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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}
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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



2

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.
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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

i

PRIGTES G8F RETYOLLG ParEn



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 must be
realistic about what we can expect to be achieved through welfare
reform. We must be very honest with ourselves and with the
American people about Lthe ¢osts of those achievements,

The Family Support Act was passed in 1988 with a promise of
improved education and training for women on AFDC and a promise
of moving people off welfare. In enacting the Family Support Act
we expanded regquirenents for states and raised public
expectations, but provided inadeguate financing to reach the
stated goals of the law., If we are going to make & grand promise
to the states and to families on AFDC, Congress had better be
willing to vote for the financing necessary to fulfill that
promise. This financing should not disadvantage those who we are
purporting to help. It is my hope that we have learned from the
mistakes made when passing the Family Support Act. Congress can
not promise families on AFDC the world; rather we must be
realistic and promise a new opportunity with the support
necessary to take advantage of this chance,

I introduced H.R. 4767 because I think it is the best
blueprint for meeting these challenges. We should allow states
the flexibility to provide education or training programs that
fit the needs of individual recipients. We should allow
individuals the opportunity to complete and education or training
progranm and move into a job on an individualized basis, rather
than based on a arbitrary time limit. Just as all of us are not
alike and do not move forward at the same speed, neither are
mothers on AFDRC allke,

I truly 4o not believe that the majority of poor families
choose o live on AFIX because they would rather take government
assigstance than help themselves. What I do believe is that they
face often unbeatable ¢4ds agalinst success, Child care programs
are underfunded and often unavailable. Health benefits and
transportation assistance that make it possible te work are lost
shortly after a family leaves the program.

Much of what President Clinton has proposed is a step in the
right direction, and for that reason H.R. 4767 mirroers wmuch of
the President's plan. There is much to said for building upon
the JOBS program, increasing fumds for child care, and
emphasizing improved child support enforcement. Unfortunately, I
also disagree with some of the major tenets of what is put forth
in the President’s plan, such as the time linits and the family
cap. '

I introduced H.R, 4787 to expand, and hopefully enhance, the
welfare reform debate. I do not pelieve that the voices of those
affected most by the pending legislation -- children and their
families =~ are being heard. VWelfare reforn impacts too many
people's lives in a very immediate and significant way for us not
to have an honest, thorough, and thoughtful discussion of how
pest to improve the spportunities for those on AFDC.



H.R. 4767 would not limit the amount of time that states may
have recipients enrolled in the JOBS program, but rather would
provide states the flexibility to determine what is best for the
individual families it serves. H.R. 4767 builds upon the promise
of the Family Support Act, which is education and training for
AFDC recipients so they can obtain a job that will support their
family. There have been important lessons learned through the
current JOBS program. In those areas where an investment was
made to help AFDC families, there has been success.

In Riverside County, California, where they have placed a
strong emphasis on training and job placement, they have been
successful in improving both the employment and earnings
potential of AFDC recipients. I think this and other successful
programs around the country should serve as a model of what can
be achieved if the JOBS program is funded and implemented as it
was meant to be. I also want to point out that even in Riverside
County, which is one of the most successful JOBS programs in
operation, one half of the recipients were still receiving full
or partial AFDC benefits after having been enrolled in the
program for two years.

H.R. 4767 strengthens requirements that those AFDC
recipients who are able to join the work force do so. The
difference between this work requirement and what the President
proposes is that states would be able to decide when a parent is
ready to work ~-- whether it is in six months or 36 months =--
rather than employment being prescribed by a rigid timetable.

The Family Self Sufficiency Act would increase JOBS funding
to a level of $3.7 billion by FY 1999. In return for increased
funds and a larger share of federal dollars, states would be
required to increase dramatically their participation rates.
Currently states must have 15 percent of their non-exempt AFDC
caseload enrolled in JOBS. H.R. 4767 would bring this number up
to 50 percent by 1999 and would, for the first time, require
states to have at least half of these participants engaged in
work. This significant increase in participation and work
mandates will go a long way toward changing welfare into a more
work-focused system.

The work requirement could take the form of private sector
employment, on-the-job-training, subsidized employment, self-
employment or, if necessary, a publicly-created job. The Family
Self Sufficiency Act also would put an emphasis on job placement,
development, and retention by requiring states to invest a
minimum of 10 percent of their JOBS funds in these activities.
This investment is critical if we are to help the families who
move off AFDC stay off the program and in the work force.

H.R. 4767 also would remove many of the current
disincentives to work, to marry, and to save. For example, the
earnings disregards would be changed to allow families on AFDC to
keep more of what they earn; financial penalties against parents
marrying would be removed; and limits on the amount of assets a
family may accumulate to save for a home or an education would be
increased.

Child care is a key component of this debate, both with
regard to the financing and the guality of care. If we are to
make real the promise of independence, we must ensure that there
is.a safe place for children to go while their parents are at
work. H.R. 4767 would not only increase funds available to
states for the AFDC and Transitienal Child Care programs, but
would invest an additional $5 billion over the next five in the
At-Risk Child Care program, which is designed to help low-income
families stay in the work force and off AFDC.

The bill would make investments to improve the quality and
infrastructure of child care services to ensure that the services
available to low-income families are safe and accessible. States



also would be required to ensure that the provision of child care
services, as a family moves from JOBS to empleyment and off AFDC,.
is continuous s¢ as to avold any disruption to the parents or
their thlﬁren.

with regard to child support enforcement, H.R. 4767
incorporated many of the same improvements as are in the
President's proposal. I believe he sets the right tone in
placing an emphasis on parental responsibility in this area.

Finally, Y want to spend a moment on the issue of teen
pavents. While teen parents make up a small part of the nation's
AFDC caseload, they tend to remain dependent on AFDC much longer
than do parents who become eligible when they are older. I think
the Administration is entirely correct in focusing on the needs
of young parents in their bill, Wwhile H.R. 4767 provides states
greater flexibility to target JOBS program services, it does put
inte place a regquirement that states serve all teen parents in a
targeted and comprehensive way.

H.R, 4767 would invest significant resources in progranms
designed to target teen parents and provide intensive case
nanagement services, child care, and other supportive services.
Teens would be required to live with their familieg, except under
certain circumstances. States would have to put into place
programs designed to keep pregnant and parenting teens in schoel,
exploying a system of bonuses to reward teens who stay in school
and sanctions for those who fall to attend. In an effort to keep
low-income teens who are 1ot on AFDC in schoel, states would have
the option to provide both child care and case management to
these youths to prevent their moving onte AFDC.

Mr., ¢hairman, I look forward to working with you and the
rest of the Subcommittee members on this very important issue. I
think the upconming hearing process will provide us with an
opportunity to have a good discussion of how best to change the
nation's welfare programs to help, rather than to hinder, the
efforts of families to move from welfare to work,
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Thank you Mr. Chairman for this opportunity to testify before your
commitiee on the President’s welfare reform legisiation and how it relates to
microenterprises and Individual Development Accounts.

I commend the President and the co-chair’s of his Welfare Reform Working
Group for their work and Yeadership in putting together H.R. 4605 - Work and
Responsibility Act of 1994, I believe it is & good stariing point. While |
was pleased that the President’s bil1l included the establishment of IDAs, 1 am
very concerned aboul how the provigions in this bil1l relate to
micrognterprises. '

Federal anti-poverty policy should support asset-building activities,
not penalize them, Because of the $1,000 asset Timit in AFDC, we are telling
the poor that they cannot save for their children’s education, that they
cannot start their own business, or that they should sel] everything they have
Just to get some temporary assistance. This traps people on welfare - which
is both morally wrong and ecanomicaliy foelish,

The Congressional Hunger Caucus, of which 1 am Chairman, has endorsed
two legislative initiatives which assist people by providing sensible self-
help programs with the objeciive of permanent self-sufficiency. The
Microenterprise and Asset Development Act allows recipients to set aside up to
$10,000 in restricted assel accounts for education, Jjob training, home-
purchase and provides for the special treatment of income from a
microenterprise. The Individual Development Account Demonstration Act
proposes & five-year demonstration project that would encourage and reward
poor people for savings towards homes, education, and microenteprises through
Individual Development Accounts {IDAs). An IDA would be an earnings-bearing,
tax-benefitied account whose deposits could be matched by ithe Federal, State
or local governments.

in March of this year, Representative Bill Emerson, Representative
Cardiss Lollins, Representative Fred Grandy, and I sent a leiter to President
Clinton, signed by 68 members of the House of Representaiives, to include
these asset-based anti-poverty strategies into comprehensive welfare reform.
The letter was bi-partisan and demonstrated the broad-based suppori for these
ideas across the political spectrum,

The President’s proposal includas a self-employment/microenterprise
demonstration program and gives the authority to the Depariments to develop
joint requlations to exciude resources necessary for self-employment for these
demonstration programs. This provision does not go far enough and in reality
is very limiting.

The whole push behind welfare reform is to belter enable people to
become self-sufficient. H.R. 455, the Microenterprise and Asset Development
Act would disregard income and assets related to self-
employment/microenterprises up Lo $10,000 per year for no longer than two-
years and was endorsed by President Clinton in his campaign. This language
was also previocusly passed by both the House and the Senate in the Revenue Act
of 1982 (H.R, 11} and includes broad bhi-partisan support. However, it was not
inciuded in the President’s welfare reform initiative.

The language in the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 needs to be
¢changed from just giving the Departments authority to develop regulations that
exclude resources necessary for self-employment to a change in the statutory
Jaw making the income disregards permanent for microenterprises. An example
of the need for this change is in my district - CityWide Corporation received
a 3-year grant for a demonstration project for microenterprises and 11 took
the Department of Health and Human Services over 2 years to grant the needed
waivers. This permanent change in Taw would be an effective way Lo remove one
of the federal barriers which discourages AFDC recipients from starting their
own business and becoming self-sufficient.

I would strongly urge the commitiee 1o change current Taw and amend the

Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 to allow assets and income earned from
microenterprises to be disregarded for calculations for AFDC benefits.

Ao##
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving the members of the
Congressional Caucus on Women’s Issues the opportunity to testify
on a vital element of cur welfare reform efforts, namely child
support anforcement.

As you well know, Mr. Chairman, Congress and President
Clinton have agreed that breaking the welfare cysle for families
and individuals iB & pricrity. For far too many Americansg, the
welfare "safety net® has become a permanent way of life instead
of a last resort., While we certainly must help adults move from
dependence on the federal government to lives of self-
sufficiency, we cannot forget the children who are innocently
trapped in the welfare cycle. Any serious effort at welfare
reform which we undertake aimply must correct the flaws in our
nation's child gupport sysgtem, :

Bach year, upwards of $34 billion in child support goes
unpaid., This is naot solely due to teenage fathers being unable
to pay support -- studies have shown that the majority of men
involved with teenage pregnancy are actually over the age of 20.
Being older, they are more likely to have steady incomes, enough
to provide at least gome measure of child support. The reascn
billions of dollars go unpaid is that we guryently lack a nation-
wide system to crack down on delinguent parents who refuse to
pay. Clearly, our eventual framework for welfare reform must
include tough measures to ensure the payment of child supporet.

I am proud to testrify today with my fellow members of the
Cauvcus for Women's Issues as an original cogponsor of H.R. 4570,
the Child Support Responsibility Act. This vital, comprehengive
legislation combines child support initiatives that many of our
colleagues have previocusly introduced, along with recommendations
of the U.5. Commission on Interstate Child Support. The Child
Support Responsibility BAct features several innovative approaches
to force deadbeat parentsg o pay the support they owe. Some
exampleg include a patliop-wide Parent Locator computer network
capable of tracing support obligations across state lines;
expanded {redit Bureau reporting of delinguent suppert payments;
and restrictipns on professional, ocoupational and driver's
licenses for parents who f£ail to pay support or appear in child
support proceedings.

In addition, the Child Support Responsibility Act includes
the text of my own kill, H.R., 4711, the Spousal Equity in
Bankruptey Amendments, which draws an imporgant correlation
between child support, bankruptey and weifare reform,

One problem in the current Bankruptey: Code concerns child



suppor: payments, which are given no priority when a debtor's
asgers are distributed. It ig incomprehensible that under
eurrent bankruptey law, creditors and lawyers can collect their
fees while dependent spouses and children have teo wait, and may
not ever be included. The Child Support Regponsibilicy Act would
elevate child support £rom its Current starus ag a general,
ungecured debt to a formally prioricized debt. This important
change will help ensure that a custodial parent will not have to
wait years o receive payment due. -

The legislation would also close a loophole in divorce and
bankruptcy proceedings which can be devastating for single-
parent families. During a divorce agreement, it is not uncommon
for the custodial parent to accept a lower level of child support
in exchange for the other parent assuming the couple's marital
debts. If the non-custodial parent declareg bankruptcey, however,
the marital debts then fall to the single parent, Think of what
the custcodial parent then faces: little or no child support
payments, the heavy responsibilities of all the marital debts,
and the expenses that come with rearing c¢hildren alonas.

My provision of the Child Support Respongibility Act would
obligate the non-custodial spouse, who agresd to pay the couple’s
marital debts, to continune responsibility for these debts. T
think it is outrageous that wives and dependent children would be
forced to answer to creditors for debts the husband agreed to pay
in rerurn £for lower child support pavments. This relatively
small ~-- but vital -- change in the Bankruptcy Code uould prevent
thig situation, and ensure a more equitable treatment of all .
parties in the event of bankruptoy.

I have heard heartbreaking stories from sgingle parents who
want nothing but the best for their children but find themselves
gverwhelmed with marical debts and forced to fight for their
rightful level of child support. With no other recourse, these
familiea have no cholce but to turn to welfare to provide the
child support the absent parent ocught to be providing.

Mr. Chairman, we know that 92% of those families who receive
Aid for Families with Dependent Children benefits have no father
living in the home, and that billicons of dollars in child suppor:
goes unpa.ld annually. The correlacion is clear. By
screngthening current bankruptcy law, enforcing tougher measures
for cnild suppert collection, and adopting the Child Supporte
Responginilitcy Act, we can take a {irst step together in
rveforming osur nation's welfare system.

T thank you for the opportunity to cestify here today, angd I
know we all look forward to working with you in the weskg to
come.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'm pleased to be invited 1 testify today on the general topic of
welfare reform and more specifically, in support of Mrs. Mink's Job Start for America Act. I'd
also like to note that ¥ was one of the first suppornters of Mrs, Woolsey's welfare reform bill, and
I"'m pleased to see that Mr. Matsui has incorporated so many of her ideas in his welfare reform
legisiadon. I will focus my comments today on the role of een pregnancy prevention in welfare
reform.

Many of the welfare reform proposals we've heard about in Congress, including the
administration’s proposal, contain a major focus on curbing teenage pregnancy, Although it is true
that becoming a mother at a young age 18 clearly a major risk factor for poverty - and therefore
eligibility for AFDC benehits -- we must also recognize that the vast majority of women who are
currently receiving AFDC benefits are g teen mothers. In other words, this is not the root of the
welfare reform problem. 16's just not as simple as it Jooks.

This does not mean, however, that we should not be discouraging teen pregnancies. In my
home swte of Washington, pregnancy becomes a fact of life for 1 out of every 13 teenagers each
year. When these young women get pregnant, they all too often end up dropping out of school.
in fg:z, nationwide nearly half of all fernale high school dropouts are pregnant teens or ieen
mothers.

The research evidence shows that the economic consequences of becoming a teen mother -
and dropping out of school -- are devastating not only for the mothers themselves, but for society
as a whole. We know that over half of the women who are currently receiving welfare benefits
first became mothers as weenagers. Just as important, however, are the stadies that show that teen
maothers who complee high school are Jess likely o rely on welfare o support their families.

Clearly, then, the problem of teen pregnancy is one with many roots and multiple
consequences. To attempt to address this problem in a simplistic, punitive way -- as [ believe
many of the current legislative proposals do -- within the context of welfare reform ignores these
complex roots and consequences,

To be honest, I’'m not sure how we best deal with this problem. There are many, mauny
alternatives that | believe we should consider beyond just limiting welfare 1o two years. For
example, we might consider cash payments to teen mothers who refrain from having additional
children. We must also consider allowing abortion counseling 10 1ake place for pregnant
adolescents. We should certainly expand our support for programs designed 10 keep pregnant and

_parenting teens from dropping out of school, for this will save us money in the long run.

. What 1 do know is that we need 1o garefully consider this probiem and avoid the rempiation
to rely on simplistic solutons. We need 1o prevent teen pregnancies from happening in the first
place. But for those teenagers who do hecome parents, we need 1o do everything we can 1o
support them and their young children, That's why I am cosponsoning Mrs. Mink’s bill. After so
many welfare reform proposals that seem designed to punish low-income families, we finally have
one that is designed (o support seif-sufficiency for these families,

In conclusion, we know all too well that teen pregnancy is a complex probler with many,
many facets. We need to consider pregnancy prevention, dropout prevention, the provision of
_adequate child care, and support for those teeng who do become parents. If we don’t, we will as a
society pay dearly in the long run.

Thank you for the opportunity o testify 1oday.
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, Chairman Ford and Members of the Subcommittee, it is a pleasure 1o testify before you
about an issue the Congressional Caucus for Women’s Issues is deeply committed to. On behalf
of the Caucus I would like to thank you for convening this hearing and giving us the opportunity
to discuss the Child Support Responsibility Act of 1894 (H.R, 45870},

: As you ray know, several members of the Caucus have introduced welfare reform

measures, however, the Caucus has not zken a position on any of the welfare reform bills
currently pending before Congress. We have recently introduced a comprehensive child support
enforcement bill - a bill we believe will serve as a welfare prevention measure. Child support
enforcement is an issue that all Members readily agres is in need of immediate attention. Where
there are a myriad of approaches to reforming the nation’s welfare system, there seems to be
like-minded thinking on a number of steps that can be taken immediately to improve the nation's
child support system.

In spite of 2 decade of Congressional efforts to improve the collection of child support,
deadbeat parents stll fail to pay $34 billion annually, Our child support system is quickly
becoming 2 national disgrace.  Each of us has heard from constituents who face dire
consequences when a child support payment does not come. The primary victims of this system
are the millions of children facing lives of poverty.  Further complicating the present ¢ollection
sysiem is the rising number of parents who relocate to another state after their separation or
divorce. Currently, almost one-third of child support cases involve parents who have moved to
another state. The bottom line is that American children are being shorichanged by parents who
fail to pay the support their children need. Our bill is a comprehensive measure which sends
a clear message to deadbeat parents -- wherever you are, you will no longer be able to renege
on the financial responsibilities owed to your child,

As you may know, Caucus members Barbara Kennelly and Marge Roukema were on the
U8, Commission on Interstate Child Support. Our bill builds on their recommendations to
Congress in several ways. Most importantly, H.R. 4570 would create a federal repistry for
reporting of child support orders. The current parchwork, state-by-state approach aliows
noncusiodial parents (o pay an economic game of hide-and-seek. Qur bill would also streamline
the collection process, enhance paternity establishment procedures, and mandate thal states
impose ¢riminal penalties on deadbeat parenmts, H.R. 4570 would restrict occupational,
professional, and business licenses for nonpayment of child support.

