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Chairman Ford and nmenbers of the Subcommittee on Human
Resources of the Comnittee on Ways and Means, I would like to thank
you for inviting me here today to talk about welfare reform.

There is a strong belief in the value of work among Americans
of all races and income levels. Further, as women have entered the
labor market in si¢gnificant numbers in recent decades, there has
been a growing expectation that women will work in the paid labor
force in addition to the unpaild work they have always done in the
home. Many women have welcomed the opportunity to earn their own .
money and the independence that comes with it.

The preoblem lies in providing low-income women, particularly
those with few skills, with work opportunities that will truly make
then indeperdent and that will give them the financial rescurces to
care for their families according to accepted standards of decency.
Most women on welfare are single parents with low earnings
potential and without the advantage ©f a second income in the
household to supplement thelr own., Further, while women in general
have made gains in earnings over time, the earnings of women at the
low end of the income distribution have deteriorated in recent
years.! Thus, not only is it difficult to provide poor women with
work opportunities that can lead to economic independence, it has
become harder over time.

It is for this reason that variocus legislative efforts have
moved in the direction of providing additional support to women who
leave welfare for work, Without the availability o©f health care,
child care and various income supplements--such as the Earned
Income Tax Credit (EBITC)--a low-skilled woman who is the sole
support of her family would not be able to maintain her family
according to accepted standards of decency with her earnings alone.
For exanple, cost-of-living studies have found that a minimally
sufficient family budget for a working single mother with two
children and child care expenses would reguire at least $9.00 per
hour, which is aonslderably more than most welfare recipients can
expect to earn.?

Probably the most contentious issues, however, is not the
desirabkility of work or even the lowness of wages but the
availability of work that will make it possible to truly become
independent, even with all the supports and transitional benefits
that are being proposed. Soms have argued that there are simply
not enough 3obs of any kind to support a large infusion of poor
wonen into the labor market. Others argue that jobs are there and
that the economy can expand to accommodate large nunbers of new
workers. When we throw in a two-yvear time limit, finding out who
iz right or vwrong becomes a very risky experiment, risky for the
women involved and administratively risky as well.

In my view, the ability of the ecocnomy to absorh large numbers
of poor women will wvary greatly from place to place. While the
President's bill includes many provisions to give the states
flexidbility in designing welfare-employment programs, ultimately
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some states and Jjurisdictions will have greater difficulty in
providing jobs for welfare recipients within this limit than
octhers. Thus, a welfare recipient's ability to meet the
requirements put on her by this legislation may depend, somawhat
arbitrarily, on where she lives.

A second problem is not just the &vailah;lzty of jobs but the
nature of these jobs.? I have argued in the past that it is the
instabllity of the work facing many welfare recipients that may be
a bigger barrier than the number of jobs or the earnings frowm
them.® Many of these women may find jobs, but they are often partw
time and temporary. In addition, Ilow-paying firms turnover
freguently or experience down periods when hours are reduced or
gtaff is temporarily laid off. Thus, the stream of earnings is
often erratic. While the current EITC can compensate for this in
the long run, month-to-month fluctuations in earnings are still an
extreme hardship for wvomen who are 1living on the edge of
subsistence.

There may be ways of adijusting for these month-to-month
changes. Results from the New Hope Project in Milwaukee, for
example, may provide some insights into how much of an issue this
may be and the administrative costs in designing a system that will
make it possible to smooth over jumps and fluctuations in income
that are expected to occur. In the neantime, however, a single,
low-income woman in the labor market may find her life, and those
of hey children, cycling between feast and famine, with only the
possibility of settling accounts at year's end with the EITC.

Finally, I would like to share with the subcommittee results
from some of my own research which may shed some light on this
subiect and that also suggests important racial differences in
employment.’ As I noted earlier, there has been a tremendous
growth in the employment of wonmen throughout the U.S5. economy. 1
examined historical trends in employment by race and sex in three
sectors: the governwent secitoyr, the for-profit sector, and the
third sector. I defined the third sector as made up of thosge
workers in a variety of human service industries who are not
government workers; for example, nonwgovernmental health coare
workers, non~governmental welfare workers and so on. Those in the
for-profit sector are non-govermmental workers in the rest of the
economy; for example, in manufacturing, retail trade and so on.,
{See attached tables for a listing of the industries designated as
third sector and for-profit industries.)

Overall, women benefitted greatly from the growth in
government {federal, state, and local) and growth in the third
sector. The expansion of services meant more jobs for women of all
races. African Asmerican vomen and American Indian women have been
particularly reliant on government and third sector employment,
howaver. I have presented data for 1890 for adnministrative support
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(e.g. ¢lerical and secretarial) and service workers. These are the
fields that most welfare recipients can go inte. (See Table 2.)

Fully 60 percent of African American women who are service
workers are in government and the third sector. Fifty percent of
American Indian women who are service workers are in these two
sectors. Between 33«39 percent of white, Asian, and Hispanic women
who are service workers rely on these two sectors.

The same pattern is found for administrative support workers,
although less dramatic., A little more than 50 percent of black and
American Indian women who are administrative support workers are in
government and the third sector., From 33 to 38 percent of other
women are in these two sectors.

What this suggests 1s that African American and American
Indian women have had more difficulty finding employment in the
for~-profit sector than have other women. It is important ¢to
remenber that the for-profit sector {(as defined in this research)
provides more than 70 percent of all ZGobs in the sconomy and 64 -
66 percent of all administrative support and service jobs.

My ressarch has not progressed to the point of sorting through
the reasons for these differences. Nevertheless, the implications
for welfare reform are clear. While government and third sector
£irms have besn important employers of welfare recipients in the
past, there are reasons to believe that employment growth will not
continue as it has in the past. Governments at all levels are
reducing their payrolls, as are many non~profit human service
agencies, The one exception is the health care industry which is
projected to expand, although not without sericus attempts by
government to contaln growth in that industry as well.

) Keeping this in nind, I worry about welfare reform measures
that will require large numbers of women to find permanent long
term jobs that do not take into account racial differences in where
women have traditionally found 4dobs. It should be noted, that
these racial differences persist in other occcupations as well and
have shown no sign of diminishing over tine. It is extremely
important o take a long term view of changes that are occurring in
the labor market and how that may affect the opportunity structures
available to women who are curreptly on welfare or who are
vulnerable to welfare recelipt in the future.

It is ny feeling that the long period of grewth in the human
services is coming to an end and that the for-profit sector will
continue to be the primary employer of men and women of al) skill
levels. Differential access to this sector may produce
differential success in leaving welfare, whether this does cccur,
however, depends on a variety of factors: how gquickly welfare
reform measures are implemented, how many women will enter the
labor market as a result of these measures, and how individual
firms and employers respond to this infusion of new workers.

I think it is extremely important that any new legislation
consider the implications of these differential employment
patterns. Once legislation is passed, I think it will be extremely
important to track program results, particularly the kinds of job
placements that are made. Pinally, I think it is extremely
important to obtain the input and assistance of those on the
community level. They often have a much clearer picture of the
labor market and of how it operates for different workers.



Table 1.

Third Sector Industyies

{Non-governmental workers
classified as third secteor)

Hospitals

Convalescent institutions
Health services

Legal services

Elementary and secondary
schools

Colleges and universities
Libraries

Bducational services
¢hild day care services
Family child care honmes

Noncommercial educational and
rehabilitation services

Jok training and vocational
yehabilitation services

Not specified educational
services

Museums, art galleries, and
2008

Religious organizations
Welfare services
Residential welfare facilities

Nonprofit membership
organizations

Lakbor unions

Miscellaneous professional and
related services

For-profit Industries

{Non~governmental
clasgiflied as for-profit}

workers

Agriculture, feorestry and
fisheries

Mining

Construction

Manufacturing

Transportation, communications,
and other public utilities

Wholesale and retail trade

Finance, insurance and real
estate

Business and repalr services
Personal services

Entertainment and recreation
services

Offices of physicians

Offices of dentists

offices of chiropractors
Offices of optometrists
Offices of health practitioners

Engineering and architectural
services

Aceounting, auditing, and
bookkeeping services

Business, trade and vocational
gchogls

Managenent and public relations
services



Table 2. Distribution of Administrative Support and Service
Workers Among Sectors by Race and Sex, 1990

Administrative Support Service Workers

FEMALES
American Indian

Government 36.9 22.9

For-Profit 50.8 50.6

Third Sector 12.3 26.5
Asian

Government 20.6 11.3

For-Profit 66.6 67.2

Third Sector 12.9 21.6
Black

Government 33.4 20.9

For-Profit 51.5 40.5

Third Sector 15.1 38.6
Hispanic

Government 23.2 13.0

-For-Profit 61.7 62.9

Third Sector 15.1 24.1
White

Government 17.3 11.0

For-Profit 67.0 61.4

Third Sector 15.7 : 27.6
MALES
American Indian

Government 39.2 26.8

For-Profit 54.4 61.6

Third Sector 6.4 11.6
Asian

Government 29.3 8.5

For-profit 61.9 82.2

Third Sector 8.8 9.3
Black

Government 34.3 1¢.8

For-Profit 58.3 63.8

Third Sector 7.4 16.4
Hispanic

Government 21.6 9.4

For-Profit 72.8 81.8

Third Sector 5.6 8.9
White

Government 23.9 13.0

For-Profit €9.9 74.2

Third Sector 6.2 . 12.8
Total

Government 21.0 13.3

For-Profit 65.6 64.0

Third Sector 13.4 22.7

Note: Data for wage and salary workers in the labor market. Data
for service workers exclude private household workers and
protective service workers.



CLINTON WELFARE BILL SHOULD BE ENACTED

Testimony
Richard P. Nathan
Subcommitice on Human Resources
1.5, House Committee on Ways and Means

August 9, 1994

. As a veteran of welfare reform debates going back 25 years to when a
Republican President for whom [ worked (Nixon in his first term) tried to
climb this mountain, 1 have thought loag and hard about the Clinton welfare
reform proposal (H.R, 4605}, the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994, If
could wave a magic wand and have the Clinton bill enacted as writien, 1
would do so. | remember well the hard issues we wrestled with to design
- Nixon's Family Assistance Plan, which was not enacted. It had its flaws. No
reform bill in the hotbox of welfare policy can fully satsfy people like myseif
who make our fiving as policy analysts, Nor is every provision of the Clinton
bill just what personally iwould like. Nevertheless, on balance, and wking
into account the arguments below about how crucial it will be to implement
this new program effectively, 1 would be pleased to see the Congress adopt
the Clinton bill,  The fear of course is that in the cauldron of welfare
emotionalism the bill will be changed in ways that would be harmful 1o the
poor, especially poor children. . This ts a dangerous fime for social policy.
Suill, if you could adopt the Clinton plan as written, I would say do it. It
represents a sensible middle grouad that in many ways builds intelligently on
existing law.

In the usual way, the Clinton wellare reform bill and the statements
made about it overpromise.  If this legislation is passed, the federal

government must avoid what has happened too often in the past in this field;



we promise the sun and we deliver sun spos. The JOBS ttle of the 1988
Family Szzppérz Act is an ilustration of this implementation gap,  The
Family Support Act passed in 1988 is a balanced law that aids the states in
adopting policles to get welfare families heads into the regulur labor foree.
But based on research we have done at the Rockefeller Institute of
Governmenyt, the funding for this law hus been too limited, and the work
done to implement it has gone slowly.!

Economists have a concept in theory called signalling. | 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 bave not made ¢nough of a ;Eifference« Our signal has been that yoﬁ
should not have a child until you can support that child, that you shouldn't
live a life of dependency on the stute, and that children born to very young
single mothers are likely 10 bave a hard time of it.  Almost every welfare
plan I can remember - left, 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. We have in fact shouted tI'{is to the rooftops. And yet illegitimacy
rises (ﬁ{}téﬁSi among the poor of course) and welfare roles are wp. Many
peaple exit welfare quickly, but the big cost and the big problem is the long
stayers,  This group éverre?:esems teenagers who have ¢hildren out of
wedlock and lead a life of welfare.

Everyvone who knows about this field knows that in promising jobs
after two years the Clinton bill sends o strong signal that presents lots of

problems as to whether we cun really do this. [ credit the framers of the



Clinton bill for their phasing in of this requirement, 31{21{1{155?1 even with the
phase-in, the goals sought are tremendously ambitious,

Why then do I say we should pass the bill?

My experience and my research suggest five po‘ims that fead me to
this conclusion:

L As 1 member of board of the Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation, [ have closely studied MDRC reports that show that
work/welfare programs work - not well encogh in many places, but that they
do work. It would be desirable to do demonstration research on the effects
of time limits on welfare.  However, that takes time.  If there is no welfare
reform legislation this year, [ think this kind of research should be pushed,
bat even under the best of conditions it will not produce resulis that this
Congress or the next can consider.

2 At the Brookings Institution and Princeton University, we
conducted a nationgl implementation study of the CETA public service jobs
program in the late seventies. Contrary 1o what everyone remembers
{(CETA is remembered as a big flop), the CETA public service employment
program worked pretty well.  [n its early days, reasonably job-ready people
did pseful work in the community, - Hugh Price, the new president and chief
executive officer of the National Urban Leuague, has urge(} a new public
service jobs program to deal with low-level public infrastructure needs, of
which we have many. The bill before you ties in well with his proposals.

3, My third resson for saying go ahead even though big
challenges are raised by the Clinton proposal is that there is mongy init. It
provides cr%ti;ﬁzaily needed additional money to the states to make their JOBS

programs work.



4 The fourth reason for my conclusion involves management.

_ As astudent of implementation in government, L have observed that we learn
a lot of things by doing them. Yes, we shoukd plan more carefully and take
management factors into account in doing so. Some of this was done in
writing the Clinton welfare bill,  But the fact remains that it bites off a huge
chwzic‘ 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,  Stll, I
vonclude we need to make a more substantial commitment o job ¢reation

' for welfare family heads, both for people already on the roles and as a signal
to other young people that the government won't just support yod forever ont
welfare if you have g baby you can't suppost,

2, - The final reason for my conclusion involves the importance of
jubs as the best route out of welfare. This is the approach New York State is
taking now under social services commissioner Michael I, Dowling.  The
New York program is called "Jobs First," At 2 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 after another.  He called them
"training junkies,” and said many of them are just playing the system.
Education for skills and training are the right answer for mang} welfare family
heads, but § think we have gone too far in this direction in the past decade.

Training is not the answer for many welfare family heads,

e B . S B S S o

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

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



1s pew? In my view the bill represents as good a balance as we are likely to
get now. If there is un opening this year 1o put the k:}azzy welfare issue
behind us by eaacting this bill in the 103rd Congress, I hope you will do it.

If a full-scale welfure bill cunnot be enacied this year, I hope
consideration will be given (0 a fwo-sigp approach, By thut | mean enacting
some changes now w0 aid and push the states in implementing the JOBS
program, holding off until the 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 54.2 biltion for
child care, $1.5 billion of this amount for the working poor. There is another
$300 million for pregnancy prevention, plus $600 miltion to sirengthen child
support enforcement.  If half of this funding could be.uuthorized now - $4
billion divided among these several purposes - it would help the states beef
up their JOBS programs and related services in order to build a better base
for the kinds of more far-reaching changes sought in the form of time limi;s

and the institution of a President Clinton's proposed WORK program.

