subeommittee on Human 
Resources, ( am lane Campbell. State Representative from Cleveland, Ohio where I serve 
as House Majority Whip and am Vice Chair of the House', Children and Youth 
Committee and am a member of the House Finance and Appropriation, Committee. I am 
the President-Designate of the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), Vice 
Chair of NCSL's Human Services Committee and a member of NCSL's Welfare Reform 
Task Force and the State and Local Officials Advisory Group on Welfare Reform. 

I appear today on behalf of NCSL to discuss the concerns of state legislators that need to 
be addressed in order to truly create a new system to foster independence and self
sufficiency for all low-income fandlies and to reduce child poverty, My statement is 
based on NCSL's policy, "State-Federal PartnerShip for Federal Welfare Reform", passed 
unanimously at our Annual Meeting two weeks ago in New Orleans. The policy is the 
result of a bipartis'an consensus of our task force on welfare reform. which examined this 
complex issue for two years. ' 

Mr. Chairman. I would be remiss if I did not begin by applauding your work along with 
the Ways and Means Committee and the Clinton Administration to fmd ways to improve 
our current welfare system. NCSL's welfare reform task force had unprecedented 
consultation With the President's working group ,on welfare reform and commented 
extensive1y on various working drafts. The nation's state legislatures stand ready to work 
with you and ntembers of this Committee to enact welfare refonn that promotes self
sufficiency and ends dependence. We are committed to working closely with you to 
fashion legislation that wlll comprehensively provide education, training and employment 
for welfare recipients, ensure that those who work can rise above poverty and improve 
child support collections. 

Our current system was created with onc goal in mind: to-provide a minimum level of 
support to fantilies, mostly widows and orphans. In other words. to provide an 
inexpensive way to make sure that poor children did not starve. The system was designed 
to support }ong-tenn dependence and efforts to work were considered fraudulent. 

Today, we expect our public assistance system to serve a variety of needs while not 
changing its design. The majority of children on Af1)C are not orphans, they reside in 
single parent families with divorced. abandoned or never-married mothers. Most women 
now work outside the home and our economy has changed the type of job opportunities 
available to low-skilled workers. We believe that all recipients should work, yet the 
current rules penalize recipients who do. 

We all agree that refonning welfare is imperative. We agree the current system must 
change, The pubUc hates it; recipients hate it: politicians hate it~ business hates it. ,"(et. 
most of the public is unaware that, comparatively, AFDC is a small program compared to 
Medicaid and Social Security. 

NCSL strongly believes that concern for children and their well-being must be 
paramount. But in order to support these children. we must find ways with dignity to 
enable their parents to support themselves. The child welfare system. including foster 
care. may be inadvertently impacted by welfare refonn ifparent' are unable to support 
their children, Foster care is more costly to both the states fmanciaUy and to children in 
personal tenns. Welfare rel'orm proposals that Inelude whole family sanctions, as in 
tbe Clinton proposal, will rnlse Ibese concerns as cblIdren wiD lose Ibelr benefits as 
well, I urge you to ronsider Ibe impact of any policies in light of Ibeir connection to 
Ibe child welfare system. 

Unfortunately, there is no quick fa for this program. Families become destitute for a 
variety of reasons. These include job loss, spousal abuse, the failure of our educational' 
system, addiction. the recession, and the lack of child care and other support services. 
Self·sufliciency for these families will require a variety of solutions including child 
support enforcement, education and training programs and employment. Additionally, 
we need to invest in fantily formation, which this Subcommittee began by adopting the 
Family Preservation and Support Services program. However, many federal ndes, sueb 
as the 100 hour rule, work history rule and the marriage penalty, Impede family 
formation, We urge Ibe Subcommittee to aUow Ibese requirements to be waived in 
state plans. . . . . 
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Mr, Chairman. state legislators believe that recipients who play by the rules and leave 
poblic assistance should not be worse off than those on welfare, I hear too ofien from 
mothers who leave public assistance for work that their rust promotion, a ten..cents per , 
hour raise, often elintillillos their eligibility fot child care assistance, They also tell me 
thaI, after their transitional year of health care benefits, they must return to welfare for 
coverage of their children. Ifour gOal is fostering family independence, we must 
ensure that employment is always better tban welfare, This includes part-time 
employment. 

True welfare reform will only come in a partnersrup between the federal government, 
states,localities, recipients and the private sector. For state legislators. this means a new 
welfare reform policy we can implement; that takes into account how state laws are 
enacted. that gives the states the flexibility to innovate and address local needs and that 
does not shift costs to the states. 

INVESTING IN FAMILY INDEPENDENCE 

Welfare recipients. want to work. Mr, Chainnan. I understand ~t in Tennessee you have 
reached the federal participation rale on volunteers alone. Every month. more than 400 
women in Memphis and 200 women in Nashville volunteer to participate in 
JOBSWORK. 

Too ofien, people who leave welfare cycle back into the system, The federal 
government should give the states the Oexlblllty to expand the amount that 
recipients earn without penalty or I.... Currently for evel)' dollar a welfare recipient 
earns, she loses a dollar, By cbanglng our Incentive system tbrongb expanding 
earned income disregards, increasing the asset limit and rm th. gap budgeting, we 
would cbange the Incentives, A study commissioned by the Washington Slate 
Legislature found that welfare recipients who work while on AFDC have a much better 
change of long·term self-sufficiency, The federal ga.ernmeot should allow the states 
to make these cbanges without the need ror a rederal waiver application, 

Conflicting federal rules for AFDe. Medicaid and Food Stamps often dissuade recipients 
to work, NCSL strongly supports efforts to simplify these rules aed apply them ' 
consistently. We also must examine rules that may inadvertently limit the ability of 
recipients to work. For example. we have treated recipient ownership of automobiles as 
an asset rather than a means of finding and securing employment. Recipients are often 
penalized for vehicle ownership. States should be allowed to aUer the vehicle asset 
limit 01$1,500 without having to apply for. federal waiver; this should be handled 
by a state plan anrendmont .onsistont with state laws, States also should b. aUowed 
to choose to reimburse reasonable transportation costs for participants in 
employment and training, transitional assistance and employment, both to and from 
work and to and from child care, 

MUTUAL RESPONSmlLiTY AND TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 

We concur with the Clinton administration that welfare should be a temporary program 
for employable individuals when or where work is available. States should be accorded 
maximum flexibility in implementing policies that must meet local needs, NCSL 
supports a time-limited or transitional period of public assistance and training 
followed by employment or federally subsidized work with support services, Unlike . 
the Clinton proposal, state legislators helieve that the time-limit should begin when 
a participant is enrolled in JOBS or another approved employment and training 
program. States should have the flexibility to provide services that remove the barriers 
to employment for recipients prior to the JOBS program, However, we did not agree on 
an absolute amount of time (two years in the majority of federal proposals), State 
legislators believe that a cookle-cutter approach will not uddress local needs, States 
should have the nexibility to determine the appropriate amount of time available for 
tbese families, ~ 

NCSL believes that work opportunities for those recipients after a time~limit must be. 
developed in conjunction with the private sector {similarly. training must be developed 
with an understanding of local jab markets - the private sector is critical to this activity 
as well}, W. support employment opportunities In the private and not-for-profit 
sector with community work expel'l ..... as a last resort. Work ffijulrements must 
he dev.loped and d.fined at the state level, takillll Into account the needs of the local 
communities and the private sector. Many states. like Ohio, have pockets of extremeiy 
high unemployment that are not revealed in state unemployment figures, Therefore, state 
unemployment figures alone cannot be a mitigating factor in determining state 
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participation rates', Work requirements for community service must be designed without 
displacing existing public employees. 

Critical I. our vision of federal welfare reform Is mutual responsibility between 
go.ernment and welfare recipients. We support Ibe concept of an employability 
plan and personal responsiblllly agreement. NCSL supports meaningful sanctions 
for those who do not comply. Howe ..... we are ..,ncerned about sanctioning 
children for Ibelr parents' noncomplhmce. Stales must bav.the flexibility to design 
employabiUty plans and personal responsibility agreements. 

Renewing the social contract means that penalties for non-perfonnance must be 
considered. However. sanctions for non--compliance must be viewed in tenns of 
unintended consequences_ There are contradictions in how we allocate resources. Many 
chHdren have entered our foster care system because their parents do not have the funds 
for housing and heat. Yet, we pay foster parents more than public assistance to. care for 
these same children. An unintended consequence of a too eager or rigorous sanction may 
be an influx of children into our more expensive foster care system. 

" " 

Mr. Chainnan. renewing the social contract between recipients and government has much 
support from state legislators. However, a real <onmet must hold both parties 
accountable. Government's role must be to find ways for recipients to be productive 
participants. Otherwise, the public's confidence will be destroyed and they will believe 
that once again government has failed to refonn our welfare system, . . 

BUILD ON THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT'S JOBS PROGRAM 

Mr. Chairman, we would like to see further welfare reform build on the consensus in The 
Family Support Act of 1988. States appreciated the flexibility of the current JOBS 
program and have developed programs to suit local needs. Unfortunately, the majority of 
states were unable to draw down our full allocation of JOBS funds, 

In Cuyahoga County, Ohio, we currently have 45,000 adults dependent on public 
assistance, In our current welfare reform program, 11.000 have been through jobs 
assessment and found to need education and training. Sjnce we do not have the funds to 
provide these services. they are not being served. In the past. public expectations have 
been raised by welfare reform. but federal funding has either had too high a match or too 
liule available. 

The Family Support Act is an example of this: Implementation of the JOBS program was 
a top priority in our legislatures. However, in 1988, we did not envision that the 
combination of a recessionary economy and simUltaneous state fiscal crisis would lead to 
dramatic welfare caseload growth and our inability to provide the state dollars necessary 

. to match all appropriated JOBS funds. 

NCSL strongly supports expanding the JOBS program and incrensing the federal 

matching rate. Any new welfare refonn must build on the current program. We are 

especially appreciative of Representative Matsui's effort' to expand the JOBS program 

and make job development a legitimate JOBS expenditure. 


EMPLOYMENT 

As policymakers. we are concerned that federal welfare refonn must be accomplished 
with a corresponding national economic policy and employment strategy. The federal 
government cannot make welfare policy in a vacuum, Structural economic issues such as 
interest rates, unemployment, seasonal employment, part time work and economic 
development intrude on our goal of self-sufficiency for welfare recipients, 

The federal government must understand the diversity ofour welfare population and its 
potential impact on long~term employment. States must have the ability to choose 
different strategies for famUies receiving welfare. A continuum of self-suffiCiency 
might include different .trategies: job search for those with skills and work histories, 
ltc.unent for heads of households with substance abuse problems, mandatory work for 
those unable to find employment, part-time work with increased earnings disregards, and 
support for the employed so their wOlk is better tban public assistance. 