Correcting our child support system must include improvements in the federal and state
child suppont partnership.  Our bill requires the federal government to examine staffing



requirements for child suppornt agencies. The Children's Defense Fund recently reported that
some child support administrators report ¢aseloads in excess of a thousand cases per worker,
{ur bill would also have the federal government provide training assistance to the state ¢hild
support agencies.

We have had an overwhelming response to our bill. As I mentioned, this is an issue that
all Members of Congress understand and they want the system improved immediately. I would
like te note that yesterday Congresswoman Eleanor Holmes Norton, Chair of the House Post
Office Subcommittee on Compensation and Employee Benefits, completed a markup of the
provisions of H.R. 4570 under the subcommittee's jurisdiction, Under our proposal,
noncustodial parents who are in child support arrears will be denied federal benefits and federal
employment if they fail to establish a plan 10 repay their children the support they are owed.

As the nation’s largest employer, the federal government should set an example for the
privaie sector in this ares, However, in 1989, over 60,000 government employees were
delinquent in their chiid support payments. H.R. 4570 would also require potential federal
employees and those seeking federal benefits to first meet their financial responsibilities to their
children,

In closing, the Caucus believes that child support legislation is an important component
of welfare reform and, in fact, we believe it is essentially a welfare prevention measure. We
are pieasad that your subcommitteg is acting expeditiously on welfare reform and child support
legistation. We Jeok forward to working with you and members of the subcommittes to make
certain that in the event welfzre reform becomes stalled during the short time remaining in the
103rd Congress, child support legisiation will have the opportunity to move forward. Thig issue
is too Important to too many children © wait another year. Once again, thank you for giving
me the opportunity to discuss the Caucus’ child support bill,
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GOGD MORNING MR, CHAIRMAN AND MEM&ERé OF THE COCMMITTEE.

ME. CHAIRMAN, AS WE MOVE PFORWARD IN THE WELFARE REFORM DEBATE
WHICH HAS GENERATED MISTRUST AND UNREALIZED EXPECTATIONS AMONG
MILLIONS OF AMERICANS, WE MUST CONFRONWNT THE MANY ISBUES THAT
UNDERLIE THIS DEBATE WITH ifi}%?ASSZOﬁ AND HUMILITY. WE MUST FOCUS
QUR LIMITED RESOURCES ON POLICIES WITH THE GR‘EATES'I‘ POTENTIAL OF
TRANSFERRING WELFARE FROM A CONSTANT CONDITION TC A BRIDGE OF SELF-
SUFFICIENCY. THEREFORE, ON JUNE 8, 1994, I-INTRODUCED, H.R, 4546,
THE FAMILY INVESTMENT AND SELF SUFFICIENCY ACT OF 1994 (FISSA).
THIBS LEGISLATION RECONCILES THE REALITIES OF WELFARE WITH THE

DIFFICULT FACTS OF MAINSTREAM BECONOMICS AND THE WORKPLACE.

MY PROPOSAL ATTEMPETS TQ \REZ"*IOVE THE BARRIERS THAT PUT OUR
CURRENT WELFARE BYSTEM AT ODDS WITH CORE AMERICAN VALUES SUCE A8
RESPONSIBILITY AND PERSONAL INVESTMENT. I BELIEVE THAT WE SHOULD
PROMOTE REAL OPPORTUNITY FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS WHILE AT THE SaME
TIME RECOGNIZE THE GOVERNMENT'S ROLE IN MSIQTI_NG THOSE AMERICANS
WHO ARE WILLING T0C EELP THEMSELVES. MY LEGISLATION INCLUDES
PROVIEIONS FOCUSED ON ESTABLISHING A NEW PARTNERSHIP OF MUTUAL
RESPONSIBILITY. HISTCRICALLY, WELFARE HAS DISCOURAGED SAVINGS AND
ENTERDPRISE. IN TURN, THESE RULES HAVE PREVENTED GENER&TIONB OF
WELFARE ERBCIPIENTS FROM BREAKING THE CYCLE OF POVERTY. UNDEKR
FI8Sh, RECIPIENTS WILL BE ABLE TO INVEST IN QUALIFIED ASSET
ACCOUNTS AND MICRO-ENTERPRIBE ACCOUNTS 50 THAT THEY CAN DEVELOP THE

FINANCIAL BASE FOR ECONOMIC VIABILITY.
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THIS BILL REMOVES THE RESTRICTIONS ON ASSET ACCUMULATION BY -
WELFARE RECIPIENTE BY RAISING THE AFDC SAVINGS LIMIT ABCVE THE
CURRENT $1,000 CEILING FOR INDIVIDUALS SAVING FOR EDUCATION,
EMPLOYMENT TRAINING, IMPROVING JOB SKILLS, STﬂRTi&é.ﬁfﬁ%ﬁBGSl&ESS,
PURCHASING A NEW HOME OR MOVING EXPENSES FOR A NEW HOME, THE NEW
LIMIT WOULD BE $18,000. A QUALIFIED ASSET ACCOUNT WOULD BE AN
‘ XNTéREST BEARING, TAX-BENEFITED ACCOUNT WHOSE DEPOBITS WOULD BE
MATCHED ON A SLIDING SCALE BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENI. FUNDE FROM
THESE ACCOUNTS (OULD BE WITHDRAWN WZTHOUT PENALTY ONLY PFOR THE

STATED PURPOSES.

I CONTEND THAT ASSET BUILDING REPRESENTS A PROPER SHIFT
IN OUR WELFARE POLICY PROM SPENDING AND CONSUMPTION, TO
A POLICY BASEDRD ON SAVINGS AND INVESTMENT. MORE
IMPORTANTLY, THIS LEGISLATION ALLOWS THE GOVERNMENT TO
BECOME A PARTNER RATHER THAN AN OBSTACLE TC HELPING
WELFARE RECIPIENTS PARTICIPATE IN THE AMERICAN DREAM.

THE OVERLOOKED ELEMENT IN THE WELFARE REFORM DEBATE IS
THE PEOQPLE WHO STILL BELIEVE IN THE AMERICAN DREAM, THOSE
WHO ARE READY 7TO SAVE AND INVEST THEIR OWN TIME ARD
EFFCRT AND RESQURCEE TO PURSUE EDUCATION, TO WORK, AND
EVEN SCOMETIMES TO CREATE THEIR OWN JOBS. HISTORICALLY,
THE UNITED STATES ANTI POVERTY EFFORTS HAVE FOCUSED ON

INCOME DEPENDENCE AND SOCIAIL SERVICE PROVISIONS.
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HUWEVER, MY PROPOSED ASSET-BASED WELFARE EEFCRM PROVIEION
OFFERS THE POSSIBILITY, FOR THE FIRST TIME IN A CENTURY,
TO AL A SUBSTANTIAL DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT. THE ASSET
ACCQUNT I8 DESIGNED TU ENCOURAGE, ENABLE, AND FACILITATE
LOW-IRCOME PECPLE MOVING INTQ THE MAINSTREAM ECONOMY AS

MARKETABLE EMPLOYEES AND ENTREPRENEURS. I BELIEBEVE THAT

ASSET-BASED REFORMS ARE AN INVESTMENT LIKELY TO PROLUCE

RETURNS TO WELFARE RECIPIENTS, OUR GOVERNMENT, AND THE

GENERAL PUBLIC WELL IN EXCEES OF THEIR COST.

TO FUETHER UNDERSCORE THE THEME OF REAL OPRORTUNITY,

MY

FROPOSAL: WOULD EXTEND COVERAGS TC ALL NEEDY TWQ-PARENT FAMILIES.

THIS PROVISION ELIMINATES THE CURRENT MARRIAGE PENALTY.

PRESENTLY, AFDC ONLY COVERS FAMILIES WEERE BOTH PARENTS
ARE IN THE HOME IF: ONE DBARENT IS INCAPACITATED, THE
PARENT WHO IS THE PRINCIPLE FARNER WORKS LESS THARN 100
HOURS A MONTE AND HAS A PRIOCR WORK EXPERIENCE,  THIS
ANTI-PAMILY RULE PENALIZING A FAMILY FOR HAVING TWO
PARENTS IN THE HOME AND IS CONTRADICTORY TO SELF-
SUFFICTENCY AND RESPONSIBILITY.  THE SYSTEM SHOULD
PROVIDE COVERAGE FOR FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN BASED ON NEED

WITHOUT REGARD TO WHETHER BOTH PARENTS ARE IN THE HOME,



ALEC, MY PROPOSAL EXTENDS THE CURRENT $30 AND 1/3 INCDME
DISREGARD TU STEPPARENTS WHC MARRY WELFARE RECIPIENTS
PRESENTLY ONLY AVAILABLE TO BIOLOGICAL PAREBNTS. CURRENT
AFDC RULES HAVE NO PROVISION FOR DEDUCTIONS OF AMOUNTS
SPENT ON mzz;i:,s CARE OR FOR A GENERAL INCOME DISREGARD IN
CONSIDRERING THE EARNED INCOME OF A STEPPARENT FROM WHOM
INCOME 185 CALCULATED WHEN DETERMINING AFDC BENEFITS.
: WHEN CALCULATING AFDC ELIGIBILITY, THE STATE ALLOWS THE
STEPPARENT A DEDUCTION EQUAL TO THE AMOUNT OF THE STATE
STANDARD QF NEED FOR THAT ZNEIVIDU&:L AND HIS OR HER
DEPENDENTS WHO ARE NOT RECEIVING ASSISTARCE. THIS POLICY
HAS THE EFFECT OF FORCING A STEPPARENT TC CHOOSE BETWEEN
LEAVING THE %{}ég?&:?{{}hﬁ OR BEING PLUNGED INTO POVERTY WHEN
CHOOSING TO CARE FOR CHILDREN FOR WHOM THEY ARE dNOT

LEGALLY RESPUNSIBLE.

ITT.

ADDITIONALLY, FISSA PERMITS STATES WHO DESIRE 70 CREATE AN
ADEQUATE SUPPORT MECHANISM FOR FAMILIES ATTEMPTING TO WORK THEIR
WAY COFF WELFARE. TRANSITIONAL CHILD CARE BENEFITS wWOULLD BE
EE}TENDED FOR EMPLOYED FORMER WELFARE RECIPIENTS FRCHM 12 MONTHS TO
24 MONTHS APTER THEIR (ASH ASSISTANCE ENDS. MANY PEOPLE DON'T
REALIZE THAT MOST STUDIES CONCLUDE THAT ONLY 1/2 OF RECIPIBNTS EXIT
WELFARE WITHIN 12 MONTHS COMPARED TO MORE THAN 2/3 WITHIN 24

MONTHS.



THIS ADDITIONAL ASSISTANCE IS AN EXAMPLE OF HOW TQ MAKE
WELFARE A TRANSITIOHNAL BRIDGE RATHER THAN A PERMANENT
CONDITION. IF OUR GOAL I8 TRULY TOU ASSIST WELFAKE
RECIPIENTS EBENTER THE WORKFORCE, THEN WE MUST CONSIDER
CEILD CARE AS AN IMPORTANT TOOL FOR ACCOMPLISHING THIS

OBJECTIVE.

IN ADDITICN, MY LEGISLATION ADDRESSES THE ISSUE THAT
CHILDREN BORY INTO POVERTY ARE MORE LIKELY TO HAVE HEALTH
PROBLEMS WHEN THEY ARE YOUNG. THEREFORE, I HAVE INCLUDED
A CHILD IMMUNIZATION PROVISION WHICH ALLOWS A STATE AN
OPTION T0 DENY THE FAMILY PORTION OF AFDC BENEFITS TO ANY
FAMILY WHICH DOES NOT BRING IT$ CHILD INTO COMPLIANCE
WITH HHS IMMUNIZATION REQUIREMENTS, HOWEVER, I INCLUDED
A SAFEGUARD PROVISION FOR FAMILIES WHO FAIL TO COMPLY DUE

TC LACK OF ACCESE T0 AVAILABLE HEALTH (CARE PROVIDERE,

OUR GOAL IS TO SAVE MONEY THROUGH PREVENTION ON THE FRONT
END BY AVOIDING SERIOUS AND COSTLY MEDICAL PROBLEMS IN
THE FUTURE. WE ARE ENSURING THE SAFETY AND WELL BEING
OF CHILDREN EVEN IN TEE EVENT OF NON-COMPLIANCE BY THEIR

PARENTS.


http:EVENT.OF

CONCLUSION:
WELFARE AS WE XNCW IT HAS FAILED. <INSTEAD OF BEING A 7

WAY STATION POR MANY PEUPLE, IT HAS BECCOME ;& STIFLING WAY OF LIFE."
THEREFORE, OUR EFFORTS SHOULD BE FOCUSED ON CHANGING THE LIFESTYLES
AND BCONOMIC WELL-BEING OF WELFARE RECIPIENTS. IN MY CONGRESSIONAL
DISTRICT AND ACROSS THE NATION, WELFARE REFORM HAS BEEN A MAJOR
IBSUE, WE MUST SEIZE THIS QPPORTUNITY AND OUTPOURING OF PUBLIC
WILL'TO TAKE BOLD AND AGGRESSIVE ACTIONE 1IN ADDRESSING THE WELFARE
ISSUE.



MEMORANDUM

ERth LOYD H. FLAKE
FROM: IRVING DANIELS

RE: ADDENDUM TC TZSTIMONY FOR WELFARE HEARING
{FAMILY CAPS}

DATE: JULY 27, 1384

----------------------------------------------------

H.R. 4546, THE FAMILY INVESTMENT AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT OF
1584 (FISSA) WILL INCLUDE A FAMILY CAP PROVISION. STATES WILL
HAVE THE COPTION TC¢ DENY ADDITICNAL CASH BENEFRITS TC MOTHERS WHO
-GZ‘JS BIRTH TO CHILDREN WITHIN A 10 MONTH PERIOD OF RECEIVING
ESSZSTANQE, THIS APPRCACH IE CONSISTENT WITH THE RULES OF THE
WORKPLACE; WORKING FAMILIES DO NOT RECEIVE RATISES AT WORK WHEN THEY
HAVE ADDITIONAL CHILDREN, IMPOSING "FAMILY CAPS" DEMANDS A LEVEL
OF RESPONSIBILITY OF THE RECIDPIENT. WE AKE ASKIRNG NO MOKRE COF

RECIPIENTS THAN WE ASKX OF WORKING CITIZENS,

THE INTENT OF THIS PROVISIGON 1§ NOT TO PURISH FAMILIES, WE
WANT RECIPIENTS TQO UPHOLD THEIR END OF THE CONTRAUTUAL AGREEMENT
WHILE RECEIVING WELFARE BY KOT INCREASING THEIR FINANCIAL BURDENS.
FISSA WILL CONTINUE TO PROVIDE CHILDREN WITH HEALTH CARE AND FOOD
STAMPS, BUT WILL DENY THE PARENT THE INCREMENTAL CASH ASSISTANCE

FOR HAVING ADDITIONAL CHILDREN.
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Good afternoon. Chairman Ford, 1 would like to begin by
commending you for holding these hearings. | also want to thank
you. for providing me with the opportunity to testify before your
Subcommitiee.

Clearly, welfare reform is a hot topic around the Capitol and
throughout the nation these days. Unfortunately, a lot of what |
hear, i.e. "2 years and out' reminds me of the "3 sirikes and you're
in" concept in the crime biil, that this body will soon be considering
again. It sounds more like a discussion about criminals than about
Americans who happen to be poor and unemployed. Surely we
don’t need to limit our discussions to outrageous new types of
punishments for the poverty-stricken who suffer gvery day because
there are positive and effective strategies available to help low-
income Americans pull themselves out of the state of destitution.

Any change in the welfare system should begin with a
complete reversal in our approach towards low-income Americans.
Currently, we encourage middle and upper-income Americans to
accumulate savings and assets, through home mortgage
deductions, retirement pension accounts, bank loans and so on.
Welfare recipients aren’t given any incentives to better their quality
of life. As a result, we effectively ensure that the poor will remain

in_poverty.

Also missing in the discussion of welfare is recognition of the
fact that there are practically no jobs for the un- or undereducated.
Most of the former unskilled and semi-skilled jobs have moved to
other countries, such as Mexico, and/or have been replaced by
robotics. This hits minorities especially hard. Although you
wouldn't know it from listening to much of the welfare debate, being
on welfare is not simply a matter of choosing between a livable
wage-paying job and turning down a job olffer and sitting home.
Most folks want to work, They want to be financially independent.

One successful job and/or self-employment option that
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deserves our support is microenterprises. | have had a great
interest in this issue since | first introduced H.R. 2308, my
Microenterprise Oppeortunity Expansion Act, years ago and | am
pleased that President Clinton has recognized the value of
microenterprises in H.R. 4605. As most of you probably know,
microenterprises are tiny businesses run by the owner/employee
along with maybe 2 or 3 other employees. A small loan is often
what is most needed to get these businesses started.

- Despite all of the inaccurate and negative images of welfare
recipients that are used in the welfare debate, the fact is that there
are many people receiving public assistance who have the skills,
ideas and desire needed to make a living on their own. [n some
cases, microenterprises are the perfect vehicle for their ambition.
Microenterprise programs and microloans help ensure that these
potential business owners have the support and technical
assistance that they need to succeed.

For example, you may have heard of Ms. Marie Hughes who
testified before the Hunger Caucus earlier this year. Ms. Hughes
had been on public assistance for 10 years before she came to the
Women’s Self-Employment Project in Chicago and with their
guidance, she is now the proud owner of Marie’s Spotless Maid
Service and no longer receives public assistance.

| have here a letter from a Councilwoman in California. Let
me read it to you.

There are many other examples of people using
microenterprises as avenues out of welfare; becoming self-
sufficient, full of self-respect and developing their neighborhood in
the process. It is interesting and important to note that many of
the women and minorities participating in microloan programs
would normally be unable to receive such loans from banks. Yet,
despite the fact that most banks consider them unsuitable for
lending, the repayment rate for microloan programs in the U.S. is
over 95 percent!

Considering the success of microenterprises, particularly
among minority women, it seems to me that any welfare reform
package that Congress considers should promote microenterprises.

President Clinton’'s Work and Responsibility Act takes an
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important step by recognizing the value of microenterprises.
However, we need to ensure that all roadblocks are removed to
provide maximum oppertunities for microenterprise expansion. For
example, the state of lllinois has baen a leader in aflowing aid
recipients to accumulate up to $5000 in business assets, and still
retain their benefits, as they start their own business. Ms. Hughes
credits this waiver with allowing her to become self-sufficient.

