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. J am pleased to have the opportunity to share with you some important facts and findings from. recent 
research on the causes and consequences; of teenage childbearing: I devote particular attention to what we 
know about the responsiveness of teenag~rs and teenage parents to various interventions aimed at delaying 

. early childbearing. In addition, for those who have children, i look at ways of mitigating the adverse' 
consequences for the young rriothers andl their children. I dr~w heavily on my experiences over the past six 
years in evaluating a large-scale federally funded demonstration of a reformed welfare system for teenage 
parents. I However, my remarks also draw on other demonstrations and &tate policy initiatives for this 
population. . 	 . 

I stress eight important conclusions ,from this b~y of research that should shape the next generation of 
welfare reforms: 

(1) 	 The problems associated wit'h teenage pregnan<."Y and births are getting more serious. The 
rates of both are increasing significantiy, resulting in growing numbers of mothers and their 
children living in poverty an'd depending on welfare. : 

'(2) 	 Teenage parents and former:teenage parents represent the majority of welfare recipients and 
consume the majority of we(fare benefits. In large part, this is because of their long periods 
of dependency. Early inlervention is critical to changing the culture of poverty and moving 
these young mothers toward self-sufficiency as quickly as possible. 

, I 
, 

(3) 	 Employment is the only route out of poverty for the vast majority of teenage parents on 
welfare. Thus, public policies for them should emphasize employment preparation and' 
support. I 

(4) 	 Traditional ways of delivering family, planning services, which emphasize education' and 
counseling, do not wor!<. ! Teenage pregnan<."Y rates remain high even in schools and 
communities with extensive, pregnancy prevention programs. Teenageparents on welfare do 
not want more children, al Ipast in the ncar term. However, most will have them--even those 
offered extensive family planning services. 

(5) 	 It is possible to change i the culture of welfare among teenage parents and welfare 
caseworkers through univetsal-coverage programs that feature a combinationof participation 
mandates and extensive support services. Strong case management is essential to the 
effectiveness of these programs. 

I 
(6) 	 Programs with truly mandatory participation requirements nee~ not be punitive and harmful 

to children. Programs that hold case managers accountable for addressing client needs will 
lead to increased levels of support for teenage parents and their children. Moreover, teenage 
parents who have been 'subject to participation mandates, in conjunction with case 
management and support services, generally view the mandates as fair. 

. I 	 . ( 

(7) 	 Traditional approaches to sec()nd-chance education and job training are marginally effective, 
at best. It is critical to fi,nd ways of keeping more teenagers and teenage parents on the 
traditional school-to-work[transition path at the same time as we seek to strengthen existing 
second-chance options. 

lThis demonstration--the Teenage Parent Welfare Demonstration--is heing evaluated by Mathemati~ 
Policy Research, Inc., under a conttlact with the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, U.S . 

. Department of Health and Human SerVice.." (HHS-100-86-0045). A synthesis of the research completed to dale 
, under this contract, as well as the results of an in-depth' study of the target population is included with this 
statement for reference by the committee members and staff.' 
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(8) 	 Support services such as child ca're and transportation are essential for promoting education 
and employment among teenage parent welfare'recipients and are less costly to provide than 
generally assumed. ' 

! 

THE CAUS1~S AND CONSEQUENCES O~ T,EENAGE CHILDBEARING 


I 

The likelihood that teenagers engage 'in unproteCted sex, become pregnant, and give birth are highly 
correlated with multiple risk factors. The~e factors include coming from a single-parent family, Jiving, in 
poverty and/or in a high-poverty neighborhood, low attachment ,to and performance in school, and having 
parents with low educational attainment For example, white teens living in single-parent households are twice 
as likely to become teenage parents as thosd in two-parent families; black teens living in single-parent families 
ate one and a half times more likely to become teenage parents(ZiIl and Nord 1994). These probabilities 
increase even more for those with low educational aspirations, low aptitude test scores, and parents with low 

, education levels. 'I' : ' , 

The rise in the incidence of teena~e pfegnancy and childbearing is largely a function of increases in the 
incidence of sexual activity and reductions!in abortion rates. Teenage pregnancy and birth rates have been 
rising fairly rapidly over the past five year~. In 1992, there were 62 births per 1,000 teenage girls, compared 
with only 50 births per] ,000 in ]986--a 24 percent incrcase (Moore 1994). During this period, the proportion 
of out-of-wedlock births to teenagers increased from 61 to 69 percent (13 percent). 

! 	 . 

Most of the increase in pregnancy and birth rates can be explained by the continued rise in the incidence 
of premarital sex among teenagers (up from 44 percent in 1985 to 52 percent in 1988), and by a decline in the 
abortion rate among teenagers. Indeed, a' recent study reports a .substantial increase in the both the rate of 
contraceptive use and its effectiveness (Al~n Guttmacher Institute 1994). However, these strides forward have 
not kept pace with the rising sexual activity rates and the decline in abortion rates .. 

, 	 , 

Most teenngers do ~ot intend to ~me pregnant.' Eighty-two. percent of teenage pregn~ncies are 
unintended, and 69 percent of births to teenagers are the result of unplanned pregnancies (Moore ]994). A 
typical explanation is: "It simply happene,d." For example, among first-time teenage parents on welfare, over 

, one-fourth had never used any form of birth control prior to having their first child, and more than two years. 
, after giving birth, half reported not using any contraception during their last intercourse (Gleason et al. ] 993). . 	 , 

i 
" '.' 1 	 • 

After these young mothers decide to have the haby, they develt)p strong commitments to their child and 
, ! I ' 	 ' '., 

want to do what is best for the infant. " :.' '.... ". . . 
, , 

I like being a mom. I love my son, riothing could change that.' ... I d(~n't care about nothing else 
hut him, how he is.2 : 	 . . '.. .' 

. I 

Yet,'these young mothers face major challenges to fulfilling their goals for their children. Slightly 'more than 
half of these young m()thers will be unrrlarried or separated during the first five years following the birth of 
their child, and (mly about half will live :with relatives (Congressional Budget Office 1990). Only 13 percent· 
will have jobs that lift or keep them ou~ of poverty.. 

, 	 I 
Teenage childbearing too often portends a life of poverty and dependency for the young mother and her . 

children. This is especially true for those who have children 'at very young ages and for those who have 
I 

multiple births before establishing stable and., self-sufficient relationships with male partners. Those who have 
children at young ages are likely to have more children in shorter -periods of time, and sub~equent births 
adversely affect the likelihood of school fompletion and subsequent employment (Nord et al. ]992; Rangarajan 
et al. 1994; Grogger and Bonars 1993; Cferonimus ahd Koren,man 1993; Hoffman et al.~993; and Ahn, 1994). 

These early childbearers are incr~singly likely to be single parents and the sole providers for themselves 
and their children. Five years after .giving birth, most teenage parents are unmarried. ,This fact reflects a 
precipitous increase in the incidenceM out-of-wedlock births among all age ,groups (U.S. Department of 
Education 1993). Only about 30 percent of these single mothers wtio gave birth as teens live :-Vlth adult 
relatives, and less than one thinl receiv~ any financial assistanci( from the noncustodial fathers of their children 
(Congressional Budget Office 1990). : . 

I 	 . 
Early childbearing reduces significantly the probability that young women will complete their schooling 

.and thus weakens their employment prospects substantially. Just over half of all teenage mothers complete 
'their high school education during Y',mng adulthood. Many of those who do complete high school have 
especially low basic skills (Strain and ~isker ]989; Rangarajan et al. 1992; and Nord et ai. 1992). As a result 
of their low basic skills and the compounding effects of their parenting responsibilities, they have limited 
employment opportunities (Berlin anq Sum 1988; Cohen et al. 1994; Moore et al. 1993; Hoffman et ai. 1993; 
and Rangarajan et al. 1994). . , . 

2All quotes in this testimony are :from first-time welfare recipients in the three sites that participated in' 
the Teenage Parent Demonstration.: They were obtained through in-depth interviews and Jocus groups 
conducted by the Mathematica PolicSr Research, Jnc., research and survey staff., See also Polit (1992). ' 
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Consequently, poverty rates for this group are extremely high,ev~n for those who are employed. Five 

years after giving birth, 43 percent of teenage mothers are living in poverty (Congressional Budget Office' 

1990). Although poverty rates are especially high among those living on their own (81 percent) and those not 

employed (62 percent), the rates are still relarively high among those who are employed (27 percent) and those 

living with a spouse or adult relative (28 an? 34 percent, respectively). . 


,. 

Nearly half of these young mothers, and 77 percent of-those who were unmarried when they give birth, 
end up on welfare within five years after be~oming a parent. Moreover, the periods ot'welfare dependence 
are substantial. Over 60 percent of iflitial welfare spells last two or more years, and 40 percent last at least 
four years (GleasOIl et al. 1994) . .In additiorl, most teenage parents experien<:e multiple spells of dependence, 
which in total average 8 to 10 years (Maxfi~ld and Rucci 1986; Ellwood 1988; and House Ways and Means 
O)mmittee 1993). ' . . 