The federal government must ensure that welfare policy matches economic policy. 

Otherwise we wHl continue impoverishing children while bJaming parents for situations 

they do not controL 
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State legislators believe that welfare reform must address these new realities. A new 
partnership must be developed between the stales, local governments, the pnvate sector, 
welfare recipients and the federal government. 

We have grappled with how to implement job training and employment programs that 
make sense. Cleveland is not DaytOn and is not Belmont County down on the river. The 
job market in Cincinnati is markedly different than Appalachians. In one of our county's 
in Ohio we have had two major employers close. a factory and a mine. In one five county 
area, the only major employer is a maximum security prison. Full time employment is 
not available. We beUeve that flexibility is needed so thallocaUties can determine 
what was best for themselves. Areas with large populalions of dislocated workers 
mighl eb"""" differently than those with low areas of unemployment. 

NCSL strongly believes that any education, employment and training program mUSt allow 
states to develop their own plans to reflect local needs. A one-size fits all or cook.ie~ 
cutter approach wilJ stifle state innovation and recipients will suffer. Allow us to 
detcnnine what ltinds of programs are appropriate. 

'. '. 
I am concerned. however. that we think about any new employment and training program 
ill concert with the myriad of state and federal programs that provide education, training 
and employmenl Ton often we are duplicating what is already there. The U.S. General 
Accounting Offi.e reported approxlmately ISO dillerent employment and training 
programs. The federal government could assist the states by rethinking how these 

. programs could better 111 together and eliminating exlsllng barriers to coordination. 

Additionally, NCSL believes that technical assistance must be made available to the 
states on how best to invest in training. The entry level jobs that we ordinarily train for _ 
are shrinking at an alarming tate. The private and public sectors must work together to 
identify emerging areas of employment and consider how best to train recipients for those 
jobs. 

This does not mean that jobs. are not available today or that only investment in education 
is appropriate. In some areas, fewer employment opportunities are available, Some 
recipients will need more assistance than others, NCSL supports efforts that would 
anow states to provide upfront employment search and supportive services (like 
child care and health care) so th.t some redplents will never enter the welfare rolls. 

hi our view, welfare reform must focus on community economic development first with 
community work: experience as a last resort. \Vork requirements for community service 
should be designed without displacing public employees, The private sector should he 
encouraged to participate and must be at the table. Job creation and the deveiopmenl-of 
employment opportunities are vital to our success. The need for community development 
in concentrated areas of poverty JS a barrier to self~sufficiency. NCSL has long supported 
tax incentives for this purpose. 'The Targeted Jobs Tax Credit and the more recent tnx 
incentive in the Empowerment Zones legislation encourage the private seclor to hire 
wilhin distressed communities. . 

NCSL believes that all federal rules should be repealed thai put low income working 
people at " disadvantage as compared to welfare recipients. NCSL strongly believes 
thai part.lime employment with some support is preferable to nonwork. 
NCSL believes thai federal rules that create financial disincentives for work should 
be repealed~ Worldng should a1ways improve a familyl s financial and economic 
situation. Federal barriers to employment should be changed, for example: 

Allowing states Ihe option 10 usel1ll.the-gap budgeting; 
Allowing states th. option to Increase earnings disregards; 
Eliminating the 100 hoor rule; 
Allowing flexibility to states to change or exempt resource and asset limits 

including the vehicle allowance; 
Flexibility for states to Increase transitional child care and bealth care 

(medicaid) for more than the current one year with federal financial participation, 

SUPPORT SERVICFS 

NCSL believes that front-end seIVices to avoid welfare participation are critical to the 
success of national refonn. These might include the provision of child care or tranSitional 
health care to the working poor who may be at risk of entering the welfare system. 

Mr. Cha.irman~ lack of health care is often cited as the reason families return to welfare 

after leaving for employment Women on welfare are often faced with a stark choice ~~ 
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the dignity of employment that offers no health insurance or dependence on AFDC with 
irs assurance of Medicaid for their children. Health care reform is a vital compenent of 
welfare reform. 

Child care is another integral component of welfare reform. 

Mr. Chairman, we cannot fool ourselves. Providing child care for an expanded numbers 
of recipients in education and training, work experience and in the transition from welfare 
to fulJ time employment is very expensive. Adequate resources and an improved 
infrastructure is critical so that children have access to quality care, ' 

We cannot ignore the issues of child care quality and increasing child care supply. 
Informal. unregulated care is still used predominantly in rural areas where child care 
choices are limited. As part of our program, we work to educate clients on how to 
identify good quality care. NCSL strongly believes that funds sbould be available to 
the states to improve the supply of quality affordable care. The JOBS and 
Transitional child care funding streams hove no funding available for any activities 
otber Iban reimbu ....m.nt. A welfare reform plan must aUow stales more flexibility 
to allocate some resources toward expansion of care. 

The public and private sectors can work together to expand the availability of child care. 
NCSL supports efforts to increase the federal match for child care. 

We should not only focus on reimbursement for child care for welfare recipients, Careful 
analysis is needed of the impact of an expanded child care system for transitional welfare 
recipients on the worKing poor, Most states have waiting lists for Our programs for 
families in need. of child care who are at risk of entering the welfare system. 

Transportation is another barrier to employment Transportation assistance, including the 
option of increasing or eliminating the vehicle allotment. must be pan of any federal ' , , 
welfare reform plan. Too often, work opportunities are provided at a distance from where 
recipients live. This assistance must take into accoun~ transponation needs for child c~, 

Work expenses are an additional barrier to employment. Unifonns. tools and texts are 
especially costly for those beginning employment. NCSL believes that the federal 
government must provide adequate funds and eligibility disallowance for work expenses, 
There is little coordination between the various programs that assist low*lncome families 
with their housing needs and self~sufficjency efforts. We urge the federaJ government to 
Hnk these systems so that those who return to employment are not in danger of losing 
their housing assistance and can earn their ~ay out of poverty. 

FLEXIBILITY FOR STATE INNOVATION 

Legislators. whether state or federal, must make difficult choices. usually within fiscal 
constraints. We must best decide bow to spend tax dollars. Should we spend funds on 
developing jobs for empJoyable adults or providing more educatlon and training to 
recipients? Or providing the infra.lltructure to develop or monitor public work experience 
. to AFDC recipients who cannot flOd jobs in the public sector after a time-limJt? 

The federal government. along with the states, needs to rank-order these goals, 
understanding the fiscal constrrunts we face. We probably cannot tackle them alJ at once. 
States should be allowed within federal parameters to create programs that address their 
local circumstances. 

Additionally. the federal government must provide flexibility to the states in any 
employment program to belp states meet the variety of local employment markets and 
gear education and training to those needs. 

TEEN PARENTS 

Teen parents need special assistance and early intervention beyond education and 
training to become self·sufficient. While only 7% of our welfare population. teen parents 
are particularly at risk for long-term welfare dependency and education deficiencies. 
States must be allowed to include programs to promote better panenting as well. W. 
believe lhatlbe new FamDy Preservation and Support Services program, wblcl! 
NCSL strongly supported, is an imporlant first step in Ibis area. W. believelbat it 
is essenlialthat a link be made between Ibis program and welfare reform. Teen 
ratbers also must not be left out of these programs. Ifw. do not include tbem, we 
will bav. a continuation of Ibe break.up of these families. 

http:break.up
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Mr. Chairman, Ohio's Learning, Earning and Parenting (LEAP) program's evaluation 
results reveal that teen parents need special assistance to stay in school and. ultimately. 
improve their job opporrunities. LEAP rewarded teen parents for participation in high 
school or GED programs. Our LEAP students are staymg in and graduating from school 
at much higher rates than the non-LEAP parent. I attribute our success, as doeS.OUI 
evaluation. to the comprehensive counseling available to LEAP teens (called GRADS). 
GRADS provided these teens with a case manager who intervened and guided them 
through the system. What truly mattered was that somehody cared for these teens. many 
of whom have never lived with. stable family, Slate leg!sIarors believe that young 
welfare recipients need Intensive case management. 

State legislators are uncomforiable, however, wllb proposals lbat maru1ate slates In 
require teeD parents In reside wltb tbelr fantilles. This requirement is an option under 
the Family Suppon Act of 1988 which five states bave adopted. We believe that each 
legislature is capable of adopting this legislation if they so chose. Some have not due to 
studies illustrating a high incidence of physical and sexual abuse among teen parents. 

NCSL strongly supports a nationwide campaign at the federal!<;vel to combat out-of
wedlock births as suggesred by President Clinton. We urge a role for states in this 
campaign and the teen pregnancy prevention grant program.will be establisbed during 
congressional consideration. 

We also support !be Clinton proposal to target federal welfare reform on teen 
parents initially. Welfare cefonn must be implemented gradually for it to work. We 
believe that focusing our resources on teen parents will begin our effort with those on 
whom we can have a significant effect. 

Our welfare reform task force did not find a research link between the availability of 
welfare and the occurrence of teen pregnancy. NCSL opposes the elimination of welfare 
benefits to young parents. However, we believe that over time teen parents have much 
more difficulty remaining self-sufficient and are more vul,n~rable to economic shift.~ in 
the labor market. 

FINANCING 

NCSL will oppose any financing proposals that will shift the costs of welfare funher !O 
the states. As a state legislator, I understand the difficulties of raising funds and the 
trade-offs involved in funding initiatives. It is OUr belief, clearly shared by members of 
Congress and the Administration. that a fuiJ scale revision of our eXisting welfare refonn 
system will be expensive but worth the investment. The proof will be the results over 
time. 

Mr. Chainnan. welfare reform is not cheap. We learned implementing the JOBS program 
that employment and training programs. child care for panicipants and transitional 
benefits and a new infrastructure to monitor job participation is coody, Many states can 
not make their match even today. Ohio still serves very few eligibles. 

I urge you to provide significant resources for this effort. If the federa1 government does 
no~ welfare reform will fail. 

States cannot afford welfare reform on their own, Community work experience. while 
considered a cheaper option. still requires a significant influx of funds for development 
and monitoring of work: requirements. A major expansion. even phased~in over time, 
cannot be supponed by states alone. . ' 

NCSL opposes firuoncing welfare ",form by unfunded maru1ates or by transferring 
needy populations to state government lbrough lbe elimination of program and 
benefit funding by lbe federal government. Mr. Chainnait. the federal government 
cannot eliminate their responsibility for lega1 inunigrants I substance abusers. homeless 
families or families in crisis. This does not provide a solution for legitimate needs. 
instead it transfers the need to state and locally-funded programs and non-profit programs 
and public hospitals. 