. We need to consider a provision of my legislation, H.R. 2308,
that would enabie individuals eligible for unemployment
compensation to continue to receive payments during a benefit year
while they are starting up a microenterprise. We also need to
ensure that ail educational and training programs provide a self-
employment option.

| would also urge that we not only permit the development of
microenterprises but that we also promote them. We can do this
by providing access to increased child care and health care
benefits and ongoing technical assistance as well as opportunities
for asset accumulation for microenterprise owners.

Finally, it is important to note that the path to self-sufficiency
can take more than two years. Strict, randomly determined time
limits could end up cutting short someone’s efforts to become self-
sufficient and drive them straight back onto the welfare rolls which
none of us, including the recipients, want. Other punitive,
politically-based provisions, such as the child exclusion cap, aiso
fail to get at the problem of poverty and would have no positive
impact at all in the effort to create jobs and lift people out of

poverty.

Thank you for this opportunity to discuss my concerns, Mr.
Chairman. | look forward to working with you on meaningful
welfare reform during the months ahead.
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Views on Welfare Reform

Mr. Chairman, | thank you for the opportunity to present my
thoughts on welfare reform,

Welfare reform provides an excellent vehicle to provide major
opportunities for poor children ranging from expanded
investments in child care, education, training, and job
creation to stronger ¢hild support enforcement and new child
support assurance initiatives. At the same time, no single
issue is more ripe for exploitation than the current debate on
welfare reform.

| commend President Clinton for attempting to tackle this
complex economic, political and social problem. His proposal
makes significant strides toward helping welfare recipients
work. Maost especially, his plan would give health care and
child care to those who wish to work, removing a primary
work disincentive for many poor people. | also commend the
work of many of my Congressional colleagues, including
Reps. Mink, Wouolsey, and Matsui, who have offered serious
programs to deal with the problems faced by those receiving
public assgistance.

| am proposing my own alternative which builds on the good
ideas of the Clinton plan -- including child care and job
training programs -- and the Matsui plan -- expanded job
opportunities and a less punitive approach to the problem.
My proposal goes beyond these bills in ways | believe are
vital to a gepuine welfare reform program.



When we talk about welfare reform, we hdve to begin with
the truth. We have to talk about the fact that more than
two-thirds of all recipients on AFDC are children and that the
adults caring for those children are doing so as single
parents. The majority of aduits receiving AFDC face
obstacles to employment for a number of reasons -- limited
education and job skiils, alcohol and substance abuse, crime
and.violence, inadequate housing, and so forth.

Mr. Chairman, my welfare reform proposal is in the final
drafting stage and | hope 1o introduce it shortly. | want to
talk briefly about a few specifics of my proposal which take
the discussion of welfare reform in a new and creative
direction.

First, encouraging work should be done in a positive way.
My proposal will establish a series of meaningful incentives
that make 1t worth people’s while to choose work over
welfare., For example, my bill contains a tax exemption for
the first two years of any business/micro-enterprise
established by AFDC recipients -- an enterprise zone, you
might say,

Current rent policies in public housing tie rent directly to
income. This is a powerful disincentive for low-income

persons to seek employment. Under my proposal, these
types of policies would be replaced with incentives that
encourage low-income persons to seek employment and
retain a larger portion of their take home pay.

Secondly, my proposal takes a less punitive approach 1o non-
custodial low-income parents. Many low-income fathers are
simply unable to meet their responsibilities to their children.
They may be disabled, in jail, unemploved, underemployed or
working low-wage jobs.

The reality is that many of these fathers cannot contribute
encugh to keep their children from poverty. Pursuing child
support from these fathers only pushes them deeper into



poverty and further alienates them from their children. My
proposal provides options 1o encourage low-income fathers to
suppart their children,

For example, teen fathers can pay their child support by
attending parenting classes, providing babysitting services for
their children and by earning their high school diploma. in
some cases, victim-less felony records of these fathers could
be sealed so that they have a better chance of finding
employment. Job readiness and placement programs should
focus on job readiness skills and create partnerships with
employers willing 1o hire from this target population. Low-
income fathers should be able to avail themselves to the
same case management services as those offered to
mothers.

My bill would assist grandparents who assume the
responsibility for caring for unsupervised children. These
features make my legislation truly pro-family, and pro-
marriage, in the sense that the bill will materially encourage
marriage and assist responsible grandparents.

In addition, my proposal anticipates economic needs for
newly employed AFDC recipients that other plans do not.
For example, in addition to rent reform, my bill would
establish transportation allowances and insurance subsidies,
There are many costs which people will need assistance to
meet if we are serious about bringing new workers into the
mainstream of economic society.

And finally, my proposal takes a different approach to the
issue of non-compliance. Where most plans would drop the
recipient from AFDC rolis -- or reduce their payment - for
non-compliance, my proposal would appoint a representative
pavee to manage the cash benefits for the family,

This concept has been used by Social Security Administration
for some time for beneficiaries who are unable to manage
their own affairs. Under my proposal, when a person makes
application for AFDC, they will agree to a prescribed set of



terms that they must abide by in order to receive an AFDC
check. Non-compliance of those terms would result in the
appointment of a representative payee. In this way, the
recipient would loose the control of the actual cash
assistance awarded but the family -- an most importantly, the
children, would not have to suffer a loss.

Mr. Chairman, again let me thank you for allowing me this
opportunity to share my views. 1 look forward to working
with you and this committee as you develop a welfare reform
program. | am available to answer any questions you might
have. Thank you.



WATERS WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL

RELPS APFDC RECIPIENTS FIND WORK ~ Contains Job training and
education programs for AFDC recipients.

ABSISTS AFPDC RECIPIENTS WITH LIFE BRILLS MANAGEMENT - Each
program participant would anrell in a 1ife skills management
program to learn bhasic life skills and prepare recipient for
work. Included in the life skills program would be remedial
education, description of the AFDC system, and the development of
plans to move off AFDC in the reasonable future.

TARGETS YOUNG AFDC RECIPIENTS « Like the Clinten preposal, this
legislation applies to AFDC recipients born after 1873. This
targeted approach would maximize the use of precious rescurces by
reducing the long-term caseload of AFDC.

DRAMATICALLY ENHANCES THE INCENTIVES FOR WORK - This proposal
puilds on the Clinton program to attach health care and child
care benefits for pecple who leave AFDC for work by assisting
with other life expenses such as an expanded Earned Income Tax
Credit (EITC), transportation subsidies, insurance subsidies, an
increased automobile aljowance, tax credits for school completion
and other tax advantages.

CHANGES THE CULTURE OF WELFARE - By engaging AFDC recipients in
an honest discussion of their life situation and by providing
positive alternatives, the legislation would no longer treat
those on AFDC as people to be punished. By offering educaticnal,
vocational and professional opportunities, those on AFDC will be
given a genuine chance to improve their chance for work.

ENCOURARGES MARRIAGE AND PAMILY SUPPORT ~ This legislation gives
theose who marry AFDC recipients material benafits., wWhils many
talk about "family values", this legislation would build in real
advantages to those, primarily men, who marry a welfare
recipient. Anong those ars certain criminal records being
waived, student loan debt forgiveness in some circumstances, amd
tax advantages for marriags, The bill also makes changes
designed to assist grandparents who care for poor children.

DCES NOT PUNISH CHILDREN OF AFDC FRMILIES - Unlike any other
primary welfare reform proposal, this legislation would under no
circumstance materially reduce a recipients AFDC payment.
Instead, this plan would assign a representative payee to the
delinguent AFDRC reciplient, i.e. one which has net fulfilled their
life skilles management plan. The representative payee concept is
borrowed Ifrom its suceessful application in the Social Security
program.

ADDS IMPORTANT DRUG TREATMENT PROVISIONS - In accordance with
recently collected and publicized data, this legislation expands
drug treatment, when appropriate, for those who enrsll in the
program.
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The Matsui Welfare Reform Bill: Statu\s“Quo Plus
by Lyn A. Hogan

- When President Clinton unveiled his welfare reform plan June 14,
conservatives complained that it fell short of his own goal of "ending welfare as we
know it.” Now House libergls, led by Representative Robert Matsui (D-CA), argue
that the President has gone too far. Unfortunately, the Mansui approach misses
the central point of reform: the urgent need to replace welfare with a work-based
social policy. Instead, it throws more money at the status quo.

Rep. Matsul and 20 Democratic co-sponsers—inciuding Representaiives
Charles Rangel of New York and Norman Mineta of California, Mike Kopetski of
Oregon, and D.C. Delegate Eleanor Holmes Norton—take aim at the linchpin of
Clinton’s plan: a two-year time limit on welfare benefits, after which recipients
would have to take a job in either the private or public sector, Calling the
proposed limit "good rhetoric, but not reality” when announcing hig legislation,
Rep. Matsui added, "We cannot institute arbitrary deadlines by which people must
be self-sufficient. The emphasis should be on work, not time limits.”

If only it were that simple. In fact, from Richard Nixon's Family Assistance
Plan {o Renald Reagan’s workfare experiments of the early 1980s, successive stabs
at welfare reform have tried and failed to enforce genuine work requirements. The
last major overhaul attempt, the Family Support Act (FSA) of 1888, didn’t do the
job either. Since’its passage, the welfar‘e rolls have grown 25 percent, from 10.8
million in 1988 to 13.8 million in 1992—evidence that the FSA is not working. Far
from being a safety net, welfare has become 8 trap, a system that pensalizes work,
marriage, and individual initiative and that both stigmatizes and isolates poor
families from the larger society. The system is profoundly destructive: Any
“reform" that perpetustes it will condemn another generation of poor children,
many born to unmarried {een-age mothers, to poveriy and dependence.

Some liberals, ignoring these systemic defects, contend that the real
problem with welfare is theat it is underfunded. The Matsui bill envisions & nearly
£3 billion expansion of Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS), the federal
education and job-training program created by the FSA, bringing total Federal
funding to $4 billion by 1999. To help welfare recipients find jobs, the sct requires
states to provide education, training, job-search assistance, work experience,
trangportation, and child care. JOBS currently covers about 15 percent of welfare
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recipients: The Matsui bill would mandate that 50 percent be enrolled in JOBS by
1998, It would toughen work demands, requiring half of those enrolied in JOBS to
work a8t least part-time, and would earmark some of the additional spending to job
creation and placement and other supports. '

Education and Training vs. Work

Rep. Matsui claimed when he introduced his bill that "even the most
ingpired recipient may require more than two yvears to get the education and
iraining needed to move from assistance {0 independence.” But his premise is |
wrong: Very few welfare recipients get jobs because they have completed
government education and treining programs. More than formal training, welfare
recipients need connections to the real world of work and the personal
habits—punctuality, dependability, commitment—that make for relisble
employees, The evidence shows that education and training programs lift few
recipients out of poverty. Real work experience, on the other hand, connects
recipients {o the labor market and gives them the experience to move onto g
better job.

According to Judith M, Gueron, president of Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation, ". .. JOBS has not fundamentally changed the message and
character of AFDC. . . . The gystem has not enforced a participation mandate
focused on work." Evalustions of programs that offer welfare recipients education
and training show that neither earnings nor employment increase significantly.
Research by analyst Paul Osterman documents that government-sponsored
programs such as The Comprehengive Employment and Training Act, the Job
Training Partnership Act, and proprietary and vocational schools have failed to
prepare people for the labor market. University of Chicago Professor Dr. James
Heckman, who has written extensively on this issue, similarly determines that "as
a general rule, conventional employment and training programs . . . do not
produce dramatic changes in participant earnings.”

The evidence strongly suggests that s work-based approach focused on
private-sector employment produces better results. Examples include America
Works, a for-profit business that has placed more than 5,000 weifare recipients
into full-time jobs with decent pay and health benefits; Cleveland Works, a non-
profit placement and support agency that has ensbled 7,000 men, women and
children to leave welfare; and Project Match, 8 small non-profit program in
Chicago's Cabrini-Green housing project that likewise believes there iz no reason
te wait {wo years to move people into jobs. Moreover, as Dr. Heckman concludes:
“To the extent that effective training can be produced on the job, it is produced in
the private sector and not in the public sector. Additional evidence from a
Rockefeller Foundation demonstration program and & Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation study of California’s Greater Avenues for Independence
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{GAIN} program in Riverside County found that g johs-first stmwgygfomsed on
the private secior worked best when compared with traditional education and
training approaches.

The problem with the Matsui approach is very simple: It will move few
welfare recipients to seif-sufficiency. The vast majority-close {6 75 percent——of
JORBS participants are currently enrolled in education and training classes rather
than in work programs. Even with the increased emphasis on work in the JOBS
program, the Matsui bill reforms fall short: The work requzrement covers only half
of those in JOBS—a quaz'zar of all W&ifare remp;ent&-a:nd reqmms only 15 hzzzzz's
- a week of work.

Replacing Welfare with Work

Pregident Clinton has it right: Welfare can’t be reformed; it must be
replaced with a work-based social policy. A time limit on welfare benefits is the
lever for fundamental change that converts welfare from an income-maintenance
system to an employment system that puts people to work. If time limits are
essential to changing the expectations of welfare recipients, they are also the spur
that welfare casewerkers need to move people off the rolls and into jobs.

To spurn 8 time limit on welfare benefits, sas the Matsui hill does, is to
accept the welfare status quo with all its amply documented perversities and
defects. Rep, Matsui believes that children will end up as victims of the time limit
and fears that removing the safely net will result in the homelessness it is
designed {o prevent, What he ignores is that the current system perpetuates the
cycle of poverty and offers parents little incentive to move off of welfare inte work.

President Clinton’s proposal not only encourages work by making work pay
more than welfare, but offers fallback community service jobs for those who do not
find unsubsidized employment in two years, Only by refusing to work could
someone make themselves vulnerable t0 homelessness. If liberals believe that
society owes indefinite financial support to those who flatly refuse to work, they
should say so.

While failing to cross the threshold of fundamental reform, the Matsui bill
does offer some constructive provisions: It raises the amount of money a recipient
can keep for unsubsidized part-time work; eéxpands child care for the poor and
working poor; raises the federal share of the JOBS matching rate; increases state
flexibility inr designing and implementing welfare programs; improves child
support enforcement; and establishes resxdency requirements and mandatory
- school attendance for teen parenis racezvmg AFDC (Aid {o Families with
Dependent Children).



Nonetheless, the Matsui bill essentially takes a "status quo plus” approach
that seeks to preserve rather than transform the system. It dramatically expands
welfare gpending without demanding fundamental changes in a deeply flawed
system. And it places inordinate faith in the potential of JOBS, a program whose
emphasis on education and training has manifestly failed to move many welfare
recipients to self-sufficiency. The conservatives’ predictable jibe at the Clinton
plan—that it would "save welfare as we know it"—is unfortunately true of the
Matsui approsach.

Liberal Democrats must be willing to transcend the historical partisan

"division on £his issue and fall in line with the President, as many Republicans .
have already done. Time-limited assistance, an emphasis on employment during
the trangition period, and a work requirement for those who do not find
unsubsidized employment are the driving principles behind the President's plan
and represent the middle ground of the debate. President Clinton has created a
rare opportunity to forge a bipartisan agreement on weifare reform. Two bills
already embrace the President’s approach: the Mainstream Forum welfare reform
bill led by Democratic Representative Dave McCurdy of Okighoma and the
Republican Leadership bill sponsored by Representative Rick Santorum of
Pennsylvanis. Rep. Matsui threatens to derail such a bipartisan sgreement on
reform.

The true danger of the Matsui bill is that welfare reform will once again fall
victim to a liberal-conservative standoff in which liberals refuse to accept real
work requirements and conservatives refuse to expand supports for poor people
struggling to work, President Clinton has offered the right bargain: more money,
but enly for real change that transforms welfare from a system that writes checks
{0 one that puts people to work.

Lyn A. Hogan is Social Policy Analyst at the Progressive Policy Institute.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to speak about one of the
most, ¢ritical lssues of welfare reform, that is, child support
enforcement. I am pleased that your Siboommitiee hag begun expeditious
hearings on propesals to reform our welfare and child support systems.

Make no mistake abour it: effective child support enforcement is welfare
preveotion. And a tough, comprehensive child support enfaorcement title
i a central and critical element to any effective welfare refomm
propogal. Non-suppoert of children by their parents is one of the primary
reaguna families end up on the welfare rolls in the first place.

Children who are deprived of the support te whieh they are antitled facs
a lifetime ¢f economic, social and emotional deprivation. It is a
national diaggrace that our child support enforcement system continues to

aliow so many parents who ¢an affard to pay for theiy children's support
to shirk these c¢bligations.

Finally, we must be clear. Pailure to pay court-oydered child support
not a *wvictimless orime®. The children going without these payments are
the first victims., Bubk ultimately, the American taxpayers are the
victim, when they pick up the welfare tah for the deadbeat dads and
deadbeat moms who do not meet their financial obligations,

Indeed, the Caucus on Womens Issues has recognized this congensus, and
this bread, bipartisan supportt We have asked that ¢bild support reform
be moved NOW, thisg sepsion. We needn't wait £or the complicated and
fractious debate over welfare reform. We can address the glaring holes
in our child support system today. Child support reform should oot be
*held hostage™ to the larger welfare reform debate.

Moreover, both Republican and Democratic leaderships have given their
support to our effort to bring a ¢hild suppoert bill before the House this
year. I am convinced that with gome hard work, we& can pass a
comprehensive child support reform bill in this session. We gan go home
to pur constituents and veport toe the voters that gridleck haz been
broken with passage of a comprehensive child support reform bill.

As the Subcommittee may be aware, H.R. 457Q, the Child Support
Respongibility Acc of 18%4 ryepressntg a compréehensive reform of our ¢hild
suppurt enforcement system. v 18 based largely on legislation I have
previously introduced, H.R. 1600, which in turn was drawn from the
recommendations of the U.5. Commission on Interatate Child Support
Enforcement. I served as a Member of this Commission, as did the
gentlielady from Connecticut, Mrs. Kennelly, and Senator Bill Bradley of
New Jersey.

The report of the Conmigsion made clear that we must ensure that all
states come up to the “HIGHEST® common denomipator. In that light, our
legisiation is a comprehensive set of reformg Lo our state-based child

support system, Among the most important and effective "get tcugh"
reforms contain&d within H.R. 4570:

* We require new initiatives to mandate comprehensive hospital-based
paternity establighment programs. The alarming rise in single-parent
families should give every one of us reason to act now. The most recent
grudies demonstrate the shocking rise in out-of-wedlock births, most
prevalent in low-income populations, and across all ethnic groups.
Without fail, every report we have seern on this subject documents the
gocial and economic conseguences to children raised without the support
of both parents. It is well-documented and well-known.