These high poverty rates are accompanied by numerous other life-complicating facto~s, some caused by 
poverty and some contributing to its perpe~uation. Teenage parents are disproportionately concentrated in 
poor, often racially segregated, communities characterized by inferior housing. high crime, poor schools, and 
limited health services. The teenagers often: have been victims of physical and/or sexual abuse. Recent stud,ies 
of Washington State welfare recipients estimat~ that half of those who give birth before age 18 also have been 

I . 
sexually abused, and another 10 percent or more have. been physically abused (Roper and Weeks 1993; Boyer 
and Fine 1992). A national study indi9tes that nearly 10 percent of all femaJes ages] 8 to 22 ,have 
experienced involuntary sexual intercourse!bythe age of 20 (Moore 1994). This underscores the importance . 
of flexibility within the welfare system to ~lIow alternative living' arrangements for some teenage parents. 

TEENAGE PARENTS ON WELFARE3 

Teenage parents consume a disproportionate share of all welfare dollars. According. to one set ·of 

estimates, the co.sts of teenage childbearing total over $34 billion a year for the major income social support. 

programs alone (Aqvocates for Youth 199~). Indeed, nearly half of all welfare recipients are current or former 

teenage patents. Ifwe include the implicit' costs of the intergenerational effCfts of teenage childbearing, along 

with the indirect effects of teenage childbearing on teenagers~ families and the communities in which they live, 

the costs are much higher. ;. ' - '.. , . 


, 

'I'eenage childbearing contributes to !the intergenerational transfer of poverty. Jt not ~nly interferes with 


the education and employment prospects hf young mothers and her prospects-for marriage, but it is associated 

with lower quality home environments fot children (measured by factors such as children's books in the home 

and reading 'to children) (Nord et al. 19~; Zill and Nord 1994). All of these factors are strongly related to 

the teenage childbearing among subsequent generations. Indeed, nearly two-thirds of first-time teenage parents 

on welfare have mothers who also gave pirth during their teen years (Maynard et al. 1993). .' , 


Teenage parents on welfare are ~iverse in terms of their harriers to and strengths for attaining 
self-sufficiency. As with teenagf; parents in general, most of those on welfare live in. poverty. often in 
dangerous neighborhoods, and many have no or few role models in their communities to guide them toward 
social and economic independence. Yet, the mothers and their social settings differ substantially in terms of 
the specific barriers they face and the re~ources they have available to promote their self-sufficiency and help I. 

them control major life decisions, such as their fertility. , . 
At the time 'of the birth of their, first child, roughly equal numbers of these teenage parents have 


completed high school, are still in school, or have dropped out. (Maynard 1993). Overall basic skills levels are 

low, averaging about eighth-grade for rea~ing and math. Roughly one-quarter have skills at the sixth-grade 

level or below and one-quarter have tenth-grade or higher skills. Still, one-third of those graduating from high 

school have reading skills below the si~th-grade level. . 


I 

Support from family members Jnd other adults is limited' for many teenage parents on welfare. 
Currently, only about half of the young mothers remain at h(Jmewith other adults (usually a parent) who 
could provide economic and social support; Ie.'\s than 5 percent live with the fathers of thdr child. Some 
choose to I\ivc independen~ly; other~ do so to escape abusive or otherwise inhospitable home settings. 
Regardle.'\s of living arrangement, only about 30 percent receive any child support from the noncustodial 

_fathers, and less than 20 percent reeeire support regularly. 

Employment is the surest ~eans ,of escape from welfare and »overty. It also provides teenagers with the 

.highest probability of staying off welfa're, as marriage rates are low and falling. Only] 2 percent of first-time . 

teenage parents leaving welfare do so ,as a result of marriage or cohabitation. Nearly half leave as a result of 


. 3This section draws heavily on sufveys and focus groups with first-tim: teenage parent welfare recipients 

in the cities of Camden and Newark, ~ew Jersey, and the South Side of Chicago between late 1987 and early 

] 991--a total of nearly 6,000 young !mothers (Gleason et al. 1993; and Polit 1992). This sample sample 

represents the universe of teen:ll!e parents in the three sites going onto welfare over several years. Moreover, 

the findings are broadly consistent with other more restrictive samples (see, for example, Quint et al. 1994a 

and b), and with national samples with less rich data (for example, the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 


I 

and the Survcy (\j Income and Progr~m Participation). 
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employment and 41 percent leave for various otl)er reasons, such as administrative closings and geographic 
mobility. One fourth of first-time teenage parents on welfare who gain employment within two years of 
comingonto welfare will be living in poverty,; as contrasted with more than 95 percent of other teens (Maynard 
1993). 

The pattern of recidivism is similar for those leaving due to marriage or employment (Gleason et al. 
1994). Nearly 30 percent will return to welfJre within six months and two-thirds within three years. Although 
high,these rates are well below the rates f?r those leaving for other reasons such as residerllial mobility.or 
adminiStrative actions. More than half of this group return to welfare within six months and 90 percent return 
within three yea,rs. 1 t , , ' 

Fertility control is a major barrier to self-sufficiency for most teenage parents on welfare. Teenage 
parents understand the negative implicatiqns of having additional children before they are able' to provide 
adequately for their own and their children's economic ·support. They try to act on this knowledge by 
postponing future childbearing, but they fail miserably, The majority of young mothers on welfare are adamant. 
about not wanting want more children in the foreseeable future, giving all the right reasons: 

Ii's different wilen you don't know, when you don't have a kid .... I know how hard it is with one-
how in the world would you make it with two? 

, , ,I, 

I just want to get into school and to 'York. I really don't wal}t to take time off for no m~)fe children 
right now. I'm not. ready for it now; When I have my own place, a, full-time job, but not right now. 

, I' 
I 

After the first child; most teens on welfare do use contraception (83 percent)--most often a relatively 
effective method like the pill or an IUD ~75 percent) {Maynard and Rangarajan 1994). Howev~r, most also 
arc pregnant again within a relatively shofllime. About one-quarter will. be pregnant within a year after the 
hirth of their first child, and about half. are pregnant again within two years. Moreover, most of these 
pregnancies (75 percent) are' carried to term. 

! 

The clear implication is that many 'rho are using "effective" contraceptive methods are not using them 
"effectively," for a variety of reasons: 

/' 

I didn't plan it, and then again J kihd of knew what it was going to happen because 1 wasn't like 
really taking the pills like I was supposed to. I couldn't remember' every day to take the pill. And, 
I still don 'I. . 

I rcally don't want to take time off;for no more children right now, ... But, I'm allergic to birth 
control pills. ' 

I 

My hoyfricnd thinks it' (the pill) has somethirig in there killing him . 
. j 

Thcsc statemcnts were made by tCenageparents who participated in a program that 'provided family 
planning workshops, counseling, and se~ices to t~nage parents on welfare. Even more discouraging results 
have been Ibund in the New Chance Demonstration, a high-cost voluntary program forteenage parent welfare 

, 'recipients ~hat provided a similar range of counseling and family planning services (Quint et al. .1994b). 
Repeat pregnanc), rates for the young mothers in these programs actually increased as a result 'of the 
intervention. And, abortion rates' increased by similar amounts--underscoring the fact that these were 
unplanned "new" pregnancies. 

Marriage is not a serious goal for; many teenage parents on welfare. The young mothers cite a number 
of reasons for their lack of interest in: or hope for marriage, including the unreliability of men, th<:,:ir own. 
desires for independence, and the impermanence of marriage among their peer group and more generally 
within their communities. . ; , ", . ' ", 

I, 

, I 


It don't seem like no marriage is gonna work I don't want to go through that. Two months later, 
then he gets Seeing somebody els~. Then he ain't got no money or ass~ts for you to collect: 

1 ' 

When you're single it's better. They treat you so much 'better when you're not married, you know 
.... When you're single, it's h()ney this and honey that. When you're marricd--do this, do that.! . . - , 

I want to be on my own, becaus~ you can never depend on a man .... Plus, if I go home with 
, money, he and me is going to be arguing . .so, it is best to be independent, because you never,know 
that you and that man is 'going to , be together forever. ' 

' 

, . 
I 

, ,, 
A FIELD TEST OF A REFORMED WELFARE SYSTEM FOR TEENAGE PARENTS 

I 

Background on the Demonstration ;
" ' I 

I 
In {he late 1980s, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services launched a major social experiment 

to test the implications of a "major !change in the welfare system for teenage parents. ' This experiment, 
commonly referred to as the Teen~ge Parent Welfare Demonstration, \Vas a large-scale field test of a ' 

! 
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mandatory JOBS-type program for fir~t-tiJ;ne teenage parents on welfare. The cornerstone of the intervention 
was case management to guide and supporti the young mothers in active participation in jobs or activities 
preparatory to jobs, such as education or job training. By design, the program was' modest in cost and 
operated through state welfare departments.! The programs provided universal coverage. in that all first-time 
teenage parents on welfare were required to participate in the demonstration (or a randomly selected control 
group). Then: were no exemptions from pa;rticipation, and temporary deferrals were discouraged. 