We are deeply troubled by proposals to finance federal welfare reform tbrough 
ellntination of benefits In legal immigrants. NCSL strongly bellev .. lbat it is !be 
reSponsibility of tbe federal government to fund Its polley decisions. Since the. 
federal government has sole jurisdiction over. immigration policy, It must bear the 
responsibility In serve lbe Immigrants lbatlt allow. In enter states and localities. 
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Federal decisions baYe Intrensed admissions and reduced targeted funding to states 
and localities for immigrants, shifting the oosts to stale and local badgets. For these 
............ we will oppose any financing that ellmlnated federal benefits for legal 
immigrants. 

The majority of legal immigrants, refugees included, are employed and contribute to 
federal, state and local revenues, However, according to the Urban Institute. these 
revenues are heavily skewed towards the federal government while stateS and localities 
bear disproportionate shares of the costs of services to newly arrived immigrants. New 
York cannot and should not bear any further costs. 

The federal government may fmd savings through eliminating 5Sl benefits to elderly, 
needy and disabled legal immigrants, Unfortunately, that .avings will just shift the costs 
to slates (in particular our general assistance program). The indigent elderly that are the 
30 percent of the caselnad that go on the rolls after their American citizen children cease '0 be legally responsible for them are no different than other indigent elderly who apply 
for SS!. 20 percent ofthe caselnad were here all...t 10 years before applying for SS!. 
25% of the SSI population are refugees, the largest of which are elderly Soviet Jews. 
Eliminating federal aid will not eliminate the need, and state and local budgets and 
taxpayers will bear the burden. 

Although the CllDtOb Admlnlstratlon's proposal shIftS less cost than the Bouse 
Republican or MaInstream Forum welfare reform proposals, NCSL strongly 
oppnses expanding deeming from three to live years for SSI, Food Stamps and 
Arne. As the Committee is aware, sponsorship is not Iegally.binding and 
approximately half of legal immigrants are admitted without sponsors at the discretion of 
the US counselor abmad, Sllltes have had difficulty locating sponsors and when we do. 
we canno' compel them for support, Legally, states do not have the Constitutional ability 
to treat legal immigrsnts differently than citizens (unlike the federal government which 
can under its foreign policy powers). Many states are also prohibited by their own state 
constitutions, So, the cost of serving needy legal immigrants will be shifted to the slates 
and localities. 

Mr. Chainnan, state legishuors do not believe that welfare reform legislation is the 
appropriate place for the immigration debate, We cannot pi' legal immigrants against 
welfare recipients. This thinking has Jed to resentment and disturbances in our inner 
cities. 

Capping ArnC.Emergency Assistance is also opposed by NCSL. No state plan for 
AFDC·EA has ever been denied and many states use these funds for families in 
crisis from those needing emergency housing to those ncedlng Intensive family 
counseling services. NCSL opposes capping open-ended entitlement programs to 
fund welfare reform~ 

Time-limiting SSIlSSDl for substance abusers also shifts oosts to the states. States 
are currently unabie to treat targeted groups. especially pregnant women. with . 
appropriated funds for substance abuse treatment, unfortunately, we do not have the 
funds to treat all who need services. Returning those on SSIISSD[ to the stree' will 
increase those relying on state general ass.istance. public hospitals and, even wOrSe, the 
homeless. 

We are also extremely concemed about thelinancial pena[tles and maintenance of 
ell'ort [n the Clinton proposal. The maintenance of efl'orl requirement that states 
spend no less that their FY94 or FY93 nonfederal expenditore for JOBS, WORK, 
and the related child care programs does not allow for nexIblllty for other related 
expenditures and is 100 broadly drawn: States need the tJexibitity to address other 
cri'ical needs. especially as the welfare population decreases, States should. at a 
minimum, be able to expend funds in other related programs, The I"'nalty for not 
mee'ing JOBS' participation rates is severe: if less than 45% partiCIpate, tbe state loses 
25% of its federal match for AF!)C, There are similar penalties for the WORK program, 
TIllS wdl hurt recIpIents as other human servICes programs will be reduced. The penalty 
does not take into account state program goals. accessibility to JOBS, state financial ' 
conditions or localized unemployment figures. Work participation rates do not take into 
account the amount necessary to locate or create WORK positions. which we believe will 
vary from state to state and within slates, These penalties will fon:e us to consider the 
lowest cost, fastest way to IllOVe recipients off of public assistance. not the way to move a 
family to long-tenn self-suffICiency. . 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
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Child support enfortement Is a critical component of welfare reform. Our separate 
policy on Child Support Enforcement details NCSL's position. State legislators have 
been at the forefront of innovative efforts to improve paternity establishment. including 
in-hospital paternity establishment, collect and enforce child suppon orders. find new 
penalties for non-custodial parents who refuse to provide support, use mediation and 
expedited administrative procedures, provide a guaranteed level of child suppon, and 
outreach 10 teen non-custodial parents. We are concerned, however, about unfunded 
mandates and preemption of slate law in any new federal cbUd support law. Family 
law must remain in the slate'sjurlsdletion. 

While NCSL believes states should adopt unifonn interstate child support enforcement 
procedures. NeSL opposes federal legislation which would preempt this authority of the 
states. Similarly. preemption of state authority to determine child support collection. We 
are also concerned about the cost of new automated systems and other changes in the 
child support system.. There must be enhanced match rates for these automated systems. 
We reiterate our concern that as states update their child support legislation that technical 
assistance is needed to assist the states as they come into compliance with federal goals, 
State legislators sh'!l1ld have the option of extending child suppon benefits beyond the 
age of majority for those children in college. 

FEDERAL WAIVERS FOR WELFARE REFORM 

State legislators are pleased with the Administration's expedited waver review process, 
As I have repented often in our _!mony, we beBev. that options are preferable to 
waiver authority. For many potential policy initiatives from the 100 hour rule to 
expanded earnings disregards. we no longer need to test new ideas. Instead, statcs 
should bave the option of choosing them as amendments to their state plans. NCSL 
strongly beHeves, bowever, that too onen Jegislators are not consulted about federal 
waiver requests that require changes in stat. laws. Wbere appli<able, NCSL 
strongly believes that waivers should not be granted with the passage of state laws. 

On behalf of the National Conference of State Legislatures, thank you for consideration 
of my remarks, I would be happy to answer any questions you may have, 

, 
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GOOD AFTERNOON, I AM LARRY LOCKHART, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER OF 
THE NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES. I WOULD LIKE TO 
COMMENT ON THE ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSED CAP ON FEDERAL 
EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE EXPENDITURES AS A METHOD TO FINANCE WELFARE 
REFORM AND IMPRESS UPON YOU THE POSSIBLE DIRE IMPACTS OF SUCH 
ACTION. 

THE ADMINISTRATION PROPOSES TO CAP EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE(EA) 
BASED ON A VARIABLE WEIGHTED AVERAGE OF A STATE'S EA 
EXPENDITURES AND ITS TOTAL AFDC EXPENDITURES FOR THE PREVIOUS 
YEAR. THE CAP IS ADJUSTED ANNUALLY FOR INFLATION. IF A STATE 
EXCEEDS THAT CAP, AS NEW JERSEY DOES, IT WOULD RECEIVE UP TO THE 
SAME ALLOCATION IT RECEIVED IN 1991, IF IT HAD A PROGRAM IN 
1991. STATES THAT ENACTED AN EA PROGRAM APTER lSSl WOULD NOT 
BVEN HAVE THAT PROTECTION FROM DRAMATIC REDUCTIONS IN ITS 
ALLOCATION, THe 1991 AMOUNT WOULD NOT BE ADJUSTED FOR INFLATION, 

IN NEW JERSEY THAT MEANS WE WOULD BE PERMANENTLY CAPPED AT ABOUT 
$23 MILLION. HOWEVER, WE EXPECT TO SPEND AT LEAST $29 MILLION 
IN FY 1995 ASSUMING NO EXPANSION IN ELIGIBILITY. THESE FUNDS 
ARE USED ONLY TO SERVE PERSONS RECEIVING AID TO FAMILIES WITH 
DEPENDENT CHILDREN. CURRENTLY WE PROVIDE PREVENTIVE SERVICES 
AND SHELTER TO ABOUT 26,000 RECIPIENTS A MONTH, MOST OF WHOM ARE 
CHILDREN. 

SUCH FAMILIES ARE ASSISTED IN MEETING HOUSING COSTS, INCLUDING 
BOTH TEMPORARY RENTAL COSTS AND PERMANENT HOUSING PLACEMENT 
EXPENDITURES COMPRISED OF SECURITY DEPOSITS, MONTHLY RENTAL 
COSTS, BACK RENT OR MORTGAGE PAYMENTS, TO AVOID EVICTION OR LOSS 
OF PROPERTY, AS WELL AS UTILITY EXPENSES, WE ARE ALSO STARTING 
TO PROVIDE SERVICES TO MAINTAIN INTACT FAMILIES BY PROVIDING 
COUNSELLING, PARENTING PROGRAMS, TUTORING, AND PAYMENT FOR 
SUBSTANCE PROGRAMS TO AVOID PLACEMENT OF CHILDREN IN FOSTER 
HOMES. HOWEVER, THESE LATTER SERVICES MAY HAVE TO BE ELIMINATED 
IF A CAP ON EA IS ADOPTED. 

A REDUCTION OF ABOUT $6 MILLION IN OUR STATE'S ALLOCATION WOULD 
JEOPARDIZE ASSISTANCE TO ALLEVIATE HOMELESSNESS FOR ABOUT 2000 
FAMILIES A MONTH. 
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HOMELESSNESS IS ONE OF THE MOST SERIOUS PROl3LEMS FACIlIG LOW 
INCOME FAMILIES IN OUR STATE AND CREATES THE GREATEST NEED FOR 
THE UTILIZATION OF EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE FUNDS. THIS PROBLEM 
STARTED TO ESCALATE IN THE LATE 1980·S. WITHIN ONLY A FEW 
YEARS, OUR EA EXPENDITURES INCREASED BY OVER 400 PERCENT. IN 
1987 WE WERE PROVIDING EA TO ABOUT TWO THOUSAND PERSONS ON 
WELFARE; .BY 1993 THAT NUMBER INCREASED TO ABOUT THIRTY THOUSAND. 