Thiz fact alone makes c¢lear that the most orucial alement for the
esteblishment and collection of court.ordered child support must be
paternity establishment.



The U.8. Commission in its report indicated that the one time when we are
‘- most able to obtaim fathers' acknowlsdgment of paternity 48 abt birth, in
the hospital. The Commission estimated that morg than B0% of non-
married parents are in contact with one another at the time ©f the
child's birth. States that have emphasized oubreach at hospitalsg and
birthing centers have been particulariy successful in increasing
parentage determinationsg.

The comprehensive hospital-based paternity establishment programs in our
Bill build on that premise, and reguire all hoapitals to have clearx,
ginple and uniform procedures for parents to acknowledge paternity at
birth. Moreover, we shift the burden of proof go that parents who have

acknowledged paternity ay birth cannot turn arcund when a support order
comes and say "prove it®.

* Angther key provision of our bill reguires all States (o make it a
crime to willfully £ail to pay child supporxt, and provide criminal
penalties for the 'deadbesats'., The federal govermment has wisaly adopted
federal criminal penalties for those who crose interstate limes to aveid
ehild support. 8tates should be held to the same standaxd, and use
criminal penaltiesa for those who choogse not to pay.

* Qur bill addresses some ¢of the important “gaps" in our present system:
we require States to withhold drivers® and ocoupational licenses £rom
*deadbeat parents™. Thisg has already shown very promiging results in
those atates which have adopted it. For example, the State of Maine
reports that in the first year of its program, more than $11 million in
.back c¢child support has been collected under these sanctiona. Again, by
applying such proven methods on a federal level, we ensure that all
States vrise to the level of the besgt, rather than sink to the worst.

* Qur bill increases increase the use of credit reporting and
garnishment; and requires unifdrm, national pubpoenas to gimplify
burdensome paperwork reguirements, We improve and expand the natlional
reporting of all support orderg, and the computer data base of
sutgtanding child support obligations.

The importance of this federal logator network cannot be understated. In
fact, my own Btate of New Jersey, is using its computerized database of
automobile registration to take aggressive action against auto. scofflaws,
intercepting tax refunds and garnishing paychecks.

Frankly, if we can find the xescurces and find a way to crack down on
asutcmebile fines, I would hope we would £ind the same resources to help
parents get thelr couxrt-ordered child support! In the past we have been
told that problems in ¢hild support collection are a function of
overwhelming caseloads and limited resources., Well, 1f we can £ind a way
to put & lien on someone’s house for a parking ticker, we ought £o be
able to use the same sanctions when they fail vo pay child suppor:t.

Improving the fedexral data network on child gupport arrearages gives usg
the tool Lo pul these tax intercepis, rebate refunds, and property liens
to their fullest use!

* In addition, H.R. 4570 changes the law t¢ definitively allow States to
sexve cochild support orderz on ocut-of-state employers. This was ¢learly
the intent of Congress when we adopted mandatory wage withholding for new
child support orders, Unfortunately, the various levels of state
bureacracy still make wage withholding unnecegsarily complex and
cumbersome. (ur DI1l streamlines this process, and removes levels of
bureaucracy from the child support collection process. We allow wage
 withholding to work simply and effectively. .
Ag the U.S. Commission noted, this "direct gervice® is one of the most
succensful methods of child Bupport enforcenment avallable, with suscess
rates of 80% and more when used.

* Qur bill increases increase the use ¢f credit reporting and
garnishment; and reguires uniform, national subpoenas to simplify
burdengsome paperwork requirements. We improve and expand the naticnal
reporting of all support orders, and the computer data base of
outstanding child support obligations.



_* Finally, our bill adopts a piloneering reform that addressges the role of
rhe federal government as an employer. QOur bilill will prohibit the
federal government from employing, paying beneflits, or making loans to
*deadbesat” parentst

Under our bill, we will positively prohidit the federal government from
*aiding and abetting* deadbeat parents who have failed to make court-
ordersed 'payments. We reguire the federal government to refrain from
yrovi&iag agglstance to a *deadbeat dad or mom* who owes more than $31,000
in back c¢hild support, and is making no court-arvranged effora Lo repay
the arrearage.

That we would refuse to subsidize the behavior of deadbeats would geem
gimple leogle. Unfortunately, under current law, 1o such arrangement
exists. Without such a safeguard, the government can and will continue
to provide financial assistance and loans to a parent, without
corresponding responsibility for court-ordered payment. So *the left
band®* of government can be paying taxpayer dollars in welfare to a single
parent trying to raise ¢hildren withoul court-ordered child support,
while the *right band™ is providing deadbeats with a ¢ollege loan or a
government-backed mortgage! This may be the maost clasgsic exanmple of
"waste, fraud, and abuse® we find in the welfare debate, and we must and
it here and now,

In fact, these provisionsg were the subiect of a hearing earlier this
month in the Post Office and Civil Service Subcommitiee on Compensation
and Benefits, and I am pleased to report that both the Chairwoman,
Delegate Nozton, and Ranking Minority Member Morella were.favorably
disposed toward them.

* One final point: as of January 1, 1554, all new c¢hild support orders
are being deliverad- through employver-hased wage withhoiding., Our
legislation calls for creation™of a national child support *withholding
form" for new hires, and improves the compurerized federal database for
tracking child support orders. In short, our system makes smployers a
ivotal part of the child support collection process -- it is only right
that the federal govermment, in its role as employer to millions, meet
its responsibilities in this important area.

I thank the Subcommittee for providing this opportunity to discuss the
nature of our child support problem, and the sclutions contained in ocur
bill. T would urge the Suvbhoommitiee Lo act favorably on this
legiglation, and allow us to bring a much-needed reform bill before the
103rd Congress.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for convening these hearings to assess
the President's Welfare Reform proposal.

The President has proposed an overhaul of the welfare system to
encourage family responsibility, full employment, and
opportunity. These goals are laudable. As we have heard today,
however, we the debate over whether to use the "whip" or the
*stick® to reduce welfare dependency leads us nowhere. We simply
cannot reduce welfare dependency without removing the barviers to
meaningful copportunities for those that seek them. No amount of
threats or incentives will ease the burden on welfare dependents
unless we provide the Xinds of comprehensive serviceg that will
open avenues to independence,

Mr. Chairman, we cannct achieve true welfare reform in a vacuum,
Our compunities need guality child care for those mothers who
have the desire to work, but simply cannct afford the high cost
of care or don't have access Lo it. Qur communities need guality
job training and education, to help people to find good paying,
rewarding jobs, rather than low-wage, dead-end and unskilled
jobs. Finally, our communities need guality health care for
because as we've seen, many dependent mothers have no choice but
to remain on public assistance, rather than take a low-wage job
and lose their health care benefits.

¥

I am particularly concerned that the President’'s proposal lacks
provisions that will help to remove some of these barriers,
particularly for those on public asgsistance who seak :
cpportunities in higher education. An investment in a college
degree for a single parent on public assistance will not only
save .2 great deal in later welfare payments, but will also
generate revenue from the income that a college-educated worker
can earn in a high-tech, high-wage job.

Saint Paul's College in Lawrenceville, Virginia offers a program
that helps to address some of the needs of single parents who
hope to earn & ¢ollege degree. The area around Lawrenceville is
primarily rural and poor, with approximately 25% of the residents
earning incomes below the poverty line. Many of the area's high
school graduates are not only too poor to afford the cost of
higher education, bul many, especially single mothars with young
children, do not have access to c¢hild care or ¢ther programs to
free them to attend class. 1In 1887, Saint Paul's College began
an innovative program to provide s support system for single
parents living with their dependent children who wish to attend
college. By providing campus-based ohild care services, housing
appropriate for mothers and their families, and arn academic
program that allows parents to complete their BA degree within



chres years, this program sancourages strong, intact families,
pargncal responsibility, scholarship, and indepsndence. The'
result of this program is a college graduate, with the skills
necessary Lo get a good, stable job., This can be done at the
same COSt or less than maintaining a welfare recipient on ADFC,
food stamps, medicaid, and low- income housing, but with nothing
to show for in.

Programs guch as the Saint Paul's model, however, need
assistance. Funds are psgeded for expansion of this program to
gerve the many promising young students and parents who have
expressed an interest in this program, bul have been turned down
becauge of a lack of gpace. Mr. Chairman, I plan to oifer

< amendments to the welfare reform propesals that we will consider
to provide demongtration grant funds for innovative programs such
ag the Single Parent Support 8ystem at Saint Paul's College. I
believe that such funds would be a worthwhile investment in
ending the cycle of dependency that has been fostered by public
agsgistance. If we truly seek Lo end welfare as we know it, Mr. -
Chairman, we will worry less about punishing those who have not
found a Job within two vears, and worrxy more ahout providing the
kinds of comprehensive services thal are necessary to help people
off public assistance once and for all.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.



THE WORKING OFF WELFARE ACT
H.R. 4318

Introduced by
Representative Lynn Woolsey and Representative Ralph Regula

TRENGTHENS SUPPORT SERVICES AND CASE MANAGEMENT

Requires states to coordinate services and assistance: Requires states

© wherever possible to establish a single location n the community where

recipients can apply for the services and benefits they need, It also makes
case managers available to guide each recipient through the system and inio
the workforce. ’

Requires long-term tracking of results: Requires states to develop systems
to megsure the long-term progress of the families receiving services, so that
states can learn whether their services are doing any good.

RMPROVES JOB TRAINING AND EDUCATION PROGRAMS

&

Expands and revamps the JOBS program: Triples funding for the JOBS
program which provides education and training assistance for AFDC families.
The bill improves the federal match rate 10 make it possible for states 10 take
advantage of these new funds. At the same time, it requires states to expand
their focus to jobs of the future, and non-traditional occupations for women,
and seeks 1o hold states accountable through performance standards which
measure whether a state program succeeds in getting its participants out of

poverty.

Requires use of self-sufficiency standard for federal job training efforts:
Requires federal agencies responsible for job training to identify the income
Jevel needed to truly reach self-sufficiency, and to ensure that federal job
training efforis are directed toward helping families reach self-sufficiency.

Ends restrictions on education: Eliminates the current JOBS program rules
which make it more difficult 1o assign a participant o education when i is
needed,

ABOLISHES FINANCIAL PENALTIES AGAINST TWO-PARENT FAMILIES

L]

Eliminates current rules which punish two parent families by making it
impossible for them o receive assistance.



ENCOURAGES WORK

. Ends penalties en work: Requires states to end the practice of cutting aid on
a dollar-for-doilar basis when a parent gets a2 job. Makes it possible for a poor
famtly to receive child care and health care needed for work without entering
the welfare system.

. Expands child care assistance needed for work: Eliminates rules which
have made it more difficult for families to receive child care assistance when
they leave welfare, and requires states 1o provide direct assistance to families
where a parent is working but is so poor that she still qualifies for AFDC.

* Prohibits further reductions of AFDC assistance: Prohibits siates from
cutting their benefits further and encourages them 10 use "fill the gap”
budgeting to create 3 work and weifare package that will help families get off
welfare permanently. Though AFDC benefits are below poverty in every
state, some states have cut their benefits further in recent years.

. Improves operation of the Earned Income Tax Credit: Requires the
Treasury Department to develop 4 systern to ensure that the Earned Income
Tax Credit can be available to families who need it when they need i,

INCREASES CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTION

. Stiffens child support enforcement and enhances paternily establishment:
Takes child support enforcement responsibilities out of the hands of the states
and puts it at the Intermnal Revenue Service. The bill also dramatically
increases paternity establishment.

* Ensures that families benefit from child support: Eliminates rules which prevent a
family from benefining when an absent parent increases his support payment.
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‘ TESTIMONY OF REPRESENTATIVE XAVIER BECERRA
BEFOR& THE WAYS AND MEANS SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESQURCES
July 27, 1984

Good afterncon. | would first like 1o thank Chaitman Ford and the Members of the
Subcommitee for convening these impontant hearings on the issue of welfare reform. |
want to command your efforts and those of the Clinton Administration in addressing the
many flaws of the current weifare system.

As the Administration has noted in its bill, 3 out of every 4 welfars recipients who
leave welfare, eventually retum at some point in the future. For the sake of the millions
of poor families and in particular their children, we need to fundamenially change welfare
so that it can provide them a permanent way out of poverty. But in achieving real reform
we must also bear something else in mind: welfars reform must not help some people
at the expense of others,

lt is therstore with great distress that | must voice my strong opposition to the

financing provisions of several of the major reform bills which propose to pay for reform

by cutting or severely restricting SSI1 benefits received by legal immigrants. As we craft
a reform package | hope that we will consider three points:

First, it is a matter of equity. Legal immigrants have every responsibility U.S.
citizens have, including paying taxes and serving in the military. By some estimates, legal
immigrants pay in axcess of $28 billion more in taxes 0 all levels of government than
they take out in public services. Legal immigrants serve in the miliary, risking their lives
{0 protect and promote the United States of America,

It seems to me uncharitable and insensitive 1o deny or severely restrict assistance
to legal immigrants who are aged, blind or disabied, and yet continue 1o expect their
families to continue contributing their tax dollars o help others in their time of need.

Sacondly, denving legal immigrants federal assistance or making it more difficult
to access will inavitably shift the costs to local and state governments.

In a May & letter fo President Clinton, the National Conference of Siale
Legislatures {(NCSL) noted that many states with large immigrant populations such as
New York, lliincis and Caiifornia are "now serving increased caseloads of legal immigrants
who would have been eligible for SSI" as a result of Congress’ decision fast Fall to pay
for extension of Unemployment insurance benefits by lengthening the deeming period
for legal immigrants from 3 to 5 years.

And third, as NCSL painted out, as a result of the 1971 Supreme Court decision
Graham v, Richardson, states and localities may not exclude persons from participating
in their wellare programs on the basis of thelr legal immigration status.




Furthermere, the Mainstream Forum and the Administzation’s proposal to permit
states 10 deny benelils to legal immigrants may be in direct conllict with the fact that
lawfully residing immigrants are part of a protected class and such classifications are
subject to a higher standard of legal raview apainst discrimination.  Thus, despite the
legisiative intent in some of these welfare proposais, the U.S. Constitution and Supreme
Court precedent may make a burdensome cost-shift from federal 1o state and local
government ireasuries a virtual inevitability.

Mr. Chairman, my obiections 1o the financing proposals are rosted not solely inthe
points | have just detailed, though | would hope that they might suffice. Mr. Chairman,
| also take issue with the rationale for singling out immigranis, put forth by members of
the Administration and some of my colleagues in the Congrass: statements which have
the allure of fact and truth, but are in facl either untrue or unproven.

For example, the Administration has been quoted in news accounts defending its
financing proposal by alleging that legal immigrants and their sponsors are abusing the
welfare system. Yet OMB has stated in writing, and | quote *With regards to information
an sponsor abuse or abandonment of aliens we have no information that such a problem
exists.” And the Sccial Security Administration has stated, also in writing "[Olnly a very
small subset of non-citizens who apply for 851 disability may be involved in fraudulant
activities” and S35A "deoes not characterize it as a widespread probiem.”

Sponsors of the Mainstream Forum welfare reform proposal have claimed that their
plan would "merely call upon sponsors to take their responsibility seriously.” However,
OMB and SSA have confirmed that the vast majority of sponsors are in fact faithiul to
their charge and that aliegations to the contrary are exaggerated.

Mr. Chairman, not only is the S81 abuse not widespread but, 1o the degree to
which it might exist, it is also not confined to the immigrant population, according to the
Social Security Administration. Yet, legal immigrants who play by the rules, who
contribute o the wealth and prosperity of our country, are being unfairly expected to
shoulder a disproportionate part of welfare reform.

Mr. Chairman, if this comes 10 pass, we have 10 ask ourselves what have we really
gained by attempting to give dignity to one group of pecple by taking it irom ancther?
Promoting such uncharitable policies, in the midst of the current nativist resurgence, not
only lacks the moral excelience for which welfare reform should strive, but in my
judgement it is also reckless. Mr. Chairman, | believe that in a country as industricus and
generous as curs, we can and must do better,

fidaimbmiwpiab



TESTIMONY ON WELFARE
CONGRESSMAN TOM DeLAY ~
July 27, 1994

Mr, Chairman, I thank you for holding these imponant bearings on welfare this
week. As my friend and colleague Rick Santorum has just pointed out, Republicans have
been working on our welfare bill for nearly s year now. And one of the major concerns
o us as we have studied the nature of the failing welfare system is the problem of
legitimacy.

Mr. Chairman, since the 1960°s we have seen an explosion of owr of wedlock
births. Several smdies suggest that there may be incentives in our welfare sysiem for
young girls 1o have babies. Rather than discouraging illegitimacy, our welfare system
offers young girls the proposition of their lifetime. It says i you don’t get married and
have a child we will give you housing, health care, fooxd stamps, and AFDC payments,

Of 12 studies conducted in the past decade that looked into the relationship betwesn
welfare and rapidly rising illegidmacy rates, 9 studies concluded that the availability of
welfare increased the likelihood of a woman having 2 child out-of-wedlock.

In addition, we know that children who grow up in two parent families fare berter
than those in single parent families. In fact, I have with me today new numbers by the
U.8. Bureay of the Census that demonsorate this fact, These numbers are unbelisvabile!

In every category, the percentage of those on poverty to the percentage on AFDRC
increase for children in diverced familiss or single-parent families. For example, the
percentage of chikfren under age 6 who are on AFDIC ranges from 6.1 percent in 8 two-
parent family, to 35 percent in a divorced family, to 61 percent in 2 pever-married family,
in light of these statistics, we should be doing everything possible to discourage out-ofs
wedlock births.

Unfortunately, the Clinton plan does nothing 10 ¢urb the rise of llegitimacy. The
Clinton plan has a $400 million grant provision and a demonstration provision that will pay
for parenting, birth control, teen education and training, surmmer jobs, memoring and a bost
of other activities that have shown no success. While the Clinton plan includes an optional
family cap, this measure does nothing to stop young mothers from entering the welfare
rolls. It also strikes me that in my reading of the Clinton plan, the word abstinence does
not even appear one time.

H.R, 3300, however, has real provisions © discourage illegitimacy and is "state-
friendly.” The Republican welfare bill:



+ requires mothers to sstablish paternity before receiving AFDC benefits
+  dentes A¥DC benefits 10 parenis under age 18
+ denies AFDC benefits for additional children while on weifare

Saﬁing that the government will not provide ncentives for young girls to have
children that will Lkely grow up in single parent families, in poverty, and dependent on the
government is the right message to send our young people.

Let me read you a portion of a letter I received recently from a single former
welfare mother, She writes; :

"Everyone in my low-income housing project [is] gemting over on'the welfare
system,  Please, I could wrire a book about how many ways they get over. It makes me
sick because the moms in my development are able to wotk, but why should they if the
governument will let them sit around and do nothing, [ take [the] moms shopping, they buy
things with food stamps for their parties, for their friends, They sell food stamps, using
the money for drugs, clmhes and drinking in bars.”