Richard F. Nathan is direotor of the Rockefolior Institute of Govermment and provost of the
Rockefelier Coliege of Public Aflairs and Policy, the State University of New York, He is
also chairmao of the board of the Munpower Domonstratios Reseurch Corporation,  This
estimony dogs not ropresent the views of ¢ither the Rockefeller Institute o7 the Manpower
Demonstration Reseacch Corporation. It stmics the author's position,



NOTES

Irene Lurie and Jan L. Hagen, fmplementing Jobs: The Initicd Design
und Structure of Local Programs, The Nelson A. Rockefeller Institute
of Government, State University of New York, 1993,
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AT 10:00 A.M., IN ROOM B-318 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING, AND
WILL FOCUS ON PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY, INCLUDING ESTABLISEMENT OF
PATERNITY AND CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT.
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HONDAY, JULY 13, 21954 BUBCOMMITTEE ON EUMAN RESOURLURS3
COMMITTEE ON WAYE AND MEBANKS
U.8. BOUBE OF REPRESENTATIVES
1i02 LONGWORTE ROUBE OFFICE BLDA.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20518 .
TELEPHONE: - {202) 225-172)

THE HONORABLE HAROLD E. FORD (D., TENN.),
CHAIRMAN, BUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MERNS,

U.8. .HOUSE OF REPREBENTATIVES,
ANNOUNCES A FOUR-DAY BERIBS OF HEARINGE ON
WELFARE REPORM

‘The Honorable Harosld E. Ford {B., Tenn.), Chairman,
Subcommittee on Human Resources, Committes on Ways and Means,
U.5. House of Representatives, today annsunced that the
Subcommitter will heold a four—-day series of hearings on selected
welfare reform topies. The series will begin on Tuesday,

July 26, 19384, and will run through Friday, July 29, 19%4. Each
hearing will begin at 10:00 a.m. in room B-318 of the Rayburn
House Office Building., The scope of each haarxng, and other
details, are described below.

The Subcommittee may not be able to accommodate all requests
to be heard. As described below, in lieu of a persconal
appearance, written sztatements may be submitted for the printed
record »f the hearing. Additional hearings on welfare refornm are
planned.

SCORE OF TEY HEARIRGE:

On Tuesday, July 26th, Dr. Mary Jo Bane and
br. David Ellwood, Co-chairs of the Adninistration’s Welfare
Reform Working Group, will present the detalls of President
Clinton‘’s welfare reform proposal, H.R., 4605, the Work and
Responsibility Act of 19%4. Drs. Bane and Ellwoeod will be the
only witnesses to appear at this hearing.

{2y Hearing on Parental Regponsibility

On Wednesday, July 27¢h, the Subconmittee will receive
testimony on the provigions of H.R. 4605 relating to the
establighment of paternity and child support enforcement. At
this hearing, the Subcommittes will hear from a limited number of
invited and public witnesses.

(3} Hearing on P y Childbearir

At the hearing on Thursday, July 28th, witnessges will
describe the cauges and consegquences of early childbearing, and
will comment on the provisions of H.R. 4605 that are designed to
prevent early childbearing. The Subcommittee will hear from a
iimited number of invited and public witnesses.

{4) Testimony from Meubery of Congress

The hearing on Friday, July 29th, will be a two-part
hearing. During the first part of this hearing, from
16:00 a.m. until approximately 1:00 p.m., the Subcommittee will
receive testimony from a sponsor of each of the following
welfare reform bills: (&) H.R. 4767, the Family Salf-
sufficiency Act of 193%4; (b} H.R. 3500, the Responsibllity and
Empowerment Support Program Providing Empleyment, Child Care
and Training Act; and {(c} H.R. 4414, the Independence for
Families Act of 1994.

During the second part of the hearing, beginning at
2:00 p.m., the Subcommittes will receive testimony from
¥Members of Congress on H.R. 4605 or other welfare reform
initiatives, including those r&latlnq to child support
enforcement,
{HMORE}


http:RESOCRCII.1I

Individuals and organizations interested in presenting
oral testimony before the Subcommittee must submit their
regquests to be heard by telephone to Harriett lLawler,

Diane Kirkland, or Karen Peonzurick [(202} 225-1721] no later
than close of dusiness Thursday, July 21, 1994, to be folleowed
by a formal written reguest to Janice Mays, Chief Counsel and
Staff Director, Committee on Ways sand Means, U.5. Houwse of
Representatives, 1102 Longworth House Office Building,
wWashington, D.C. 208515. The Subcommittee staff will notify by
telephone those scheduled to appear as soon as possible after
the filing deadline. Any gquestions concerning a scheduled
appearance should be directed to the Subcommittee ataff

[{202) 225-1025].

It is urged that persons and organizations having a common
position make every effort to designate one gpokesperson to
represent them in order for the Committee to hear as many
peints of view as possible., Time for oral presentations will
be strictly limited with the understanding that a more detailed
statement may be included in the printed record of the
hearings. (See formatting reguirements below.) In addition,
witnesces may be grouped as panelists with strict time
limitations for each panelist.

In order to assure the most productive use of the limited
amount of time available to guestion hearing witnesses, all
witnesses sc¢heduled to appear before the Committes are
reguested teo submit 200 ¢opias of their prepared statements to
the Committee office, room B-317 Rayburn House Office Building,
at least 24 hours in advance of their scheduled appearance.
Failure to comply with this requirement may result in the
witness being denied the opportunity to testify in person.

Persons submitting written statements for the printed
record of the hearing should submit at least gix {6} copies of
their statements by close of business, Tuesday, August 9, 1594,
to Janice Mays, Chief Counsel and Staff Director, Committee on
ways and Means, U1.S. House of Representatives, 1102 Longworth
House Office Building, washington, D.C. 20815. If those
£iling written statements for the record of the printed hearing
wish to have their statements distributed to the press and the
interested public, they may provide 200 additional copies for
this purpose to the Subcommittee office, room B-317 Rayburn
House Office Building, before the hearing bkegins.

Esch stulemend presantsd for printng to the Comminies by & withess, sny written statement oe sxidbit
sudunitted tor the printed Imcord oF any wiitian comments n feEponse 10 4 request for wititen commanss rawt conform
10 the guidelines Hate? beisw. Any staterent o sxhibit not i compliance with twess guidelines will not be printed, but
weill be ermintained in the Cammitiee Fles for rivdaw xnd uss By the Committes,

1. All stataments and any accompanying sxhisia (o peinting st ba typed io single space o egalalzs
papar and ey A0t aicand 8 totsl of 16 gages.

-4 Copies ¢f whole documents submittad se exiibit materiat will not be acceping for printing. tstead,
wubiiit genterinl whooid bin refaranced snd guoted or paraphresnd, ALl axhibht material not meeting thass
apacificatioon wili bs mainiwined in the Commities files for review and use by the Committes.

3. Blatamants muet sonisin the rame and capacity In which the withees will appesr o, for wiitien
cotments, the nsivw and capecity of the person pubiitting the ststenvent, se wall a8 any dientz o
parsong, ¢ any orgsntraiion for whom the withess sppssrs o for whom the sistsment s subimitted.

4, & supgiarmentsl shest vt sccompany sach statement lrting the naews, full sddress. = telaphone
rusmbat where the wittweas o the designatsd rapresantative may be reached amd » topical outhine o
summary of the commaents and recommendstions in the full statsmant. This supphemental shest will not
ha includad in the printed record, :

Tha shove restictions and Hudtations apply only 1o materis! being submitiad for printing. Stetements and

axkibin or supplamsntary sisterial wubittad solely for distsibution 1o the Mambars, the piwen and the pubiic during the
cowns of m pubiic hearing rony be submitiad In other forme,

ddkd
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LPEHIBRG STATEMENT
REF. RBOR WYDER

BEFORE THE WAYY AND HEANS BUBCOMMITTEE ON
RUNAN RESOURCES

A354 WELFARE REFOIM PROPOSALS

July 27, 1994

‘Mr, Chairmnan, I wish to add my veice to those of my friends
poh Hnatsul, George Miller, James Clyburn, and others in support
of decent quality child care for the working poor.

Without significant improvement in current child care
services in this country, we are left with the unvholesoma
spectyre of millions of women moving on and off welfare in
interminable fashion ns their inadeguate child support systems
£all. Frankly, I am concernsad that the abzence of dependabls
" ¢hild care services could become the Achilles heel of our reform
effort,

Yhe Small Pusiness Subcommittee that ¥ c¢haly recently held
hearings on problems both emplovees and employers face in
identifying ox establisihing child care services. In many
communities, there simply is no identifiable support system to
nurture child care services and to direct working peoor families
to thoem, Workers and thelr companies pay for that vacuum in the

torm of lost bours, lost productivity and, in some cases, lost
jokis.,

To allow poor families to break out of the cycle of poverty,
walfarxe reform must include additional resources for child cars:

It must increase financial assistance to the working poor.
It must make improvements to transitional ¢hild care.

r must reguire family counseling and additional consumer
information about the availability of c¢hild care.

Tt must enhance our ability to have a “seamless®™ child care

aystem that focuses on quality as well as avallability and
aost,

These improvements hecome even more important as we consider
the kinds of incoreased strains welfare reform will place on an
already over-burdened, under~funded and gunslity-guestionable
systen. ‘

Heretas bow I sen the bresnkdown of needs:

+ The emergence of many more single-parent houssholds, and
households in which both parents hold full~time jobs, has

placed a terrific strain on an already over~burdened child
care systen,

The Census Bureau found that 36 percent of dual-emploved,
marriad couples had both parents working full~time day shifts,
There were about 500,000 such couples in which both parents werk
fuli-time, in non-day-shift jobs, Their cptiona for work can

include evening or weekend hours, the times mast difficult to
gacure child care.

Parents struggling te get off the welfare rells sometimes
have limited child care choices. Increasingly, parents are
forced Lo agceept less-than~ideal, unlicensed child care services,
or place their children in licensed care facilities that are
unsafe, . unsanitary and chronically under~monitored by state
agencies charged with protecting childrens' health and welfare.
rarents lose their jobs when children get sick, and parents are
forced to stay home to care for them.
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* A place must be found for kids who are part of the
approximately 4.5 million American households on Aid to
Pamilies with Dependent Children. “These families may
represent an additional 9 million ehildren who will require
full~time or part-time care when welfare reform is enacled.

The transitional care benefit under the Family SBupport Act
of 1988 provides one year of child care reimbursement for people
who recently lsft the AFDC program fer a job or for training
likely to result in & job. A limited number of states provide
the transition care benefit to 20 percent or more of eligible

families. But the level of support barely scratches the surface
of need.

# Transitional care helps welfare parents receive training anad
begin their jobs, However, although approximately 5 million
families receive AFDC benefits, only about 230,000 receive
AFDC ohild care in any given month.

Hany statas arve pot publicizing the program becsuse they
cannot afford the coat of full participation., Some crities
chargs that states are responding to their budget problems by
limiting access to AFDC child care and reneging on the guarantes
of ¢hild care in the 1988 Act. Families struggling toward self-
sufficiency are finding that the door to important information is
beaing slammed shut. We need to ensure that families on AFDC
receive appropriate counseling and information about the
availability of child care options so that parentst work or
training do not cccur at the child's expsense.

Finally, Hr, Chaigyman, our dgoal should be n seamless systen
that includes financial support and guality conirel to protect
our kida.

At our hearing, the Inapector General of the bepartment of
flealth and Human Services reported that many child care
centers have serioug health and mafety problems such aa
inoperable toilets, blocked fire exits, and access to toxie
chemicals.

The Genersnl Accounting Office reported that sbtales are
cutting the hudgets of agencies charged with the
licensing and inspection of day care centers.
Accoxrding to testimony before our subocommittes, this
has gulite literally becows a life-ur-death matter.

Hone ¢©f us is under the illusion that additional supporti
for decent guality child care comes free-of-chaxgse, Y belleve
the draft of tho Adnministrationtsa referm plan ciryrculated esarlierx
this veayr...and that has since been cut significantly...gave us =z
good ldea about what some of these costs might be.

nBut I ask you to consider the alternative. What will
happen to the next generation of welfare family
children if we fail to malke these investments, nou?

Mr. Chairman, that guestion deserves a fril and detailled
discugssion. Thank you fer this oppertunity.
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THURSDAY, JULY 21, 1554 SUBCOMMITITEE ON- HUMAMN RESOURCES
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
U.8., HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
1102 LORGWORTE EOUSE OFFICE BLDG.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2081s
TRLEPHONE: (202) 225-1721

THE HONORABLE HAROLD E. PORD (D., TENN.),
CHATRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAR RESQURCES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYE -AND MEANS,

T,8. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

ANNQUNCES A REVISED BCHEDULE POR TER PFOUR-DAY BERIES OF
HEARINGE ON WELFARE REFORM

The Honorable Harold E. Ford {D., Tenn.), Chairman,
Subcommittee on Human Resources, Committes on Ways and Megans,
U.8. House of Represgsentatives, today announced a revised schedule
for the Subcomnmsittee’s four~day series of hearings on selected
welfare reform topics. As previocusly announced, the series will
begin on Tuesday, July 26, 1984, and Will run through Friday,
July 2%, 18%4. Each hearing will begin at 10:00 a.m. in room
B-318 of the Rayburn House Office Building. The scope of each
hearing, and other details, are described below.

The Subcommittee may not be able to accommodate all regquests
to he heard. A described helow, in lisu of a personal
appearance, written statements may be submitted for the printed
record of the hearing. Additional hearings on welfare reform
could he announced later.

SCOPE OF THE HEARINGS:

(1) Administration Walk-Through of H,. R, 4685

On Tuesday, July 26th, Dr. Mary Jo Bane and
Dr. David Ellwoeod, Co-chairs of the Administration’s Welfare
Reform Working Group, will present the details of President
Clinton’s welfare reform proposal, H.R., 46085, the Work and
Responsibility Act of 1%94. Drs. Bane and Ellwood will be the
only witnesses to appear at this hearing.

{2} Teatimony

At the hsaring on Wednesday, July 27th, the Subcommittee
will receive testimony from sponsors of each of the following
welfare reform bills: (a) H.R, 4767, the Pamily Self-
Sufficiency Act of 18%4, introduced by Congressman Matsuil,
et al; (b} H.R. 3500, the Regponsibility and Empowerment
Support Freogram Providing Employment, Child Care and Tralning
Act, intyoduced by Congressman Michel, et al; and {¢} H.R.
4414, the Independence for Families Act of 1994, introduced by
Congressman McCurdy, st al.

As the schedule allows, the Subcommittee also will receive
testimony from Members of Congress on H.R. 48085 or other
welfare reform initiatives, including those relating to child
support enforcement.

{3} Hearing en Parental Responnibllity

On Thursday, July 28th, the Subcommittee will receive
testimony on the provisions of H.R. 4605 yelating to the.
establishment of paternity and child support enforcement, At
this hearing, the Subcommittes will hear from a limited number
of invited and public witnesses.

{MORE}
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At the hearing on Friday, July 29%9th, witnesses will
describe the causes and consequences of early childbearing, and
will comment on the provisions of H.R. 4605 that are designed
to. prevent early childbearing. The Subcommittes will hear from
a limited number of invited and public witnesses. '

As previously announced, the final date for submitting
requests to be heard at these hearings is the close of business
Thursday, July 21, 1984, All other details for the
hearings remain the same. (See Press Release #18, dated
July 18, 19%4.} >

et
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Before the Subgommittee on Human Resources
committee on Wavs and Means

Hearings on Welfare Reform

July 27, 1984

Mr. Chairman, thank you for allowing me to testify befors
the Ways and Means Huwan Resources Subcommittee today on welfare
reform. It is a pleasure t¢ be here, and I believe there is no
more pressing issue before Congress than welfare reform.