LIKE THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, WE ALSO ARE CONCERNED ABOUT THESE 
HIGH COSTS BECAUSE OUR STATE SHARE IS ABOUT FIFTY PERCENT. WE 
HAVE THEREFORE TAKER MEASURES TO LIMIT THE GROWTH OF SUCH COSTS 
WHILE AT THE SAME TIME MAINTAINING ESSENTIAL SERVICES. 

AS WE FACED THIS ENORMOUS INCREASE IN THE NUMBER OF AFDC 
FAMILIES EXPERIENCING THE NEED FOR EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE, WE HAD 
I,ITTLE HELP AND GUIDANCE FROM THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. IF 
ANYTHING, FEDERAL POLICY IN THIS AREA WAS EITHER NON-EXISTENT OR 
CONFUSING. 

FOR EXAMPLE, THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (HHS) 
IN THE 1980'S HAD NO CLEAR POLICY ON HOW LONG SHELTER COULD BE 
PROVIDED UNDER EA OR WHETHER EA COULD BE USED FOR MEASURES 
DESIGNED TO PREVENT HOMELESSNESS AND THE DISSOLUTION OF INTACT 
FAMILIES THROUGH OUT-OF-HOME PLACEMENTS OF CHILDREN. IN NEW 
JERSEY WE HAD TO ANSWER THE CRITICAL QUESTIONS ON OUR OWN. 

THE INCREASE IN HOMELESSNESS IS LARGELY BEYOND THE STATE'S 
CONTROL. OTHER PROBLEMS IN OUR SOCIETY SUCH AS THE ECONOMY, 
HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT, THE INCREASE IN SINGLE PARENT HOUSEHOLDS, AND 
THE RISING ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE PROBLEM CONTRIBUTED TO THE 
SUDDEN RISE IN HOMELESS FAMILIES AND TO THE BREAKUP OF FAMILY 
UNITS. 

WE APPLAUD THE ADMINISTRATION FOR TRYING TO GRAPPLE WITH SOME OF 
THESE PROBLEMS BY PROPOSING CHANGES IN THE WELFARE SYSTEM, BUT 
OBVIOUSLY MANY OF THESE PROBLEMS WILL BE WITH US FOR SOME TIME. 
AS SUCH, CAPPING FEDERAL EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE WILL ONLY 
INTENSIFY THE PROBLEM OF HOMELESSNESS IN NEW JERSEY. 

I CAN ASSURE YOU THAT WE WOULD NOT HAVE BEEN ABLE TO ADDRESS THE 
PROBLEM OF HOMELESSNESS IN OUR STATE WITHOUT FULL FEDERAL 
SUPPORT. WHILE WE NOW HAVE CLEARER POLICY FROM HHS ON WHAT EA 
CAN BE SPENT ON, THE PROPOSED CAP SENDS A SIGNAL TO NEW JERSEY 
AND OTHER STATES THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT WILL NO LONGER BE 
AN EQUAL PARTNER WITH THE STATES AND LOCALITIES TO ADDRESS THE 
NEEDS OF HOMELESS FAMILIES. . 
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THIS IS IMPORTANT BECAUSE WE HAVE BEEN ABLE TO BUILD A FRAGILE 
COALITION IN NEW JERSEY TO ASSIST.THE HOMELESS ONLY BECAUSE ALL 
PARTIES WERE AWARE OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S EQUAL FINANCIAL 
SUPPORT. THE PROPOSED CAP NOW JEOPARDIZES THAT COALITION AND 
UNDERMINES THE PROGRESS WE HAVE MADE TO ADDRESS THIS VERY 
COMPLICATED PROBLEM. AT A MINIMUM, STATES WILL THINK TWICE 
BEFORE TAKING ANY RISKS TO ASSIST THE HOMELESS IF THE CAP IS 
ADOPTED. 

THE PROPOSED CAP ALSO CONTRADICTS THE GOAL OF WELFARE REFORM - 
TO FOSTER SELF-SUFFICIENCY. WE SUPPORT EXPANDED EDUCATION AND 
TRAINING OPPORTUNITIES THAT CAN LEAD TO PERMANENT JOBS IN THE 
PRIVATE SECTOR. HOWEVER, IT IS UNREALISTIC TO EXPECT PARENTS TO 
PARTICIPATE IN THESE ACTIVITIES IF THEY ARE HOMELESS. 

IRONICALLY, THERE MAY BE A GREATER NEED FOR EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE. 
UNDER THE PROPOSED BILL TO REFORM WELFARE BECAUSE OF THE 
SANCTIONS THAT WILL BE IMPOSED FOR NON-COMPLIANCE. WE MUST 
ATTEND TO A FAMILY'S PRIMARY NEEOS FIRST BEFORE WE CAN REQUIRE 
THAT THE ABLE-BODIED MEMBERS TAKE OTHER ACTIONS WHICH ULTIMATELY 
WILL LEAD TO THEIR INDEPENDENCE. 

WE THEREFORE STRONGLY URGE YOU NOT TO CAP EA. IF A CAP IS 
UNAVOIDABLE THEN CERTAIN CHANGES IN THE PROPOSAL SHOULD BE 
ADOPTED TO MAKE IT FAIRER. 

FOR EXAMPLE, IF A STATE IS HELD TO ITS 1991 FEOERAL FUNDING 
LEVEL IT SHOULD BE ADJUSTEO FOR INFLATION. ALSO, A STATE SHOULD 
BE ABLE TO CARRY OVER FUNDS INTO THE NEXT FISCAL YEAR IF IT DOES 
NOT USE ITS FULL ENTITLEMENT. AND, IF A STATE DOES NOT PLAN TO 
USE ITS FULL EA FUNDS THOSE FUNDS SHOULD BE REALLOCATED TO OTHER 
STATES FOR THEIR USE. FURTHERMORE, WE UNDERSTAND SOME STATES 
UNDER THE PREPARED CAP WOULD SEE A DECREASE IN THEIR FEDERAL 
ALLOCATION AS THEY ARE NOT PROTECTED BY THE 1991 "HOLD 
HARMLESS". THE CAP SHOULD BE ADJUSTED TO PROVIDE EQUAL 
PROTECTION AMONG ALL STATES WITH EA PROGRAMS. 

WE WOULD ALSO NOT OBJECT TO A STATE'S MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 
REQUIREMENT TO ASSURE THE EA FUNOS WERE USED ONLY TO EXPAND 
SERVICES TO LOW-INCOME PERSONS. WE PREFER THIS APPROACH RATHER 
THAN LIMITING A STATE'S FLEXIBILITY TO ADMINISTER THIS PROGRAM. 

IN CONCLUSION, WE BELIEVE WE HAVE MADE MUCH PROGRESS IN 
ASSISTING HOMELESS FAMILIES IN NEW JERSEY. WE HAVE LEARNED THAT 
IT MAKES MORE SENSE TO PREVENT NOMELESSNESS THAN TO ASSIST 
FAMILIES WHO HAVE BECOME HOMELESS. FOR THOSE FAMILIES THAT DO 
BECOME HOMELESS WE PROVIDE TEMPORARY SHELTER IN MORE 
APPROPRIATE. COST-EFFECTIVE SETTINGS. WHILE UNFORTUNATELY THE 
NUMBER OF HOMELESS FAMILIES CONTINUES TO INCREASE. IT IS AT A 
SLOWER RATE. WHAT WAS ONCE A CRISIS IS NOW A MANAGEABLE 
PROBLEM. IN OTHER WORDS, WE ARE STARTING TO· SEE SOME LIGHT AT 
THE END OF THE TUNNEL. 
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WE ASK THAT YOU NOT EXTINGUISH THAT LIGHT BY CAPPING THIS MUCH 
NEEDED PROGRAM. wE CAM MAKE FURTHER PROGRESS TO ASSIST THE 

. 	HOMELESS BUT ONLY IF WE CAN CONTINUE TO RELY ON THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT AS AN EQUAL PARTNER TO ADDRESS THIS NATIONAL PROBLEM. 

r WILL BE HAPPY TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS YOU MAY HAVE. 



M,y I1i'!lIJ!! is Eloise Anc.iElrsan. I am the Director of tile CaJ..l:.fomia 
~ of Sccial Se:tv::kes. X am please:i to have the 

oppartunity to spe.ak to yoo tcday on California's e><perierice with 

the State' 5 JOOS program, kncwll as Greate:.- Avenues for 

Independence, or <.:am, a.rxl on our reco:r;d with respect to ~lfare 

refom. 

, ~.,'= p.rwides ac~ve package of Services, ranging fran job 

clubs to basic """"ation to varioc.s fcu:ms of train:ing .n:t work 

_~ence. Sel:v.i.ces a:m offered under the t<!l:!llS cf a participant 

contract I '.Io'ith cb.ild care and oth~ SUppxti.:VE se..TVices ~CJ'.lide:i as 

needed to ensure participation. Since it was brplemmted, it has 
, ., 

se:t:VW over half a million participants. 

=experience has shcMn thet the = Progrcm c:en be an effecti.... 

~ in assisting l\Ji'!X: recipients in obt.a:ining job p~t$ 

and- leaving --uar". As y"" probably kacw, G\.IN- has boon subjoc:t 

to a rigorcu:; evaluation conducte:l by the ~ lleia1st:ration 

Reseat:ch CoJ:poration (MDEC). MDl1C's findings sl::a.< thet the prog= 

has had 5UOCe$S in<~in9 e'ployltEnt and. earnings, aIrl in 

reducing welfare grants. He«ever t there has been a ,.;ide ~cn 

anong t.he rese..a.xch camties in this respect, as there bas b.een 

throughout the state as a whole. ~ MI:R: data is clear that bv 

fa:!; the hi'1hest iJnpaets - indeed higher than in any prev;.cus 
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eva].""tion of \<elf""" to 'Wtlrk P<"3"ams - ..,.., achieI1ed in Riverside 

Camty, which places a strong <r.plOjllIl"-Tlt fa::us on all aspEcts of 

its progra.... The data also shr.;..os that this appr:oadl is highly cost 

eff~-ive. k:col::d.i.ng to Mll!1C', data, Riverside County retw:ned 

$2.84 far every dolla.r invest:s:l by the 9"""""""'t over a five year 
:. .' 

period. 
'.", ,. 

We believe this is a very JJrprn:tant ressage - and one that !lUst be 

incor[Xlrated into fa:!eral "",Hare ref= efforts. ParticW.arly in 

the context Qf a t::iIze-llrnite:f program, it is =.Lal that, the 

er.plOjllIl"-Tlt and tra.i.nir.s services tl-.at are oHere:! be orieilted 
. <. 

tcwar:ds the partic:i?'I1t obtaining a job as guic.kJ.y dB possible. 