In ulking further with this woman, what really hit me was thar she said she
overhears voung gitls saving that if they can just have 2 child they can receive
government payments. The weifare system has clearly failed the original vision that fueled
its beginnings.

As my friend and colleague Newt Gingrich is known to say, "we have 12 year olds
having babies, 15 years olds shooting cach other, 17 year olds dying of AIDS and 18 your
old gradustes who cannot read thewr own diplomas.™ It is ome to say “farewell” 10 welfars
as we know it ’

While there has been some disagreement among Republicans about how to go about
removing the AFDC incentive, I do not believe that more than a handful of Republicans
would sign onto 2 welfare bill unless the AFDC payments were eliminated for minors and
single moms.

1 thank you for the opportunity to testify on this important issue.
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+

Chair Ford and Members of the Subcommittee: I would like to
thank you for this opportunity to testify on my bill H.R. 4498,
the Job Start for America Act of 1394.

The current effort to reform welfare begins by assuming that
work for wages is the end goal of refornm.

I disagree strongly. There is value to soclety in a mother's
care for her small children. Being on welfare does not negate
that value.

Having said that, I agree that we need to find the means to help
families move off of welfare by providing the jobs that can
sustain them.

The Administration's bill targets the families headed by persons
25 years and younger, roughly a third of the numbers on welfare.

My bill, Job Start targets families with older children who are
already enrolled in Head Start or are attending school, and
those who have had work experience, and who have cmmplated high
school or the eguivalent,

THE FACTS are that 23% of 311 personsg on welfare have work
axg&r%encg,

By &&&rassing this group yvou reduce the cost of job~training, and
counseling.

THE FACTS are that 53% of those on welfare have a high school
diploma, GED or hetter.

By targeting this group you negate the long-term costs of basic
education to obtain a high sthool diploma,

By targeting those in these groups with colder chlldren already in
school, enrclled in Head Start, or eligible for Head Start, you
dramaticaily raduce the need for child care, except for aftar

school care.

A key to providing adequate child care services is building upon
existing program. 82% of all children currently served by Head
Start are from families receiving AFDC. My bill will strengthen
the link between Head Start and welfare by providing funds for
more full-day, full-year Head Start programs. With access to
full~day, fuiz—yaax Head Start more welfare mothers ¢an better
gﬁrsue job-training, education, or enmployment opportunities.

Without child care, of course, there is no possibility of work
for parents with infants and small children. Further, if all we
can provide is custodial care, foster care, or an orphanage ag
some have suggested, it would be better to keep the mother or
father at home caring for their own children.



U.S. Reprasentative Patsy T. Mink (2nd-HI)
Page 2 .

If the object of reform is to cut the costs -- currently at $17
billion in AFDC dollars -- by requiring work of all parents on
AFDC under the age of 25, a much better target -- one which will:
cost less to achieve, because the costs of education, training,
counseling, job-search, and child care are less =-- is found in my
bill, Job Start America.

The one-third that will be targeted will be those with the
greatest potential for success.

My bill does not depend on creating public service jobs at
minimum wage. It does not spend tax dollars to subsidize a
"wages for work" policy to reduce dependency on welfare.
Publicly financed wages for work is nothing more than continued
dependency; most of this subsidized "work" will be at minimum
wage which is totally inadequate to support a family's needs.

What we must find are real jobs that pay enough by itself,
without subsidies from the taxpayer.

Of course, that is not easy to do. It is easier to find
taxpayer-supported jobs for those on welfare. It is easier to
create a public service jobs program and declare the person
"employed" no matter that the wages are at minimum wage and a
year's work pays only $8000.00,.

My bill, Job Start America, is based on finding real jobs that
can sustain the family and eventually lift them out of poverty,
not just off the welfare rolls. :

THE FACTS are that persons on welfare want to work. But they
want jobs that will enable them to support their families,
provide food with the help of food stamps, and pay the rent. 63%
of AFDC families live in private rental housing, with no
government housing allowance.

THE FACTS are 42.5% of all new AFDC families leave welfare in 11
months. They do find jobs. The sad part is that 40% of those
who leave for work return within a year because the wages are
inadequate, or child care is not available, or ill health forced

them to quit.

There is a better way to help this 40% that already have the
desire to work, want to work and have tried to make a go of it,
but because their initiative is not supported at all find that
they can't make it alone.

Job Start for America helps these families keep working and
offers them the transitional help to make it on their own.

{
This 40% is my target for success. They need help. This
committee can provide it. .

We don't need to be arbitrary and target only those under 25
years of age when we have over 40% of new fgmilies coming in
eager to work and who will find work on their own -~ but
tragically, many will fall back within two years. Why not help
these families succeed? Thelir initiative cries out for help.
This is where our first efforts at reform must be concentrated.

Targeting the youngest group of welfare recipients also
perpetuates the myth that the major cause of welfa;e dependency
in our nation are teenage pregnancies, and the notion that
somehow young girls in our nation are getting pregnant just to

get a welfare check.

This is simply not true. THE FACTS are that of all females on
welfare in fiscal year 1992 a mere 1.2% were 17 or younger.
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Imposing punitive measures such as family caps allowed under the
Administration's bill is not the answer. THE FACTS are the
average welfare family has only twe children, which is less than
the national average. An Urban Institute study of 1%%) AFDC
nothers showed that only 18 percent ¢of all mothers on AFDC
conceived a child after enrolling in the program.

Families on welfare do not need punitive measures and be forced.
into government gubsidized jobs that will not provide adequate
income to sustain & family. They need quality job training,
child care, job search assistance, and short-term cash
assistance that can help them survive.

As we discuss welfare reform we must not sver forget that two-
thirds of those benefitting from AFDC are children -~ §.6
million children. Helping children by helping their parents is
the key to sound welfare policy., H.R. 4498, the Job Start for
America Act of 1994, is sound welfare policy. The tools for
self-sufficlency exist in our current system -- why not provide
the nacessary help to ensure that they can find real jobs with
real wages for a real Jeb Start in America.
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Thank you, Mr, Chairman, for this opportunity to speak about one of the
cmost critical issues of welfare reform, that is, ¢hild support
gnforcement., I am pleassd that your Subcommittsze has begun expeditiocus
hearings on propesals to reform our welfare and child support gyvstems,

Makeé no mistake about it: effective child suppore enforcemant is welfare
prevention. And a cough, comprehengive child support enforcsment title

. ig a central and cricical element to any effective welfare reform
proposal. Non-support of children by thely parents is one of tha primary
reasons families end up on the welfare rolls in the first place.

Children who are deprived of the support to which they are entitled facs
a lifetime of economlie, social and emotional deprivation, It is a
national disgrace that our child support enforcement system continues to

allow so many parents who can afford to pay for their children's support
to shirk these obligations.

Finally, we must b2 clear. ¥Fallure to pay court-ordered child support
not a *victimless crxime®. The children going without these payments are
che first victimg, Bub uitimately, the American taxpayers are the
victim, when they pick up the welfare tab for the deadbeat dads and
deadbeat moms who do not meet thelx financial obligations.

Indeed, the Caucus on Womens Issues has recognized this consengus, and
this broad, hipartisan supporty We have asked that child pupport reform
be moved NOW, this sesaion. We needn't wait fox the complicated and
fracricus debate ¢ver welfare reform, We can address the glaring holes
in cur child support system today. Child supporxt reform sghould not be
*held hostage® ¢o the larger welfare reform debate.

Morsover, both Republican and Demccratic leadershipe have given thelr
support to our effort to bring a child support bill before the House this
year. I am convinced that with some hard work, we can pass a
comprehensive child support reform bill in this session. We can go home
te our constituents and report to the voters that gridlock ham been
breken with passage of a comprehengive child support reform bill.

As the Subcommittee may be aware, H.R, 4570, the Child Support
Responsibility Act of 1994 represents a comprehensive reform of our child
support enforcement system. It is based largely on legislation I have
previcusly introduced, H.R. 1600, whigh in turn was drawn from the
recommendations of the V.8, Conmission on Interstate Child Support
Enforcement. T served as a Nember of this Commission, ag d4did the
gentielady from Connecticul, Mrg., Kennelly, and Senator Bill Bradley of
New Jersey.

The report of the Commnission made glear that we pust ensure that all
states come up to the HIGHEST" common denominator. In that light, our
jegislation is & comprehensive set of reforms to our state-based child
support system. Ameng the most important and effective *get tough®
reforms contained within H.R, 4570:

* We reguire new initiatives to mandatse comprehensive hespital-based
paternity estadlishment programs. The alarming rise in single-parent
families should give every one of usg reason teo agt now. The moat recent
studies demonstrate the shocking rise in out-of-wedlock births, most
prevalent in low-income populaticns, and acrosg all ethnic groups.
Without fail, every report we have ssen on this subject documents the
gocial and economic conseguences to children raised withoub the support
of both parents. It is well-docunmented and well-know:n.

This fact alene makes clear that the most ¢rucial element for the
establighment and collection of court-ordered child support must he
paternity establiighment.
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The U.S. Commission in its repoert indicated that the one time when we are
mogt able to obtain fathers' acknowledgment of patexnity 4is at birth, in
the hospital. The Commigsicon estimated that more than 80% of non-
married parents are in contact with one ancther at the vime of the
childss birth. tates that have emphasized outreach at hospitals and
birthing centers have been particularly successful in increasing
parentage determinations.

The comprehensive hospital-based paternity establishment programs in our
bill Bbuild conn that premise, and reguire all hegpltals o have clear,
simple and uniform procedures for parents to acknowledge paternity at
birth., Morsover, we ghift the burden of proof g0 that parents who have
acknowledged paternity ar birth canncot turn arcund when & support ordey
comes and say "prove it",

* Another key provigion of our hill requires all States to make it a
erime to willfully fail to pay c¢hild support, and provide criminal
penalties for the 'deadbeatsg'. The federal government hag wisely adopted
£adeyal c¢riminal penalties for those who ocrogs interstate lines to avoid
¢hild gupport. States should be held vo the same standard, and use
criminal penalties for those who choose not to pay.

* Gur bill addresses some of the important *gaps" in our present system:
we regquire States to wilithhoeld drivers® and occupabtional licenges from
*deadbeat parents®. This has already shown very promising results in
thoge states which have adopted it. For example, the State of Maine
repoxtsg that in the first yvear of its program, more than $1i1 million din
hack c¢hild support has been collected undey these sanctions., Again, by
applving such proven methods on a faderal level, we ensure that all
Srarss rise Lo the level of the best, rather than siank te the worst.

* Gur bill increases increase the use of credit reporting and
garnishment; and reguives unifdrm, national subpoenas to simplify
burdensgome paperwork reguirements., We improve and expand the natiomal
reporting of all pupport ordera, and the ¢computer data bhase of
outstanding child support ebligations.

The importance of thisz federal locator network cannot be understated. In
fact, my own State of New Jersey, is using ics computerized database of
automoblle registration to take aggresgive action against auto s¢offlaws,
intercepting tax refunds and garnishing paychecks.

Frankly, if we can find the resources and f£ind a way te crack down oo
auvtomobile £ines, I would hope we would find the same resources to helyp
parents get thelr court-srdered child supportl In the past we have been
told that problems in child support collection are a function of
gverwhelming caseloads and limited resources. Well, if we can find a way
Lo put a lien on someone's house for a parking ticket, we ought to be
able to uge the same ganctions when they fail to pay child support.

Improving the fa2deral data network on ¢hild support arrearages gives ug

the tool to put thege tax intercepts, rebate refunds, and property iiens
to their fulliest use! '

* In addition, H.R. 4570 changes the law to definitively allow States to
sexve chlld support orders on cut-of-state employers. This was clearly
the intent of Congress when we adopted mandatory wage withholding for new
child support orders. TUnfortunately, the varioug levels of state
bureacracy atill make wage withholding unnecessarlly complex and
cumbergome., Qur bill streamlines tbis process, and removes levels of
bureaucracy from the ¢hild support collection process. We allow wage
withholding to work simply and effectively.

Ag the U.S8. Commission noted, thig "direct service® iz one of the nmost

successful methods of child gupport enforcement available, with success
rates of BO% and mors when used.

* Our bill increases increage the use of credit reporting and
garnishment; and reguires uniform, national subpoenas to simplify
burdensome paperwork reguirements. We improve and expand the national
reporting of all support orders, and the computer data base of
gutstanding child support obligations.



* Finally, our bill adopts a pionesring reform that addresses the rxole of
‘the federal government as an amployer. Our bill will prohibit the
federal goverament from employing, paying benefits, or making loana to
"deadbeat" parentsl!

Under our hill, we will posirively prohibkic the federal government from

© "ajding and abetting" deadbeat parents whe have failed to make court-
ordered ‘payments. We yegquire the faderal government to refrain from
providing assistance to & *deadbeat dad or mom® who owes more than $1,000
in back ¢hild support, and is making no court-arranged effort to repay
thg arrsarags. ‘ :

That we would refuse to subsicdize the beshavior of deadbeats would seem
simple logic. Unfortunately, undey current law, no such arrangement
gxists. Without such a pafeguard, the government can and will continue
to provide finangial assistance and loans te a parent, without
corresponding responsibility for court-ordered payment. So *"the left
band* of goveroment c&n he paying taxpayer dollars in welfaxe to a singls
parent trying to waise childran without gourt-cordered child suppart,
while the *right hand” is providing deadbeats with a college loan or &
government-backed mortgage! This may be the most classic example of
swaste, fraud, and abuse" we find in the welfare debate, and we must end
it here and now. '

In fact, these provigsions were the subject of a hearing eariiexr this
month in the Post Office and Civil Service Subgommittee on Compensation
and Benefits, and I am pleased to report that both the Chairwoman,
Delagare Norton, and Ranking Minority Member Morellia were . favorably
disposed toward them,

* One final point: as of January 1, 19%4, all new child support orders
are being delivered through employer-based wage withholding., Our
legislation calls for creation™of a national child support *withholding
form® for new hirves, and improves the computerized federal database far
tracking child support orders. In short, our system makes employers a
pivoral part of the ¢hild support collection process -- it is only right
that the federal government, in its role as employer to millions, mest
its responsibilities in this important area.

I thank the Subcommittee for providing this opportunity to discuss the
nature of our child support problem, and the solutions contained in our
bhill. I would urge the Subcommittee Lo aet favorabhly on this
legislation, and allow ug to bring a mach-needed reform bill before the
103rd Congress.
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Thank you, Chairman Ford. I greatly appreciate the opportunity to appear before
the subcommittee this afternoon. Both on a personal basis and as the co-chair, along
with my colleague Eva Clayton, of the Freshman Democratic Class Welfare Reform
Task Force, I am extremely interested in Congress’ development of legislation on
this issue. I would imagine that, as one of the final witnesses today, I will not have
been the only person to say this, but [ would implore the members of this body to
remember that the overwhelming majority of welfare recipients are in that position
only as a very last resort. Most would do anything to get off of welfare. Punitive
and mean-spirited legislative approaches to solving the welfare reform dilemma will
only serve to increase the desparation and hopelessness which permeat so many
American congressional districts like mine.

As part of the deliberations of our welfare reform task force, we recently put
together a comparison chart of five of the major welfare reform bills -- including the
Clinton, Matsui, McCurdy, Woolsey, and Michel bills. OQur analysis found that the
Clinton bill was less conservative than the Republican and Mainstream Forum
approaches, which are largely punitive, and less progressive than the Matsui and-
Woolsey bills, which are much more sensible. Perhaps this illustrates that it is
better to put a bill together on Capitol Hill than with a big, cumbersome Admini-
stration interdepartmental committee. I was pleasantly surprised at how comprehen-
sive and enlightened Bob Matsul’s bill was, and I would certainly recommend that
the subcommittee and the committee move solidly in the direction of his approach.

During my service for nearly a decade as a Chicago alderman, it never ceased to
amaze me the number of individuals who came to me each week with only one
request: a job. These requests continue now that I am a Congressman in this same
area, and they continue because the national economic upturn has not yet "trickled
down" to many of our nation’s severely economically depressed areas.
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I would urge, as we move toward serious consideration of legislative alternatives,
that we focus on an area that none of the current bills adequately address: namely,
the issue of job creation. | am very concerned that a sizable number of persons in
districts like mine will fall through the cracks and end up destitute once the new
program is implemented. [ fear this because of the difficulty of finding jobs which
pay a hving wage and which are accessibie to the areas where my constituents live.,
Although there are provisions in the bill for obtaining a rather restricted public
sector job if no other spot is available, I am very concerned about whether these
tynes of jobs will be made available in the quantity necessary to counteract the very
high rates of upemployment that exist today on the south side of Chicago.

As a brief aside, { must refer to what 15 happening related to job creation today in
my district. Last week, the mayor’s office announced a half million dollar grant to
the Chicago Urban League. The League will monitor and promote minority worker
and company involvement in large Chicago development projects. By awarding this
grant, the city was trying to deflect the criticism that it invariably earns related to
these large projects: even when the work takes place in minority areas, as it is now
with the rejuvenation of one of the main transit lines, a very smal! percentage of
area residents are given the opportunity to work on these projects.  Although the
Urban League grant offers a glimmer of hope that this sorry history wall change, 1
believe that only the federal government can glter the culture of discrimination and
exclusion that prevails in Chicago and many other areas of the country.

Although it is practically heresy to advocate creation of new programs during these
tight budgetary times, 1t is my considered belief that Congress should look to the
example of last year’s failed job stimulus bill for clues about how to create the jobs
that will be needed to make the welfare reform effort successful. The type of jobs,
rather than make-work, streetsweeping positions, that would be created under this
type of program are jobs that could lead to long term security and livable wages for
a great many deserving Americans. As they learned how to repair our decaying
national infrastructure, so painfully evident in many urban and rural Jocalities,
workers would be gaining skills that would serve them throughout their entire lives.

It i3 my strong belief that the only way that we are (o going to be able to recreate
and reform our welfare system is to give current recipients work options, not a
simplistic boot off the rolls and a wave goodbye as they and their families move to a
homeless shelter. I would urge my colleagues on this body and on the full
committee, whether you complete work on welfare reform legislation this year, next
year, Or any year, to remember that without jobs, welfare reform is meaningless.

Thank you.
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Mr. Chairman:

Thark you for allowing me to come before you today to speak on welfare
refoym and specifically, our welfave reform legislation called "The Working
CEf welfare Act,® HR 4318,

“Working Off Welfare® (WOW) is the first bipartisan piece of welfare refomnm
legislation introduced earlier this year. It represents what I belisve to
be & comon sense agproach Lo welfare xeform-- a kasis from which to
rectify our welfare system.