Demonstration programs operated in three sites--the cities of Camden and Newark, New Jersey, and the 
South Side of Chicago. Over the course of-a two and a half year enrollment period, nearly 6,000 teenagers 

- I 
in these cities who had their first child andlwere already receiving or started to receive welfare. Half were 
randomJy selected to participate ina new welfare regime requiring them to engage in approved self
sufficiency-oriented activities or _to risk a !reduction in their welfare grants of about $160 a month--the 
enhanced services program. These young mothers also received afairly rich bundle of support services to 
facilitate and promote their compliance with these requirements. The other half of the mothers received 
regular welfare services. 

. An ongoing multifaceted evaluation, of the demonstration is tracking the 6,000 young mothers 
longitudinally through administrative data and personal interviews. Throughout the four-year operational 
phase ofthe demonstration, researchers alsq conducted extensive on-site observations and individual and group 
interviews with program staff. Additionally, focus groups were conducted with the young mothers, and 
rescarchers conducted extensive case revie~s with the program staff who assisted specific mothersduring their 
participation in the new welfare regime. I 

Impacts of the Reformed Welfare Program 
I, 

Overall prognlm participation rates :were very- high. About 90 percent of the eligible young mothers 
participated in the JOBS-type programs;1 the vast majority of those who did not participate left welfare 
relatively soon after being no~ified of their participation requirements. Yet, this participation rate yYas 
achieved only with persistent outreach and folJowup by program staff and reliance on sanction warnings'and 
grant reductions. Over two~thirds of all program participants entered the program only after one or more 

, sanction warnings had been issued. Duri,ng the course of the demonstration, two-thirds of the participants 
received one or more sanc~ionwarnings; and one-third had their gran'ts reduced for noncooperation with 
participation requirements. . _ 

The demonstration had statistically significant, 'but modest effects in promoting school enrollment, job . 
training, and employment. It al~o reduced welfare dependence. During the two years after enrollment. those 
receiving the enhanced services and subjeyt to participation mandates were in school; job training, or employed 
28 percent more of the time than those subject to regular AFDC policies. The largest g~ins were in school 
enrollment--a 13 percentage point increase from 29 to 42 percent. Gains in employment and job tniining'rates 
were in the 4 to 5 percentage point rang~. Nearly half of tho'se in receiving the enhanced services had some 
postenrollment employment, and just o~er 25 percerit participated in job training. 

The reformed system led to small,; but statistically significant, increases in earnings and reductions in 
welfare. However, the size of the average earnings gains ($20 a month, or 20 percent) was the same as the 
size of the average reduction in welfare/benefits ($20 a month, or 8 percent), leaving the mothers no better 

, off financially.: 

Only those who found jobs experiehced significant reductions in poverty. Only one-fourth oflhose who 
were employed two years after enrollm~nt were poor, ~s compared with over 95 percent of those who were 
unemployed. Too few (less than 10 perc~nt) got married or established stable relationships with male partners 
to contribute significantly to poverty reduction. - _ - . 

i . 
The reformed welfare programs 'did not succeed in increasing support from noncustodial fathers. 

Enhanced child support was a major part of the conceptual design for the demonstration welfare policy. This 
support was aimed at promoting great~r involvement ,of non-custodial fathers in supporting their children. 
Two sites increased paternity establishment rates by about.1O percentage points, but these increases did not 
translate into increased child support pkyments. Payments and awards were very Iqw in all three sites fOLboth 
those receiving the enhanced services and those receiving the regular welfare services. Awards averaged about 
$120 to $]40 a month; payments averaged less than $50 a month. ]n large part, the railing in this area was 
due to low cooperation by the local child support enforcement agencies who were skeptical of the pay-off. 

The reforms also failed to reduceithe incidence of repeatpregn~ncies and births. Over half of the young 
mothers were pregnant within two ye1ars after enrolling in _the study sample, and two-thirds were pregnant 
again by the end of the first wave Of fo]Jow-up data collection, which averaged about 30 months after 
enrollment. Yet, all programs offered workshops in family planning as well as trained case managers who 
provided family planning counseling and support to the teenage parents. 

, 
! , 

OTHER DEMONSTRATION AND ~ROGRAM INITIATIVES FOR TEENAGE PARENTS 

Over the past 10 years, many :other demonstrations and special programs have tried to encourage 
teenagers to delay sexual activity and/or childbearing, and tried to supJ>ort teenage parents to improve their 

I 
I 
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basic skills and employment prospects. TheSe have included school-based health education and counseling' 
programs; special schools for pregnant an9 parenting teenagers;' employment, and training prog(ams for 


, disadvantaged youths; alternative schools f~r at-risk students, with special accommodations for parenting 

teenagers; and community-based education and trainin'g programs, some offering substantial social support 

services. These initiatives have provided few answers as to what types of assistance can prevent the onset of 

teenage childbearing and mitigate its consequences when it does occur. ' 

\ 

Prev~ntion Programs 
I 

None of the pregnancy prevention proghams has proven to have major iqlpacts on the teenage pregnancy 
and birth rates. The research highlights only a few programs with promise for reducing sexual activity rates, 
increasing cOT!traceptive use among those wt10 are sexually active, and reducing Overall pregnancy rates. "There 
is not sufficient evidence to determine if school-based programs that focus only on abstinence delay the onset 
or intercourse or affect other sexual, or contraceptive behaviors .... ror whether] school-based or school-linked 
reproductive health services, either by themselves or in addition to education programs, significantly decreases 
pregnant), and birth rates" (Kirby et al. 1994). ' 

The most ,promising programs in this category provide clear messages on values. They also offer specific 
strategies and skills for resisting peer pres~ure to engage in sex and for using contraceptives effectively after 
youths become sexually active. Several promising models warrant further. study, including the Children's Aid 
Society Teen Pregnancy Primary Preventio~ Program in New York4 and the Teen Services P-rogram in Atlanta 
(Howard 1985). The former offers strong, reproductive health education and counseling in 'the context of a 

J , ' 

more holistic approach to addressing the needs of teenagers from disadvantaged backgrounds. The latter 
program is a school-based initiative th~t combines reproductive health education with strong values 
development, stressing the importance of abstinence or protected sex for 'those who are sexually active. 

! 
Programs for Teenage I)a~ents 

The rese~rch on programs to mitigate the consequences of teenage parenting also provides little 
guidance for developing effective intervebtions. There are six especially noteworthy programs for teenage 
parents (in addition to the Teemige PareJ:ll Welfare Demonstration) that have been evaluated reeently. 

I 

.Job Start was a 13-site demonstnition of education, vocaiional training, and support services for 
disadvantaged, young school dropouts. Tpe demonstration operated between 1985 and 1988 and served about 
1,000 youths between the ages of 17 and 21; about one-fourth were, teenage parents: The program, which was 
evaluated using an experimental design, :increased significantly and substantially completion of the General 
Education Development (GED) certifica:tion requirements (Cave et al. 1993). However, it failed to increase 
earnings and led to large (13 percent) increases in repeat pregnancy rates. 

I 

I 
New Chance was a national dembnstration of small-scale, intensive, and comprehensive service programs 

1 

for teenage parents on welfare who had dropped out of school. Between 1989 and 1992 the programs provided, 
education, training, and extensive social support services for up to 18 months to 1,400 volunteers. The 
programs, which were evaluated using ani experimental design, also increased the incidence of GED attainment 
significantly. However, they had significant negative impacts on employment and earnings and on the 
incidence of repeat pregnancies and ab9ftions (Quint et aL 1994b). 

I 
J»r~ject Redirection was a four-site demonstration of comprehensive services for teenage parents age 17 ' 

or younger. Between 1980 and 1981, co'mmunity-based organi72tions provided a variety of services, including 
education, training, mentoring, job placement, child care, family planning, and parenting training to ovcr 300 
volunteers. The cvaluation, based on a bomparison site design, suggest that these programs led to modt?st (but 
significant) increases in earnings, had T!o impact on educational attainment, and large (20 percent) increases 
in birth rates (Polit and White 1996). I 

I 

Ohio l.earnfar:e is a state welfare 'program designed to keep teenage parent welfare recipients in school 
through a system of financial incentives and penalties. Some sites offer intensive case management and special 
support'services to facilitate school rbention, but the majority provided only minimal case management 
services. The ,early results from an experimental evaluation indicate.that the program significantly increases 
the likelihood that in-school youths will remain in school and it prompts youth who otherwise would not 
return to 'school to do so (Bloom et ~1. 1993). Results for earnings or repeat pregnancy rates are not yet 
available. 