Everyone involve::! in the program, including p.ogram ..:imirUstrators, 
, 

serv'ic:e providers, and participant., must tMintsin " olear 

!.II>derstanding of that goal. 

~ step ~ .lropl""""ting a tine-limitod welf~ strategy. 

~t an effectj.ve tine-llrnited pr:opoo.oj. rust have nuc\, 1lIOm. 

It is'~ that,entuOy.rent-sarvices be offe..'"'€d ~ with 

"""'ily unde:rstcxx! financial Work incentives; and thet t.oe overall 

aw=ach be truly based on the pri..,ciple of !!Utual oblig;ition, by 

which recipients have an egual ""aponsibility f= taking :advants.ge, 

of those in:entives and ""!'J?Orting th~ves a"ld their families. 

http:advants.ge
http:pr:opoo.oj
http:effectj.ve
http:k:col::d.i.ng
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CalifotTl..ia has a1r@...aOy J.Mde substantial p:r:."Ogress in refontiing its- ' 

welfare sy'stem co achieve t:.hese goals f and any national r~forru 

effort shcu1d take our experience into account. ~or ~ilson 

has proposed to elimi.'late aid for able-OCdie:i adults a.....-Fter two 

'feaJ:S, .ut.oo\lgh the children W<luld ranain 00 aid end ;:he adult. 

W<luld ranain eligible ,for ,oed Stamps, 14sdl.-cal and child c.n. . 
• • --.. , I 

U:tUke SCI!Ie of the federlLi p~=sals, this' would apply to 'all able

bcdied ~ts~. This re£onn does not make the g<:t'te...""1'IIT'eIlt t:-~e 
, 

"erployer of last :resort". L~teadf it relies en the recipient to 

r::eplae~ t:.,.l-),e lest tt."'elfare i."lC<.:ID? with a. real job~ ENe.."l a half-tirre 

rn.in.iJ:ru.m-t....'B'!3 job w"Ot.lld be enO\..'gh to replace the grant redUctions t,le 

In addition, one of the brCtad goe,ls ti'..at the. President has laid OI..<t 

for Ill!t.ional \vel£are refozm is to e."').S;'''''e t."lat families with worY-L'19 

heads of household are not: poor. You w'...ll likely be consideJ:ing a 
, 

variety of st::ategi~s :to (:iI.....'"'CCfttllish this purf;OSe~ In Ca.li.fornia, 

Gov"'&llOr Wilson' 5 ~lfare package. has .alreaciy achieved ~s goal. 

SpocU",ally, cur federally approved statew.i.de deronstraqcn 

proje:::t. inct'eaM$ ~rk incenti"~$ in the AftC program a.."1d !all<:ws 

~ld.ng recipients wi"Ul even rni.n..iJwm ""'age jobs to retair. enough of 

t.":eir eaz:n.ings so that, 'When car.bi.~e.:i with focri ~T their JI..FCC 

gra..orrt and Earned I~ Tax Cr~tl t..~ wil: :-.a~ ~le 

L'1C<mSS subs'--"'lti.Ally == the f""""al l?"""rtY level, even aft.el: 

takL'tg' into, account work exper-ses.. Despite the fact':: that 

litigation ha:s recently t-~~tened these ~r~ waivers, the 

http:statew.i.de
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~ and r remain firmly ~tted to these !='9l'arJlS and 

bell""" that they will be continued. 

We ha"" also greatly expanded available day can> and expanded 

z:esaw:ce limits to encourage recipierrt.s to save for ti'..eir ;ft..tures. , 

In addition, "'" bave put in pLoce a !1Bj= n .... progra.'li to help 

pregnant, and parenting teenagers fi."Iish high school, ~ furt:hel: 
, , 

~i~,.. ~eme.ht rw.ati~hips ~th ·the.ir cwn parents: ~ t:'le 

fathers of theix children and ta1ce steps to ensure edequato health 

will cattJine fi."lanCUU r""'!m:Is and pe.'lal.ties with case ma.i"~-' 

and supportive services to Ii!llCC\lIage teen pa;::ents to stay ,'in school 
, , 

and prepa;::e for II l::e= future. 

Tha,,,,,, a:re ~ differe!lCe5 be~ Callfonria' $ ~£a:r:e 

refo:r::m st......tegy and the P""POSals at the fW-l:al lev-al.We l::elleve 

that there =~ be a nutual obllgation l::etwea" the J\fl:C "";ipient 

and the government, J::ut that to achieve it fully we have to reject 

the philo<!Opby oJ; entitl..,....~, which places all the respe:>ri..ibility 

with IJOV""'ll11'.!'lt. tmfortunataly, most of the federal prq:xlSals SeEm 

to spring fron a w:i.l.Ungness to leave the hai<l1>:'@ of responsibility 

in welfare and the role' of g~ sul:Jstantially uncbanged. 

http:lev-al.We
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These prq::csals wcW.d replace the G.~...ing e.nt.itlene.~ with: Cr'.e 

even nora e.:q;ertsiva to the "taxp3.ye.r And. arguably no better fer the 

recipient by calling for goverr".trent to l::;.e the enployer o£ la..~, 

resort ~ 'l'he m::ust significa."lt ~lication of heside..'lt Clinton' I'> 

approach is that, givt;t.'1 the cos.: of prO'l..-iding scve...."7'..ment-subsidizeC 

jobs, it nur::rt ee. severly limited i11 te.:::ms: ef tile ~l~tion, 

affected.. 'l1le costs aS5cciate.1 with creating and m:mi::.oring ~"Cl:::k 

slots would pre.::;l~e a large sc:le awli::ation of this prov:Lsion. 

In contrast, Gove...-r:cr vlirso;-: I s strategy \,.,:culd apply to ail abJ.~ 

bodied '2du1ts" 1N'Ould provide strong l.ncerrt-i-;gs tor re::ipients to 

e.'1ter the ~ we:rkfo!"C"e: , and would prC\-"ids sigrtLfica.nt '~-elfa=e 

, 
Pecple of gco:l faith- can aiways disag:= D" philosophy. Congress 

am the Presider:.t my or IDaY not be eble to ag:r:-eoi: on a f~-al 
, ".' 

ft'...rateg.j" for welf~ refo.:on. EUt I urge you , to lea.'\T2 reon for 

L"'U1OVative stat.es like caJ..ifornia to fi.rrl tr.e.ir O'.v'n solutions a.rrl 

not to lo~e sight of the reality that cur pcop:;>sa.1s consti:6...ite a 

S'l:.bstantive am ~_'>"'ful altern.ath,'e to ''welfare refo::zn e.s ·we knC'.~' 

it" . 

. 

http:pcop:;>sa.1s
http:sigrtLfica.nt
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SUMMARY OF KEY POINTS 

The various proposals under discussion to time limit welfare and follow it with work are tough and 
extraordinarily ambitious. If enacted, they would represent the most radical reform of welfare since its 
establishment nearly 60 years ago. Anyone Of them would demand unprecedented change in the welfare 
system. The proposals confront two, and possibly three, core challenges, each of which is itself enormous - and 
sobering. Meeting them will require sharply expanded levels of resources for welfare employment programs 
and unparalleled changes in public institutions and people in a short period of time. 

The fina Challenge is to ere.1fe a sufficient number of useful community service jobs that will be required for 
those- who reach the end of the time limit A mnge of hard issues would have to be confronted just to create 
the jobs, Welf~lre staff will also need tn find (\cceptable .md appropriate job matches between the welfare 
recipient and the agency providing the job slot The hiring process could leave many redpients ~~ C'nd possibly 
the most disadvantaged among them -- without community service positions. 

The second challenge is to run far mOre effl:?Ctive JOBS programs during the initial hvcryear wjndow·of~ 
opportunity (or servic:es, This challenge must be met in order to reduce as much as possible the number of 
people reaching the time limit and needing community servke jobs. There is SOme strong, credible guidance 
-- particularly from Riverside County, CCllifornia - on how to do this for most segments of the welfare 
population, but even with the best efforts, many will still reach the time limit. 

The third major challenge comE'S if a phase-in of time limits begins with recipients under age 25. The goal 
of preventing long~term dependency among the young is unquestionably critical to pursue, Yet this group will 
likely require the greatest upfront investment, largely to the exdusiony in the first few years, of services to other 
groups who we know can benelit 5ubstClnHaIly from JOBS. Funher, we know little about effective services for 
younger mothers. rt is also unclear how these mothers will fare In the hiring process for community service jobs 
after the time limit. By definition, they will be the least employable f'lnd most disadvantaged -~ and therefore 
especially vulnerable to the tough demands and sanctioning rules in many of the propo&"\ls being considered. 

Taken separately, each of these three challenges is enonnous in its own right and would take several years 
to accomplish. However, for time-limited welfare to work, at least the first two chClllenges -creating community 
service positions and Significantly improving the JOBS program - must be met Simultaneously. Taken together, 
serious questions of feaSibility must be raised: Can local welfare agencies across the country successfully 
undertake h.;o major reform efforts fit the same time? FiMlly, given the enormity of these tvvo task$ya plan to 
phase-in those subject to the time limit seems prudent, but one might not want to begin exclusively with younger 
members of the caseload, Other alternatives may offer more realistic approaches. 

The first option might be to select a number of "lead communities" across the country to implement time 
limits, Their experiences and lessons could be used by other locations for large-scale implementation. 

The second option might be to ensure that the front-end GOBS) is in place and working well before the b(lck~ 
end (lime limits) st(lrts up. JOBS programs - fully funded to prOvide servin"S to, and enforre Ii participation 
requirement on, their full mandatory c(lseloods -- could be required to adopt employment strategies of proven 
effectiveness, Once this was done, time limits could then be phased in for different segments of the caseioad, 

The third option recognizes the very strong intellectual and sodal policy rationale for fOCUSing on young 
mothers at the outset, hut balances it against the likely rp.alities of reaJ~world implementation, Given the 
importance of having early successes, it may be wise to begin with a broadly targeted phase-in strategy that does 
not focus exclusively on young, Single mothers, who are likely to have the youngest children, the least work 
history, and be the least employable, thereby running the serious risk (If alienating the agencies providing the 
community service slots. 

The fourth option is to learn as soon as possible what works for the most dtsadvantaged younger mothers 
(high school ~iropouts) and those with very young children so that, when turning to this population, JOBS 
programs will have dearer guidance where very iiule currently exists" 

These Cllterntltives would give welfare agencies a reasonahle, ordered plan and timeframe for implementing 
tnflssive change, one major reform at a time, and it would allow for thoughtful mid-course adjustments.. 