If our current illegitimacy rates continue unabated, by the
year 2000, 80% of minority chlildren, and 40% of all children in
this country will be borp out of wedlock, This ¢risis hasg severe
economic and societal costs asscociated with it, which will
bankrupt our nation if not checked. In 1992, the federal
government sent $34 billion to never-married, teenage mothers
through the Aid to Families with Dependent Children, Food Stamps,
Medicaid, and housing~~the major entitlement programs to help
low~income children and their families., If the entire APDC
caseload were considered, the cost would be closer to $70
Billion-

In 1988, the last time Congress "reformed" welfare,
supporters claimed that the real cost of reform would only be $3
billion because s0 many would get off the welfare rolls.
Instead, what was supposed to cost $3 billion--actually cost $13
billion~~and less than 1% of the welfare pepulation is working.
Worse than the wasted money was the effect on lives. People
flooded onto the rolls., In 1%88, proponents said we would not
have % million families on welfare unti) 1998. We reached that
number in early 1983, and are closer to 6 million currently.

Indesad, since the War on Poverty bkegan in 1965, America has
spent $4 trillion dollars only to see more and more children born
into poverty. Yet we know that if a young adult finishes high
schocl, gets married, and reaches age 20 before having a child--
the chances of that family living in poverty is only 8%. If that
same youny person fails to de¢ any or all of these things, chances
that a ¢hild will be born into poverty is 79%.

My bill, H.R. 12%3, The Welfare and Teenage Pragnancy
Reduction Act, freezes only one of the major entitlements--AFDC.
It would send this money to the state in block grants, giving
them maxinum flexibility to devise programs to help those on
AFDC, or assist them in getting off the welfare rolls. The
existing federal bureaucracy which hampers innovative state
prograns would be dismantled.



In my bill, there areg only two federa) mandates: 1) no AFDC
monthly grant unless both parents are 18 years of age; and 2) no
AFDC (at any age) unless the father is legally identified. Both
mandates are prospective, and would begin within a year of
enactment of the bill.

Under H.R. 1293, the federal government would save $6~8
billion over 5 vears. But just as important, the states
collectively would save $5 to $6.5 billion since AFDC is 55%
federally funded and 45% state funded. With this money freed up
at the state level, the states could develop targeted work and
training programs that would be more effective than a "one size
fits all" training and daycare program run at the federal level,
What works in New Jersey may not meet Xansas' needs,

We must change the direction of our welfare prograns, If it
costs more money, it's not welfare reform-~it's welfare
expansion. The time has come to reverse our course, and begin to
spend less, but we must back off in a slow and compassionate
manner. Welfare should be short«term help over a difficult tinme
in 1life. Instead, it has become an intentive to join the welfare
system, and a long~term way of life.

It is not enough to provide programs to get people off
welfare. ¥We must stop attracting them inte the system. Once a
teenager has one or twe children, statistically she will remain
on the roles for at least ten years or more. ‘That means a life
of guaranteed poverty.

As you consider changes$ to our current welfare system, I
again want te point out, and hope you will all keep in mind: JIf
welfare "reform? costs moyre money, itis neot "raform,¥ it's
welfare expansion. We have kept the cruel trap of welfare
dependency attracting our poor for too long.

I urge you to suppert meaningful welfare reform now, before
we pull in any more young people and condemn them to a life of
paverty.
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Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommitiee, I want to thank you
for providing us with an opporrunity to share cur views on changes
to welfare programs,

Reforming welfare should be one of our top priorities this year.
The "current system 1is c<learly not accomplighing the goals of
providing a temporary safety net to those who need it while
engsuring that the ultimate goal of our welfare programg -- economicg
independence -~ is met.

Welfare has changed from being a temporary safety net to becoming
a way of life for too many in society. Studies show that 65
percent of APDC reciplients are on the program for more than eight
vears, although many of these vecipients do leave AFDC within two
yearsg and later return to the progran.

It is clear that welfare cught to involve responsibility on the
recipient’s part, through more work requirements for recipients and
enforcemant and collection of c¢hild support payments for absentee
parents,

Over the last three yvears alone, the pumber of recipients on AFDC
hag increased 30 percent to 14 million people. Nearly $23 billion
wag spent on welfare laslt year. While a weakened economy bears
some of the blame for this swelling of the roles, a rise in out-of-
wedlock nixths has also contributed.

The goal which we should attain is for recipients who are abkle-
bodied to succeed in the work force., and they can, given the
proper training, financial incentives and support services such as
medical coverage for their family.

The only way I see to fix the present system is to dismantle it.
We must build a safety net that encourages work, respongibility,
opportunity and family.

First, single mothers need jobs that pay family-supporting wages,
as they are the population most at risk to continue in & cycle of
dependency. I have heard from many women on welfare who want to
work but do not because oury aystem makes them Dpetter off
economically by staying on welfare -- they cannot afford Lo take a
job with little or no health care coverage.

Second, there must be more focused job training and educational
opportunities for welfare recipients. Helping AFDC recipients
achieve gkills that can pub them back to work will save tax dolliars
only if they are trained for dobs that are available in the private
pector and those that pay a family-supporting wage.
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Third, child support must be enforced. Every year, more than $24
billion in child support goes unpaid, costing taxpayers the
difference. We need a national framework for the collection of
child support because too often when people move from one state to
another collections are impogeible. Thig initiative would thin the
rankg of single parents who go on welfare.

The fourth major reform we need to make to the welfare system is
reducing teen pregnancy which causes welfare dependency in so many
instances. I support the Clinton policy to have those teenagers
who - are pregnant and single to live at home with their parents in
almost all instances. More than one million teenagers in America
get pregnant every year, a pumber that is astounding. We need more
of a national focus on teen pregnancy prevention,

Current law provides that teen mothers may collect welfaxe if they
are living with theixr parents, but this arrangement 4is the
exception rather <than the rule Dbecause parents’ idncome is
considered when determining welfare eligibility of the pregnant
teen, which has disgualified many at-home teen mothers from staving
there. A teenager iz likely to become eligible once ghe moves away
from home.

Thig is obviocusly the wrong incentive to provide to younyg tesnagers
who in most cages are not preparsed emotionally or financially to
raise children. In many cases, these teens still need parenting.

We should quit discouraging young, unwed mothers from living at
home, and at the same time we should work 1o reduce and prevent
teen pregnancies. This would ¢¢ along way in helping to break the
cycle of dependency.

Mr. Chairman, there are other issues that are lmportant to my home
state of Wisconsin., I strongly believe that a uniform welfare
benefit should be established at the national level. While I was
in the state legislature and today, great strides have been made in
seeking reforms in Wisconsin, attempting to reduce costs, change
the system for the better, and make it & better deal for recipients
and taxpayers. PBut these state reforms won'e be cost effective 1if
people move into Wisconsin to participate in this unigue system
because the same opportunity or level of benefit does not exist in
their hometown. A greater burden will be placed on Wisconsin

taxpayers.

Petple move acgross state borders for a wide array of reasous,
including the prospect of receiving higher welfare benefit levels.
This puts an undue burden on states such as Wisconsin that provide
more generous benefits than neighboring states such as Illinois and
virtually every southern state., A mother with two children can
boeost her monthly income about $§150 by moving £rom Illinois to
Wisconsin, and southern families could boogt thelr monthly income
up to 300 pergent.
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That’s why I introduced the Welfare Fairness Act, which is intended
to address the problem of state-to-state migration, a situation
many border cities and towns in the First Congressiconal District as
well as other states are well aware of. The bill would establish
a national uniform welfare benefit so that state-to-state ngr&tzaﬁ
can be mitigated.

A uniform rate would have a positive effect on many recipients by
providing them with the chance to make decisions on where to live
based on where their family lives, on job opportunities, and on
other gupport factors without having it complicated by the size of
welfare henefits.

Wisconsin had tried to address this problem at the state level
based on one of my initiatives in the gtate legislature by creating
a two-tiered welfare system, which would provide welfare recipients
who move to Wisconsin with benefits for six months no higher than
they left in their previous state, But a U.8. Supreme Couxt
decision recently rejected a similar approach in Minnesota, so
there ig a question about whether this will be upheld.

We need some initiative to address welfare migration and 1 would
hope the subcommittee would consider my bill amongst the various
alternatives to address this lssue.

Finally, one of the most important things we need to encourage in
welfare reform is innovation, especially in encouraging work ratheyr
than dependency. For thar ryeason, I am introducing legislation
thig week which would allow states to condudst innovative program to
encourage work, and I hope the subcommittee would congider
incorporating elements of my bill into its welfave reform effort.

As you know, many times it may be economically advantageous for
welfare recipients not to enter the private gector workforce. Too
many entry-level Jjobhe do not pay a family-supporting wage oy
provide the level of child care, health care, or education benefits
that a recipient may receive in certain welfare programs.

People should-always be better off By working than not working, and
one of our goals must be to turn benefits checks into pay checks.

Sratas like Wisconsin want to regeive federal waivers for "income
disregard programs.® These programs would not count a certain
lTevel of private-sector wages in calculations to determine
eligibility for welfare programs. There would be a greater
economic ingentive to enter the workforce.

My bill would direct the Department of Health and Human Services to
approve state applications for waivers for thege "income disregard®
programs as long as the application meets regquiremegnts such as
adequate monitoring, prospects for results, and no net costs to the
federal government over Lime.
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Innovative programs like these have the potential to move scores of
recipients into the workforge. This will have a positive impact on
our econcmy and the federal budget.

Mr. Chairman, I know that yvou and members of the subcommittee have
a difficult task ahead of you in crafting a welfare reform bill.
It is my hope that we can work together in a bipartisan fashion to
get this job done.

Certainly, we must be realistic about reform. No plan isg going to
solve all the problems overnight. The welfare system has
deteriorated over the course of decades, and it will take time to
repair or replace. But we can't delay. Too much productivity and
too many tax dollars are belng wasted.

Thank you for this opportunity, and I look forward to working with
you to get this job done.
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Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to tastify today
on &n issue that I believe is tremendously important, reform of
cur nation's walfare system. First allow me Lo express my
appreciaticn bto Mr. McCurdy for his leadership on this issue, I
am thankful for the opportunity to have worked ¢n what I helieve
ig a. thougntful and gensible approach to welfare reform.

While Mr. McCurdy has outlined several of the significant
portions of the Mainstream Forum bill, H.R. 4414, there are a few
other areas of the bill that I believe are important and will
take just a minute to highlight. These provigions emphasize one
of the tenets of the Mainstream Forum bill -- personal
rasponsibility.

It is clear that ocur welfare system today sends the wrong
messages to-recipients and to the public. Our bill seeks to
change those messages. I do believe that wslfaye programg play
an important and necessgary role in cur society. However, we must
end reliance on welfare for long pericds of time and restore the
original intenticn of these programs -- transitional assistance
to those in need. In order to make welfare benefits a temporary
angwer, we must provide welfare recipilents with the assistance
thay need to become self gsufficient. Mr. McCurxdy has effectively
psutlined thesge provisgions in his tesgtimon

I believe any welfare reform must support bagic American
values. We Kknow that people respond ¢ incentives, SO we must
include the incentives in our welfare sysrem that reflect those
values -- ingentives to get off of welfare and become self
gufficient, incentives o stay in school, incentives to be
financially responsible for children and irncentives to not have
additional children while on welfare. Buch a system also needs
the flexibility to address those with different needs.

We have included several provisions in the Mainstream Forum
1ill that we believe achisve the goals of changing the incentives
in the welfare system. These ingcliude strengthened child support
enforcement, improved paternity establishment, an educational
campaign to discourage teen pregnancy, a regquirement that the
inconme of pavents of nongustodial parents-be deemed available for
child support payments, a reguirement that minor mothers live
with a rasponsible adult, a bonus payment for those under age 20
to complete their high school sducation, the option for states to
eliminate deterrents o marriags and to not pay welfare
recipients additional benefits for children born after they are
on welfare.



One of the most lmporrtant parts of the Mainstream Forum bill
is 1ts expansion of child support enforcement provisions. It is
vital that parents are held primarily responsible for the
financilal and personal care of thedr c¢hildren before the
government is iocoked to for such assistance., We must establish a
gystem that effectively makes hoth parents responsible for the
needs of their child. Such efforts can be accomplished through
the use of hospital based paterﬁiay, enhanced non-custodial
location and identificarvion, and increased punitive m&aaureg for
nen-compliant parents,

Of course, I realize that the limir on benefits to a family,
the 80 called "family cap," is a controversial issue.
Admittedly, the research is not cenclusive on what impact the
family cap may have. However, I belileve it is important that our
welfare system send 2 new megsage. Welfare should be comparable
Lo the workplace in that mothers and farhers with djebs in the
workplace do not receive automatic pay incresases when they have
additional children. I do not believe that welfare recipients
have moye children for an additicnal $50 to $60 & month., But, I
do believe that if they know that they have to care for another
child on the same amount of money they are currently receiving,
there is a strong incentive to avoid becoming pregnaant. In
addition, we have civen states an easy means to opt out of the
family cap if they so choose.

Onie other section ¢f the bill that T will highlight is
program simplificarion. 7T teok the initiative to have this
section included in the bill because I helieve it provides needed
relief for thoge who administer welfare programg. The
administrative burden of operating the Food Stamp and AFDC
prograns is compounded by the fact that many of the rules and
regulations in the two programs are inconsistcent and
coentradictory. The Mainstream Forum bill ¢ontaing 20 specific
recemmendations to coordinate and unify the Food Stanp and AFDC
programs that wera recommended by the American Public Welfare
Asspciation, I believe such ¢hanges are essential to enablin
caseworkers to focus on assisting olients instead of processing
paperworx, and I strongly uyxge the committee Lo nob overlook
these provisions when welfare reform legisliation is marksed up.

It is my hoze that the Congress will consider legislation
thig year to reform our nationts welfare sygtem. I bellieve it is
needed and wanted by the administrators of the programs, the
beneficlaries ¢f the programs and the American public. The
Mainstream Forum bill provides a thoughtful and comprehensive
approach to reform and I encourage the membersg of the committee
to give it thelr Full consideration.
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MR. CHAIRMAN, Mr, Santorum, thask you for allowing me to testify before the
subcommittea today regarding H-R. 4793, the Self-Sufficiency Act.

There are very few things that more people agree upon than the idea that our welfare
system is 4 failure. No one likes it. Taxpayers don’t like it, politicians don’t like it, and
most of all ~ welfare recipients don’t like it.

Qur welfare system often provides people who choose not to work with a better deal
than those who choose 10 take a job. We oeed (o create a system where work is not
penalized, and where the logical choice for parents is to work to provide for their children.

We in Congress should also base our debate on approaches to reform that have
already proven successful in mesting that goal. We should not rely on stereotypes and
demagoguery to determine the course of reform.

The Self-Sufficiency Act is based on the success of the Single Parent Employment
Demonstration Program in Utah. In just 2 year and a haif, AFDC Brants under this progmm
have decreased by almost 25%. The best part is that the decrease in the number of
participants 15 due 0 success in assisting people in finding jobs that gxist in the labo

The Self-Sufficiency Act uses a common sense approach to welfare that provides
assistance to participants whe are working toward self-sufficiency, promotes work, and
gradually phases out benefits to those who have chosen not to participate in a self-sufficiency
plan. Moreover, it can be used in conjunction with mogt, if not all, of the other welfare
reform proposals currently being considered.

The self-sufficiency approach requires every participant to negotiaie a self-sufficiency
plan with a caseworker. Bach plan specifies an employment goal. Under this approach,
participants will have 25% of benefits reduced for the first month and a gradual complete
phase-out of benefits over the course of two years if ﬁz&y do aot follow their self-sufficiency
pian.