The Teena~e I)arent Health Car:e })rogram' was an intensive, health-focused intervention for mothers 
under age 17 and their infants. It had Ino program 'services or component directed at promoting eduCation or 
employment goals. Rather, it provid9d intensive case management by trained medical social workers for up 
to 18 months after delivery. The pr<?gram served about 120 mothers ,and infants in the late 1980s and was 
evaluated using an experimental design. It had no measured impacts on school enrollment. However, it did 
reduc~ significantly (by 57 percent) the incidence of repeat pregnancies (O'Sullivan and Jacobson 1992). 

, i 

~his program was designed by ?r. Michael Carrera, from Hu~ter College. 
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The Elmira Nurse Home Visiting Program was a demonstration of nurse home visitation for socially 


disadvantaged women bearing their first child. The program served a total of 400 women, 47 percent of whom 

were teenagers. This program, which was evaluated using an experimental design, reduced significantly the 

incidence of repeat pregnancies and showe~ hints of increasing employment rates for the ,teenage mothers 

(Olds et aJ. 1988). . , . 


None of these programs has succeeded in changing these young mothers' life courses dramatically. Yet, 
I , 

each provides important lessons to complement those from the Teenage Parent Welfare Demonstration. 

,I ' 

All of these programs for teenage parents faced major challenges in getting young mothers to participate 

and remain in the programs. Only programs with welfare-linked participation requirements accompanied by 


. I 

financial sanctions--Ohio's Learnfare program and the Teenage Parent Welfare Demonstration--reached 

significant portions of the target population. Even these programs had to work diligently to recruit and retain 

participants; including judicious use of san'ctions. ' 


. . 

The impacts of the i~terventions on h'uman capital development, employment, and fertility control have 

heen m()dest, at best. Programs that focu~edon human capital development and support were successful in 

promoting OED completion. However, OED attainment did not, in turn, lead to increased earnings or 

economic well-being (see also Cohen etal. 1994). 


None of the employment or welfare-f~used progra~s succeeded in helping young mothers take control 

of their fertility. Only the two small-scale demonstrations of medically focused interventions with home' 

visiting or extensive medical social work services show promise in achieving family planning goals. However, 

these programs did not generally succeed in addressing the economic needs of these young mothers and their 

children. I . . ) 


j ': 

LESSONS FOR WELFARE REFORM 
, 

The most effective programs for t~enage parents'share two' common characteristics: (1) clarity of 

purpose; and (2) seriousness in their implementation. The one demonstration that succeeded in promoting 

increased education, job training, and iearnings across multiple sites is the Teenage Parent Welfare 

Demonstration (Maynard 1993). ,Th,is demonstration had clear and consistent consequences for 

non participation but also offered flexibility in terms of the selection and sequence of participant activities. 

The programs in this demonstration shared three features with the small number of other youth programs 

showing signs of success: (1) recipro~1 obligations between participants and the program; (2) a clear 

employment focus (although employme'nt was not necessarily a short-run goal); and (3) consequencc.<; for 

failing to mect program performance st~ndards.5, . . ' . . 


Mandatory, full-coverage .JORS-type programs like th~ Teenage Parent Welfare Demonstration can 

change key aspe(,'ts of the welfare culture. All recipients in the Teenage Parent Welfare Demonstration were 

expected to work toward self-sufficienCYi by addreSSing personal barriers, by· improving basic and jOb-specific 

skills, and/or by gaining work experience. Equally important, the welfare system was ohligated to work with 

the young mothers to address barriers Hi their pursuit of this goal. The consequence of failure on either part 

was that the young mother suffered a Significant financial pe~alty. 


j 

• I 
Program staff were also held accountable for monitoring the activities and needs of the young mothers 

and for requesting a grant reduction for ,those who, despite program support to address ~arriers, did not fulfill 

their obligations to work toward self-sufficiency in accordance with agreed-upon plans. Programs were not 


. allowed to exempt young mothers from their obligations. Instead, they were challenged to find creative 

solutions to engage those who were rel'uctant or faced greater perceived barriers. 

, I 

,. " 
Indeed, we found little difference ~in outcomes for those who were more reluctant and less reluctant to 


participate in the demonstration programs. Moreover, case managers encountered very few clients who truly 

could not make progress if encouraged'and supported. Sometimes case managers had to go to extraordinary 

lengths to identify the source of a problem and find a solution. For example, one of the Teenage Parent 

Welfare Demonstration case managers bncountered a situation in which she could not understand why a young 

mother repeatedly failed to show up f~)f program classes. The case manager took the initiative to visit the 

participant's home and found that the Iparticipant and her partner had to sleep in shifts at night so that one 

of them could guard their baby's crihagairist rats ai all times. The case manager helped the couple find better 

housing. and the young mother began !attending program classes. 


It is feasible to operate large-sc~le, universal, full-coverage pro~rams. The Teenage Parent Welfare 

Demonstration and Ohio's Learnfare programs illustrate the feasibility of establishing efficient programs to 

serve large numbers of new clients and !managing caseloads in excess of 1,OOD--scales that would meet or exceed. 

those of most welfare offices. . 


. . i .' . . . . 
5The more successful· youth programs reflected in the research include the Center for Employment and 

Training (CET) Job Start program in San Jose California (Cave et al. 1993), Ohio's Learn fare program (Bloom 
et at 1993), the Teenage Parent De~onstration (Maynard 1993), and Job Corps (Mallar et al. 19~2). 
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A key factor in serving these large numbers without heavy reliance on exemptions and deferrals is 
providing nexibility in service plans. The Teenage Parent Welfare Demonstration required young mothers to 
engage continuously in an approved activity, but afforded them considerable latitude in the selection and 
sequence of activities. This program also promoted cooperation among the young mothers and encouraged 
them to take responsibility for their actions.: 

I , ~ . ' 

FilII-service programs like the Teenage; Parent Welfare Demonstration are modest in cost. Inclusive of 
child care support, the Teenage Parent WeIrare Demonstration cost an average of $166 per month. The 
modest cost is due to both the relatively largy scale of the program and the use of technology and management 
to help case managers handle 50 to 60 clients effectively. . 

i 
Financial sanctions can playa supportive.role in welfare programs. Financial sanctions need not hurt 

young mothers or children and will not do ISO, if the sanctions are used as a case management too\. In the 
Teenage Parent Welfare Demonstrations, sanctions resulted in young mothers receiving more services and 
support from the system. than they' otherwise WOUld. Although a third of the young mothers in the 

I . 

demonstration programs had their grants reduced for one or more months for noncompliance with 
participation requirements, program staff reached out to the young mothers before and after imposition of 
sanctions to coax, cajole,and pressure therh into accepting whatever help was needed to get them back into 
compliance. 

Half of those who received a sanctiJn warning subsequently complied with their s'ervice plan or left 
welfare shortly after their warning, therebYI avoiding a grant reduction. Of those whose grants were reduced, 
only one-third (about 10 percent of the entire caseloa<I) experienced a long~term grant reduction. ,Case 
manager assessments and client reports suggest that those who did not have their grants reinstated generally 
had alternative means of support. I 

To me, I really didn't need it, you·know. i needed it,lbut I didn't need it, you understand. It wasn't 
like, "Oh, my God, if I don't get this jcheck." It was like, "You can keep the check and everything. 
else that comes with it." 'Cause you Iknow, I was never down out struggling." 

The clear message from both the youhg mothers and the ca~e managers is that the financial penalties are 
fair and effective in chimging the culture of welfare from both sides. Clientsviewed the demonstration weifare 
system as supportive, albeit serious and demanding; 'case managers viewed it as highly motivating for both 
them in their roles as service providers aQd for clients who need to assume responsibility for themselves and 
their children. 

The first time they sent mea letter, ;1 looked at it and threw it away. The second time, I(looked at 
it and threw it away again. And then they cut my check and I said, "Uh, oh, I'd better go." . 

I 

The quality of existing education arid job training services seriously impedes the success of aggressive 
.job.foclI,sed programs for this populati0'1' A common complaint among service providers is the low quality 
of education and job trainingservices ava,ilable for this population, as well as a dearth of job training for large 
segments of the population., . . 

I 
I 

The public high schools encountered by participants in the Teenage Parent W~lfare Demonstration had 
myriad problems common to large urban :schools, and also were generally unsupportive of.teen parents' special 
needs. The alternative education programs in the community were often staffed by ineffective instructors whQ 
were intolerant of the young mothers amI insensitive to their special needs. Over time the programs succeeded 
in working with some of the local providers to tailor their services to better meet the 'needs of the teenage 
parents and they established some special on-site programs. 

I 

Job training programs are generally: unavailable to members of this population, because of their low basic 
skills. Proprietary schools tend to be more available, but often use ffhard-sell" tactics with the young mothers 
and fail to deliver promised placementsiin good jobs. Moreover, thert~ is mounting evidence that traditional 
youth job training services, such as those provided by Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) programs, are not' 
effective for youth (Bloom et al. 1993; and Cave etal. 1993).' . . , 

Child care and transportation se~ices are critical to changing the IClllture of welfare. Both are real 
barriers to successful participation in opt-of-homeactivities for welfare recipients. However, these problems 
are solvable. When program staff assuined the challenge of working with welfare recipients to address their 
child care needs, they succeeded. .; . ':' . . , 

Many young mothers opt for free 9r low-cost care by relatives. However, as children get older, thesupply 
of relative care decreases and needs for more formal, paid arrangements increase. . 