Good afternoon. J am John Wallace, Vice President and Regional Manager for the 
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRe). J appreciate having the opportunity 
to address the Subcommittee today as it considers propo$(11s to reform the welfare system by 
giving weJ{are redpients a m;"lximum of two years of education, employment and training 
services, after which, if they are not working in a regular job, they would receive no support 
unless they worked in a' community service job created by the govemment. 

Much of what I say draws directly on two recently published sources: first is an article 
entitled, 'The Route to Welfare Reform;' written by MDRe President Judy Gueroo for Tile 
Brookings Review. The second is MDRe's final report on California's ambitious JOBS program, 
c(1lled GAIN; the report is entitled; GAIN; Benefits; Costs, and Tlm.!c*Year Impacts 0/a WeIfare
to~Work Program, by James Riccio, Daniel Friedlander, and Stephen Freedman. 

Summary 

The overall point I would like to make to you is that the various proposals under 
discussion to time limit welfare and follow it with work are tough and extraordinarily ambitious. 
If enacted, they would represent the most radical reform of welfare since its establishment nearly 
60 years ago, Anyone of them would demand unprecedented change in the welfare system. 

J say this because the proposals confront two, and possibly three, core challenges, each 
of which is itself enormous - and sobering. Meeting them will require sharply expanded levels 
of resources for welfare employment programs and unparaUeled changes in public institutions 
and people in a short period of time. 

The first challenge is to create a sufficient number of useful and acceptable community 
scrvke jobs that will be required for those who re'ach the end of the time limit. The rescMch 
evidence, based on limited experience in creating jobs on a large scale, is mixed. The second 
.challenge is to run far more effective JOBS programs during lhe initial two~year window-of
opporlunity for services. This .challenge must be met in order to reduce as much as possible the 
number of people reaching the time limit and requiring community service jobs. Indeed, many 
would argue that operating high performance, empJoyment-oriented JOBS programs is a 
precondition for a successful time-limited welfare syslem. There is some strong, credible 
guidance on how to do this for most segments of the welfare population, but even with the best 
efforts, many will still reach the time limit. The third major challenge comes if the phase-in of 
time limits begins with recipients under age 25, since this targeting strategy will likely 
significantly complic(lte hoth the pretime-limit JOBS program and the posttime-Hmit community 
service program. 

Alone, each challenge is daunting: 

• 	 Creating community service lobs after the time limit and placing welfare 
recipients in them. Working with publiC and private agencies to create the large 
number of community service jobs that are almost certain to be required under 
a time~ljmited welfare plan is itself major welfare reform, It is a task no welfare 
or other governmental agency has undertaken since the public service 
employment program under CETA expired over i'1 decilde (lgo, Those that have 
operated since then have been small in comparison to what we can re(tson4lbly, 
ilnticipate under time-limited welfare. On (I massive scale, a range of hard issues 
wiH have to be confronted: work standards, working conditions, work hours, 



infant and child ('nre «mmgements, transportation, supervision and training, 
substitution rules. new management and data systems, new monitoring systems, 
new payment systems, union negotiations, union agreements, and many other 
political and operation.,lI issues that each loenl welfare agency will have to address 
in the context of its own local environment. 

But that is just h(!lf of this first challenge, The other part will be the need (or 
welfare staff to find acceptable and appropri<1te job matches between the welfare 
recipient ;\nd the agency providing the job slOL These agencies will decide whom 
to hire and, later, whom to retain or let go, without interference from the welfare 
agency, The selection process used by agencies providing the community service • 
slots could leave many recipients - and possibly the most disadvanlaged among 
them - without community service positions. 

• 	 Operating effective lOBS programs before the time limit. Learning how to run 
high perfonnaflce JOBS programs is an equally imposing ch;dfenge that rontinues 
along another, very differenL track of welfare reform. In 1988, the Family 
Support Act was passed. Complicated and demanding, it caUed for substantial 
institutional Change in order to implement a new vision of the responsibility of 
both parents to support their children. The centerpiece of the aet§ the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Training Program QOBS). was intended to require 
that about half of the heads of welfare families, hugely single mothers, participate 
in education, employment, and training services leading to work Participation 
in the program was to be mandatory, with financial penalties for nonpartidpation. 

Six years later/ we now have strong, credible evidence that - at its best. and given 
enough resources to work with the entire mandatory population - the JOBS 
program can have strikingly positive results for most groups of welfare recipjents~ 
ranging from very long-term recipients and those with low meracy levels to shorl~ 
term recipients and new applicants. It also am be an unusuaJly smart investment 
for the taxpayer, paying them back nearly triple their investment and actually 
saving the government money in the process. If one agrees that running more 
effectlve JOBS programs is a critical ingredient in any time-iimited welfare plan. 
then the lessons from the most successful program studied to date (in Riverside 
County, California) could serve as a springboard to broader success for JOBS 
programs. A serious effort by welfare agencies across the country to adop.t and 
adapt the successful approaches could well have substantial benefits for welfare 

. recipients and savings for the government - but it would take time. 

The information from Riverside's JOBS program is nevertheless sobering as well. 
Riverside reduced by over 7 percentage points (from 55.7 percent for the control 
group to 48.2 percent (or GAIN enrollees) the proportion of redpients who, over 
a 4.year period, would have reached the two~year time limit <'Ind required a 
conununity service position. While this is an important accomplishment, it still 
means that about half (and pOSSibly more) would eventually reach the two-year 
limit. The proportion might be less than lmlf in the Context of time limits and 
changes in recipients' expectnUons of welfare, especi;!l!y when combined with 
enhanced child support enforcement, an expanded Earned Income Tax Credit 
{EITC) and nationai nenlth care. But even assuming a high degree of synergy 
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among these simultaneous policy dumgesJ as well as the operation of the most 
effective JOBS programs, it can be expected that a sizRabJe proportion of 
recipients will nevertheless require government-created jobs. 

• 	 Targeting Younger Mothers. Firmtly, the third challenge is providing effective 
JOBS services and community service slots for younger members of the caseioad 
(e.g., those under age 25). This targeting strategy is virtually certain to make 
implementation of time-limited welfare more complex. The goal of preventing 
long~tenn dependency among the young is unquestionably uitical to pursue. Yet 
we need to recognize at the outset three important issues If we begin hy focusing 
exclusively on this group, ' 

First, it would likely retluire the greatest upfront investment, largely to the 
exclusion, in the first few years, of services to other groups who we know can 
benefit substantially (rom JOBS. Second, we know little about effective services 
for this population. The research evidence is mixed and difficult to draw firm 
conclusions from. On the one hcmd, we have few examples of programs of 
proven effectiveness in serving younger mothers with very young children (under 
age 3)§ and no programs with a track record of success with the most 
disadvantaged younger mothers ~~ those who ar~ high &Chool dropouts. On the 
other hand, there is d~ar evidence suggesting that Riverside's approach succeeded 
with a broader group of younger mothers with children age 3 and above. Hence, 
there is limited guidance on what works overall for this population. The third 
key issue in focusing on this group relates to their abHity to secure a community 
service slot: it is unclear how the younger mothers who were unable to find 
regular jobs before the end of the two-year time limit will fare in the selection and 
hiring process for community service jobs after the. two~year time limit. By 
definition! they will often be the least emploYflble and most disadvantaged - and 
therefore especially vulnerable to the tough demands and sanctioning rules in 
many of the proposals being considered. 

Taken separately each of these three chatlenges is enormous in its own right and would 
take severnl YCMS to accomplish. However, for time-limited welfare- to ,",,"ark, at least the first 
two chnllenges - creating community service positIons and Significantly improving the JOBS 
program - must be met simultaneously. Takefl. togelher, serious questions of feasibility must 
be rnised; Is it reason(lole to expect loca) weliare agencies (lcross the country to be able to 
successiully undertake two major reform efforts fit the same time? Many would argue that 
developing the community service jobs will requjre the full flttention of welfare agencies, and 
that as a result, efforts to improve JOBS will suffer, putting even greater pressures on the 
community service component. -Finally, given the enormity of these two tasks, a plan to phase~in 
those subject to the time limit seems only prudent, but one migbt not want to begin with an 
exclusive focus on the- younger members of the caseload. 

Other alternatives, or combinations of them, may offer more realistic approaches to 
implementing time limits. phasing-in the' enormous burdens on welfare agencies, and 
maximizing the opportunities for early success which could be built upon. These alternatives 
recognize and attempt to address the magnitude of institutional change required, the basic 
'1l1cstions of feflsibility, the knowledge we have, and the information we Jack. &.ch of them also 
aSStlll\I.'!S 11 world of time-limited welfare lollowed by work. 
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• 	 "Lead communilies.n The (irst option might be to select a number of "lead 
communities" across the country to implement time limits. These locations would 
h(\ve to be operating, or committed to making swill changes in order to operate, 
high perfonnanceT effective JOBS programs, followed by community service, 
Their experiences and lessons could be used by other locations for subsequent. 
large-scale implementation. 

• 	 ":OBS-First." The second option might be to ensure; as much as possible, that the 
front-end is in place and working well before the back~end starts up. Under this 
option, State JOBS programs would be fully fundt!d to enable them to provide 
services to - and enforce it particIpation requirement on - their fuU mandatory 
caseloads? and they would be required to adapt and adopt employment strategies 
of proven effectiveness. By a date certain - or earlier~ if they reached a certain 
threshold - the time limits could be phased in for different segments of the 
caseload. . 