States that choose to use the self-sufficiency approach to weifare will automatically
adopt a system that eliminates neediess and burdensome regulations. These states will
coordinate the education and job training efforis for pasticipants in the self-sufficiency
program with all of the similar programs that already exist in the state. Also, states adopting
this approach will be meviewed under performance standards based, at least in part, on the
number of participants who become ineligible for AFDC due to eamings,

Once 3 state receives approval to use the self-sufficiency approach, it must phase-in
25% of the state recipients at the end of three years, 50% at the end of five years, 75% at



the end of eight years and 100% at the end of ten years. This is an important provision

since states choosing the self-sufficiency approach are making a commitment to changing
their welfare system from a check writing system into a system that helps people become
self-sufficient.

In addition, states adopting this approach will be free to choose from a selection of
programmatic changss in the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program.

‘1 would like to outline some of these options for you:

-~ States that adopt the seif~snfﬁci€:ncy approach may choose to increase the
ea.med income disrsgard up to 50%. This provision goes a long way to "making work pay.”

- States may choose to provide assistance to two-parent families according to
the same eligibility rules as applied to single parent families - as long as both parents
develop and follow a self-sufficiency plan. I believe this is a crucial change in the system
that easures that a family will not have 1o break up in order to receive welfare,

-- States may choose to increase asset linitations up to from $1000 to $2000,
and vehicle asset limitations up to $8000. This allows people to have cars they can depend
upon o get them to work,

- They may provide one-time diversion payments, squivalent to three mornths
of the AFDC benefit for which the family would have been eligible, to prevent families from
coming onto the welfare roles when facing a temporary crisis. This amount would be
subtracted from the family’s benefits should they later enter the welfare rolls.

- States may choose to mamtain a constant AFDC benefit level for families
that have additional children while receiving AFDC, This is a controversial provision that is
currently being tested in several states and i3 included as an option in the Pregident’s welfare
reform plan.

These and other options pmw)ide states with tools they need to creste a welfare system
that is worker-friendly.

Many of the cther reform plans that are on the table right now are based on
controversial assumptions. For example, while a two-year time limit sounds like a good
idea, there are senious concems sbout where this approach will lead.  Some worry that this
eould lead to the creation of & massive public works program. Others are concerned about
creating a large population of innocent homeless children.

This bill provides an alternative for those states that have reservations about other
welfare reform proposals, and it allows states to enjoy the flexibility they deserve in crafting
a welfare reform plan that meets the needs of their population.

Amazingly, ¥4 federal govermmeny waivers had o be approved before the Single
Parent Employment Demonstration program could begin using this approach to welfare.
Other states seeking to improve upon the current system have encountered similar obstacles.

This plan allows states to forgo the red tape and get on with helping people enter the
labor market. The Self-Sufficiency Act gives other states the option to follow the Jead of
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many inmovative programs in implementing an effective weifare system.

I am very optimistic about introducing this approach to welfare to the national debate
and I will gladly answer any questions you have regarding the Self-Sufficiency Act.
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Mr. Chairman, I would like t¢ thank you for the g¢ppartunity to
address your Subcsmmittee today, You are to be conmended for the
attention you have given this important issue. Wwhen I was elected
to Congress in 1992, health care and welfare reform were, and still
are, at the top of my list of priorities, and I am pleagsed that
koth these inter-related issues are being seriously addressed by
the 183rd Congress.

] In these halls, in the media, and most importantly from AFDC
racipients in our own éxstricts, we hear that this nation's welfare
system does not work. We'wve all heard the catchy phrases applied
to welfare reform and in many instances have used them ourselves.
A1l too often APDC reciplents are singled out aml separated from
the American public because they are poor. But I would like to see
noet only the rhetoric but the peolicy change as well.

Much has been said about the need to educate and train our
nation's workforce to keep it competitive into the 21st Century.
Much the same thing can be said about cur nation's AFDC recipients.
They must have education and training in order to move into and
remain in the workforce.

What many seem to forget is that, in an effort to provide
education and training, the welfare system was reformed by the
Family Support Act of 1988. 'The hallmark of this plan, the J0OBS
program, has yet to be fully funded nor have the required
participation rates been sufficient to make a difference.
Congressman Matsul recognized this situation when he introduced
H.R. 4767, the Family Self-Sufficiency Act of 1994, of which I am
proud to be an original co-sponsor.

8o much of the success of the JOBS program has been
overshadowed by its partial implementation, O©f the $3 billion
appropriated for the JOBS program since its inception in FY 1981,
only $1.9 billion has been matched by the states. My own state of
South Carolina has had to forego the use over $18 million, or over
50% of the funds appropriated for its use, since FY 1991 because of
fiscal restraints. H.R. 4767 would not only raise the annual
appropriation for the JOBS program to nearly %4 billion by FY 1998
but would aliso ralse the required participation rate from the
current ievel of 15% in FY 1884 to 50% by FY 183%.

H.R. 4767 not only expands the JOBS program but also includes
provisions to increase transitional benefits and to strengthen
families. Rarely do entry-level jochs provide the wages and
benefits necessary for self-sufficiency so many Americans take for
granted, but the extension of transitional Medicaid coverage and
child support will provide the new worker with enough support to
remain at work. Also, for the first time ald to two-parent AFDC
families would be determined by need and not employment status
thereby ending one ¢of the largest disincentives to marriage and
family life.

Conspicucusly absent from this bill is an arbitrary time limit
popularized by the phrase "two years and out.® <dontrary to what
many believe, the maijority of AFDC recipients do enter the
workforce within two years. It ig the nature of these low~wage
jobs which forces them back onto AFDC because of the lack of
affordable child care and health care coverage. That is not to say
the absence of a time limit discourages weork. 1In fact, 30% of each
state*s JOBS program enrcollment must be working, and expansion of
the JOBS program and transitional benefits will enhance the ability
of AFDC recipients to £find jobs and keep them.

H.R. 4767 realizes that finding adequate private sector jobs
will ba Qifficualt. In my Distriet of South Carolina there are
counties with double~digit unemployment, where it is extremely
difficult te find private sector jobs. The absence of arbitrary
tiwe limits means that there is no need for a massive public works
program which not only could be extremely costly but could also
have the potential to displace cther low-wage workers.

Once again, I would like to thank you, Mr. Chairman and
members of this Subcommittee, for the time to address this issue,
and I would also like to commend Mr. Matsuil for introducing H.R.
4787,
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Regarding Welfare Reform

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity
to appear before you today regarding welfare reform legislation. As Chairman of the
Native American Affairs Subcommittee, I will focus my remarks on matters specific to
the needs of Indian and Alaska Native tribes. Because of the governmental status of
Indian and Alaska Native tribes, most federal legislation - including the welfare reform
legislation now under consideration — requires tribal-specific provisions.

In order for a person on welfare to become truly self-sufficient -- the primary goal
of welfare reform -- a program of intense case management and support services is often
required. These needed services go beyond job training and child care. In order to
provide these types of services, state and tribal governments will need to have flexible
funds that can be shifted to address pressing needs. Indian tribes have very little, if any,
funding available for such services, and the federal government’s primary federal social
services program -- the $2.8 billion Title XX Social Services Block Grant -- provides no
direct funding to tribal governments.

In order to help fill the void of social services funding to tribal governments -- |
ecomm that the language of H.R. 4162 which was introduced by t embe

your Subcommittee -- Representatives McDermott, Brewster, and Kopetski - and myself
be inco ted into the welfare reform legislation. Our bill, which has been referred to
the Ways and Means Committee, is very simpie. It would provide for a 3% allocation of
Title XX Social Services Block Grant funds to be provided directly to tribal governments
to administer. As you know, under current law, Title XX funds are provided to state and
territorial governments, but not to tribal governments.

My proposal is consistent with:

1) the purposes of welfare reform, as it would provide tribes with crucial tools in
implementation: welfare reform;

2) the long-standing Federal policies of maintaining govcmmcnt-to-gov&nmem
relationships with Indian tribes and furthering Indian self-determination and
self-government, principles endorsed by every Administration, Kennedy through Clinton;

3) many other federai statues which provide direct funding to tribal governments
to administer. A few examples of such statutes are:

_ ==Child Care and Development Block Grant
-- Job Training Partnership Act
— Family Preservation and Support Act
-- Community Development Block Grant
~ Older Americans Act
—~ Even Start Program
— Library Services and Construction Act
-- HUD Programs
~-- Vocational Education
-- Drug Free Schools Program
-- Head Start
-- a variety of environmental statues



A soon-to-be released Office of Inspector General report shows that of the 24
states with the largest Indian populations, only 4 of those states (Arizona, New Mexico,
Oregon, South Dakota) provide any Title XX funding to tribes. Only 3/10 of 1% of.
those 24 states’ Title XX allocation is passed through to tribes and only 32 of the 537
tribes in those states are receiving any Title XX Funds,

H.R. 4162 is conceptually consistent with the Indian JOBS language in the
Administration’s welfare reform bill, H.R 4605, which also takes the approach of
providing an allocation off the top of the JOBS appropriation and providing money
directly to tribal governments to administer. For this reason, we are hopeful that the
Administration will support the addition the tribal Title XX language to welfare reform.

Provision of a stable source of social services funding would help enormously in
the ability of tribal governments - whose members are the most poverty stricken of all
people in this nation «~ to make a meaningful difference in the welfare reform cifort.
The 1950 Census shows that nationally 30.9% of Indian people are below the poverty
level, the absolute highest of any group of people reported by the Census Bureau. But
the national Indian poverty rate is but an average - in New Mexico the Indian poverty
rate is 46%, while in South Dakota it is 57%. :

According to the 1990 Census, Indian children have a 38.8% chance of being in
poverty. South Dakota has the highest state poverty rate of Indian children (63.3%).
Other Indian children state poverty rates include North Dakota (58.3%), Nebraska
(57%), Wyoming (49%), Utah (47.3%), Idaho (40.5%), Washington (37.7%), Oklahoma
(34.9%), Oregon (32.3%.). Many Indian families also experience serious challenges to
becoming self-sufficient, with 27.3% of Indian families headed by women, with no
husband present, and with 50% of those families living in poverty.

I appreciate the Administration’s focus on helping young people get off - and
hopefully, never get on ~ public assistance, as the key to long-term welfare reform, In
Indian country, there is an enormous need in this regard. A key feature of the
Administration’s pending welfare reform bill, HR. 4605, is its focus on the prevention of
teen pregnancy. This 3 bat another area in which tribes — who do not currently have
funding for this purpose — couid use the flexible Title XX Social Services Block Grant
funds.

While the focus of my statement is on the need to provide social services funding
to tribal governments so that they may bave a meaningful opportunity to truly affect
welfare reform, I would also say that | have heard good comments about the
tribal-specific JOBS portion of H.R. 4605. As I understand it, H.R. 4605 incorporates a
number of recommendations of tribal leaders and tribal JOBS directors - it would
provide a tribal allocation of funds directly to triba! governments; it would allow for
provision of service to all Indian people (not just tribal members} in a wibe's service
area; it would expand the number of tribes eligible for the JOBS program; it would allow
for use of unobligated JOBS money; and it would provide for direct child care funding.

In the area of child support enforcement, the Administration’s welfare reform bill
has no wibal provisions. Our understanding is that the Administration has given some
study to this issve, but not resolved how 1o legislatively address the complex tribal
jurisdictional issues invoived. [ would ask that our committees ~ Human Resources and
Native American Affairs ~ work together on this and other welfare reform issues which
directly affect Indian and Alaska Native people.

Thank you for your consideration of my request that the amendment 1o the Title
XX Social Services Block Grant introduced as H.R. 4162 by Representatives McDermott,
Brewster, Kopetski, and myself be ¢nacted into law as part of welfare reform Jegislation.
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" Hr. Chairman, ¥ wish to add my veice to those of my friends
Bob Matsul, George Miller, James Clyburn, and cthers in support
of decent gquality ehild care for the working poor.

#ithout significant improvement in current child care
services in this country, we are left with the unwholesome
aspectre of millions of women moving on and off welfare in
interminable fashion as their inadeguate child support systems
fail. Frankly, I am concerned that the absence of dependable
child care services could become the Achilles heel of ocur reforn
aeffort.

The small Business Subsommittes that I chair recently held
haarings on problems both employess and employers facee in
fdentifying or establishing child care aervices. In many
communities, there gimply is no identifiable support gystem to
nurture child care sexrvices and to direct working poor families
to thom. Workers and thelr companies pay for that vacuum in the

form of lost hours, leoat productivity and, in some cases, lost
jobs,

fo allow poor families to hreak out of the cyecle of poverty,
welfare refoxm must include additional resources f£or ¢hild care:

It must increase financial assistance to the working poor.
It must make improvements to transitional child care.

It muat require family counseoling and additional consunmer
information about the availability of ¢hild care.

It must enhance our ability to have a '"gseamless" child care

aystem that focuses on guality as well as availakility and
onat,

These lmprovemenkts become even mora important as wve consider
Lhe kinds of increased straina welfare reform will place on an
already over-burdsned, under-funded and guality-questionable
system, ’

ltere*s how I sec the breakdovn of needs:

+ the emergenca of many more single-parent households, and
households in which beth parents hold full~time jobs, has
placed a terrific strain on an already over~burdened child
care system.

The Census Bureau found that 36 percent of dual-employed,
married couples lhiad both parents working full-time day shiftis.
There were about 500,000 such couples in which both parents werk
full-time, in non-day-shift jobs., Their options for work can

include evening or weskend hours, ths times most difficuli to
secure «¢hild care,

Parents struggling to get off the welfare rolls sometimes
have limited c¢hild care choices. Increasingly, parents are
forced to acecept less~than~ideal, unlicensed ¢hlld care services,
or plage their children in licensed care facilities that are
unsafe, unganitary and chroanically under~monitored by siate
agencies charged with protecting childrens' health and welfare.
Parents loses their jobs when c¢hildren get sick, and parents are
forced to stay heome to care for them,
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Paga Two

+ A place must be found for kids who are part of the
approximately 4.5 million American houselholds on Aid teo
FPamilies with Dependent Children. “These families may
represent nn additional 2 million children who will reguire
full=time or part-~time sare when welfare reform is enacted.

The transitional care benefit under the Pamily Buppert Act
of 1988 provides one year of child care reimbursement for people
who recently left the AFDC program for a job or for training
likely to result in a job. A limited number of states provide
the transition care benefit to 20 percent or more of eligible

families. But the level of support barely scratches the surface
of need. ‘

* Transitional care helps welfare parents receive training and
bagin thelr jobs. JHowever, although approximately 5 millien
families recaive AFDC benefits, only ahbout 230,000 receive
AFDC child care in any given month.

Hany states are not publicizing the program because they
cannot afford the cost of full participation., Some crities
charge that states are responding to their budget problems by
limiting access to AFDC ¢hild care and reneging on the guarantee
of child care in the 2988 Act. Families struggling toward self-
sufficiency are finding that the door to important information is
being slammed shut. We need to ensure that families on AFDC
receive appropriate counseling and information about the
availability of ¢hild care options so that parents! work or
training 4o not ocenr at the ¢hild's expense.

Finally, Mr, Chairman, our geoal shounld be a scamless system

that inecludes financial support and quality control te protect
our kids.

At our hearing, the Inspector General of the Department of
Health and Human Services reported that many child care
senters have serious health and safety problems such as

inoperabhle toiletsn, blocked fire exits, and acceess to togic
chemicals,

The Geperal Accounting Office reportad that states are
eutting the budgets of agencies charged with the
licensing and inspection of day care centers,
According te testiwmeny before our subcommittes, this
has guite literally becomes a life-or-death matter,.