I 

i 
My mother says here babysitting days is over. She'll babysit the newborn, but she won't babysit t:he 
older one. He's too bad. 

, ' 

, . 

, , 8' 
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LOOKING AHEAD 

The core premise of the Teenage Parent Welfare Demonstration, which featured universal coverage, 
participation mandates, and extensive support services, is compatible with the Clinton Administration's goal 

" I 	 ", 
to change the cuUure of welfare. In building:o~ the lessons fr:om the Teenage Parent Welfare Demonstration, 
in particular, poliCy makers should note several key factors that were essential to the level of implementation 
success achieved in this demonstration: , ,I 	 " 

'. 	Controlled phase-in of the demo~s,itration policies and services, to enable sit~s to build local 
capacity and adapt to poliCy and culture changes 

I / ' 
I 

• 	 Firm but supportive oversight during a period of "experimentation" with the mandatory provision 
of the new welfare poliCy " 

• 	 Maintenance of clear and consiste'lt program objectives--in this ,case" the activity requirements 
I 	 ' . 

• , Maintenance of modest case loads~-60 to 80 per case manager 
I 

• 	 Substantial preservice and ongoini i.taff training 

• 	 Local autonomy over the details 1 ( 'I' f'fogram design, with, encouragement for Oexible, but 
responsive, case management I ' ) 
,I ,

" I' " 
• 	 Strong support services, including child care and transportation assistance, coordinated through 

stron~ case management' . 

These demonstrations lacked effective compo~ents to allow the, young mothers to control their fertility, 
sufficient high-quality education and training options, and components aimed at preventing first births. Each 
of these should be part of the next generatihn of efforts address this nation's teenage pregnanCy and parenting 
problems. ' ' 
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Chainnan Ford and members of the Subcommittee, I am Anne Shervington Davis, Executive 
Director of the Florence Crittenton Agency of Baltimore. I am delighted' to be with you today 
to talk about adolescent pregnancy ;and childbearing, and to discuss strategies, including 
President Clinton's proposal, to prevent adolescent childbearing. I hope that my comments will 
assist you as you write welfare refo~ legislation in the coming weeks. 

Investing in the future by providing! comprehensive services which yield positive, concrete 
outcomes for individuals and our communities is the hallmark of Florence Crittenton agencies. ' 
For 111 years, the Child Welfare League of America's (CWLA) Florence Crittenton agencies 
have responded effectively to the chariging needs of women, children, and families. More than 
700,000 young women have been seo/ed by Florence Crittentbn agencies since 1883.' 

The 23 Florence Crittenton agencie~ operate a full spectrum of fiscally sound programs to, 
address the most basic of human :needs -- housing, child care, education, health care, 
employment and training, counseling and nutrition for pregnant and parenting teens and their 
children. The young people se~ed range in age from 10 to 21. Each of the services is designed 
to offer the opportunity for individuals to preserve, and maximize their options in life by 
developing the skills required for economic independence, self;..sufficienc y , and long-term family 
, stability. I 

I 
During 1993, Florence Crittenton Services of Baltimore provided educational programs to 
approximately 75 adolescents. Our; continuum of education services includes preparation for 
General Equivalency Diplomas (GEO) and high school diplomas. All of the participants enroll 
in education programs during their stay. Of the senior students, 2 graduated from high school, 
3 received their GEDs, and 1 receiv~ a four-year scholarship to a private college. ' 

i ' " 

Florence Crittenton's health services include health screeoingand referrals, health education, 
nutrition, and exercise classes. Th~se comprehensive services have resulted in a dramatically 
lower prematurity rate, a higher birth weight for newborn children and a generally positive 
health status among families participating in Crittenton'sprograms as compared with the general 
population. I 

I.. 

Through our Mothers and Infants ksidential program, 'young mothers and their infants are 
housed, successfully making the transition from homelessness to permanent housing and self- , 
sufficiency. Our employment and 4ammg program provides young women with basic skills to 
enable them to fmd and keep jobs and become independent. In addition, this is the first year 
for the Living Classroom Program,: where young women are learning the construction trade. , ' 

Not only Florence Crittenton Services of Baltimore but all of CWLA's Florence Crittenton 
, ' 

agencies offer services that address the basic needs of individuals and families and the underlying 
I· . . . . 

causes of poverty, and that benefit ~ch community and society as a whole. ' 

, t ' ' 
FORMULATING A NATIONAL: RESPONSE TO TEEN PREGNANCY 

Improved efforts to prevent teen pregnancy are crucial to help young people stay healthy and 
, ,in school, and reduce poverty, mvIAIDS cases, and dependence on government assistaIice .. The 

United States has the highest tee~ pregnancy rate of all industrialized countries. Every 31 
seConds, an ad~lescent becomes' p~gnant, and every,minute an adolescent gives birth. 

Any effort to alleviate ,the problem of teen pregnancy will require a sustained, coordinated 
commitment to a comprehensive, mcremental, 'long-term program. There are no easy ans~ers 
or quick fixes. The need for muc~ stronger coordination at the national, state and local levels, 

',has been consistently demonstrated. Combatting teen pregnancy must' involve the mobilization 
of anextraordiIiarily broad and di~erse range of resources -- families, religiousgroups, media,', 
community and neighborhood grotlPS; parent-teacher associations, the business' community and 
public and private agencies in the ,areas of health, education, social services, and employment 
and training. Beyond increasing public awareness and mobilizing public and private resources, 

'there must be sustained and coordinated planning, program and policy development, service 
, I ' . , 

I 
1 

I ' 
" ! ' . '". 

", 

i 
1 



delivery; and monitoring. 
I 

The main focus iii the effort to prevent teen pregnancy must be in the reahn of individual farilUy 
responsibility, increased access to family planning infonnation, services for sexually active teens. 
and a stronger emphasis. on increasing life options through greater community and government 
efforts to enhance 'educational attainment and employment opportunities. 

I 

For too many high":risk teens, there ~ few economic disincentives to childbearing. Poor 
employment prospects and inadequate basic skills add to the difficulties high-risk youths have, 

, iri weighing carefully the adverse consequences of teen parenting. While the evidence on the· 
relationship between AFDC and teen pregnancy does not show that teens get pregnant to receive 
welfare benefits, research does show that the availability of welfare does iilfluence decisions to 
remain unmarried. In order to change the behavior of high-risk teens, we must institute a 
program, of economic incentives for~gh-risk teens who stay in school and avoid teenage 
childbearing. ',': ~ , ' 

. I . . 
Youth development programs work towards preventing adolescent pregnancy by promoting 

responsibility. They yield positive results because, they focus on multiple facets of young 

people's lives over a continuous period of time. By increasing adolescents' self-esteem through 


, I . 

. sports, academic assistance, and the arts, as well as by helping adolescents to explore 
employment and educational possib~ties, youth development programs present multiple 
opportunities to youth -- opportunities: which often cannot be pursued if they get pregnant. . 

For youth development programs t9 have a' significant impact in, preventing adolescent 

pregnancy, however, they must include family life and sex education programs and medical and 

health (including mental health) serviCes. Some youth development programs -- such as The 

Children's ~dSociety program in New York -- even guarantee admission and full scholarship 

to college upon completion of the oth<rr aspects of the program. These types of programs must 

be implemented across the country. !Not only do these programs promote responsibility and 

healthy 'behavior, but they are also :economical; the money spent on these programs on a 

teenager to prevent pregnancy is less fhan what the AFDC program would spend in benefits for 

a teen mother and her newborn child. ' . . ", 


i 
" I ' 

THE AD:MINISTRATION'S TEEN PREGNANCY PREVENTION INITIATIVES 

, President Clinton's welfare refonn plan (H.R. 4605) includes four initiatives aimed at preventing 
adolescent pregnancy. The Clinton plan includes a national campaign against teen pregnancy, 
teen, pregnancy prevention grants, ¢omprehensive services demonstration grants to prevent 
pregnancy in high risk communities, and a national clearinghouse on teen pregnancy prevention. 
I will address the extent to which the President's plan constitutes a comprehensive response to 
teen pregnancy, and I will identify areas for improvement. 

The Administration' proposes to conduct a new national campaign to prevent teen pregnancies 

by establishing a non-profit, non-partisan privately funded entity that encourages all segments 

of society to join the effort to feduc~ teen pregnancy . ,The President places the en~ity outside 

of government. ' 


I believe that such' an entity is need~ but that it should be within the federal government~ not 
outside it, in order to ensure accountability, address cross-cutting issues among various, federal 
ag~ncies and programs, and to' gu¥'antee that national goals concerning teen pregnancy are'· . 
developed and accomplished. This entity could operate as a quasi-governmental agency. The 
problem of teen pregnancy demands a high-priority, high-level government office with 
cOoI'dina~ing responsibilities and with its own core staff. 