WO recognizes that children learn from their experiences. If a child sees
the self-esteem her mother darives from goirg to work every day, then that
child will grow up believing in the value of working for a living.

If a c:‘milcz sees nis mother i vmg with her husband, and has the opportunity
to have a father’s influence in hig life, then that child will grow up
valuing & family.

and if a child sees that both parents have accepted financial and emctional
respongibility for him o her, then thar child will grow up in a secure
enviroment, confident of the future.

Cur legislation also recognizes that each welfars recipient iz an
indivicual -~ with different experiences, educaticral levels, ard hopes.
Ensuring that welfars recipients are able to move off the welfare rolls for
good means that we must address each recipient’s individual needs.

These ivportant values-- work, family, responsibilivy, individualism and
repa-- are the basis of our society. It is our belief that through this
bill, we can re-instill these valuss In our less fortunate commmities.

Te that end, we encouvage keeping familiss together by eliminating the
rules that in the past have given a single parent family an edge In
qualifying for AFDC over two parent famdlies., There is o reason we need
to disoriminate against a parant just because he or she does not have a
j¢b. Nor ig there reason to discriminate against a parent just: because he
cx she is married. As evidence shows that children reared in single parent
families corpared to two parent families are wore likely to: drop cut of
high sohool; have a child in thelr teens; have children boon out of
wedlock; and be less attached to the labor force, we must erwourage
famili&sz o unite and stay together.

Cur bill promotes work by changing the income disregards so that
recz.p* ent. would be allewed to keep more of her eamnings. Hamver, the
catch, as we all know, is preparing these recipients for enmployment. More
difficudt is finding jobs for these recipients orce they have been educated
ardd trained.

Working OFf welfare strengrhens the present job treining and educstion
progran for AFDC recipients, Joxown as JUBS {Job Cpportunicies and Basic
Skills} . EBEecause KBS has not been allowed to work te ivs full capacicy
doe to the lack of full funding and the inability of states to draw down
federal nonies, we recomend significant increases in JOBS funding levels
so that states will not have to turn away recipients due to the shortage cof
training and education siots. Moreover, we make it easisr for states to
access federal funding bw reducing the required state match.

Yot only do we increase furgling for the JOBS prooram, ub we isprove the
JOBS program by awarding it purpose and structure,

Presently, JOBS ensures the economically dmadwartaged with the cpportunity
to receive education and job training. There is nothing wrong with
securing this opportunity, but such a guax-arzg,m is no lenger encugh. We
nesd a program that maccimizes ouy tax dollars by guarantesing results along
with opportinity. We need a program which will lead AFDC reciplents to
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seli-sufficiency. This should be, and is, the purpose of the JOBS procram

Results of a vecent study of the effectiveness of job training and
ecucation proxywams among 33,000 Califovmnia welfare mothers reinforces this
igea of certifvirg results. The study shows thar rhe most successful and
cost-effective JXOBS program ocouryed in @ county which hired job scouts to
help seek potential employment for AFDC recipients., Taxpayers got a $2.84
savings in their welfare costs for every 31 spent on training,

Included in our bill is a program which would train caseworkers to advise
recipients of training opportunivies in industries that urilize new
technologies and employmant with wages sufficient to meet or exceed the
State’'s stardard of need. Moreover, caseworkers would be encourzged to
seek out opportunities with public or private entities for apprenticeship
Drogramg in areas widch are involved in these new technologies.

Requiring states te provide training for jobs which pay a family wage or
jcbs of the future is consistent with the administrarion’ s Reemploymesnt
Act, which retrains workers with high skills to meet the demands of the
labor market. Just as the Reempleywent Act focuses on the highly-skilled
lgbor market, 50 should job training and education for welfare racipients.
A minimum wage job is not enough to get women out of poverty. In fags, a
mother with owo children would have to hold two full time minioum wage dcbs
£o get out of poverty or find a full time €ob payving an least $7 per howr
with health care and child care berefits.

Under WOW, states would also be required to erphaeize training in £ields
where women constitute less than 25% of the workforce, This sends the
message that economically disadvantaged women should rno longer be held
hostage to typecasts jobs, suweh as dowestic positions or low skilled, low
paying pesitions, bot should be encouraged o pursue all options. lLast,
states will ke rot only reawired to significantly irncrease thelyx
participation rates, but change thelr programs' foous from inputs to
outcomes based on self-safficlency rates. Such an changs in a state’'s
focus can only lead to a more results-oriented program.

At rhe individuzl level, W reommizes that welfare recipients have
individual needs, experiences, skills and sdugation levels. We assign each
reciplient & trained casewsrker who is kewiledosable about benefirs, child
suppors, child and health care, amd education and Job training
opportunities. The caseworker will be responzible for not only assessing
the recipient’s ewplovabilivy, but working with the yecipient to develcp an
employability plan, idemtifyving a tavger ocoupation for wiich the recipisnt
would train, alang with a schedule as to when and how To arrive at that
occupation.

Such azpresaﬁptive spproach to restructuring JOBS will only gusrantee
further success in securing sslf-sufficiercy for these AFDC mothers.
Indeed, the true measure will be refiected in the nuber of recipients who
will be permanently moved oZf the rolls,

t, cur bill encourages responsibility of borh parents by strengthening
our child support system. As less than 1/3 of all father regularly pay
child support, enhancing the child support system must be included in any
welfare reform bill. Given the difficulty that states experience enforcing
existing awards, {particlarly across state lines,) locatixy fathers, and
effectively withholding income, I am convineed that federalization is ¢he
only solurion to forvifving the child support enforcement system.

WM crzates & national ¢hild supoort omder reglstry within the IRS where
all orders would be warehoused, sinplifying the administratvive process and
enguring a gysten which could reach obligated parvents where sver they work
or live. The IRS would also function as the collection agency, whereby
employers would be chligated to withhold wages from the father ard send ic
to the IRS. The IRS would then distribure the paywent accordirgly. Just
as the IRS has the capability to go after a deficlent tawpayey, the IRS
would have the right to go after the favher for insufficiem funds or
arrears.

An experienced agency which has a high success rate in tax ccllection, the
IRS is the perfect choice to act as the collector for child suppory
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payments. Awrchermors, enplovers alrsady are familiar with the IRS in that
they deal with the IRS for tax withiwlding, ard semployers would only have
o deal with one agency rather than multiple state ¢hild collection
agencies,

Unrelaved to ouxr Bill but to the overall welfare refors debate is the issue
of vime 1imits, I would like to say one thirng. Remerber cthe children.
Althcugh T agree with the megsace that asserts thal recipients cannot rely
cn the geserrment for 1ife, I disasgres with the wethod. We must keep in
mind the potential consequences of such policy and prepare for them
acooxdingly. Ard, we must xemerosr the individual lives, partiodaxly the
children of these mothers, which will ke affected,

Whichever conprehensive policy is enacted, it must reflect both the
compassicn of our society and the government’s goal which is to help
welfare recipients get the aid that they need-- whether thaet be through
training, education, child suprort, child care and/or health care-- in
ordar to become self-sufficient, contrikucing members of our society. T
we succeed, we foster self-estsem where thers was despalr, role mxiels
where there arve few, and a gereration of children with hope where theve has
been a cyele of dependency. Again, thank vou foo this opportunicy to
testify hefore you. I look forward te working with vou further. .
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Thank vou, Mr, Chairman, for holding this important hearing o address a growing
crisis in our nation--the crisis of poverty and welifare dependency. Our welfare system
offends the values important to Americans: 1t robs people of their dignity, rewards idleness
rather than work, forces families to break up, destroys comununities, and traps millions of
Americans in 2 cycle of poverty, Welfare today is 2 prime example of broken government. |
have come to testify about 8 proposal developed by a task force of the the House Mainstream

- Forum that will change this broken system.

H.R. 4414, The Independence for Familics Ao, offers the best elements of the many
welfare reform proposals on the table today. 1t takes a tough approach to reform by setting
time limits and requiring people to be responsible for their own actions. It is also a
compassionate approach because it provides the necessary resources for welfare recipients to
realistically achieve self-suffiviency.

Our plan will enable Americans trapped in poverty to break out of the welfare ¢cycle
without imposing additional taxes or other hardships on working men and women. It will
fulfill the President’s promise to "end welfare as we know it." And it will do this by giving
practical effect to the cardingl American values of work, family, and personal responsibility.

It is widely recognized that work as an slternative to welfare must be at the core of
any reform plan. Welfare must not be a way of life, but & transition (o a job.

Qur time-limited Work First program, which I thiok is unigue among the reform plans,
aims o get peaple into the warkforce as rapidly as possible instead of merely expanding a
vast education and training bureaucracy. Our legislation will also ensure that "work pays” by
fully funding <hild care and by allowing recipients who are working to keep more of their
earnings and savings.

To establish the responsibility to work, there must be a clear limit to benefits. An
effective time limit cannot be filled with Icopholes; but it must ensure that families receive
the adequate support and services they need to move off of welfare into work.

We think we have struck this balance in our legislation.

The vltimate guarantee of responsibility is the time limit. It says that individuals are
in the end responsible for their own welfare; government will help them become selfs
sufficient, but is will not subsidize them forever.

We must also change the culture of the welfare office. Caseworkers should be
rewarded for getting people off weifare, not maintaining eligibility for those on it. Qur plan
will develop 2 system where job placement is the measure for success, and caseworkers who
achieve that goal carn bonuses and other incentives.

{more}



Just as important as the principle of work are the principles of family stability and
personal responsibility, and our plan contains elements to promote both of those goals. We
deny increases in AFDC funding to mothers who have additional children while on welfare,
We require minors who have children to live with a responsible adult to obtain benefits. We
provide incentives to leen parents who stay in school, And we put in place much tougher
child support enforcement measures.

Finally, there is the issue of funding. Most reform plans agree on a direction for
reform; few agree on a source of funding. Our proposal to finance this reform is based upon
the principle that our government’s first obligation 15 to its own citizens, Accordingly, faced
with limited resources, we have proposed reductions in welfare benefits currently paid
noncitizens. Current immigration law requires assurances that individuals entering the country
will not become public charges.. Our plan secks to make this a reality, rather than an
unenforced promise.

To those members who find such a proposal objectionable, | would say: Look at the
details. Look at the exemptions for refugees, asyiees, and the elderly. Look at the
educational and emergency health care benefits that are preserved. And look most of all at
the role of immigrants’ legal sponsors as an altemnative 1o government benefits.

We are in no way abandoning immigrants. We are shifting the responsibility for their
welfare to those spensors who agree, in writing, t© assume that responsibility,

Mr. Chairman, | believe that no single issue we will consider this year is as important
as welfare reform. Qur welfare crisis keeps millions of Americans trapped in desperats
poverty at the same time as it destroys Americans’ faith in government.

Poor Americans are waiting for a signal of hope. Working men and women are
longing for a sign that work, family, and personal responsibility still mean something. We
believe our legisiation will answer both calls and help put an end to the catastrophe that our
welfare system has become.

Thank you very much.
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I want to thank the Chairman and the members of the Subcommittee
for allowing my colleagues and me this opportunity to appear
hefore you Lo present ocur views on welfare reform. We are here
because welfare reform ig, firgr and foremost, about women and
¢hildren and families. If we leave you with one mesgsage today it
gshould e this: that welfare has a human face, and that 3 our of
4 times that face belongs to a child. We must not lose sight of
the 9 miilion "Dependent Children® whe rely on the AFDC program.

But we carmnot afford te shyink ferom the challenge of
fundamentally c¢hanging the welfare aystem. Welfare is failing
our children and families and contributing to the braakdown of
our communities. Today, the welfare system fosters unemployment
and broken hemes, long-term dependency and multi-gensrational
poverty. OQOur goal must be to transform welfare inte a temporary,
transitional system that helps individuals find doks and acqguire
the skills necessary to succeed.

Mr. Chairman, we must act with care, and we must not promise more
than we can deliver. As bad as the current system is, a half-
baked, under-financed effort ar reform will only make it worse
and damage efforts directed at reducing welfare dependency.

If we are o "end welfare as we know it,? we need to know what
we're doing. I urge mempers of this Subcommittee to look to
successful examples of welfare reform in the 8States and build on
those approaches. A numbexr of Stares, including my own State of
New York, have developed promising strategies for making work
promotion the organizing principle of their welfare syscems. I
refer to New York's Child Assistance Program (CAP) and the new
Jobg-Firsy Initiarive and to promigsing efforts Lo implement the
Job Opportunities and Basic Skills [JOBS) program, such as
Californzia‘s GAIN program.

These are serious attempts at welfare reform that hold important
lessons about the possibilities and limitations of change in the
system. We ignore at our peril the hard lessons of welfare
reform, learned at the Btate and local level. As much as 1
support the direction taken by the President's welfare reform
propasal, we nesd to 1ook carefully at the feasibility of its
components -- especially in light of cur limited resources.

Barlier this year, I introduced legislation which draws on some
of the most suecessful State approaches to reform and offers all
stateg incentives to adopt thesas strategies. H.R. 41246, "“The
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Work-First Welfare Reform Act of 1894," is designed to provide
states with the {lexibility, resources, and divection necessary
to enakle them to reform the "front door® of their welfare
system, directing applicants toward self-sufficiency, not
dependence. :

H.R. 4126 offers graves a strvong incentive to integrate theix
cash assigtance and job training and placement programs in order
to enabkle Lham o promote work from the outset of an individual's
time on weifare. States would be reguired to develop a strategy
for integrating their welfare and job traipning and placement
systems -- as is being done undexr New York State's succegsful
Gateway 2000 and Jobsg-First programs.

The Bill would truly make work pay for welfare recipients by
giving states the flexibility to eliminate the dollar-for-dollar
penalty in AFDC that discourages welfare recipients from working.
Support for child care would also be expanded. The bill stresses
the reciprocal obligation that public agsistance implies by
requiring that all able-bodied welfare recipients develop and
sign a detailled plan for attaining self-sufficisncy.

Finally, H,.R., 4126 would strengthen our abkility to crack down on
deadbeat dads by creating a national clearinghougse for child
gupport orders and mandatory (W-4 f£orm) employver raporiing. Thisg
will,enable states to go after deadbeat dads and withhold their
wages.

The federal government has bheen trying to turn welfare into a
work promotion system for 20 years. We need to base cur appreach
on methods that have peen shown o work in the real world.
Otherwise, we’ll be back in five or ten years trying to deal with
the unintended consequernces of unrtested welfare reforms.

My goal in introducing this legislation is to put forth a series
of reforms designed t¢ help our states and communities end the
demoralizing cycle of welfare dependency. I am hopeful that H.R,
4126 will help focus the debate on the imporiance ¢f pryviding
welfare reciplents the tools they need to help themselves,

At Leaat

Mr. Chairman, pany question whether we can complete action on
vomprehensive welfare reform before Congress adjourns chis Fall.
If a comprehensive bill is not possible, we must not allow that
to prevent us from addressing one of the most fundamental issues
in welfare reform: child support enforcement,

Reforming the child support system is a prerequisite for "Ending

welfare as we know itp." Most mothers depend on welfare because
they receive little or no financial help from the father of their

2



children. 7The overriding goal of welfare reform ig to connect
welfare recipients o the world of work. To do g0, we must
fgnanciaily reconnect absent fasthers o their ¢hildren.

Congrass and the countyry may be divided on somg issues in welfare
reform, but reforming the child suppert system is not one oF
them. In the area ¢f child support, we know what must be done.
Deing nothing to reform child suppoert enforcemant in the time
remaining in this Congress would be a serious mistake.

My colleagues in the Women's Caucus and I offer a package that
combines elements of a number of pending child support
enforcement hills, including several introduced by Caucus
membars. That many of these bills share common elements
tegtifies to the degree of consensus on how Lo reform the system.

I feel strorngly that we should move forward with comprehensive
welfare reform this year, and I urge this Committes Uo move
forward aggressively. But before thig Congress adjourns, we must
not. fail t¢o enact, ar least, the long-overdus reforms to the
child support system cutlined in this package. These ing¢lude:

* Establishing a national c¢hild support registry, and
National employee reporting of child support
obiigations,

* Eliminating barrisrs to interstate c¢hild support eiforts,
and

* Improving paternity establishwent procedures.

A dramatically improved child support enforcement system must be
the foundation of broader welfare reform. This package provides
the toels to 4o the job. Now it's [ime to get to work.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to offer my views on
welfare reform., My collsagues and I look fozward to working with
you and the members of this panel in the coming months. .
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*End welfare as we know it", that is the ¢all that President
Clinton made to all of America when he pledged to reforw this
nation’s waelfare system. On June 21, 1$%4, President Clinton
released his welfare reform plan and some of the details that
have surfaced c¢ertainly bear cloger examination,

Currently, the welfare system in thig country ig onge that fosters
cycles of dependency, an individual cannot get off the welfare
rolls because she cannot get a job that will provide a decent
living wage for herself and her family, get zuality child care,
and get adequate housing at an affordable price.

Providing jobs and job securdty will change this type of system
to cne that promotes and encourages self-sufficiency, however, we
ave unable or unwilling to invest the necessary regourdes in oury
families. :

Pregident Clinton’s plan imposes 3 30-month lifetime limit on
AFDC kenefits. However, without the adequate gupport systems in
place -~ opporsunity for employment, day care, and an adeguate
salary to promote and encourage self suificiency -- taking the
punitive approach to dropping people from the welfare rolls may
causge more harm than good. '

An experiment conducted in my howme state of New Jersey and also
in Illineis found that 80% of welfare recipients who found ioks
were able to break the cycle of poverty, compared with 2% of
these who were unable to cbtain employment.

I have agreed to cosponsor HR 4438, Job Start for America Act of
1894, introduced by my distinguished colleague from Hawaiil, Patsy
Mink. 1 believe this bill takes a significant firsh step toward
addressing the real problem with the welfare gystem, allowing
pecple who receive assistance to have jobs and gradually move
from the welfare rolls to self sufficiency, without penalizing
for going to work.

To his ¢redit the President has proposed instituting a WORK
rdobs" program into the welfare system, Howsver, this provision
does not reach fax enough in lifting people out of poverty, WORK
jobg wiil only allow an individual to earn the AFDC gtipend plus
$120 a month in work expenses. Therefore WORK is not designed to
l1ifc people our of poverty, it just lmposes another penalty for
failure to "make do® with benefits that are not adeguate to
raise, much less sustain, a family at poverty level (which is
less than 512,000 for a family of three},

Since we always seem to forget about our children, let me just
mention that about ¢ millicn children receive welfare, about 65%
of the reolls. Today, there are oveyr 14 million children living
in poverty and one in five goes hungry. Evervday. The sanctionsg
in President Clinton’s bill severely punish these recipients.