None of us is under the illusion that additionsal support
for decent gquality child care comgs {ree~of-charge. I beslieve
the draft of the Administration'y reform plan circulated earlier
this year...and that has since been cut significantly...gsve us a
good idea about whalt some of these costs might be.

But I ask you to consider the alternative. What will
bappen to the next generation of welfars family
children if we fail to make these investments, now?

Hr. Chalrman, that guestion desexves a full and detajled
discussion. Thank you for this oppertunity.
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Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased you
have given me the opportunity to present my views on welfare
reform. As most of you know, I served as chairman of the House
Select Committee on Children, Youth, and Families for nearly a
decade and retain from that experience a deep interest in issues
relating to children. It is they, after all, that are the reason
we have a welfare policy in this nation-~ they should be our
primary concern when changing it.

It is a hoax for us to go through yet another effort at
welfare reform without the financial commitment to back up its
promise. In 1988, this Subcommittee considered welfare reform
and, with bipartisan support, came up with a very good plece of
legislation, the Family Support Act. This law recognized the
importance of work, and the education and training that is
necessary to equip welfare clients with the means to earn a
decent wage. A number of important initiatives have been
undertaken under this law, but the full promise of the
legislation has not been realized, in part because of
insufficient funding by the Pederal Government and States.

The Clinten Administration’s theme of instilling a sense of
responsibility in the welfsre client through reguiring work is
entirely appropriate. But it is egually appropriaste-- in fact,
critical~— for the Government to meet its obligation te provide
low income families with the means to become self-sufficient. I
simply do not believe that the $£2% billion or so in addlitional
funds will support the WORK program subsidized employment, child
care, and other major elements of the bill that are needed to
make it the success we all wanit.

There are some other specific concerns I have with the
Administration’s proposal. ©One is the inflexible 2-year time
limit on AFDC benefits. This, the ultimate "get ftought
provision, is a sop to conservatives that raises more questions
than it resclves. Subsidized jobs would be the immediate
alternative to cash assistance under this approach, but what
guarantees are provided for z self-sustaining job in the long
run? The big problem with long~term welfare dependency is not
getting a job, it’s Job retention.

The welfare clientele have a nyriad of problems that affect
their employability. FPor example, a recent study found that 27%
of mothers receiving welfare have drug and alcohol problems, and
that welfare recipients are three times more likely to be addicts
than the non-welfare population., Many also incur erratic child
care situations or have other family problems that interfere with
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job stability. We cannot fit individuals with such tough life
probliems into the Z-yearsw-and-you’re-out mold and expect a good
result. I <¢an only conclude that the time limit would either be
meaningless because so pany clients would be designated Texempt"
or there would be a huge increase in the homeless population.
Neither is good welfare policy.

Another misguided provision of the President’s bill relates
to its authority for States to impose a Yfamily cap.®™ Welfare
policy should not be axpected to keep younyg women from having
babies. The combined benefits welfare recipients receive for one
child ‘barely bring them to half of the level of basic need under
poverty guidelines. An additional $140 per month in AFDC and
food stamp benefits is hardly an incentive to have another child
to feed and clothe-~it’s a net loss!l The decision to beconme
pregnant results from a complex set of ingredients, but the extra
welfare pmoney is not one of them: this has been confirmed in
- studies by the President’s own welfare advisors. Research
suggests that pelicies that do work against illegitimate births
are education on pregnancy prevention and ready access to family
planning services, This is where our focus should be, but we
constantly have opposition from the very members of this body
that decry illegitimacy.

I believe that you have before you a well-constructed
alternative to the Administration’s welfare proposal in Bob
Matsui‘s bill, H.R. 4767. It builds on the Family Support Act,
and adjusts it for issues that have arisen from the experience of
the last six years. While many of these sameé concerns are also
addressed in the President’s bill, the Matsui bill presents more
reasconed and realistic alternatives without simplistic draconian
measures that are more fitting to a bumper sticker than national

policy.

The Matsui bill, for example, emphasizes work by increasing
work requirements in the JOBS program rather than by cash
assistance cutoffs. It enables States to be fuller participants
in the JOBS and child care programs by increasing the Federal
match rates. It significantly expands Federal funding for child
care by $3 billion over % years rather than the $1.% billion
provided in the Administration proposal. Other initiatives, also
in the Adnminisgtration’s bill, would enhance child support
enforcement and reform of the welfare bureaucracy that will be so
essential to changing the approach of welfare offices to client
service rather than "box checking.”

We must separste Fact from fiction as we chart the future
course of legislation affecting low income families. Policies
should not punish welfare clients and their children ocut of our
frustration with the inability of the American economy to provide
full employment and the inability of the Congress to underwrite
solid statutes. '
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Regarding Welfare Reform

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity
to appear before you today regarding welfare reform legisiation, As Chairman of the
Native American Affairs Subcommitiee, I will focus my remarks on matters specific to
the needs of Indian and Alaska Native tribes. Because of the governmental status of
Indian and Alaska Native tribes, most federal legislation - including the welfare reform
legislation now under consideration - requires tribal-specific provisions,

In order for a person on welfare to become truly self-sufficient — the primary goal
of welfare reform - a program of intense case management and support services is often
required. These needed services go beyond job training and child care. In order to
provide these types of services, state and tribal governments will need to have flexibie
funds that can be shifted to address pressing needs. Indian tribes have very little, if any,
funding available for such services, and the federal government’s primary federal social
services program — the $2.8 billion Titde XX Social Services Block Grant —~ provides no
direct funding to tribal governments.

In order to help ﬁll the void ot’ sncxal services funcimg 1o m’bai govemmc:zts |

the Ways amj Means Ccmmxttcgz, is vz:ry szzzzpic i: would provide for a 3% allocation of
Title XX Social Services Block Grant funds to be provided directly to tribal governments
to administer. As you know, under current law, Title XX funds are provided to state and
territorial governments, but not 1o tribal governments.

My proposal is consistent with:

1) the purposes of welfare reform, as it would provide tribes with crucial tools in
implementation. welfare reform;

2} the long-standing Federal policies of maintaining government-to-government
relationships with Indian tribes and furthering Indian self-determination and
self-government, principles endorsed by every Administration, Kennedy through Clinton;

3} many other federal statues which provide direct funding to tribal governments
to administer. A few examples of such statutes are:

—~Child Care and Development Block Gram
- Job Training Partnership Act

« Family Preservation and Support Act
« Community Development Biock Grant
- Older Americans Act

— Even Siwart Program
- Library Services and Construction Act
- HUD Programs

- Vocational Education

- Drug Free Schools Program

- Head Start

-- 4 variety of environmental statues



A soon-to-be released Office of Inspector General report shows that of the 24
states with the largest Indian populations, only 4 of those states (Arizona, New Mexico,
Oregon, South Dakota) provide any Title XX funding to tribes. Only 310 of 1% of
those 24 states’ Title XX allocation is passed through to tribes and only 32 of the 537
tribes in those states are receiving any Title XX Funds.

H.R. 4162 is conceptually consistent with the Indian JOBS language in the
Administration’s welfare reform bill, H.R 4603, which also takes the approach of
providing an allocation off the top of the JOBS appropriation and providing money
directly 1o tribal governments to administer, For this reason, we are hopeful that the
Administration will support the addition the tribal Title XX language 10 welfare reform.

Provision of a stable source of social services funding would help enormously in
the ability of tribal governments ~ whose members are the most poverty stricken of all
people in this nation -- to make a meaningful difference in the welfare reform effort.
The 1990 Census shows that nationally 30.9% of Indian people are below the poverty
level, the absolute highest of any group of people rcportcd by the Census Bureau. But
the national Indian poverty rate is but an 2verage - in New Mexico the Indian poverty
rate is 46%, while in South Dakota it is 57%.

&cmr;}ing to the 1990 Census, Indian children have a 38.8% chance of being in
poverty. South Dakota has the highest state poverty rate of Indian children (63.3%).
Other Indian children state poverty rates include North Dakota (58.3%), Nebraska
(57%), Wyoming (49%), Utah (47.3%), Idaho (40.5%), Washington (37.7%), Oklahoma
(34.9%), Oregon (32.3%.). Many Indian families also experience serious challenges to
becoming seif-sufficient, with 27.3% of Indian families headed by women, with no
husband present, and with 30% of those families living in poverty.

I appreciate the Administration’s focus on helping young people get off - and
hopefully, never get on - public assistance, as the key to long-term welfare reform. In
Indian country, there is an enormous need in this regard. A key feature of the
Administration’s pending welfare reform biil, FLR. 4603, is its focus on the prevention of
teen pregnancy. This is but another area in which tribes ~ who do not currently have
funding for this purpose ~ could use the flexible Title XX Social Services Block Grarzz
funds.

While the focus of my staternent is on the need to provide social services funding
to tribal governments so that they may have a meaningful opportunity to truly affect
welfare reform, I would also say that I have heard good comments about the
tribal-specific JOBS portion of HR, 4605, As I understand it, H.R. 4605 incorporates a
number of recommendations of tribal leaders and tribal JOBS directors - it would
provide a tribal allocation of funds directly to tribal governments; it would allow for
provision of service to all Indian people (not just tribal members) in & tribe’s service
area; it would expand the numnber of tribes eligible for the JOBS program; it would allow
for use of unobligated JOBS money; and it would provide for direct child care funding.

In the area of child support enforcement, the Administration’s welfare reform bill
has no tribal provisions. Qur understanding is that the Administration has given some
study to this issue, but not resolved how 1o legislatively address the complex tribal
jurisdictional issues involved. I would ask that our committees -~ Human Resources and
Native American Affairs ~ work together on this and other welfare reform issues which
directly affect Indian and Alaska Native reonle,

Thank you for your consideration of my request that the amendment to the Title
XX Social Services Block Grant introduced as H.R. 4162 by Representatives McDermott,
Brewster, Kopetski, and myself be enacted into law as part of welfare reform legislation.
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Mr. Chairman, first I would like to thank you on behalf of the freshman
class for this oppertunity te discuss Welfare Reform based on our

Freshman Class Principles. { A copy is attached to statement)

Today, Representative Rush and I stand together as a united front to show
our support for welfare reform on behalf of the Welfare Reform Task

Force,

One of the most impertant aspects of welfare reform that cannot be
overlooked is human dignity for individuals and families. Equally
important is the responsibility of individuals and society to ensure that the
opportunity for self-sufficiency is available. It is my belief that welfare

reform must encourage and support self-sufficiency, strong families and



~ buman dignity to.be effective. If we are to truly develop effective welfare

reform or, "to end welfare as we know it," as the president has said; then

the family cannot be a footnote that’s added at the end of this reform, but
{

should be an integral part of this legislation in its infancy.

Waifaré reform is of great importance to more than 14 million Americans
and 5.2 million families, particularly women and children. More than 9
million women and children, collectively across this nation are depending
on an effective change to the current welfare system. The reform of our

current system is critical to fulfill a promise to our future generations.

The current welfare system has not allowed its recipients to maintain their
dignity and self-respect nor does it encourage them to become more
responsible and self-sufficient. Current Jaws and regulations discourage

family units,

We applaud President Clinton for presenting his Welfare Reform legislation
and feel there are several provisions within this bill that will assist families

and individuals to move away from the "Welfare System as we know it."



However, there are concerns and questions that need to be expressed about
the "two years and you're out” provision and the proposed method of

financing for this reform.

Welfare reform should be used to instruct parents and require mothers and
fathers to be respousible parents. It cannot be used to punish mothers and
children. Reform should ensure that the programs and services allow both
parents to be involved and be good parents, active in their children lives
and respounsible for their well-being. Special efforts must be enacted to
ensure that deadbeat dads are required to support their children.
Providing child support and child care is essential to allow methérs to train

and work.
True welfare reform should address Jobs, Families and Support Services:

1. JOBS - True Welfare Reform provides solid education and job
training followed by real job opportunities that prcvidé working mothers an
improved way of life. 'We should guarantee that welfare recipients can

earn greater than the minimum wage for a full day’s work,



2. FAMILIES - We must ensure that families receive adequate
support to allow them to remain a family. We shonld develop strong,

national child support enforcement that will increase a family’s standard of

living and will prevent some families from having to go on welfare.

3. SUPPORT SERVICES - Services provided to welfare recipients
should be sensitive to barriers that might preclude their participation, such

as adeguate child care, bilingual proficiency, and transportation.

Job Training is key fo empowering welfare recipients to make a permanent
transition to employment. The reform of current job training programs
available should afford flexibility in hours of instruction and vocational
fields. Consideration should be given to make the training accessible and

available in other languages.

The new system must allow enough flexibility for mothers to work part-

time or full-time at other than minimum wage employment.

True welfare reform will require investments in education and worker

training which will allow parents to become more self-sufficient. Job



development, placement, and job retention activities, including case
management services for recipients reentering the workplace is 'despefately

needed. .

I look forward to the discussions that will follow from other members of

Congress in the coming months.

I can speak for all the members of the task force when I say that we will
review carefully all legislation introduced and work diligently to ensure that
Welfare Reform is done right. For the sake of families and children, WE

must get this right.



BEMOCRATIC FRESIM CLASS PRINCIPLEb F{)R WELFARE REFORNI

1. FRAMEWORK: Human dignity, responsibility, and respect are the cornerstones of the American
tradition. The congressional welfare reform debate must recognize that all people have basic human and
givil rights.

2. PURPOSE 18 SELF-SUFFICIENCY, AND FINANCING SHOULD NOT BE REGRESSIVE:
True welfare reform will require investments in education, worker training, and child care programs in
order to allow parents to become more self-sufficient. Therefore, adequate financing should be
considered, but at the very least the programs’ financing should not be regressive,

3. COMPREHENSIVE WELFARE STRATEGY: Welfare reform should include simultaneous
consideration of a broader anti-poverty strategy to ensure that a permanent underclass of poverty is not
created. Welfare reform must include, among other things, provisions for universal health care
coverage, increased child care programs, job training and job creation programs, an expanded Earned
Income Tax Credit, and other anti-poverty programs.

BS:

1. TRAINING: Job training is critical to enabling welfare recipients make the transition to permanent
employment. Job training programs should afford flexibility in hours of instruction and vocational
fields. There are curremly over 120 federal job training programs. Consideration should be given (o
consolidating these programs and providing effective outreach strategies for recipients, Job training
information should be accessible and available In other languages.

2. PLACEMENT: There must be an effort to ensure that people are not just trained in basic
interviewing skills and placed in "make work® public sector jobs, Welfare reform must invelve placing
welfare recipients int jobs that pay a living wage.

3. IMPOSITION OF INFLEXIBLE TIME LIMITS: A fixed, arbitrary time limit will not work.
Congress must carefully define the parameters of such a time limit, and provide flexibility 1o account for
situations in which job training and placements may not work for certain individuals. We must
recognize that our nation will never reach full employment -- there will always be a certain percentage of
the population that cannot b placed.

FAMILY:

1. ENCOURAGING STRONG FAMILIES: The disincentives for mothers to work part ime and care
for their children must be removed, as well as disincentives for couples to marcy that are inherent in the
present systemn. The new system must be flexible enough to allow for the reestablishment of stronger
family units without a blanket requirement that all mothers must work full time at minimum wage jobs:
the respect for the balance between work and family that the rest of society enjoys should be extended to
those within the lower-income echelons of society, The system should seek o keep families together by
eliminating penalties for two-parent households and by allowing them 1o acc;umuiaw the resources
necessary o maintain stability before they leave AFDC.
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2. TEEN PREGNANCY:

A. PREVENTION PROGRAM AND SUPPORT SERVICES: There mustbe a
comprehensive, national teen pregnancy prevention program. including school-based services
such as seif-esteem and family planning counseling.  For teens who do become pregnant, every
reasonable effort must be made to help both parents finish high school, including linkages with
support services such as child care, parenting classes, nutrition programs, and schoolto-work
transition programs.