A governmental entity to address t~nage pregnancy and childbearing should have a nationat'" 
mandate and capacity to spearhead ia coordinated, sustained plan of action. If this body is a 
public/prlyate venture, it should have a widely representative board and should serve as a 

, generill forum for mobilization, communication, and coordination. The entity's goals should 
. t. , . 'I . r' , • 
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include fostering community infonnation and education, coordinating' data collection and 
analysis,and developing policy and program initiatives. The entity should also ensure crucial 
linkages among major departments cif federal government. It should assist in resource ' 
development and technical assistance t,o state and local governments and agencies.' It should 
develop and monitor the, long-tenn strategies that are prerequisites for progress in combatting 
teen pregnancy. ' 

! 

The second of the Administration's proposals, the development of a' grant program that provides 
funds for schools and communities to develop comprehensive adolescent pregnancy prevention 
programs is commendabie. Although community organizations need new funds to develop teen 
pregnancy prevention programs, they lack the fmancial resources to implement such programs. 
This grant program would provide th~ seed money (or such programs. 

1 recommend that the grant funds be 3imed at high-risk youth -- those that are in out-of-home 
care such as foster homes, are homeless, or are incarcerated. ~ According to several studies, 
compared to their counterparts, young people in foster care are more Ilkely to have had sexual' 
intercourse; are twice as likely to have been pregnant; are less infonned about human sexuality 
and birth control; and are less likely to have used contraceptives during their flISt intercourse. ' 
The special needs of youth in out-of~home care make them the most Vulnerable and the least 

,prepared for parenthood. Priority for; the grant programs should be made for at-risk youth and 

the sibling of teen parents. Research' has shown that these populations are the most at risk' for 

early childbearing, yet they rarely receive teen pregnancy prevention services. ' 


MINOR MOTIIER RESIDENCY REQUIREMENT , 

The President also proposes to require most teen parents to live with a parent. However, a 
Child Welfare League of America (CWLA) survey of Florence Crittenton AgenCies, conducted 
in the spring of 1994, suggests that f~rcing teen parents and their children to return to a parent's 
home without proper safeguards could place many children at severe risk of physical or seX;ual 
abuse. The survey found that: ' . 

I 
, ,I , ' 

• about 62 % were estimated to' have been abused or neglecte4 by a caregiver; , 
• almost 64% were estimated tp have had at least one unwanted sexual experience; 
• about 50% of those living independently would, in the opinion of those agencies which 

serve such young women, be placed at risk of physical or sexual abuse if returned to 
,their families. I ' 

, I 

The high prevalence of abuse by caregivers indiCates that most of the adolescent mothers seryed ' 
by these agencies come from unsafe homes. TheSe figures, most likelyunderestjmate the 
proportion of these mothers who have been abu~or neglected by a caregiver because some 
agencies answered this question only in tenns of substantiated abuse cases. It is widely believed 
that abuse very often gOes'unreported or unsubstantiated. The agencies' staffs know these young' 
women quite 'well; their report that 50% would be at risk of abuse if returned to their home 

'suggests that for the federal govemment to impose such a requirement in order to receive 
welfare would be detrimental to thousands. It would force many adolescents to choose between 
seeing their children go hungry or homeless and putting both themselves and their children in 
danger. ,,' , ' , 

, I 
These statistics doriot come as a surprise to those of us working in the field. Since the 1988 
Family Support ~ct, states have been given the option of implementing a minor mothers' 
residency,requirement. 'Although this provision has been available for six years, only five states 
(Michigan, Delaware, Maine, Wisconsin and Connecticut) have adopted the option. Apparently, 

, experienced state workers in many other states -- those who actually work in the field with 
adolescent motherS -- did not thinksuch a requirement would bea positive one. In response to 
a CWLA telephone request in Ju;ne 1994, none of those states that adopted the residency' 
requirement option could provide statistics on the number of minor parents who are required to 
live at home: Representatives o( ~he various stale departments of human resources stated that 
,they do not stnctly enforce the requirement because of a lack of personnel. ' 

. : : '," 

I," 3 
. ,'.

j 
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I 	 .' 

One benefit of trying out a prograril or provision on a state level is the ability to evaluate it 
before introducing it on a nationallevet . Before this provision is mandated nationwide, research 
should be conducted. to evaluate not orily the utility and efficacy of the programs in place, but 
also why the majority of states have shunned the option. . 

.' I 

If a teen parent residency requirement program is impleinented, we must ensure that young 
parents do not return to abusive or other:wise unsafe households, that exceptions are made when 
such a requirement makes no sense fori a particular family, and that teen parents' special needs 

. . for intensive case management are addressed. One important strategy would be to assign 
, . 	 1-· 

. qualified "teen parent case managers" to make·careful decisions regarding whether the teen and 
her child should be sent back to a parent's home. These case managers would also help ~ch 
minor parent draw up an individual plan to attain independence, a~sist her in achieving her plan 
by linking her with needed education, health and other social services, and help the client make 
determinations about' where to live. Recogriizing that the teen parent case manager would play 
a critical role in assuring the rights and safety of teen .parents a1nd their children, caseloads of 
no' more than 20 clients to each teen parent case manager should be maintained. . 

'. ! . . . . 

ADDmONAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
i 
I 

1. 	 Include Males in Pregnancy Prevention Programs 

I am'concerned that the President's proposal does not address young men in pregnancy 
prevention. For too long, programs and policies have been aimed at young women at 
the exclusion of young men. iWe need programs beyond paternity establishment and 
condom distribution for young ;men. They, too, need programs to help them understand 
responsibility; gain knowledge; have access to family planning services; and learn to 
. communicate with young women in a respectful manner. 

2. 	 Increase Funding for Comprehensive Reproductive Health Services that are Age
Appropriate and Accessible for Teenagers 

. I . 

One of the most effective ways to prevent teen pregnancy is through comprehensive 
reproductive health services, .i.e., a program of educational, medical, and counseling 
services. Such a comprehensiye program provides for the advocacy of abstinence from 
sexual activity and adequate and appropriate medical services. Title X of the Public 
Health Service Act provides funding to family planning clinics. The majority of the Title 
X patients are low-income women and approximately one-third are teenagers. However, 
only a small percentage of teens who want and need family planning services are able 
to obtain them. Title X shquld be expanded and receive additional funding with a 
proportion of funding earmarked to serve adolescents. Services need to be accessible and 
appropriate to teens. Family; planning clinics should be located where teens are -- in 
shopping malls, recreation centers and schools. : 

3. 	 Mandate Comprehensive Fainny Life Education in Schools
I . , 

Family life education in schOQls is" a vital component of efforts to prevent teen 
pregnancy. Research demonstrates that comprehensive family life education programs 
that teach sexuality educatio'n, including delaying sexual involvement, social skills 
training,refusal skills andcoqlprehensiveinformation about contraceptives have positive 
effects. Yet, fewer than 10% of American school children receive comprehensive family 
life education~ Only 17 states;require comprehensive family life education and 30 others 
encourage it. ' Creative approaches to family life education are needed. Increased 
involvement of students and their parents in the planning and review of the curriculum 
is iJnperative .. In addition, adequately trained personnel should teach the courses. 

" 	 "i 

***I 
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Statement of June E. O'Neill 


Professor of Economics and Finance and 

Director of the Center for the Study of Business and Government 


Baruch College,: City University of New York 

July 29, 1994 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 

I appreciate the opportunity to .address .the subcommittee 

today. 


With the rise in the AFDC caseload of the past few years about 

14 percent of families with children .in the United States now 

receive welfare benefits. 1 A portion of the recent increase is 

likely related to the prolonged recession and with an improved 

economy the caseload probably will decline somewhat. But this will 

still leave a vastly exp~nded welfare population compared to 30 

years ago when only three' and a· half percent of families were .on 
 \
welfare. 

If the expansion of w~lfare simply meant that a greater number 

of poor families have been assured a better quality of life, 

concerns about the program likely would' not arise. But welfare is 

not a benign transfer program. The AFDC program is no longer a. 

program for poor qhildrenlunexpectedlY,deprived of their fathers, 

as it originally was intended to be. Over the ,years single 

parenthood has come to have a strong element of choiqe. Nowadays, 

about 60 percent of the m~thers on AFDC have borne; their children 

out of wedlock. " . 


I 
There is little question that out of wedlock childbearing and 


welfare participation ar~ closely intertwined. Among young women 

in the National Longitudi~al Survey of Youth (NLSY) who had a first 

birth out-of-wedlockin 1978-1981, about half went on welfare 

within two years of the birth and 80 percent entered welfare within 

ten years. An out -of -we.dlock birth is most likely to occur when 

the mother is' a teen~ger and the combination produces an 

extraordinarily high rate of welfare participation. However, the 

majority of unwed mothers eventually go on welfare even when they 

have their first birth at' age twenty or older. (Married teenage 

mothers were much less likely to go on welfare· over a ten year 

period -- 37 percent didjso.) 