I think we would all agree that the welfare system needs to be
revamped. . A8 we look at waye to reduce federal expenditures, we
“also need to keep in mind that pulling the rug out from
underneath pecple by setting arbitrary time limits on poverty orx
geverely reducing benefits may be & shory term sclution that will
result in long term disaster.,

I hope that as this debate evolves, we rgach consensus about a
comprehensive approach that addresses all the factors that feegd
into generations of welfare dependency and to guote President
Clinten *end welfare as we know it".,
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Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittes, I wanit to thank you
for providing us with an opportunity to share our vigws on changes
to welfare programs.

Ref{orming welfare should be one of ocur top priorities this year.
The -current system (s clearly not accomplishing the goals of
providing a temporary safety net to those who need it while
enguring that the ultimate goal of our welfare programsg -« gconomic
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 AFDC recipients are on the program for more than eight
years, although many of these recipients do leave AFDC within two
yearg and later return to the program.

It is clear that welfare ought to involve responsibility on the
recipient’s part, through mors work reguirements for recipients and
enforcement and collection of child support payments for absentee
parents.

Over the last three years alone, the rmumber of recipients on AFDO
has increased 30 percent to 14 million people, Nearly $23 billion
was spent on welfare lagt yvear. While a weakened economy bears
some of the blame for this swelling of the roles, a rise in out-of-
wedlock births has alsg contributed,

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

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

First, single mothers need jobs that pay family-supporting wages,
as they are the population most at risk to continue in a cycle of
dependency. I have heard from many women on welfare who want to
work but do not because our system makes them better off
gconomically by stayving on welfare -+ they cannot afford to take a
job with litcle or no health care coverage.

Second, there mugt be more forused job training and educational
opportunities for welfare recipients. Helping AFDC recipients
achieve skillg that can pul them back to work will save tax dollars
only if they are trained for jobs that ars available in the private
sector and those that pay a family-supporting wage.
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Third, ¢hild support must be enforced. Every vear, more than $23
billion in c¢hild support goes unpaid, c¢osting taxpayers the
difference. We need a national framework for the collection of
child support because top ¢ften when people move from cne stale to
anathey collections are impogsible: This initiative would thin the
ranks of gingle parents who go on welfare.

The fourth major reform we nesd to make to the welfare system is
reducing teen pregnancy which causes welfare dependency in s8¢ many
instances. I support the Clinton policy to have those teenagers
who are pregnant and single te live at home with their parents in
almost all instances. More than one million teenagers in America
get pregnant every year, & number that is astounding. We need more
of a national focus on teen pregnancy prevention.

Current law provides that tesn mothers may collect welfare if they
are living with their parents, but this arrangement isg the
exception rather than the rule because parents’ income is
congidered when determining welfare eligibility of the pregnant
teen, which has disqualified many at-home teen mothers from staying
there. A teenager is likely to become eligible once she moves away
from home.

This is obviously the wrong incentive to provide to young teenagers
who in mogt cases are not prepared emoticnally or fipancially to
raige children, In many cases, these teens still need parenting.

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

Mr. Chairman, there are other isgssues that are important ro'my home
state of Wisconsin. I strongly believe that a uniform wellare
benefit should be established at the national level, While I was
in the state legislature and today, great stridee have been made in
sesking reformg in Wisconsin, attempting te reduce costs, change
the system for the better, and make it 3 better deal for reciplients
and taxpayers. Bub these state reforms won't be cost effective if
people move into Wiscongin to participate in this unique system
because the same opportunity or level of benefit does not exist in
their hometown, A greater burden will be placed on Wisconsin
taxpavers., ‘ .

People move across state orders for a wide array of reasons,
including the prospect of receiving higher welfare bensfit levels.
This puts an undue burden on glates such as Wisconsin that provide
more generoug benefits chan neighboring states such as Illineis and
virtually every southern state. A mother with twe children can
boost her monthly income about 5150 by moving from Illinois to
Wigconsin, and southern families could bocost thelr monthly income
up to 300 percent.
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That’'s why I introduced the Welfare Fairnesms Act, which i8 intended
to address the prohlem of gtate-to-state migration, a situation
many border civies and towns in the First Congressional District as
well as other states are well aware of. The bill would establish
a national uniform welfarse benefit so that state-to-state migration
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 4ok opportunities, and on
other support factors without having it complicated by the size of
welfare benafits.

Wigconein had tried to address this problem at the state level
based on one of my initiatives in the stare legislature by creating
a two-tiered welfare sygtenm, which would provide welfare recipients
who move {0 Wisconsin with benefits for gix nonths no higher than
" they left in their previocus state. But & U.§, Supreme Court
decision recently rejected a similar approach in Minnesota, €0
there is a question about whether this will be upheld.

We need @ome initiative to address welfare migration and I would
hope the subcommittes would consider my bill amongst the various
alternatives ©o address this issus.

Finally, one of the most important things we need to encourage in .
welfare reform i innovation, eéspecially in encouraging work rather
than dependency. For that reason, I am introducing legislation
this week which would allow states to conduct innovative program o
encourage work, and I hope the subcommittee would consider
incorporating elements of my bill into its welfare reform effort.

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

People should always be betrer off by working than not working, and
one of gur goals must be to turn benefits checks into pay checks.

States like Wisconsin want to receive federal wailvers for *income
disregard programs.' These programs would not count a certain
level of private-sector wages in calculations to determine
eligibility for welfare programs. There would be a greater
economic incentive to enter the workforce.

My bill would direct the Department of Health and Buman Services to
approve gtate applications £or walvers for these "income disregard!
programs as long as the application meets requirements such as
adegquate monitoring, prospects for results, and no net costs Lo the
federal government over time.
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ITnnovative programs like these have the potential te move scores of
recipients inte the workforce. 7This will have a positive impact on
our cconomy and the federal budget.

Mr., Chairman, I know that you and members ©f the subcommittee have
a difficult task ahead cf you in c¢rafting 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. HNo plan is going to
golve &ll the problems overanight. The welfare sgystem has
deteriorated over the gourge 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 being wasted.

Thank you for this opportunity, and I look forward to working with
you to get this jcb done.
LN
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Thank you Mr. Chairman for this opportunity to testify before your
committee on the President’s welfare reform legisiation and how it relates to
microenterprises and Individual Development Accounts.

1 commend the President and the co-chair’s of his Welfare Reform Working
Group for their work and leadership in putling together H.H. 45605 - Work and
Responsibility Act of 1984, 1 believe it is a good starting point. While |
was plaased that the President’s bill included the establishment of IDAs, 1 am
very concerned about how the provisions in this bill relate to
microenterprises.

Federal anti-poverty policy should support asset-building activities,
not penalize them. Because of the $1,000 asset limit in AFDC, we are telling
the poor that they cannot save for their children’s esducation, that they
cannat start their own business, or that they should sell everything ihey have
just to get some temporary assistance. This traps people on welfare -- which
is both morally wrong and economically foolish.

The Congressional Hunger Caucus, of which [ am Chairman, has endorsed
two legislative initiatives which assist people by providing sensible self-
help programs with the ohjective of permanent self-sufficiency. The
Microenterprise and Asset Development Act allows recipients to set aside up to
$10,000 in restricted asset accounts for education, job training, home-
purchase and provides for the 'special treatment of income from a
microenterprise. The Individual Development Account Demonstration Act
sroposes & Five-year demonstration project that would encourage and reward
poor people for savings towards homes, education, and microenteprises through
Individual Development Accounts {IDAs). An IDA would be an earnings-bsaring,
tax-benefitted account whose deposits could be matched by the Federal, Statle
or local governments.

In March of this year, Representative Bill Emerson, Representative
Cardiss Collins, Representative Fred Grandy, and | sent a letter to President
Clinton, signed by 68 members of the House of Representatives, to include
these asset-based anti-poverty strategies into comprehensive welfare reform,
The letier was hi-partisan and demonstrated the broad-based support for these
{deas across the political spectrum.

The President’s proposal includes & seif.employment/microenterprise
demonstration program and gives the authority to the Departments to develop
joint regulations to exclude resources mecessary for self-employment for thess
demonstration programs. This provision does nol go far encugh and in realily
is very limiting. '

The whole push behind welfare reform is to betler enable people to
become self-sufficient. H.R. 455, the Microenterprise and Asset Development
Act would disregard income and assets related to self-
employment/microenterprises up to $10,000 per year for no longer than two-
years and was endorsed by President Clinton in his campaign. This languags
was also previously passed by both the House and the Semate in the Revenue Act
of 1992 {(H.R. 11) and includes broad bi-partisan support. However, it was not
incliuded in the President’s welfare reform initiative.

The language in the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 needs 10 be
changed from just giving the Departments authority 1o develop regulations that
exclude resources necessary for self-employment to a change in the statutory
Yaw making the income disregards permaneni for microenterprises. An example
of the need for this change is in my district - (ityWide Corporation recaeived
3 3-year grant for a demonsiration project for microenterprises and it took
the Department of Health and Human Services over Z years to grant the needed
waivers. This permanent change in law would be an effective way to remove one
of the federal barriers which discourages AFDU recipients from starting their
gwn business and becoming self-sufficient.

I would strongly urge the committee to change current law and amend the
¥ork and Responsibility Act of 1994 to allow assets and income earned from
microenterprises to be disregarded for calculations for AFDC benefits.

EEE
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Mr. Chairman, I am glad we are conducting this hearing on issues relating o welfare
reform, Through my years of service on this Committee and as chairman of the House Select
Committee on Children, Youth, and Families for nearly a decade, 1 have retained a deep
interest in issues relating 1o children. I 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, and they
need a voice in this debate.

1 applaud the President and you, Madame Sceretary, for undestaking the considerable
challenge of rethinking welfare policy to make the "system” work better for clients and for
the nation. As we are all painfully aware, many past Administrations and Congresses have

- pursued the same Husive goal with marginal success,

Mast recently, in 1988 we adopted the Family Support Act with many of the same
hasic themes that are in your bill, thé Matsui bill, of which | am a cosponsor, and other good
bills that ar¢ before this committee such as Ms. Mink's and Ms. Woolsey's. These themes
include instilling responsibility in the welfare client W become self-sufficient, making the
taols of self-sufficiency avatlable --education, training and job opportunities— and providing
mimmal traasitory aid for families to subsist for some interim period. 1t is out of frustration
with the effect of past designs that we are here today.

[ have several observations regarding our latest effort to reform welfyre, In general, |
helieve it is # hoax for us to go through it unlesy there will be the financial commitment (o
back up its promise. Welfare "reform” to he effective will be very expensive. That is the
trade-off for making welfare clients truly self-sufficieat. The lack of adequate funding by the
Federal Government and States was a major failing in the ;m;siz:mcmatmn of the Family
Support Act,

In 1992, for example, States spend only about 2/3 of the available Federal JOBS
program money because they could not afford the match, T know the Administration and
Maisui bifls recognized this major problem and increased the federal matching rate for JOBS
and for child care programs which is a good first step.  The second major step 1§ to increase
authorizations to reasonable levels, and I believe the Matsui bill is more realistic in this
regard.

There are sume specific concerns | have with the Administration’s bill. Gne is the
inflexible 2-year time limit on APDC benefits. 1 appreciate that this is a two years and
"work” not a two years and "off” policy, but believe that it is an untested and extreme
measure. [t i a big chance to take with the lives of welfure fumilies in order to “send a
message,”  The policy raises an enormous number of guestions. It implies a huge increase
in subsidized work that we have no experience administering. It may have a serious adverse
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effect on the low-wage fabor market. Also, why are we focusing the effort on.the population
at the highest risk of failure--the youngest welfare clients? ‘

The welfare clientele have a myriad of problems that affect their em;;iz;yabzi;ty For
cxample, a recent study found that 27% of mothers receiving welfare have drug and sleohol
problems, angd that welfare recipients are three times more likely ta be addicts thaa the non-

- welfare population. Many also incur erratic child care situations or have other family
problems that interfere with joh stalility. We cammot fit individuals with such tough tife
problems into the 2-years-and-you're-out mold and expect 4 good result. 1 can only conclude
that the time limit is a very inadvisable national policy at this time; If we must pursue i,
Jet’s get some experience from pifot projects or State programs before we consider such a
drastic move,

My other major concern with the President’s bill relates to its authority for States 10
impose a "family cap.” Welfare policy should not be expected to keep young women from
having babies. First, we should keep in mind that the welfare client has no more children on
average than the general population, Further, the combined benefits welfare recipients
receive for one child barely bring them 1o 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 o have another child to feed and clothe~-it’s a net loss!

The decision to become pregnant results from a complex set of ingredients, but the
extra welfare money is not one of them. Research suggests that policies that do work against
llegitimate birthg are education on pregnancy prevention and ready access fo family planning
services, This is where our focus shauld be, a fact that is recognized both in the
Administration bill and in Mr. Matsui’s bill.

This brings me to briefly mention the Matsui bill, H.R. 4767, which I believe is a
well-constructed alternative to the Administration’s welfare proposal,  Unfortuniately, Bob
Matsui was scheduled to testify before the committee this morning, but could not. 1 would
like to submit hig testimony for the record at this time,

The Matsoi bill builds on the Family Support Act, and aé}zzszs it for issucs that have
arisen from the experience of the last six years. While many of these same concerns are also
addressed in the President’s bill, the Matsui bill presents more reasoned and realistic policies.
This bill recognizes that we are dealing with a diverse welfare population and that they
should be maved into jobs on an individualized basis without arbitrary limits. The Matsui
hill, for example, emphasizes work by increasing work requitements in the JOBS progran
rather than by cash assistance cutoffs. It enables States to be fuller participants in the JOBS
and child care programs by increasing the Federal maich rates. It significantly expands
Federal fumdiag for JOBS and child care from current levels and from those proposed by the
Administration, Other initiatives, also in the Administration’s bill, would enhance child
support enforcement, would target comprehensive services 10 teen parents, and would reform
the welfare bﬁmaucracy that will he so essential (o changiag the approach of welfare offices
to client service rather than "box checking.”

We must separate fact from fiction as we chart the ﬁ:mr{-: course of legisiation
affecting Jow income families. Policies should not purish welfare clients and their children
out 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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"As a member of the House Edugation & Labor Committee, T am pleased we are
addressing the issue of welfare reform this session, and 1 look forward today to an open,
constructive dialogue on the similarities and differcnces between the President and House
Republican’s Welfare Reform plans.

*As Governor of Delaware, 1 worked extensively on welfare reform with then-Governor
Clinton 10 pass the national Family Support Act of 1988, Building upon the work of this
Committes and the House Republican Welfare Reform Bill, which was introduced on November
10, 1993, and now has 163 cosponsors, I hope we can begin 10 craft a bipartisan Welfare
Reform bill this year.

"Specifically, there are some key similarities and differences between President Clinton’s
and the House Republican bill.  For example, while both measures mandate a strict, 2-year
work requirement for welfare recipients, the President’s plan contains several loopholes that
may significantly hamper the effectiveness of this requirement. Additionally, I de not believe
the President’s plan goes far enough to address the very serious problem of illegitimacy. We
must enact tough reforms to discourage young girls from becoming young mothers and to make
boys much more responsible for the children they father. Also, the President’s bill does little
© to stem welfare payments to drug addicts. Incredibly, it is federal policy to provide drug
addicts whose addictions prevent them from working with an entitlement of 3446 per month in
cash plus Medicaid coverage. I also would like to see wougher provisions on welfare for aliens,
which is included in the House Republican plan.

"Again, I look forward to crafting a compromise Welfare Reform Bill that contains
serious provisions on illegitimacy, drug addiction, aliens, welfare spending and mandatory
work. 1 hope we do not let this opportunity to enact such a bill slip away.”
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HHIS SECRETARY SHALALA AND GOODLING FIND COMMON
GROUND ON WELFARE REFORM

WASHINGTON, D.C. -~ Secretary of Health and Human Services Donna Shalala
will testify wday before the House Conumitiee vn Education and Labor on the
Administration’s proposal to reform the welfare system, H.R. 4605, the "Work and
Responsibility Act of 1994,

Congressman Bill Goodling (PA-19), Ranking Minority Momber of the House
- Bducation and Labor Committes, met with Seorctary Shalala last night to discusy the issuc of
welfare reform,

"'t encouraged that the Administration appears to share my objectives for welfare
reform,  We are begianing to move {ram dependence on Great Society programs o
dependence on self. Our shaved goals inchude:

-transforming welfare from a “dependency trap’ o a

temporary safety net by enablisg people to move off the

progeam as soon as possibie,

<1ddressing, msolar as welfare has contribated 1o them or

can help reverse them, the twin problems of out-of-wedlock

births, especially among teenagers, and fathers who walk

away from thetr responsibility to support their children,”

"Although we do have dilferences in tenms of how (o accomplish these goals, 1 liope
that we can work wmtmawc ¥ towards passing a bill because the curront systent iy
definitely not working.”

“1 also feel strongly that (he Administmtion’s proposal should be strengthoned in
terms of coordinating the job training, education, and other services and ;}t‘(}gmms Today,
most welfare recipients involved with the Job (}pponumim and Basic Skiils (JOBS) program
receive joby trainiag through Job Tmululg Partsership Act (JTPA), yet the twe systems
continue {0 have {iszenng data requirements, paﬁtcxpatlon requirements, ctc. We simply
niust do a better job of wor{hmimg and/or merging the various job training prograss, and 1
itend o work Eewar{if; that goal as we addross other changes to the welfare system.”

"I belicve we bave a lot of intcrretated issucs to sort through, but | appreciate the
connmitorent on the part of the Administration and Secretary Shalala to reforming our
welfare system, and 1 look forward {o continuing to work 10 address these issues,”
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Testimony of Greg I Duncan®
Subcommitiee on Human Resources of the Comunittee on Ways and Means
Hearing on Early Childbearing '

July 29, 1954

I appreciate this oppormnity to testfy before your subcommittee today. 12t me address two
serious problems facing our nation today -- out-of-wedlock childbearing and welfare receipt.
It is an easy matter 1o assemble alarming evidence on the scope of these problems.

With regard to out-of-wedlock childbearing, the Census Bureau last week released a repost
showing that 6.3 million children, some 27% of all children under age 18, lived with a
never-married mother in 1993, The 6.3 million figure is 70% higher than in 1973, Family
incomes of these children averaged $9,272 as compared with $43,578 for children living in
households in which two parents wereg present and $17,014 for children living in families
with a divorced mother. ’ ‘

In the case of welfare receipt, soon-to-be published data from the survey project § direct -
the Panel Study of Income Dynamics -- show that 24% of all children and 66% of black
children turning 17 in the early 19905 had spent at least one vear living in a family in which
welfare income was received.!

Public opinion and many recent proposals for welfare reform presume that there is a direct
causal connection between the generosity of welfare benefits and the likelihood that a young
wonian will bear a child owt of mdicck HOW{‘SVCI‘ the weight of the scientific gvidence does
not suggest that reducing or ¢ .tecn maothers would have a substantial
impact on the mumber of out~0f~wcdlcvck bmhs (}n the t:;zhzx hand, research does suggest that

reductions in the famllmmgiﬁmlﬁm&hmﬁammem impact on the cognitive
development and academic atiainments of n.