• 	 Broad-based tameting durin!: phase-in. There is a very strong mtet1ectual and 
SOd:l1 policy rationale for focusing on young mothers at the outset. However, this 
must be balanced against the likely realities of real-world implementation. Given 
the importance of having a strong foundation on which suecess can be built, it 
may be wise to consider beginning with a broadly targeted phase~in strategy that 
does not focus exclusively on young, single mothers, for two main reasons. First, 
a broad-hased approach will provide an opportunity to learn ways to address the 
different issues that are likely to confront the younger mOlhers and other 
segments of the caseload, This experience may be especially important for the 
conununity service component. Second, placing a broad range of welfare 
recipients in community service jobs, and not only the younger group, may be a 
smart strategy to se<:ure success in the short-tenn. Beginning exclusively with 
younger mothers - who~ as noted above, are likely to have the youngest children, 
the least work history, the greatest barriers, and be the least employable - runs 
a serious risk of alienating the agencies providmg the community service slots, 
Gradually bringing in the younger population, mixed with others who confront 
fewer barriers, may be a wiser route to achieving the same social policy goaL 

• 	 Learning what works for the most disadvantaged vounger mothers. Regardless 
of the phase-in plan, it seems critical to learn as soon as possible what works for 
the most disadvantaged younger mothers - high school dropouts - as weU as 
those with very young children 50 that, when turnjng to this populatlon, JOBS 
programs will hnve clenrer guidance where: very litUe -currently exists, 

Importantly, these options would not radically alter the tinle frames presented in various 
propos1'l\s. Eftrly on, most of these options could well <7tpture the potential synergistic 
interactions mentioned earlier - that is, among the message of two-year limits~ the enhanced 
EITe. enhanced child support enforcement. and possibly nationai health care. (We have seen~ 
for example, that already the message of time limitsI even before pass.:'ge~ is affecting the 
behavior of welfare administrators and recipients,) The alternatives would also give state and 
local welfare agencies a reasonable, ordered plan and Umeframe for implementing massive 
change, one major reform at a timer and it would allow for thoughtful mid-<:ourSe assessments 
and ndjustrnents. 
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The Overafl GAIN Results 

I would like to turn to the evidence we now have to support my summary statements 
about California's GAIN program and Riverside County's results. These results have not been 
presented to your subcornmittoo before today. I would like to point to several key findings that 
I will brielly summarize here, I wiU address the overall findings, and then turn to the 
exceptional on~s. 

First, the three-year findings provide convincing evidence that welfare employment 
programs for single mothers offering a combination of job searchf education, and skills training 
can increase the earnings of welfare recipients and save government tax dollars at the same time. 
Over the six counties, average earnings for those enrolled in GAIN compared to a control group 
were 22 percent higherr and welfare payments were 6 percent lower. In aU counties, the impact 
on earnings grew or held steady in each of the three years of follow-up in spite of deteriorating 
economic conditions, and we believe they wHJ continue to grow or hold steady into - and in 
some cases, perhaps beyond - the fourth year. 

Second, different counties experienced success with some of the most disadvantaged 
segments of the welfare population, although not all counties succeeded with all groups, For 
example, for long-term recIpients (who had not fared well in prior programs), three counties 
realized sizeable three-year impacts and (our had significant levels of welfare savings. Alameda 
County, where the City of Oakland Is located, served largely inner-city, long-term recipients, and 
raised tIlerr earnings by 30 percent. Similarly, for those with low levels of literacy, three counties 
had substantial earnings increases, and five recorded welfare savings, 

Third, welfare redpients were financially better off as a result of GAIN in neMIy all of 
the counties, Five of the six counties recorded reductions in poverty, Such statements could not 
be made about most welfare employment progrn,ms of the 19805, where recipients typif'.PIlly 
ended up about even. FurtIler, in spite of Significantly higher costs than tile simpler programs 
of the 19805, the GAlK program in two counties proved to be cost-effective for the government 
as viewed from a strictly fiscal perspt:Ctjve; one additional county broki! evert Thls evidence 
shows that it can be wiser - for budgetary reasons alone - for the govermnent to operate than 
not operate this program. This is an unusually stringent test to apply to any government 
program, 

. Fourth, welfare recipients themselves by and large viewed the program positively. When 
. asked about GAIN two-to-three years after enrollment, two-thirds of recipients thought that a 
mandate to partlcipate in the program was a good or a very good idea; three-fourths did not 
agree with the srotement that "making welfare m()thers work if they don't want to is bad for 
their children." Two~thirds rated their lives better or much better than it was two years earlier, 
and just over two-thirds would strongly encourage a friend to enroll in the program. ,These 
findings are important in part because they can help to correct misimpressions of the welfare 
population, and ui. part because they indicate, In rome cQuntlesf effects direct1y attributabJe to 
the GAIN program. ' 

Fintllly, the general findings also show that welfare employment programs alone are not 
going to end the need for welfare or greatly reduce poverty. While over the three ye"rs GAIN 
consistently increased the proportion of those working and reduced the proportion on welfare, 

. 
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only about 40 percent had it job at any point during in the third year, and over halt (55 percent) 
were on welfare at then end of the third year. Perhaps more concerning, even though GAIN 
reduced the rate of poverty in the third year, just a fifth of those studied had incomes above the 
federal poverly level. 

Riverside's Results 

As you know, the findings from the first two years of follow~up dearly identified 
Rlverside as an early leader and superior performer to watch carefully over a longer period of 
time. Would their impacts hold up, espedaHy for the more disadvantaged and the (onger~terrn 
welfare population? How would recipients view their lIves two or three years after enrollment? 
Would Riverside's approach benefit recipients or be cost-effective for the government? And$ 
finally~ What is the final assessment Ot the Riverside approach, and is it replicable? I'd like 
briefly to summarize for you the answers to the [jrst three questions and then turn to the last 
one at more length, 

'me three~year results confirm that Riverside is the mosl successfullargeMscale welfare-to
work program that has been rigorously studied to date. We knew from previous reports that 
It substantially increased e.(lmings and saved welfare dollars. We now know that Riverside also 
returned nearly $3 for every net dollar the government invested. It did so in part by increasing 
recipients' earned income by nearly 50 percent over three years (compared to a control group), 
in part by producing a 17 percent rate of welfare savings over the $arne pcriod¥ and in part by 
operating the !cwest-{;ost program of the six counties (but one that was, at a net cost of about 
$1$600 per enrollee, notably higher than the mandatory welfare-to-work programs MDRe has 
studied in the past decade). Further, the- analysis showed that both welfare recipients and the 
larger society ended up substantially ahead. Rlv!!rside alone had a significantly positive impact 
on the proportion of enrollees who rated their life as a whole better than it had been two years 
prior, in comparison to the control group. 

Riverside succeeded with nearly aU segments of the mandatory caseload, including very 
long-term recipients whQ had been on welfare continuously for at least six years, those with low 
Ute-racy skills~ single mothers with preschool children ages 3-5, and nearly all ethnic groups. It 
also succeeded with the less disadvantaged, such as new applicants and shorHerm recipients. 
Indeed, as the report authors note, it is both the magnitude and the consistency of Riverside's 
impacts that stand out. 

Riverside's approach, however successfut is nonetheJess not a panacea forendingwelfare 
dependency Or substantially reducing poverty. Nearly h~lf of the GAIN 
welfare at the end of two after in the 

more half did not work at all in the third year. And while Riverside 
produced a Significant reduction in poverty among its enroUees in the third year 
(19.4 percent (or the enrollees vs. 15.7 percent for the control group), four-fifths of the Riverside 
enrollees had incomes below the poverty level (in the third year). 
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Riverside's Approach 

What, then, is the "Riverside approach?" In many ways, it is both simpler and more 
complex than is widely appreciated or understood, and aCrosS rrumy program djmensions. 

Above all, Riverside staff repeatedly and consistently relilyed two messages to recipients 
and built their services, staffing, (lnd rn<Inagement systems around relnfordng and supporting 
these messages at all levels throughout the organization and within other agencies with whom 
they worked. 

,. 	 Employment. Riverside emphasized that the goal of the program was 
employment in any job, even a low~wi1ge job, This mesSi'lge was conveyed 
positively - focusing on the value of work not only monetnrily but in ternlS of the 
enhanced self-esteem derived from working. and the guiding role model a 
working parent provided her children. Better jobs, in this mess(\ge, (ould be 
gotten after success on the fjrst job, when there was 11 resume and work history 
to build on. 

It is notable thClt this message was dearly "heard" by their enrollees: two to three 
years after enrolled in GAIN, over half of them (52 percent) strongly agreed with 
the statement that, "Even a low-wage job is better than being on welfare" - a 
signific;mtly greater percentage than those in the control group who strongly 
agreed with the statement (43 percent). It is also reflected in the fact that the 
average wages of those Riverside enrollees who worked were, at $5.79 an hour, 
well above the minimum wage but somewhat lower tllnn those in the control 
group who worked ·(i'lnd who earned, on average. $6.20 per hour). 

Riverside also went .....ell beyond the "message" and put in place staffing patterns 
nnd management systems and procedures to support the message. Job developers 
spoke fit strategic group sessions with clients; they established dose Hnk3ges with 
employers and employer organizations; and they found jobs for people. Case 
mim<'lgers, called "Employment Service Counselors," were expected to meet 
monthly job placement and other standards that served as the basis for salary 
increases and promotions. SuperviSOrs and regional office managers had similar 
expectntlons. The entire office smff, from clerks to the GAIN director, sought out 
jobs leads and reported them to staff and clients. The culture in the GAIN offices 
was extraordinarily employment-focused. 

In sp~te o( this focus, however, Riverside was far from a job-search--only program. 
Overall, it had nearly equal levels of participation in education and training 
services and job.scilfch. But it did not place a high premium on post-secondary 
education or simply attending education programs. Progress had to be made, and 
this was reinforced in two ways: Riverside largely paid education agencies for 
actual educ('Ition gains of its recipients, and recipients were pultcd out of basic 
education classes if they were not making progress, Where did they go? .,.to job 
search. 
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.. 	 Participation. The second message ·was that, in return for welfare benefits and 
GAIN services, enrollees were expected to participate in good faith, and were 
more readily sanctioned than in most other counties. Extensive reporting 
monitoring systems were established with outside agencies providing GAIN 
services -- weekly reporting jn most cases; daily in some. QUkk action was t.,)ken 
to cont.'1ct absent recipients to determine the nature of their problem and to assess 
its seriousness and validity_ 

But Riverside's was not what one might caB a "punitive program." Although 
about a third of the enrollees received some fonn of verbal or written waming, 
about h;llf were excused at least temporarily from classes for reasons staff thought 
were legitimate, and just over one in 20 actually had their grant reduced. 
Although this is somewhat higher than most of the other GAIN counties, it is a 
lower rate than many ot~r programs that have been studied. Further, Over 
three-fifths of the enrollees said they'd strongly recommend the program to a 
friend. Together, these fmdings do not suggest that Riverside established a 
threatening or oppressive atmosphere. 

.. 	 Saturation, In addition to these two messages, an additional factor was judged 
to be critical to Riverside's success: Riverside had enough resources to serve its 
entjre mandatory population. Part of this was due to their management practices 
and strategies, and part due to the attention paid to cost, but the bottom line is 
that they serv€'d everyone targeted for services and did not choose to serve the 
most advantaged. While this was true of other counties in the GAIN study, only 
Riverside saturated its caseload and both delivered and implemented the two key 
messages on employment and participation. 