I 

There is also a strong intergenerational component to welfare 

use .. Teen mothers who bear their 'children out-:-of-wedlock and go on 

welfare are themselves l~kely to have grown up ih a single parent 

family on welfare. 'Young white women in the NLSY whose families 

were on welfare were almost six times as likely as those from 

nonwelfare families to go on welfare themselves. Among young black 

women this differential \~as two and a half times. Among the teen 

mothers in the Teenage Parent Demonstration Program 65 percent were 

the child of a teen mot.her i 62 percent came from a family that 

received welfare at somettime (30 percent from a family that was on 

welfare most or all of the time) . 
, 

, i·, ". 
Young mothers on welfare have very low levels of skill. One 


third never 'complete high school and they have been found to score 

well below the ,average, on tests of basic reading and . 
math 

achievement. Among the NLSY women on welfare about 30 percent 

scored at or below the 10th percentile on the Armed Forces 

Qualifications Test (AFQT). Those who start out on welfare as teen 

unwed mothers' frequently remain on welfare for many years·, More 

than a third accumulate: more than seven years on AFDC over a 10
year period. Long-term welfare participation further impedes the 

development of skills.! Women on welfare seldom work and as a 


. result they do not deve,lop skills on the job, and the skills that 
they may have acquired ,in school or at prior jobs depreciate over 
the years. 

! 
A key question is whether the welfare program plays' an 


important causal role :in out-of-wedlock childbearing and in the 

development of skills.i There are strong theoretical grounds to 

believing ,that welfareicould have an effect on single parenthood 




- 2 
I 

since the availability of benefits enables a woman to support her 
children outside marriage and without working. The strength of the 
incentive, however, depends j on the income and benefits provided by 
welfare compared to that' attainable from its alternatives 
marriage and work. Wheth1er welfare in practice has been a 
significant factor promoting single parenthood has been a 
controversial issue among social scientists. The empirical 
evidence is mixed. Some studies have found weak effects or no 
significant effect of welfare benefit levels on out-of -wedlock 
births or other measures of disrupted family structure; but others 
have found positive and significant effects. 

i 

My colleague Anne Hill and I have found a strong relation 
between increases in the ~elfare benefit package (AFDC and food 
stamps combined) and increases in out -of -wedlock childbearing among 
young women: a' 25 percent increase. in the state benefit level 
increased out-of-wedlock childbearing by 32 percent. These results 
hold constant many other factors such as the parents' income and 
education, the local unemployment rate and the expected wage. The 
absence of the young woman's father, the family's welfare 
participation and residepce in a neighborhood with a high 
proportion of welfare recipients also contributed significantly to 
out-of-wedlock childbearing. Because some of these factors are 
themselves likely to be affected by the welfare benefit level these 
results may understate the true effect of the benefit level. 

f 

In drawing conclusio~s from this and other studies based on 
differences in benefits across states it should be kept in mind 
that the AFDC program operates in all the states. Thus Charles 

<;}~~;::::~i:?;:::;::;:;:~~il~~~~:)?~~:~~i~~g~~i~~~fr?tl:~¢~·~~t:;0~~ls:~~.E~}:)~;~~~~(f~~;~'~Y~F?t,ti~$~~U;jj~':~~:';~~>';Y~>;:i:;:f.i:i

.' " ,'ava·ihible. :TheMurray e'ffect wQuldalr,nost :ce'rtairily:'be~ larger.than. ':.': ,'~,:--" 

is·observed in the curren~ly available studies .. 

One compelling lesson I have drawn from my research is that a 
highly, intractable problem is created once an unskilled and 
immature young woman starts a family and goes on welfare; and I 
believe this is an important message to keep in mind in formulating 
government policy. The current focus on the provision of 
employment and training programs for women who are already on 
welfare will not do harm, but I really question whether it ever 
will produce substantial iresults. We have been at the training 
game for a longtime (WIN ~xpenditures in 1979 were $800 million in 
1991 dollars) without a g~eat deal to show for it. 

What is needed is a' preventive strategy for deterring teen 
out-of-wedlock births and entry onto welfare. New measures are 
needed to help develop the skills and competence of boys as well as 
girls, starting at young ages, if the viability and perceived 
benefits of work and marriage are to be enhanced. True school 
reform through vouchers lor other means may be highly effective 
welfare reform. But if sq:hooling and future work options are to be 
taken seriously, disincentives to learn and improve future earnings 
must be reduced. Thus the ot,her side of the equation is equally 
important. Welfare that is readily available and provides benefits 
competitive with the wages a young person can earn is a school 
disincentive. Thus attitudes are not likely to be easily changed 
unless the attractiveness of welfare is seriously reduced. 
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, 
Proportion of NLSY Mothers 'Entering Uelfare by Timing of Entry, 


Year of First Birth, Marital ~tatus and Age of Mother at First Birth 


First Birth Out-of Uedlock Married at Time of First Birth 

Mother's Age at Birth Mother's Age at Birth 

All ; Under 20 Years All Under 20 Years 


Ages 20 or older Ages 20 or older 


YEAR OF FIRST BIRTH IS 1978-1981 
Percent Entered Uelfare: 

0-2 years after 1st birth 50.8 i 49.8 54.3 7.3 9.9 5.4 
3-5 years after 1st birth 16.3 ' 18.3 9.3 9.4 15.2 5.0 
6-8 years after 1st birth 5.8 6.6 3.4 5.4 6.7 4.4 
9-10 years after 1st birth 5.3 6.2 2.4,( 3.7 4.9 2.8I 

Cummulative percent on 
welfare through 1991 78.2 80.9 69.4 25.8 36.7 17.6 , 

YEAR OF FIRST BIRTH IS 1982·1984 
Percent Entered Uelfare: 

I0-2 years after 1st birth 48.8 52.2 46.7 7.9 14.4 6.7 
3-5 years after 1st birth 13.3 I 6.1 17.6 3.9 6.2 3.5 
6-8 years after 1st birth 2.6 2.2 2.8 3_ 1 6.6 2.4 ,
Cummulative percent on I 

wetfare through 1991* 64.7 : 63.4 67. , 14_9 27.2 12.6 

YEAR OF FIRST BIRTH IS 1985-1987 iPercent Entered ~elfare: 
0-2 years after 1st birth 34.1 i n.o. 34.1 n.o. 4.7 
3-5 years. after 1st birth 4.3 n.o. 4.3 n.o. 3.0 
Cummulative percent on 

weHa~e>tl)rough 1991* 39.0! n.o. 39.0 n.o. 9.3 
" ..,. .' '., ,. -. .....,' : i. .' '.;'. '.. .. ," ,:;:.' .: ..:: - '. :'-. '. ;, 

" . ~ : 

I 
Notes: n.o.: no observations on this group in the sample; 

* Cummulative percent may include a small: percentage in categories of years since birth not separatly shown. 
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Proportion of Welfar& Recipients on Welfare More than 
a Specified NUmb.er of Total Years, from Time of Entry' 

Through 1991 : NLSY Mothers 
Starting A ,First AFDC Spell in 1970-1984, 
by Marital Status and Age at Time of, Birth 

Total years U'nder Age 20 at First Birth Age 20 or Older at First Birth 
on Welfare -~--------------,----------- ---------------------..,------- 
are Greater Out of wedlock Married at Out of wedlock Married at 
Than: First birth :First birth First Birth First Birth 

1 0.89 0.714 0.91 0.738 
2 0.756 ! 0.585 0.717 0.581 

j
3 0.633 0.46 0.577 0.421 
4 0.59 " 0.388 0.468 0.379 
5 0.504 0.298 0.402 0.318 
6 0.408 0.253 0.357 0.293 
7 0.346 0.206 0.279 0.204 
8 0.273* 0.142* 0.176* 0.05* 

Mean Years 5.81 4.31 4.98 4,.02 
sample size 373 116 ,65 53 

* Estimate is unreliable since a portion of the ::,ample 
was exposed to AFDC for le~s than 8 years •. 

i 

, i 
! 