B. TEEN MOTHERS REQUIRED TO LIVE WITH A RESPONSIBLE ADULT: Teen
mothers, and, if needed, their families, should be given special case management services. Rules
regarding parents and grandparents as guardians must be reviewed and reformed to make it
possible, where appropriate, for een mothers to remain in their homes and receive AFDC and
support services. To address the problem of teens getting pregnant 1o be independent, teen
mothers should be required 1o be living in the home of 2 respongible adult {parent, teacher,
counseior, relative, etc.} who, if not a parent,-shall act in foco parentis, as determined
appropriate by the mother and her case manager.

C. ABSTINENCE AND FAMILY PLANNING: Both tesnage males and females should be
instructed on the merits of sexual abstinence and should be availed with family planning services
in order to instill in them a sense of responsibility about parenthood and an understanding of
alternatives 10 pregnancy.

3. CHILD SUPPORT: We must develop 2 strong, national child support enforcement system which
will have the effect of preventing many mothers from having 1o go on welfare because they cannot
collect the child support to which their children are entitled. Any welfare reform proposal should
include federalized child support collection of support which has been court-ordered, easier paternity
establishment methads, and a minimum assured benefit level.

1. STREAMUINING BUREAUCRACY, INCLUDING ONE-STOP SHOPPING AND EXAMINING
THE POTENTIAL FOR RECREATING THE PRESENT DELIVERY SYSTEM: Reforms should
replace the curremt eligibility-checker system, a systemn based on issuing checks, with a case management
system, a system based on giving recipients the tools to become permanently self-sufficient. The
bureaucracy of the welfare system must be sirnpiified and streamlined by adding "one-stop shopping”
sites where recipiemts receive information on and apply for all necessary services, including child care,
transportation, counseling, housing, child support, education and training opportunities, and current job
market openings. There should also be an emphasis on creating an entirely new delivery system focused
on giving localitics enough flexibility t¢ deliver services so as to remove barriers to employment.

2. AUGMENTATIOR OF INFORMATION ON UNDERSERVED POPULATIONS: Both at the
national and state level, availability of data on underserved populations and welfare are very limited; it is
therefore difficult to explore issues such as imtergenerational dependency amd child care concerns as they
relate to women from these populations and their families. Greatly improved data collection will be
necessary o gain an accurate picture of these underserved populations and their use of welfare, their
attitudes about weifare, and the dynamics of poverty among single-mother families in these populations.

3. FRAUD: Some jurisdictions have implemented programs 1o reducs the incidence of welfare fraud. A
comprehensive review of these programs should be undertaken 50 as o ascertain and utilize their most



cffective aspects on a nationwide basis, inchwding examinaticn of the technology to electronically transfer
benefits.

4. CASE MANAGER: As a client moves through different phases of the reform program, they may
become discouraged and exit the program because of particular circumstances (examples: intimidation,
poor sell image, etc.). In addition, friends and family are aot supportive when the client begins to
change her life style. Therefore, a case manager should serve as 2 support system throughout a client’s
participation in the welfare reform program. ;
5. TRANSPORTATION: In both rural and urban areas, transportation is a necessary component to
allow individuals to have access to educational and training programs, job interviews, and child care
services. Moreover, because rural counties have low population density, systems will also have 1o be
created 1o address this unmet need.

&. BILINGUAL SERVICES: Welfare reform in many urban areas will involye diverse populations,
Often people who would be eligible for a certain program or service miss the opportunity to participate
because of a language deficiency. We must provide hilingual, culturaily-sensitive services in any welfare
reform effort,

7. JOB-RELATED EXPENSES: In order to pay fees and other expenses related to self sufficiency,
individuals must have funds to assist with meals outside of the home, uniforms or supplies that are
essential to education or job training, expenses that must be paid in order to meet program expectations,
and personal items that allow individuals to interact with others without the stigma of being viewsd as a
welfare recipient.

7. CHILD CARE SERVICES: Parents are unable to anter programs or work if there i3 2 lack of child
care services, The availability and access to services, as well a3 such issues as flexibility of hours, and
the guality of child care services are important considerations. Child and dependent care that is
affordable and of high quality must be zvailable not only to participants in education and job training
activities, but also to those entering the paid labor force for enough time to enable them to become self~
sufficient,

1. TERRITORIES: the unique situation of the Territories and the Commonwealth of Puerts Rico
pertaining to federal programs of social assistance must be re-examined with the purpose of having these
insular areas fully participate in the programs and principles which will result from welfare reform. The
needs and contributions of the over four million American citizens living in the Territories should not be
overiooked; thus, the federal government must take assertive steps to implement me.asures which may be
necessary in order (o Include these citizens within the goals of welfare reform.

FINANCING:

1. POTENTIAL TAX INCREASE: The proposal should not be financed on the backs of poor
Americans by cutting AFDC and other aspects of our social safety net in order to pay for the reforms.
There must be an adequate investment made, not just lip service. The budget rules are tough, but this
effort cannot have the net result of making the poorest members of society worse off than they were.
The potential for a wax increase to pay for the new system must be considered.



2. OTHER POSSIBLE FUNDING SQURCES:

A. PROGRESSIVE: PREMIUM SCHEME FOR MEDICARE PART B: Under Medicare,
Part B is optional and partially paid for by premiums (25%), with the rest {7§%) being
subsidized by the general treasury: even millionaires on Medicare Part B get 2 75% subsidy from
the government. The CBO has estimated that $18.3 billion could be saved over five years by
phasing in a higher premium starting with individuals who make over $50,000 and couples
making over $65,000. The phase-in would end at 50% (so the beneficiary is paying half rather

, than one-quar-ter of the cost of the program), which would apply to individuals over $60,000 in
annual income over $80,000. Obviously, there are other options using this idea that can raise
mOre revenue,

B. TAX ON FOREIGN INVESTMENT: This aption comes from the Citizens for Tax Justice:
a 5% tax on interest earned by foreigners lending in the United States (on loans to American
comparies and the U.S. Government.) This was exempted from taxation in 1984. Typically,
this interest income is not reported to foreigners’ home governments. As g result, the U.8, has
became a major international tax haven. The tax could be waived if a foreign lender supplics the
information necessary to repont the interest 1o the foreign homs government. The five year gain
is estimated to be at least $15 billion, possibly more.

3. LEGAL IMMIGRANTS SHOULD NOT BE TARGETEI: Legal imunigrants pay taxes into our
system. When there are hard times, they face the same challenges citizens face. Legal immigrants
should not be targeted as the only poar people who will be made to pay for these reforms. Any redesign
of the public benefits system must ensure that legal Immigrants are able to fully participate.

{4/54)
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Mr. Chairman, 'first of all ¥ would like to commend you and the
Subcommittee on Human Resocurces for holding hearings thisg week on
wel fare reform. These hearings are an intagral p&xa of the praa&ss
to accomplish Fresident Clinton’s plan “teo end welfaxe a, e X

ie.® - g:

As former Mayoy of the City of Springfield, I have firgt hand
exparienced the problems of American cities. During the 1882
Presidential electionsg, President Clinton brought the issue of
welfare reform to the forefront. This campaign pledge has led us
ro serious and open digeussion on welfare yeform. The discussion
has led to the drafting of several proposals on welfare reform
including the Administration’s proposal, the *Wark  and
Regponsibility Acr of 18943.7

Now is the time to address the problems of our inner cities.
We cannot allow the physical and social deterioration to continue.
One of the keys to restoration is reforming our welfare system.
The current system has broken down. We nead to motivate
individuals and encourage them to participate in the work forcse.

I agree with Presidaat Clinton that we have Lo focus on
individual resgponsibility. We have to grart with our young and
make responsibility a way of life. The underlying philosophy of
welfare reform is the game, but the focus of welfare reform has
shifred from older welfare recipients 1o younger welfare recipients
and future recipients. We have to become a society that takes care
of our children., Childyen that are brought into this worlid should
be provided with basic care. They snould nor have to worry about
their next meal or a place ro sleep at night, Chil ort is a

maioy aspect of welfarae reform.

Two weeks ago, Secretary Shalala and I had a dialogue about
Murphy Brown. I asked Secrsgtary Shalala if Murphy Brown was right
¢r wrong. The response was, * I don’'t think anyone in public life
roday, anyone thab considers themselves a leader ought to condone
childyen born out of wedlock..." ¥We need to send the message Lo,
ocur teenagers that children should be born to parents who hawve the
capability to care for their c¢hildren. Having a child takes more
than being able to finance their upbringing. If vou ask most
children, they want $o know their father. I think most of usg agree
that the increasing birthrates for unwed women are having a major
impact on our soclety. Last week, the Census Bureau reported that
children born cut of wedlock increased 70% since 1983, In 19%3, 27
pergent of all c¢hildren under the age of 18 lived with a single
parent who had never married. These statistics have a direct
impact on the welfare system,

In the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, approximately 23,000
children were born ocut of wedlock in 1982 and 15,000 of these
children receive AFDC benefits. Of the total AFDC budget, the
dollar cost to taxpayers for children born out of wedlock is
egtimated to be approximately $700 million per year. On the federal
level the cost is as high as 534 billion. This trend needs to be

* reversed.



I will now address three areag in which I believe change is
nzeessary in order to repair the welfare systsm. These areas are:
parsntal responsibilirty; child support; and JOBS und time limits.

Parental Responsgibllity

Teen mothers make up less than 10 percent of the nation’s
welfare caseload. However, this group stays on welfare the
longest. Families that are begun Dy teenagers agcoount £or more
than half of the welfare budget. Thess children do not have much of
future. Close to 80 percent of these children live in poverty.
Dropouts, drugs and crime are prevalent among thisg group.

To mend the welfare gystem we have to start with the young.
The currenc cycle of dependency neeﬁs to be brokan, Just X
. £ th prrent L £ daet 1s .

ghilﬁrgng garentggwgg§vanaibil$§y Q;gﬁta bg#gggggg. Our young

people have to be aware of the commitment in raising children.
Teenagers need to become self-sufficient before they start
families. ‘

The "Work and Respongibility Act of 1984 takes steps 1o
address paregntal responsibility. Current law prov'deg states with
the option of having minor parents vreside in their parent's

household o©r ancother supportive living arrangement. Only three
states and two territories use thig option. The propesal would
make this a reguirement for all states. When determining a

benefit, the income of the parent of the minor parent would be
taken into account. 7This is current practice. The combination of
taking into account the parent’'s income and reguiring the teen
parent Lo stay at home might discourage teens from having children.

Currently, families on welfare who have c¢hildren receive
additional support for sach additional child. The proposal would
allow gtates the option ¢f limiting the increase, in full or part,
for an additional ¢hild that is conceived while the parent is on
welfare. Working men and women do not receive additional incoms
for additional children.

These two proposals take reasonable steps to bring atteation
to the issue of parental responsibility. Allowing states to limic
payments to children born toe a parent on welfare brings (o
attention the fact that raising a child is a responsibility that is
handled Dbetvtter when one is self-sufficient. T believe these
proposals do not discourage child raising, but ersourage children
to be raised in an environment that would provid. them with more
opportunities. The birth of child should neot be used as a way to
gain welfare benefits,

I do not know if these two proposals will break the cycle by
gtopping teenagers from having children, but I firmly believe it ig
worth & shot. We need to encourags gur reenagers to become. self-
gsufficient adults before they start having children. We want our
teenagerg Lo have time Lo grow and develop without being burdened
with wunreasonable responsibilities, Teenagers need to ask
thempelves several guestions; Am I ready to have & ¢hild? VWhat
type of parent would I be? How would I support a baby and myself?
Are there things I want to accomplish before I begome a parent?

A few months back, we were all amazed and disturbed by the
young children here in the District of Columbia who were planning
thelir own funerals. S¢ many children do not believe they have a
future in our society. We need to provide a nurturing environment
for a children in order to enable them to feel secure about the
future,



: Another important aspect of welfave reform which was included
in the Work and Responsibility Act is $300 million in funding over
five years for locally designed pregnancy prevention programs.
Counseling is needed to address the problem of illegitimacy. We
have to d¢ more than threaten benefits for the birth of additional
children.

Child Support

Child support is an important element of welfare reform., Our
children should not have g0 many of the worries they now have.
Improving child support can reduce the number of ¢hildren that are
not provided for in an adequate manner.

My own state of Magsachugetts is a national leader in ¢hild
support enforcement. Massachusetts has lncreaged their compliance
rate from 37 percent to 60 percent and 10,000 more families now
recelive support regulariy. The Maasachusetas & pr.gram went beyond
correcting the child supgport process. They tried tc change
sogiety’s opinion of c¢hild support. Masgachusetts based their
program on the philosophy of Margaret Mead which is: "Never doubt
that a small group ¢f choughtful, commitied citizens can chang& the
world; indeed, it is the only thing that ever has.”

in
Not paying child

Support should be Geen as an unacceptable pyere

We can learn from the experience of Massachusetts. For
successful child support reform, ten changes need to he made by
Congzress. These are commonly referred to ag the "ten most wanted®
child support reforms.

1} Reguire voluntary acknowledgement of paternity outside the
judicial process, in uncontested cases, and create sanctions and
incentives for both parents that result in paternicy establishment
for all children.

2} Implement child support guidelinas based on a simple formula
where the necessary Ainformation can he obtairel by the ¢hild
support agency through electronic means and computers can update
awards.

3} Provide IRS tax information to child suppert enforcement
agencies for use in locating obligers, and in setiing, updating and
modifying child support wards.

4) Reguire all employers to report new hires within 10 days to
a registry of new hires and require all cases o have wage
withholding transferable, from one employer to another and from one
state’s child support agency to another’s through computer matches
of c¢hild support orders against new hire and guarterly wage
reporting information.

%) Reguire states to have laws and procedures permitting the
administrative issuance and enforcement of liens against the real
and personal propexty of delinquent child support obligers across
state lines.

§) Require banks and financial institutions to report
guarterly to state child support agencies the names and Sccial
Security numbers of thelr customers and account bnlders.

73 Require states to deny or revoke professional, trade and
driver’s licenses of obligers having child support liens, and to
expedite identification through data matches Dby collecting the
Soeial Security numbers as part the licensing process.



8) Reguire states to pass similar spscific laws, including
verbatim adoption of the Uniform Family Incerstate Suppori Act
{UTFsa), and to use the Scocial Security number as che unigque
identifier on all data needed by child support agencies,

%} Reguire states to use uniform due process procedures and
forms for issuing wags withholding crder and child support liens,
and Lo recognize electronic transmissions among states that certify
that dueg process raguirements have been met and that essential data
elements are accurate, 80 that interstate data matches and
enforcement can take place in a paperless, automated procass.

10} Require states Lo re-engineer the cellection process from
a highly individualized, manual case-by-case process into a
standardized, computerized, high-volume system that uses the latest
in payment processing rechnology, and that regularly searches all
available datebases for obligerxs’ income and assets  and
auta&az;cally iniciates enforcement action by sending out wage
assignments, liens, and levies.

Several of these changes are incorporated into the child
support enforcement provisions of the "Work and Responsibility
Act.® This "ten most wanted” list should be part of welfare
reform. Tomorrow, Robert Melia, First Deputy Commissionear
Massachusectts Department of Revenue will testify and go into more
derail on the success Masgachusetts has had using these fen
changes. Magsachuseltis can e used as an example in this area. I
look forward to working on child support. This one area in which
we& can achieve concrete results. However, we have to remeswber more
needs to be done than improving the process of c¢hild support

enforcement ., Our attltude towards chiid suppmrt ﬁ&a&s to Dbe
adjusted. Child g ; X ni :
obligation.