It is not easy to conduct research into issues of the effects of welfare on fertility, divoree and
other demographic behaviors. Welfare experiences are extremely heterogeneous. Although
66% of black children lived in families in which AFDC was received at least once during
childhood, fewer than one-third that fraction -- some 20% of all black chilren - spent more
than 10 years in recipient families. Short-term welfare receipt is suificiently common that
about half of first-time recipients will never reach a two-year time limit.

To address the guestion of, say, whether cutting off benefits to young women would cause
them to delay childbearing, rescarchers typically use state-to-state variation in welfare
benefits to look for corresponding variability in fertility and other demographic behaviors, A
careful reading of the relevant studies shows that most do not support the hypothesis of a
causal linkage for at-risk teenagers, Taken as a whole, the scientific evidence offers little
indication that any type of welfare reform would solve the problem of out-of-wedlock -
childbearing.

This conclusion 15 consistent with a"zmmber of simpler abservations:
L/ Since 1973, the rate of out-of-wedlock childbearing among teens has nearly
doubled at the same time as the inflation-adjusted value of AFDC, food stamps
and Medicaid berchits has fallen.
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» Sttes with the largest decreases in the inflation-adjusted value of AFDC
benefits have pot experienced the smallest increases in out-of-wedlock
childbearing.

L Nearly all Western European countries have much more generous welfare
programs for single mothers, and yet much lower teen birth rates, than the
United States. . ,

Concern that the public debate was ignﬂring' the relevant evidence recently led pwmimm
researchers to take the extraordinary step of issuing a statement that declared, among other
things, that:

 "{Tihe best social science rcséamh suggests that welfare programs are not among the
primary reasons for the rising number of out-of-wediock births. Most research
examining the effect of higher welfare benefit levels on out-of-wedlock
childbearing...finds that benefit levels have no significant effect on the likelihood that
black women and girls will have children outside of marriage and either no significant
effect, or only a small effect, on the likelihood that whites will have such births...

We strongly urge the rejection of any proposal that would eliminate the safety net for
poor children born outside of mamage Such policies would do more harm than
g%{i N ‘ L.k

I have attached & {;{}py of this statement to my testimony. [ signed this statement, as did most
of the other authors of published research on this fopic, including Robert Plotnick, Robert
Haveman, Barbara Wolfe, Robert Moffitt, Robert Hutchins, Martha Ozawa, Phillip Robins
and Saul Hoffman. These mﬁmduals {myseif included) are authors of the studies cited by the
Heritage Foundation when they compiled and publlcwcd a list of studies of welfare and out-
of-wedlock births Jast month.

The concern expressed by the signers of this document stems from a substantial body of
evidence showing that income-related poverty harms the cognitive and social development of
children. For example, in one recent published study, researchers found that even afier they
adjusied for differences in the educational levels of mothers, the single-parent structure of the
family and other aspects of the socioeconomic level of the family, five-year-oid children
raised in persistently poor homes scored 9 poinis lower on an IQ test, on average, than did
children raised in norepoor homes,* Income differences were found in this study 1w account
for the bulk of the difference in IQs between children raised by never-married mothers and
children raised in two-parent families. Parental income fevels during adolescence have also
been found to be powerful predictors of children’s completed schooling. ,

Critics of the group’s statement have portrayed the group as apologists for the current set of
welfare programs. That is not correct. Indeed, the statement called for "significant
fmprovements in the welfare system.”

In my own view, there are many problems with the design of current welfare programs.
Although welfare does not appear 1o be responsible for promoting out-of-wedlock births,
higher benefits do seem to have a measurable, though modest, disincentive effect on work
effort. Higher benefits also appear to enable teen mothers to set up their own households
rather than to live with their parents. Most troubling is growing evidence that teenagers
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growing up in welfare homes are less successful in terms of completed schooling and early
labor-market success than children growing up in similar households that did not receive
AFDC. Informed public policy needs to strike a balance between these costs and the benefits
of providing a sufficient income -- whether based on cash grants or employment — 1o needy
families with children. ‘

I am convinced that, if properly implemented, the goal of moving to 4 system based on
employment rather than cash granis is a good one. Although most stays on weifare end
within two years, some do not, and it is the "would-be” long-term recipients on whom our
attention should be focused. If welfare reform is to Hmit the duration of cash receipt for able-
bodied recipients, then it must attend to all of the slements necessary (0 making work an
econonically viable alternative. The recentdy-enacted expansion of the Barned-Income Tax
Credit is an important step in this direction. Health-care reform, job training, stricter child-
support enforcement, childcare and, as a very last resort, public-sector jobs, are the other
essential ingredients.

There is much to learn about the incentives and disincentives built into current and proposed

welfare programs and about the healthy cognitive and behavioral development of children, A
very important step in advancing our knowledge is the National Science Foundation’s Human
Capital Initiative, which is now under consideration in the Congress, The Senate has already

voted o appropriate $5 million for this initiative in next year’s budget. I would urge that the
House add its support as well as the appropriations process moves 1o conclusion.

Thank you very much.

*Greg §. Duncan is Distinguished Research Scientist and Professor of Economics at the
University of Michigan. He 1s a member of the Nationa! Institute for Child Health and
Human Development’s Family and Child Well-being Research Network. The views
expressed in this testimony are his own. Address: Room 3269 ISR, University of Michigan,
P.O. Box 1248, Ann Arbor, MI 48106-1248. Telephone; 313-763-5186, E-mail:
greg.duncan@um.cc.umich.edu.

Footnotes:

1. Greg J. Duncan and Jean Yeung, "Extent and Consequences of Welfare Dependence,”
Children and Youth Services Review, forthcoming.

2. Greg J. Duncan, Jeanne Brooks-Gunn and Pamela Klebanov, "Economic Deprivation
and Early-Childhood Development,” Child Development, April, 1994,
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WELFARE AND OUT-OF-WEDLOCK BIRTHS
A Research Summary

As researchers who work in the area of poverty, the labor market, and family structure,
we are concerned that the research on the effect of welfare on cut-of-wedlock
childbearing has been seriously distorted. As researchers, we are deeply concerned
about the rising rates of out-of-wedlock childbearing and the high incidence of poverty
and welfare use among single-parent families. However, the best social science
research suggests that welfare programs are not amony the primary reasons for the
rising numbers of out-of-wedlock births.

Most research examining the effect of higher wellare benefits on out-of-wedlock
childbearing and teen pregnancy finds that benefit levels have no significant effect on
the likelihood that black women and girls will have children outside of marriage and
either no significant effect, or only a smail effect, on the likelihiood that whites will have
such births. Indeed, cash welfare benefits have fallen in real value over the past 20
years, the same period that out-of-wedlock childbearing increased. Thus, the evidence
suggests that welfare has not plaved a major role in the rise in out-of-wedlock
childbearing.

There is, however, strong evidence that poverty harms children. Poor families often
live in substandard housing and have difficulty purchasing basic necessities such as
food and clothing. Research has demonstrated that poor children are more likely than
nonpoor children to be too short and too thin for their age. Poor children also tend to
develop academic skills more slowly than nonpoor children. And, poor children who
live in poor neighborhoods are less likely than more affluent children to complete high
- school. Research in this and other countries also indicates that programs that provide

employment and income assistance to poor families decrease poverty rates amaong
children.

There are several plausible explanations for the rise in cut-of-wedlock childbearing,
although research has not determined which of these are important factors. Possible
explanations include: changed sexual mores, decreased economic opportunity for
low-skilled young men and young women, changed roles of women, the increased
proportion of women in the labor market, and deteriorating neighborhood conditions
stemming from racial segregration and industrial change. Focusing on welfare as the
primary cause of rising rates of out- cf wedlock childbearing vastly cversimplifies this complex
pHENOMERON.

Recently some have suggested that poor children born to unmarnied parents shouid not
be eligible for Ald to Families with Dependent Children, food stamps, or subsidized
housing. Proponents of these drastic pahmezs defend them as necessary to decrease the
rumber of children born outside of marriage. We question the efficacy of such policies.
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Pelicies that deny poor children basic income and nutrition assistance are likely to
harm their physical and academic development and increase the incidence of
homelessness and hunger among children. In addition, families that are left with no
means to support their children may find that the only way their children’s basic needs
can be met is to place them in foster care or in an institution. Such parents would be
forced to relinquish their children not because they are abusive or neglectful but simply
because they are destitute. This is not in the best interests of children. While some
signers of this statement believe that welfare has some modest impact on
out-of-wedlock childbeacing, we all agree that the damage done to children by denying
assistance to their families would be far too great to justify eliminating the safety net for
them.

We need significant improvements both in the welfare system and in other policy areas.
Improvemnents in the child support system must be made so young men understand
that if they father a child they will be required to provide financial support for that
child for 18 years and so fathers assume more parenting responsibilities. Changes in
the welfare system must be made 50 more parents can move off welfare, into the
workforce, and out of poverty. And, innovative approaches to curbing teen pregnancy
should be pursued and strategies found effective widely implemented.

But ending welfare for poor children born out-of-wedlock does not represent sericus
welfare reform, and would inflict harm on many poor children. We strongly urge the
rejection of unty proposal that would eliminate the safety net for poor children born outside of
marviage. Such policies will do far more harm thart good.
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I am Patricia Whatley Showell, Associate Exacutive
Dlirectory of Families First, a United Way family and
children's agency serving the metropeolitan Ablanta area
for the past 104 vyears., Families First is a member
agency of Family Servige America, Inc., 2 network of
naarly 300 private voeluntary agencies with the mission
te strengthen famlies across America.

T also am che mother of two children -- on grown and one
regnager-whe is stililegrowing ---and the grandmother of
a newbhorn baby boy. For all my adult life, I have
worked with voung pecople, some with drug or slcohol
problens, some pregnant and afraid, all of them ¢oping
with the stress of growing up in familiss that love them
but don’t always know how 0 show ic. Scome of this work
has been my emplovment but much of it has been through
yolunteering with mothers of young families in my
chureh,

Today, I wish to focus on ¢ur local concerns and
ingerests in “Barly Childbearing angd Welfare Reform.”
Twe vears after Families Flvet was founded azs the
Leonard Streer Crphans’ Home for Negro Girls, Dr. Kate
Yaller Barrett, the firse woman to graduate from the
Medical College of Georgia, founded what became the
Flovence Crictenton Home of Atlanta. The Florencs
Crittenton program merged into Families First in 187

For 102 years, we have offered residencial maternity
care Lo pregnant young womsn (sOme as voung as 12 years
old) and outpatient counseling Lo pregnant young woman,
their boviriends and their parents, Each vear about 804
VOUNg women receive. counseling, help Lo access prenatal
medical care, assistance to complsave their secondary
adunation and vocational fyaining, residential maternity
care and transitional housinyg for homeless young mobhers
with their first infanc. We provide adoption services
when requested, but more ofren we provide parventing
gducarion and supportive ssrvices Lo teen parents who
arg rearing their childrean alone.

T want to make thres crucial points about teen pregnancy
prevention. First, teen pregnancy prevention does not
happen in isolation. Second, there ig an egual nesd Lo
myrevent subseguent pregnancy as there is to prevent
initial pregnancy. Third, do not ignore “the invisible
man. ”

When preventlion works, ir works in conjunction with rhe
toval community. This is true of drug-and-alcohol
pnrevention, crime prevention, and school drop-out
prevention as well as pregnancy prevention.
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Tean pregnrancy prevantion must be linkad with the social
upports required for strengthening familiss zan
communities. Social problems do not exist in isclation.
They are embadded in the structure of our communities.
When communitzies are viable and healthy -- when they
meet the resl needs of families and c¢hildren -- when
they provide resources that address quality of life
issues -- then individuals have the ability Lo address
their social, economic, spiritual, ohysical angd menoal
health needs.

A way of visuvalizing this approach is to think ¢f
concentric circlies: with the community’s resgurcss and
strengths empowering the family’s resources and
strensihs thus empowering individuals o draew on their
owWn o resources and strengthis,

Lef me tell yvou abpur Feligcia, a young African~American
mother. AU age 17, her parents recently separated, she
lived with her mether and her 10 month old sister. She
was an Upward Bound high school student, planning to
atrend college. Her family was of modest means and she
knew college would be finangially difficult. wt o wich
scholarships, grants and a part-time job, she fels
confident that she could make i,

Then Felicia Decame pregnant ~- with twins. As she
neared her delivery date, Felicia’s blood pressurs
forced her inca a high risk category. She had to stay
ar home. Hery mother worked while Feliciz cared for her
livttle sister, but they soon realized that Felicia
neaded an adulL’s care.

Felicira’s mother contadned the United Way of
Metropolitan Atlanta where she learned of the Teen
Pregnancy Program at Families First., She entered our
maternity home where she lived until her twin daughisrs
were born. While living at the maternity home Felicia
realized how luck she was.

Felicia received counsgeling Lo prepare herself for the
stresses of becoming & single mother of twins and
remaining in school. She parvicipated in parenting
ducabion grouns to laarn apout ohild development and
appropriate discipiine and encouragement. She improved
her senss of self-worth ang confidencse in her own
abilities o succesd,

Felicia gave birth a month early after an emergency
induced labor. The #ntirve family was overjoyed that the
twins were Horn healthy and that Felicia was fine,

Felicia made up the time she missed in school {about a
vear:, and is now attending ¢ollege majoring in business
administration, and has only one more course t£o taks
pafore graduating. She recelves a scholarship to pay
for hooks and for child care f{rom cur agency’s Florence
Critgtenton Junior Board, a group of volunteers who
provide invaluable aszistance Lo our magernity home
residents. She gqualifies for g Pell grant £o help with
tustion, She alse recsives food stamps, As part of che
federal Srev-N-School Program, Felicis works as a
nrogramning clevk Zorv the Deparcment of Food and
Nurririon Services. She has nob had a subseguent
pragnancy.
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Felicia is on her way to self-sufficiency. How did she
do it? Let’s learn from her experience.

First, Felicia has a suppeortive family. Her mother knew
she was unable to adequately care for her pregnant
daughter, earn a living and care for her own 10 month
0ld infant, so she reached out for community help and
found it at Families First.

Second, Felicia had goals. She knew she could succeed
in college if only she had the finances to do so.
Through private and federal aid she is working on this
goal now.

Third, Felicia was eager to learn how to be a good
parent. She actively participated in parenting classes,
and sees her daughters as the most important part of her
life. She is working to “give them a good life.”

Fourth, Felicia was able to find a job that was flexible
enough to fit her educational schedule. Even with a
part-time job, she continues to need some federal
assistance through food stamps.

Felicia is typical of many young women who f£ind
themselves pregnant. At the same time, she 1s very
fortunate that community resources were there to help
her during her c¢risis. Because of this community
support, Felicia i1s well on her way to being a
contributing member of society.

Felicia has a renewed sense of her own worth. More
importantly, she has experienced the unconditional love
that is the most important thing anyone can experience.
She has been allowed to stand on her own two feet, to
make mistakes, and vet to have the support to try to do
better again. '

You ask what we need to do to end welfare dependency of
teens who experience early childbearing. We need to
give these young mothers hope: a sense that unplanned
pregnancy isn’‘t the end of the world, or the end of her
life. 1In fact, she can use this experience unfortunate
as it is to move forward to independence as an adult.

It is this sense of hope, of self-worth and confidence,
given by the community through supportive services, that
is the real social safety net.

Thir n “the invigil "

Teen Pregnancy Prevention is not “for women only.”
Prevention efforts must address the issues of young men
as well as young women. Any efforts that promote the
strength and stability of families of origin, that
stress the opportunities available to youth for personal
growth through education and recreating, that provide
factual infeormation about the consegquences of pre-
mature sexual activity, and that offer assistance with
concrete needs such as after-school employment and
access to health care will have a positive impact on
reducing teen pregnancy.



Prevention efforts that address only the youny woman,
that are focused on “future goals” rather than present
oppoertunities, that stress “responsibilicy”’ as a burden,
and that offer no concrete serviges are meraly
rhetorical efforts and are doomad to failure.

At Families First, we have prevention groups for young
ren who are teen fathers or are at risk of becoming
fathers. By linking up with alternative schools, and
with 300 Lraining programs we reach out to these yvoung
men whe would otherwise remain invisikle,

In conjunction with the Child Support Enforcement effeortc
of the State of Georgia, we are planning .o launch a
*Male Responsibiliicy” efforr througn media outiers and
through schools.

Most of all, yvoung men as well need hope. They nesd 1o
see their lives ag having meaning and innace dignicy.
They need appropriate opportunicies for passage ingo
manhood.
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Barvives offeredt
All of the fellowing progroams ptrive to pravsnt
subsequent pregnancies, to prevant a family fronm
beconing homeless and to pravent ohild abuse or neglect
from ocourring.’

Specific programs include:

Breqnancy Pregram provides individual and group
counacling, cducation about birth preporation and
family planning, avoiding ancther unplannod
pragnancy, carsayr developmsat plasning, and
developing a self-supportive life,

Follow-up &ervices to help after the baby is born,
Thene may include teaching parenting skiils,
tinding affordable child care or helping the
mothers return to achool,

providas parenting and child
davelopnent sducation through profassional
counesling and networking with sther community
services that provide gservices such as affordable
child care, health cars, finencial aid and
enployment planning and opportunities.

: _Maternity Home is a group hema for
pregnanﬁ wnmen, ganorally batwaan the ages of 14
and 26, during their pregnancy. They racsive
group and individual counssling, pranatal health
care, childbirth education classes, and aid In
pursuing sducational and vocational goals.

- : Prosiay offsre group
disaunsionn with taenagarz and thair parents,
engouraging communication between thes by
providing a non-thrsatening snvironment to openly
p Aiscuss sexuality issuesn. Teens are yglven [acls
which dispel myths and fears about ssxuslity. The
end rasult s Lhe prevanbion of Leen pregnancies.

! L4 Z g bed APR)L Pruyism i
taamed with tha DaXalb Task Fforce on Teen
Pregnancy, pruviding oulrsavh wservives Lhrovugh
individual and group counseling, prenatal and
portnatal services aind Lfunlly planning swrvices Lo
prevent subssguent pregnancies to teenagers.

gservices are availablies Ffor thosa mothers
who choose to use Lhiu services. This corvice
AL60 45881848 adull sdoptees in their socarsh for
theiyr hiological parents.

Barvices &reas
Metropolitan Atlanta.

Sarvices providea tos
Yourng preghant women, Lirthfathera and thoir fxmilies.

Some of the youny women srée adolescents who are
ig01ated ang are unable te plan for thelr future oy who
woutld otherwisa be huueless,
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