Olher counties enjoyed successes with certain key groups from which lessons might be 
learned: Alameda (Oakland) had sizeable earnings impacts (although no welfare savings) for 
the more literate segment of its long-term caseload, for whom they provided post-secondary 
education and training; San Diego had both sizeable earnings increases and welfare savings for 
the same group; Butte had both large eamings increases and welfare savings for the less literate 
portion of its caseload. But Riverside alone produced both earnings impacts and welfare savings 
for these and most other key subgroups. 

The ]mpHcations of Riverside for Time~Limjted Welfare 

The sobering results from Riverside suggest that, even under the most successful 
program, a large number of public jobs will be needed" But the success of Riverside clearly sets 
a standard of performance and fl challenge to JOBS programs across the country. Two main 
questions arise: Om Riverside's mAnagement practices and services strategies be successfully 
replicated or adapted in other locaJes; where the characteristics of the welfare population and 
labor market are considerably different? If they c(tn be adopted, will they achieve the same level 
of success? 

Akhough the GAIN report concludes that neither Riverside's job market nor its 
population were the driving factors in its success; it is not certain that its approach~ if 
implemented elsewhere, would h;;ve the S;1me impficts, particularly in large, urban, inner-city 
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areas with high concentrations of poverty and limited numbers of jobs yet where a large r 

proportion of the national welfare caseload resides" Regardless, adnptlng Riversidel s approach 
would seem to carry very limited risks for JOBS programs and welfare recipients - in part 
because there is no evidence that other approaches have worked better in other areas, in part 
because it carries the promise of substantial success, and in part bec.:luse nothing in Riverside's 
approach seems particularly counterintuitive, out-of-the-ordinary, or magical. Attempts to 
replicate or adapt Riverside's approad\ may represent, at worst, fI "do-no-hann" approach. At 
best, it may transform welfare employment programs and bring about high levels of JOBS 
program success to a national scale. 

Finally, 1n the context o( time limits followed by mandatory govemment-created work, 
Riverside's strong, upfront employment-oriented approach seems to be a logical corollary and 
necessary precondition. The dear chalJenge to federal and state policymakers is to provide to 
local welfare offices the incentives, techniCAl assistance, and training lhat can enable them to 
undertake the transformation, adaption and replication. 

9 




FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: August 9,1994 

For further information: 

Daphne Kwokj Organization of Chinese Americans; 
Matthew Finucane! Asian Pacific Amerfc,jn Labor Affiance: 
Phil Tajitsu Nash, National Asian Pacific Americ:m Legaf Consortium: 
Karen Narasaki, Japanese American Citizens League: 

202·223·5500 
202·842·1263 
202·296·2300 
202·223-1240 

APA GROUPS VOICE CONCERNS OVER ADMINISTRATION'S WELFARE REFORM FINANCING 
PROPOSAL 

Washington, DC - As the House Ways and Means Subcommi;:ee on Human Resources held hearings on 
welfare reform financing, the Organization of Chinese Americans (OCA). L'le Asian Pacific American Labor 
Amance (APALA), the National Asian Pacific American Legal Consortium (NAPALC) and the Japanese 
American Citizens league (JACL) today reiterated their concer:1S over President Clinton's proposal to 
finance nearly haif of its $9.3 billion, 5-year welfare reform package by denying aid to legal immigrants. 

The Administrations' proposal will adversely affect a significant pe~centage of the Asian Pacific American 
(APA) community, as it will extend udeemingH in the Supplemental Security Income (S51), A:d to Families 
with Dependent Children {AFDC} and Food Stamps programs to five years, or, for some immigrants, until 
citizenship. ~Oeeming~ means that the income and resources of an immigrant's sccnsor is considered 
available to the immigrant. whether or not the sponsor actually can suppor! the im'T',igranL 

Noting that the C:inton plan is more moderate lhan the Rep'.Jblican proposal that would deny 31,'T'.osl a!! 
government assistance to all immigrants, Ms. Karen Narasaki, Wash;ngton Representative: for JACL, 
commented. "It is extreme;y unfair:o iarget ,egal immigrants as a source offundiqg for welfare reform by 
denying them certain benefits, especially s;rce non-refugee immigrants use publ,c assistance ess than the 
general popula:ion." 

Ms. Daphne Kwok, Executive 0:rec1o:- Of OCA, pointed out that the Administration proposal w,1; t..rdermine 
family reunifica:ior. and remarKed, "Having to constant:), worry about 1he threat of job loss, illness or 
accidents, for ther.lselve5 and for the family members trey have helped reunite in this CCl.,;r:try, orly wi:1 
impair immigrants' efforts to be st.:c::::essf:..r in this COl.Fltry."' 

"In fact," slated Mr. Phil Nash, Executive Direc:or of NAPALC, ~lhese same legal immigrants who will no! be 
eligible for assistance wil! be paying faxes to the feder2.1 gcveP1ment when they work, ~ 

For those immigral1ts whose sponsors have above :he l1"edian U,S. family income ($39,500), regard:es$ of 
number of family members, deemillg v.'iII be exlenocCi I.>r,tl: c,tizensnip, This aspect of the proposal igrores 
the fact that many immigrant households 3.'"e mace l.,p of eXlended families and have a larger than average 
nurr:ber of family members working. "The p~ob:em with the whole proposal is that it legitimizes going after 
legal immigrants as a revenue SO>.lrce, T.,:5 only will :T'Zlke it easier for the conservative Republicans and 
o~hefS who are engaging in a vendetta aga:r,st immigrar,ts:' said Mr. Ma:thaw Fmucane, EXeCU1I'Je Director 
of APAlA 

Extending deeming until citizenship also wil! be particular.y hard for e!derly immigrants who must learn 
Eng!ish to pass the naturalization exam. "The fact that abaul5 million adul!s nationwide are on waiting lists 
for English as a Second Language (ESL) classes coupled with the difficulty of scmeone in his/her 60's to 
learn a second language, makes it almosi impossible for elderly imrrligrar)ts to became cilizens,~ slated Ms. 
Kwok. 
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OHIO STATE REPRESENTATIVE JANE CAMPBELL TESTIFIES ON WELFARE REFORM BEFORE U.S 
HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS SUBCOMMITTEE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- Ohio State Representative Jane Campbell today testified 
before the U.S. House Ways and Means Committee's Human Resources Subcommittee. 
Representative Campbell, speaking on.beha1f of the National Conference of 
State legislatures (NCSL), discussed state perspectives ,on welfare reform. 
State legislators recently approved a welfare reform policy at NCSL's annual 
meeting in New Orleans. 

Representative Campbell is from Cleveland and represents the state's 11th 
district. She serves as Majority Whip of the Ohio House and Vice Chair of 
NCSl's Human Services Committee. Representative Campbell will serve as NCSL 
President from January 1995 through July 1995. She also is a member of the 
State and Local Officials Welfare Reform Working Group. 

Campbell applauded the Administration and the Ways and Means Committee for 
addressing the welfare reform issue. She noted that the nation's state 
legislators are committed to working closely with Congress and the 
Administration to craft a plan to provide education, training and employment
to welfare recipients, ensure that those who, work can rise above the poverty 
level and improve child support collections. 

"Our welfare reform system was designed to support dependency - mostly of 
widows and orphans," Campbell said. "Now we are striving to create a new 
system that promotes independence and stable family formation. This ,dramatic 
po1; cy change is long overdue. . 

"True welfare reform will only come in a partnership between the federal 
government, states, localities, recipients and the private sector," Campbell
continued. IIFor state legislators, this means a new welfare reform policy we 
can implement, that takes into account how state laws are enacted, that gives 
states the flexibility to innovate and address local needs and that does not 
shift costs to states." 

Campbell called for investment in family independence through mutual 
responsibility between governments and welfare recipients. She said that 
state legislators support the concept of an employability plan and personal
responsibility agreement. NCSl also supports meaningful sanctions for those 
who do not comply but is concerned about sanctioning children for their 
parents' noncompliance. 

-more-
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'In particular, we do not want to see families broken up for economic reasons,' 
alone,' Campbell continued, 'Poor children deserve the love and care of"a 
parent if that parent is able. States must have the flexibility to design '. 
employability plans and personal responsibility agreements;" . 

Campbell emphasized the importance of support services and said that "health 
care and child care are both vital components of welfare reform." She also 
said welfare reform should include transportation assistance and adequate
funding for work expenses such as uniforms and tools. 

"State legislators believe that reCipients who play by the rules and leave 
public assistance - and low income families struggling to make ends meet 
should not be worse off than those on welfare," Campbell said. 

Campbell said state legislators support a nationwide campaign to'prevent out 
of wedlock births and support efforts to assist teen parents to complete high
school or receive aGED. State legislators also support the proposal to 
target federal welfare reform on teen parents initially before they become 
dependent on public assistance. 

Campbell said financing of welfare reform remained a major issue for state 
legislators. 

·State legislators are extremely concerned, however, about federal financing
of welfare reform and strongly oppose cost·shifts such as unfunded mandates 
and capping open-ended entitlements,' Campbell said. "State legislators 
support the use of less prescriptive funding sources such as block grants. 

Campbell also said that state legislators were opposed to proposals to finance 
welfare reform through elimination of benefits to legal immigrants. 

MSince the federal government has sole jurisdiction over immi9ration policy,
the federal qovernment must bear the responsibility to serve the immigrants
that it allows to enter states and local it i os, " Campbell cont i nued. 

Campbell said that state legislators strongly believe that the federal waiver 
process for welfare reform should be reevaluated and that states need 
flexibility for further innovation. 

"State legislators believe that options are preferable to waiver authority,M 
Campbell said. "State legislators should have the option of choosing
potential policy initiatives as amendments to their state plans. 

"However, too often legislators are not consulted about the federal waiver 
requests that· require+-changes' in -state"~ aws t Campbe 11· noted. "WhereII 

applicable, waivers should not be granted until there is passage of state 
laws. M 

-more~ 
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Campbell noted that state legislators have created early paternity 
establishment mechanisms, deadbeat parent posters, professional license 
withholding and other creative ways to improve child support collections. 
NCSL firmly believes that improved child support collections will reduce the 
need for welfare. 

Campbell 'said state legi,lators oppose federal preemption of interstate child 
support enforcement procedures and are concerned about the cost of new 
automated systems. 

"We reiterate our concern that as state, update their child support 
legislation, technical assistance is needed to aid states as they come into 
compliance with federal goals," Campbell said. 

NCSL represents the legislators and ,taffs of the nation's 50 states, its 
commonwealths and territories. 
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