Several changes should be made to the child support porrtion of
the *Work and Responsibility Act” to make these proposals stronger.
The proposal needs to go further than the creation of a national
guidelines committee. Cases need to be regularly updated through
an automated process where the number ¢f children and an analysis
of parents’ tax and employment data can egagily be reviewed. The
orders neads Lo keep pace with inflation and ¢hanges in income by
explicitly stating the national guidelines are suitable for high
volume, computer driven, administratrive updating.

The "Work and Responsibility Act® addresses the establishment
of paternity. The proposal containg several provisions aimed at
gignificantly increasing cooperation among AFDC mothers. The new
standards will apply to all applicants for AFDC or appropriate
Medicaid cases for women with children born on or 10 moanths
following thsa date of enactment, Thls pragosal is in tha rlghm
direction, b 8 he ax 2l Lherg L ] E
gysten, Agyroximately 35-40 percent of all walfare x&czgments &a
not want paternity established. This has to be changed. .Tough
sanctiong for noncompliance with establishment cof paterni:y are
Recessary.

Maggachugetts hasg become the first state with a comprehensive
new hire program that requlires all emplovers Lo report new hires
within 14 days to the Department of Revenue. The program has been
very guccessful and been accepted by businesses. It has not been
perceived as an additicnal burden. The reporting requirement makes
it easier teo track obligors. Most coften, obligors change f£rom job
to job and this requirement helps with their location. The system
makes it easler te collect child support. Through the use of
gomputers, matching Social Security numbers can be located and the
computer will automatically send the employer a notice to withhold
child support from the obligor*s wages. This program has shown
real results.



JOBS and Time Limitsz

The walfare debate of 1986 produced the Family Support Act of
1388. The Family Support Act reguires States, to the extent
resources permic, to regquire parcicipation in education, work, and
zralnlng programs by all welfare mothers with ne child under 3,
part-time for those with a preschooler. Welfare reform ghould
build from the successes o0f the Fammly Support Act. The JOBS
program needs to be expanded. %

This type of program ig essential to accomplish welfare
reform. The JOBS program is a necessary element £o achieve self-
&ufﬁicmaﬁay through the education training, and employment,
gservices. The Federal government needs Lo provide adeguate
resources to the states go JORBRS ¢an be fully funded. More
recipients need to participate in the program.

Since the Clinton campaign proposal to end welfare, Congress
has expressed a wide range of opinions on welfare reforms. One of
the areas of controversy is time-limited welfare proposals. Many
participants stay on welfare for a short time, but too many gtay on
the system for succesgive generationg, A time limit of two years
callecting AFDC benefits for those recipient capable of work is a
reasonable approach when it is combined with the WORK program,

Changing the attitude of participants is important.
Establishing sanctions such as ending benefits for six months for
those who refuse a job offer without geod reason is an appropriate
proposal. Benefits have to be linked to training programs.

Conclusion

As we listen to the testimony today, we will realize there are
gseveral ways to rebulld osur welfare system. I think we can all
agree that the current system needs change. We can build from this
consensus. The current system does nob serve the recipient or the
Laxpayer. : :

As I sit here before you, T do not have all the answers or the
perfect soclution to welfare reform. However, I believe the time is
now to change the system. Recently, Jodie Allen, a columnist in
the Washinagon Post wrote an article expressing concerns that the
welfare debate will not *end welfare as we know it" or ?end welfare
as w& have come to know it." There iz a fear that the current
debate on welfare will nor end in results, Welfare reform is a
difficuls task, but we should not stray from accomplishing this
task.

wWe should not be afraid of tackling the problem and consider
making changes t¢o the gystem. - One such change could be move
walfare from the Department of Health and Human Services to the
Deparrment of Labor., Welfare could be belter integrated with the
unemployment compengation program. Currently, the Department of
Labor is working on changing the unemployment system by combining
different unemployment programs and the welfare worker retraining
program could be implemented into these reforms. This switch would
place an emphasis on job retraining. Benefits would be handled in
a similar manner to unemployment compensation.

State f£lexibility should be allowed for most asgpects of
welfare reform. States should be encouraged to uge their
creativity. One posgible option . for states ocould be the
privatization of administering welfare. The goal of such an option
would be putting recipients back in the work force as soon as
pogsible. States would be able to benefit from the knowledge of
the private sector. .



T just want to end with a few thoughts on illegitcimacy.
Twenty-five yesars ago 5enator Moynihan made the g, 3gestion that we
needed to address pregnancy out of wedlock. The guggestion was we
ware going to end up with a gensration of youny people who, as
James Wilson tells us overwhelmingly commit crime. President
Clinton fairly describes the issue when he said, by the turn of the
century, one out of two children in America will be born out of
wedlock 1if we do not address the issue today. Thesge hearings are
part of the process of addressing the issue. I look forward Lo
working towards a solution,
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Introduction

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to join you wday to discuss the
consequences of our current welfare system and to discuss what 1 think we need to do to
truly end welfare as we know it

The reason I am bere and the reason you are holding hearings is that there is almost
no one in this country who would defend the welfare status quo. I would equate the
discussion we are engaged in today with the process by which 2 physician weats a cancer
patient: before a treatment can be prescribed, the physician must firgt diagnose the illness;
only then can a treatment be prescribed.

Over the past twenty-five years the effects of the welfare system in America bave
been diagnosed by social scientists of all poiitical persuasions, That diagnosis has revealed a
host of social pathologies which are destroying thousands of families and are threatening the
lives of millions of innocent children. The most serious of these pathologies, Mr.
Chairman, is the explosion in the number of cut of wedlock births. History, common
sense and scientific evidence all indict the welfare system as an accomplice in this
societal affliction.

Nearly 30 years ago, at the outset of the War on Poverty, the out of wedlock
birthrate in the United States was roughly 7%. Since that time, we have spent nearly $5
trillion on programs designed to end poverty, while the number of babies born into
fatherless homes has skyrocketed. Roughly 32% of all the babies born in the United States
are born out of wedlock; in many low-income urban communities the illegitimacy rate is
almost 80%. This means that there are many communities in our country where 8 out of 10
children are born into a family, and in fact a culture, where fatherhood as most Americans
understand the term does not exist. Children in these circumstances have bleak prospects
for succeeding in mainstream society; they are three times as likely to fail in school, twice
as likely to commit crimes and end up in jail, and, if young girls, are 164% more hkcly to
bear children out of wedlock themselves.'

The current welfare system is a major culprit in this tragedy. By subsidizing out of
wedlock births, the system rewards young men for being irresponsible and lures young
women inte a course of action that is destructive for them, their children, and society.
History has proven that the two most effective anti-poverty programs are work and
marriage. Yet, the welfare system offers even teenagers up o $15,000 per year, depending
on the State, on the condition that they do not work and do not marry an employed male.
These incentives have made marriage financially irrational and converted the low-income
working husband from a necessary breadwinner into a net financial handicap.

A number of scientific studies confirm the link between welfare and illegitimacy.
Research by Dr. C.R. Winegarden of the University of Toledo found that half of the
increases in illegitimacy among African- Americans in recent decades could be attributed to
the effects of welfare. Research by Shelley Lundberg and Robert D. Plotnick of the
University of Washington shows that an increase of roughly $200 per month in welfare
benefits per family causes the teenage illegitimate birth rate in a State to increase by 150%.
Other studies have shown that, holding constant a number of other variables such as income,
parental education, and urban and neighborhood serting, a 50% increase in the monthly
value of AFZ}C and Food Stamp benefits leads to a 43% increase in the number of out of
wedlock births.*

Itis hfonam 1o emphasize what I am not saying: i am not saying that poor women
are having ¢ n to get welfare. People don’t have children for money, but how they
expect to support their children :iocs azth&r reinforce or undermine social norms abcmt when
they have children, and whether they get married before having them. In my

generation, people understood the practzca} rea}zty that they simply could not rti c?aﬁéz'en
until they had a work skill, and bad married someone who was committed 1o help raise a
family. This was a p{merﬁﬁ deterrent to teenage pregnancy.  Great Society programs
changed this reality by making it f’man{:iaiiy possible even for tesnagers to have children and

IRector, Robert. *Combating Fazz‘zziy Disintegration, Crime and Dependence:

Welfare Reform and Beyond.™ Backgrounder. Washington: The Heritage Foundation, 8
April 1994.

*Rector, 10-11.




-
2

set up independent households; in fact, from a purely monstary point of view, a young poor
woman 15 in the short term better off going on welfare than taking & low-paying, entry-level
job. Only in the larger term, when it is too iate, does she realize that welfare has trapped
her and her children. The brutal fact is that for thirty years, our welfare system has
artificially undermined the natural and healthy economic incentives which favor those who
rely on work and marriage to raise families,

Nevertheless, some social scientists still deny the link between welfare incentives and
the out of wedlock binthrate, Their major arguments are worth examining in some detail.

1} . Some critics of reform rely on the fact that fertility rates do not differ between
welfare and non-welfare mothers; in other words, women on welfare do not have more
children than other women. This is true but irrelevant, because it deals only with women
who are already on welfare. Again, neither I nor other advocates of real reform are arguing
that large numbers of welfare mothers have additional children to get more benefits. What
we are arguing is that welfare artificially alters the family structure in which the first child

is bormn. We are relying on what seems obvious to us: that welfare benefits worth $8,500 to
$15,000 per year must and does influence young women in deciding whether to delay having
children until they are married and able to support themselves,

2) Many reform critics clabm that States with the highest illegitimacy rates tend to
provide the jowest levels of welfare benefits.  But comparing welfare benefits across States
is misleading for two reasons. First, such comparisons often look only at cash welfare,
Marny in-kind welfare benefits are set at the federal level and either do not vary in different
States or are actually more generous in low AFDC States.  Second, the opporfunity costs of
welfare have to be considered in determining its true value. In many Stales with relatively
low welfare, the altemative to welfare is a job paying wages which are also low compared
tc other States. When these kinds of variables are controlled, the difference among various
States becomes insignificant. For example, in the late 19705, State-by-State AFD
differences were at their highest. California offered 2 much more lucrative AFDC benefit
that Lovisiana. However, controlling for the above variables, the package offered in San
Francisco tumed out to be 66% of median income and the package in New Orleans was
65% of median income.’

Most importantly, comparisons across State lines ignore the historical reality that
welfare increased tremendously across the United States in the late 1960s, producing an
overall national change that dwarfs the importance of State-by-State differences.

3) Proponents of the existing system also argue that over the past 20 years, the real
value of welfare cash payments has declined sharply. Again, this distorts the truth by
focusing on a decrease in one of 78 welfare programs {(AFDC), and suggesting that total
welfare spending per individual has decreased over the past two decades. But no responsible
scientist denies that the whole package of benefits, cash and in-kind, has to be considersd in
determining the impact of wclfg?e. And the value of the whole welfare package has
increased tremendously since the mid-sixties. In constant dollars, per capita cash, food and
housing aid is now 26% higher than in 1980 and 4 times higher than in 1965

4) Finally, critics argue that the Jack of good jobs, rather than the welfare state, is the
primary culprit in the breakup of the low-income family. But most people, including the
poor, have always had-to begin their working lives at lower paying jobs; and before the
advent of the welfare state, they chose to do this rather than have children out of wediock,
For example, duning the height of the Great Depression, the unemployment rate was 24.9%
{today it is 5.5%) yet the illegitimate birth rate was under 3% (today it is 32%).

In addition, stdies have shown that it is not poverty but welfare which traps people
into cycles of dependency. Consider these facts:

o The high schoo! drop out rate for young African-American males from welfare
families 1s 43% (compared 10 20% from non-welfare families of the same income)
and the proportion that went to jail is 20% (compared to 8% in non-welfare families
of the same income). Among young white men, 33% from welfare homes are high
school dropouts (compared to 11% from non-welfare families of the same income)
and 8% have spent time in jail (compared t0 2% otherwise). To repeat, these

31%&:2‘&3, Charles. “Does Welfare Bring More babies?” Public Interest. 115
{Spring 1954} 17-30,

SRector, 6.



statistics are controlled for incaﬁm. People from low-income homes are not
statistically more likely to drop cut of high school or go to jail than people from
other income levels--unless their families were on welfare.*

o A recent study funded by the U.S. Department of Heaith and Human Services (HHS)
indicated that a 50% increase in the monthly dollar value of combined Food Stamp
and AFDC benefits {the primary federal welfare programs) led to 2 117% increase in
the crime rate among young black men,®

o Another study showed that the greater the percentage of single parent families with
. children in a neighborhood, the higher the rates of violent crime and burglary.
Again, the percentage of low-income families in a neighborhood was not a factor.”

In sum, it is not poverty that is causing illegitimacy; it is illegitimacy that is causing
poverty and the other pathologies afflicting our cities, And welfare 15 causing illegitimacy.
Of course we should seek to create more good jobs for everyone, that is why I so strongly
favor pro-growth fiscal policies. But, the lack of good jobs is not the cause of the
breakdown of the family structure among the poor.

In other words, history, common sense, and science all confirm the obvious: you get
what you pay for. The Great Society's commitment to the poor was a major step forward in
policy. But the execution of that policy was flawed. We should have seen that providing a
large subsidy 10 young parents on the condition that they neither work nor marry was certain
to increase the number of children bom out of wedlock. The very large increase in benefits
in the 19605 was a major culprit in jacking up the illegitimacy rate; once out of wedlock
births became more common, many of the social restraints on illegitimacy began to erode
and the trend toward out of wedlock births took on a life of its own.

In e¢ssence, we now have an entire generation of children mised in a situation where -
there is not, and never has been, 2 father present in the home. This unprecedented
restructuring of American society is at the heant of our problems with drug use, gangs,
drop-outs, and the like. The traditional family has always been the primary institution in
America which transmits the values necessary for people to live together, and it has now for
the most part disappeared in our low-income communities, The disincentives 10 marriage
and work in our welfare system have played a major role in this, and any serious welfare
reform proposal must address this issue.

Proposa Reform

I have introduced legislation which is a full-scale overhaul of the current welfare
system. President Clinton promised to “end welfare as we know it.” The best way to do
that i to end welfare as we know it. My bill would continue AFDC for single parems whe
already have children, or who give birth within one year of the effective date of the law,
subject 1o centain work requirements, But it would discontinue welfare benefits for
unmarried mothers under 21 years of age with children born thereafter. The savings from
this provision would be given to the States as block grants to establish alternative programs
which care for the children but do got encourage illegitimacy and dependency.

1 want 10 make it clear: this plan will not abandon the children caught up in the
system; it will take care of them and their mothers. What it will not do s continue to
subsidize & dependency sitmation in which the federal govermnment indefinitely assumes the
role of breadwinner. The government would continue to subsidize any other option the
mother chose: getting married and at Jeast trying to set up a home with some chance of
being self-sufficient, moving into a transitional setting where the mother can feam how to
gare for herself and her child, or even placing the child for adoption.

Again, this requirement is prospective only. This plan will not affect people who have had
children under the current welfare system, though they may be subject to work requirements. But,
for the sake of the recipients, the children, and the country, we must end AFDC as we know it
from here on out.

M. Anne Hill and June O’Neill, "Underclass Behaviors in the United States:
Measurements and Analysis of Determinants,” Baruch College/The City University of New
York, August 1993, iv,

‘HBil and O'Neill, iv.

"Douglas Smith and G. Roger Jarjoura, “Social Structure and Criminal Victimization,"
h_in Crime and Delinguency. February 1938, 27-52.
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The second part of real welfare reform should include sensible and serious work
requirements, We have learned from past efforts that the federal government does not know how
to design work programs to suit the vast array of communities across the country, Pour years after
the "landmark” 1988 welfare reform bill, only 1% of AFDC recipients worked in exchange for
their benefits. Real welfare reform would require at least 50% of the AFDC caseload to work in
exchange for benefits by 1996, States should have complete flexibility to design programs best
suited ta their needs, as long as they have half of the caseload working by 1996.

. Sensible work requirements should be carefully targeted to affect those most able to work,
focusing first on those able-bodied males in the AFDC-UP program (the two-parent welfare
&mgmm}, then on mothers with older children (about half of the single parent caseload does not

ve a child under age five). Only after these requirements are met should single mothers with
yeanf children be required (o work. In other words, the States could meet a 50% requirement
largely without reguining single mothers with small children t0 work, This would substantially
reduce the burden on those Jeast able to bear it and, because fewer support services would be
required, reduce the cost of the work requirement. In addition, there are approximately 2.5 million
able-bodied food stamp recipients who do not have any dependents. These individuals should be
required to perform a minimal amount of community service,

Finally, it is essential that we get control of runaway welfare spending. It makes absolutely
no sense to talk of “ending welfare as we know it" and then turn around and spend more money
on, and put more people into, this failed social experiment. From its i ion in 1965 to the
present, welfare spending has cost the taxpayers $4.9 trillion in constant 1992 dollars. Thig i5
greater than the entire national debt. Total welfare spending now absorbs §% of GNP, compared
to 1.5% in 1965, Despite this massive infusion of cash into low-income communities, the poverty
rate has remained virtually unchanged, from 14.7% in 1965 to 14.2% in 1992. Even worse, thig
explosion in welfare spending is expected to continue; in 1992, total government welfare spending
was $303 billien, and this is projected to rise to $510 billion by 1998, To put it another way, in
1998 we will be spending $2 on welfare for every $1 spent on natiopal defense.

The long history of well-intentioned welfare reform measures leads to one conclusion: the
only way to limit the growth of welfare spending is to do just that--limit the growth of welfare
spending. We should pass legislation which will place a cap of 3.5% on most welfare programs.
This confines the growth in spending to roughly the level of inflation and prevents welfare
caseloads from realizing the enormous growth they have under previous "reform” measures.
Individual programs would be permitted to grow greater or less than 3.5% as long as the aggregate
spending falls within a 3.5% cap. This would be an incentive for States 10 save money and will
help ensure that caseloads really do drop. The Congressional Budget Office has estimated that this
provision would save the taxpayers $70 biilion over the next five years.

Conclusion

Mr. Chairman, the debate over welfare has sharpened the issue before this committee and
the Congress. We have seriously considered, and we must now either accept or rsject, a causal
link between the welfare system and the out of wedlock birth rate. I question whether any
legislation which rejects that link can have any credibility in the country. But the good news 1s that
we ¢can move away from the mistakes of the past without abandoning the penercus impulses that led
to the War on Poverty. There is no necessary conflict between public welfare and the private
institutions of soctety: This Congress does not have to choose betwean abandoning the poor and
destroying their families, The common ground on which honest liberals and conservatives can mest
is fundamental reform that maintains a commitment o the poor but alters the incentives that lead w0
dependency. This is the vision which animates my legislation and which I respectfully suggest as
the basis for the Committee’s efforts,
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman and subcommittee members, for the
opportunity to testifly this morning on & issue that I have worked
on for & long time and that I believe is an important part of
welfare reform -~ strengthening our child support system.

Let me begin by polnting ont that just as it takes two
people to have a child, it takes two people to raise & child.
Children need and deserve the emotional and financial support of
both thelr parents.

Let me also note that many ¢hildren who do not live with
hoth parents do receive this support. For all the slcganeering
about "deadbeat dads,” half of all fathers with child support
orders do pay their required child support in full. These
fatherg do not live with their children, but they do show their
love by providing for them. I fully understand the concerns of
some that non-custodial fathers are being made scapegoats in the
debate aver child support.

Nonetheless, the fact remains: a child is, first and
foremost, the responsibility ©f his or her parents. We must do
more Lo ensure that parents live up to this responsibility.

S0, with my colleagues from the Caucus on Women's Issues, I
am urging the use of new enforcement techniques that have proven
e¢ffective at the state level. These new measures are strict and
swift. They range from blocking renewal of drivers and business
licenses to charging interest to greatly improving interstate
cocperation in collecting support.

Such efforts, however, will help solve only half the
problem, for only about half the single parents in America have
child support oxders. Put ancther way, out ¢f every 10 single
mothers, there are 4 with no child support order at all. We do
not. have accurate data on the percentage of custodial fathers who
have support awards. That means millions of parents have no
legal claim for support upon the non-custodial parent. This may
or may not be the result of virtual abandonment of the c¢hild by
one parent, but it happens when there is failure to establish
paternity, or to locate one parent, or to get & court order of
support, This 1s an absolutely essential area to be addressed if
we are golng to improve the economic well-being of single parent
familles, and prevent many of them from golng on welfare.

My legislation and that proposed by the Caucus on Women's
Issues would both make veal strides in this effort. Greatly
Lmproved paternity establishment Is an absolute must. Placing
Social Security numbers ¢f parents on birth certificates and
divorce decrees will ensure that this critical piece of
information is avallable when needed. An enhanced federal parent
locator and W-4 reporting will make it easier to stay informed
about the whereabouts of parents and about their earnings.

Hembers of the Subcommittee, as you take on the
controversial and contentious issue of welfare reform, remember
that in the area of chlild support, there is overall consensus.
Yes, there are some differences in the variocus bills before you,
Nonetheless, I am confident that you can crafe a child support
section that we will all be able to stand behind, I am ready and
willing to assist you in any way I ¢an. My thanks again to the
Chairman and members of the subcommittee {or the opportunity to
appear before you,
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THANK YOU, MR. CHAXIRMAN. I AM PLEASED TQ BE JOINED BY MY
DISTINGUISHED SENIOR COLLEAGUE TODAY, REPRESENTATIVE REGULA, THE
CO-AUTHOR OF QUR LEGISLATION, *THE WORKING OFF WELFARE AQT," OR
| wa . 4

TOGETHER, WE HAVE CRAFTED A TOUGH, BUT FAIR PLAN THAT IS BASED ON
EXPERIENCE. MY EXPERIENCE A3 A FORMER WELFARE MOTHER TWENTY FIVE
YEARS AGC, AND HIS AS AN EXPERIENCED LEGISLATOR, WHO HAS GEEN
NUMERQUS ATTEMPTS AT FIXING THE WELFARE SYSBTEM DURING HIS 23
YEARS IN CONGRESE., 1IN FACT, MR. REGULA WAS STARTING HIS CAREER
IN CONGRESS AT THE SAME TIME I WAS PERSONALLY EXPERIENCING
WELFARE.

WE CAME TOGETHER BECAUSE, FROM QUR DIFFERENT BACKGROUNDS, BECAUSE
WE XNOW THAT THE WELFARE SYSTEM IS BROKEN. IT DOESN'T WORK FOR
THE RECIPIENT. IT DOBSN'T WORK FOR THE TAXPAYER, AND IT NEEDS
FUNDAMENTAL CHANGE.

I KNCOW FIRSTHAND THE MERITS AND FAULTS OF QUR WELFARE SYSTEM
BECAUSE IN 1988, I WAS A DIVORCED, WORKING MOTHER STRUGGLING TO
RAISE MY THREE SMALL CHILDREN IN MARIN COUNTY, CALIFORNIA., THE
BREAKUP OF MY MARRIAGE HAD LEFT ME WITHCOUT CHILD SUPFORT AND
EEALTH CARE FOR MY CHILDREN, 1IN ORDER TO SURVIVE, T TURNED TO

WELFARE TO SUPPLEMENT MY EARNINGS.

MY EXPERIENCE ON WELFARE, AND THE KNOWLEDGE THAT QOTHER FAMILIES
OFTEN REED MORE HELP THAN I DID TO GET BACK ON THEIR FEET, NEVER
LEAVES ME. IT SERVES A5 THE FOUNDATIDN FOR THIS LEGISLATION,

UNLIKE OTHER PROPOSALS, THE WORKING OFF WELFARE ACT RECOGRIZES
THAT THE KEY TO WELFARE REFORM i8S NOT TO REDUCE THE AVAILABILITY
OF ASSISTANCE, IT I8 TO RERUCE THE NEED FOR ASSISTANCE.

TOO OFTEN, IRDIVIDUALE ARE FORCED TO GO ON WELFARE BECAUSE OTHER
SYSTEMS HAVE FAILED THEM. WHEN WE HAVE STRONG CRILD SUPPGRT
COLLECTION LAWS; HEALTH CARE FOR ALL AMERICANS; AFFORDABLE (CHILD
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CARE FOR WORKING FAMILIES; AND JOBS THAT PAY A FAMILY WAGH; ,
© FIXING THE WELFARE SYSTEM WILL BE A LOT EASIER BECAUSE MANY
FAMILIES WILL NOT NEED TO TURN TO WELFARE IN THE FIRST PLACE.

THE LARGER QUESTION I8: HOW DO WE MAKE WELFARE WORK FOR FAMILIES
ALREADY TRAPPED IN THE BYSTEM? THE ANSWER IS: WE MUST MUST
CHANGE THE PURPQOSE OF THE WELFARE OFFICE FROM I88UING WELFARE
CHECKE TQ ASSISTING RECIPIENTS THROUGH EDUCATICON AND TRAINING
PROGRAMS AND INTO JOBS THEY CAN AFFURD TU LIVE CN.

THE WORKING QFF WELFARE ACT DOES THIS BY SUPPORTING FAMILIES
THROUGH THE PROCESS UNTIL THEY ARE OFF WELFARE FQOR GOOD. QUR
BILL REQUIRES STATES TO ESTABLISH A SINGLE, CONVENIENT LOCATION
IN THE QOMMUNITY THAT PROVIDES FAMILIES WITH ACCESS TO THE
INFORMATION AND ASSISTANCE THEY NEED. AND, IT MAKES INDRIVIDUAL
CASE MANAGERS AVAILABLE TO GUIDE RECIPIENTS THROUGH THE SYSTEM AS
SWIFTL? AS POSSIBLE.

“WOW” _ s AOER BY ABOLISHING RULES WHICH PREVENT
TWC -~ PARENT ?AMKLZES FRO% RECEIVING BENEFITS.

"HOWY ENCOURAGES WORK BY ALLOWING WELFARE RECIPIENTS TO XEEP MORE
QF THEIR EARNINGS AND BENEFITS (SUCH A& CHILD CARE, HEALTH CARE,
AND {HILD SUPPORT} AS THEY ENTER THE WORKFORCE.

MORE IMFORT&XTLY

“WQW“ CRLLS FOR jq;mx LN A

JOB TRAINING mm {:ﬁm SUPDORT COLLECTION.

IT I8 A WASTE OF TAXPAYER’'S MONEY TC TRAIN PECPLE FOR DEAD END,
LOW WAGE JOBS THHEY CANNOT SUPPORT THEIR FAMILIES ON. THE
YWORKING OFF WELFARE"™ ACT IDENTIFIES JOBS IN THE COMMUNITY THAT
PAY A FAMILY WAGE, AND INSISTS THAT CUR FEDERAL PROGRAMS TRAIN
WELFARE RECIPIENTS FOR THEM.

FURTHER, WE CAN NO LONGER AFFQRD TO INVEST IN A STATE-BY-STATE
CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEM THAT COLLECTS ONLY 31 FOR EVERY $10 DOLLARS
OWED BY ABSENT PARENTS WHO CROSE STATE LINES,

IN ORDER TO DELIVER THE 534 BILLION IN COURT-ORDERED CHILD
SUFPPORT THAT GOES UNCOLLECTED EACH YEAR, THE "WORKING OFF
WELFARE® ACT WQULD FEDERALIZE THE CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTION SYSTEM
-~ PUTTIRG THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TN CHARGE OF COLLECTING CHILD
SUPPORT DIRECTLY FRCM THE ABSENT PARENT'E PAYCHECK, RO MATTER
WHERE THEY ARE IN THE COUNTRY.

I SUPPORT THE CONGRESSIONAL CAUCUS FOR WOMEN'S ISSUES CHILD
SUPPORT LEGISLATICN, AND I APPLAUD MY WOMEN COLLERGUES ON BOTH
SIDES OF THE AISLE FOR PUTTING FORWARD SOME COMMON SENSE
SOLUTIONS FOR COLLECTING (HILD BUPPORT. BUT I THINK THAT THE
CASE FOR FERERALIZATION IS CLEARCUT, AND 80 DO MEMBERS FROM ALL
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SIDES OF THE POLITICAL SPECTRUM, FRCM REPRESENTATIVE RON DELLUMS
TO REPRESENTATIVE HENRY HYDE, WHO RECOGNIZE THAT STICKING WITH
THE STATES WILL ONLY FURTHER PUNISH OUR CHILDREN AND BANKRUPT OUR
WELFARE SYSTEM.

AS A RECENT USA TODAY EDITORIAL SAID: “THE STATES HAVE HAD
TWENTY YEARS TO MAKE THEIR CHILD SUPPORT LAWS WORK. THEY HAVE
LARGELY FAILED. IT’'S TIME FOR FEDERAL INTERVENTION."

WHILE IT MAY BE TOUGH TQ PASS CCMPREHENSIVE WELFARE REFORM THIS
SESSION, I BELIEVE THERE IS BIPARTISAN CONSENSUS IN CONGRESS THAT
WE CAN MOVE FORWARD ON CHILD SUPPORT REFORM THIS YEAR, IT MAKES
SENSE THAT WE FIX THE CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEM FIRST. AFTER ALL, IF
I HAD RECEIVED THE CHILD SUPPORT THAT WAS OWED TO MY FAMILY, I
WOULD NEVER HAVE NEEDED TO GO ON WELFARE IN THE FIRST PLACE. TOO
MANY AMERICAN FAMILIES ARE FACING THE SAME SITUATION TODAY.

I ENCOURAGE THE SUBCOMMITTEE TO PASS CHILD SUPPORT REFORM THIS
YEAR, AND TO CONTINUE ITS WORK ON CRAFTING COMPREHENSIVE WELFARE
REFORM LEGISLATION. I LOOK FORWARD TO WORKING WITH YOU TO
INCORPORATE THE PROPOSALS IN THE WORKING OFF WELFARE ACT INTO
THAT REFORM.

MAKE NO MISTAKE, WELFARE REFORM WILL REQUIRE AN UPFRONT
INVESTMENT, BUT IT WILL REAP LONG-TERM RESULTS. THE CHOICE COMES
DOWN TQ THIS, MR. CHAIRMAN: EITHER WE PUNISH INNOCENT CHILDREN
BECAUSE THEY ARE POOR, OR, AS WAS THE CASE WITH MY FAMILY, WE
INVEST IN HELPING FAMILIES GET OFF WELFARE FOREVER.

THANK YOU.
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I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity today
to discuss H.R. 4767, the Family Self Sufficiency Act.

In considering welfare reform I think we must keep several
important principles in nind to guide the process. The most
important of which is that we pust never forget that the intent
of AFDC is to keep children out of poverty. It seems that many
of the proposals that have been put forth have forgotten this
goal and I think we fail our most needy and vulnerable if we
don’'t reconsider the original goal of the AFDC program when we
discuss welfare refoerm.

The second principle is that, as legisiators, we