. I 

I 
I 
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Characteristics, (~eighted) of NLSY womeh with a first birth in 1978-1982 and work/welfare status-in 
1988-89, by welfare participation since first birth and marital status at time of first birth 

Out of ~edlock Harried at first birth 
first birth 

Ever on Never on Ever on Never on 
welfare welfare welfare welfare 

population (OOO's) 
Sample size 

826 
461 

274 
120 

656 
248 

2,108 
607 

A. CHARACTERISTICS, ALL ~OMEN ~ITH A FIRST BIRTH 1978-1982 

Age at first bi rth 
Under 18 

(~) 

34.5 32.5 21.0 8.3 
18 or 19 39.0 34.0 -35.4 24.8 
20 or more 26.5 33.5 43.6 66.8 

X Black 54.4 33.5 8.7 5.6 
X Hispanic
X~hite 

9.4 
36.1 

11.0 
55.5 

10.9 
80.4 

7.8 
86.6 

~ Not a H.S. Grad at birth of Ii rst child 56.0 26.5 47.7 21.0 
" Not a H.S. Grad in 1989 32.5 10.6 31.6 10.8 

AFQT Percentile Score 23.5 34.3 32.5 47.3 
-X at or below 10th percentile 32.3 16.9 14.2 7.0 

Months on AFDC, first birth thru 1989 
South (at age 14) 
1. Ever Married 

47.0 
33.7 
53.9 

0.0 
48.8 
71.8 

26.0 
26.2 

100.0 

0.0 
37.6 

100.0 

Sample size 220 120 132 607 
AFQT Percentile Score 28.1 34.3 36.1 47.3 

-x at or below 10th percentile 21.0 16.9 lL9 7.0 
Months on AFDC, first birth thru 1989, 26.0 0.0 15.5 0.0 
X Ever marri ed 69.5 71.8 100.0 100.0 
Percent married in '89 or '90 53.2 55.4 75.9 84.4 
Percent worked in '88 or '89 91.7 84.5 89.5 84.8 
Percent not a H.S. Grad in '89 23.6 10.6 35.1 10.8 

No. of chi ldren '2.0 1.7 2.1 2.2 
Family income $21,994 $24,862 $24,120 $36,284 

C. On welfare in 1989 

Sample size 176 90 
AFQT Percentile Score 18.4 28.5 

-X at or below 10th percentile , 40.8 12.7 
Months on AFDC, first birth thru 1989 71.9 40.5 
Percent not a H.S. Grad in '89 43.6 27.8 
No. 0.1 children 2.4 2.3 
AFDC income, 1989 $4,084 $3,520 
Family income in 1989 $10,243 $12,461 

.. 
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Characteristics, Skills and ~ork Experience of 24-31 Year Old ~omen on AFDC 
In 1989, by Yea'is on ~elfare since 1978, (NLSY) 

All ~omen i On AFDC 2 On AFDC more On AFDC 4 Yea.rs 
'on AFDC in Years or ,than 2 Years or more 
1989 Less 

% Black. 39.1 25.6 42.7 44.0 
% H.ispanic 9.5 6.7 10.2 11.1 
% White 51.4 67.8 47.2 44.9 

Age at first birth (X) 
17 or Less 27.4 12.9 31;1 32.1 
18 or 19 24.0 12.3 27.0 29.3, 
20 or more 47.8 71.9 41.6, 38.3 

% OUt-of wedlock 
first birth 61.3 49.9 64.3 68.,5 

% South, Age 14 26;6 32.8 25.1 22.7 

Number of children: 
-In year entered 

AFDC 1.385 1.562 1.342 1.286 
-In 1989 2.229 1.612 2.389 2.426 

X High school 
dropout: 

-In year entered 
MDC 43.2 27.3 47.5 49.5 . 

-In 1989 33.5 21.5 36.6 37.0 

AfQT percentile (mean) 26.0 29.8 25'.3 24.5 
AFQT (X at or below 
the 10th percentile) 30.9 31.0 30.9 30.2 

X ~ent on AFDC 
within 2 years of 
first birth 42.5 13.8 49.9 52.9 

X ~orked before 
AFDC 76.2 85.6 73.8 72.2 

~eeks worked by 
working women 
before going on 
MDC 140.5 

I 
I 

293.7 98.2 44.3 

Total months on 
AFOC since 1978 (mean) 57.4 10.0 69.1 75.6 

Sampl e she 530 87 443 393 

~ei9hted Population 

(thous.) 1123.2 231.7 891.4 765.4 , 


, 
" 
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Effe,~ts of Changes in Explanatory Variables on Outcomes for Young Women and Men 
I ',:,:,.

: Baseline . Family Unemployment rate _ . 
: Percent NJ{;::: Two income raised Family Family Family lived AFDC-FS benefit was 2 % points 
I (from Fath:~r:' " more by: was on lived in in high increased by: higher in: 

OUTCOME ! regression );::;' siblings welfare public welfare
'.,.;. ' 

i,}::" 25% 50% 25% 50% 1982-84 1985-86: sample) housing neighborhood
I 

I 

I 


WOMEN 

:~ver on Welfare 17.3 +6~t.: . ' +4.1 -0.4 -0.1 + 12.5 +1.3'" +6.1 +6.8 + 12.3 + 1.1& +2.1 

Years on Welfare 1.8 + 1;9~ +2.5 -0.4. -1.1" + 14.1 +5.6 +5.5 +3.2 +5.8 +2.8 +0.1· 

Jut of Wedlock 
f3irth, Never 
Married 

13.9 +8~j~~. 
'.,: -Co 

~ \ : 
';. 

+0.8 -0.0" -0.1& +8.3 +4.8 +4.9 +4.5 +8.1 + 1.4& +0.1

!1igh School 
I)ropout 

14.0 +2:'1'< 
."'.; 

',' 

,~.' '. 

+3.6 -0.5' -0.9& + 13.9 -2.1& + 1.3& -1.1& -3.1" +0.8& 

MEN ':.;"; 

Years of Low Work 

r~ver in Jail 

Jut of Wedlock 

19.6 

5.4 

ILl 

+'{4".
:' ';:.:;. 

+4'4' 

+ I·~~~. 

+ 1.1 

+2.0 

+ 1.0" 

-0.6 

-0.2· 

~0.2a 

-1.0 

-0.4& 

-0.4& 

+5.9 

+0.1'" 

+2.9" 

+8.1 

+ 1.1& 

+5.9 

+5.4 

+2.4 

+4.8 

+ 1.5· 

+ 1.1& 

+1.1 

+2.8& 

+.2.0" 

+13.0 

+3.6 

-0.1& 

+0.8& 

+ 1.8 

+1.1 

+0.3

Birth. Never 
Married 

High School 
Dropout 

22.1 

..;~.~::,:., . 
..~: ~ 
'>,.>. 

+2'::8' 
~./.::; 

, ' 

+6.4 -2.5 4.6 +3.0" +11.1 +1.4 +2.9" +5.3& +2.2 

<II 

Based on t-slalislic of less than 1.5 

)urce: Text tables 5.4 and 5.5. Source: M. Anne Hill and June O'Neill "Underclass Behaviors 
in the United states: Measurerrent and Analysis of 

",' Determinants, August 1993. 
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Statement of Charles Murray 
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.l'. I ' 

. \.,,:,.," t.,Mr. Chainnan and Members of the Subcommittee: "." .. , 
I , '.

'~;'"" ,:. j. :-~:.~'~':'.:~:I 

My name is Charles Murray., I am a Bradley Fellow atthe American Enterprise 
Institute and'conduct research on sdcjal policy~" Today I warif'to"'talk with memoers of 

I ' , . .,
the Subcommittee about the problem of illegitimacy. ...·1:::, '. ,;. , ..":, .1 .-:~~::;~: . 

. '" I .' . . . 
Every once in a while the'skY really is'f~ling, and this seems to be the;case 

with the latest national figUres on i~legitimacy. ~ The unadorned statistic isr.tliat; iti<' " 
1991, 1.2 million children were born to unriuuned mothers; Within'a harr'of 30%':of all 
live births. How high is 30%? About four percentage pointS'higher than the black= :., ': 
illegitimacy rate in the early I 960s : that motivated Daniel PatricfMoynihan "to write 
his famous memorandum on the breakdown of the black family. 

.. ! ' .,. ':-:. . "::' ,'. 
. . I 

The 1991 story for blacks is that illegitimacy has now reached 68% of 'births to' 
black women. In inner cities, the figure is typically in excess of 80%. Many: of us 
have heard these numbers so often1that we are inured. It is time to think about them' 
as if we were back in the mid-1969s with the young Moynihan and asked to predict 
what would happen if the black i1l~gitimacy rate were 68%. 

Impossible, we would have [said. But' if the proportion of fatherless bqys in a 
given community were to reach such levels, surely the culture must be "Lord of the 
Flies" writ large, the values of unSocialized male adolescents made norms .... physical 
violence, immediate gratification' and predatory' sex. That is the culture now taking . 
over the black inner city. 

But the black story, however dismaying, is 'old news. The new trend that 
threatens the U.S. is white illegitiinacy .. Matters have not yet quite gotten out of hand, 
but they are on the brink. If we want to act, now is the time. 

! 

In 1991, 707,502 babies were born to single white women, representing 22% of 
white births. The elite wisdom h91ds that this phenomenon cuts across social classes, 
as if the increase in Murphy Browns were pushing the trendline. Thus, a few months 
ago, a Census Bureau study of fertility among all American women got headlines for a 
few days because it showed that births to single women with college degrees doubled 
in the last decade to 6% from 3%. This is an interesting trend, but ofminor social . 
importance. The real news of th~t study is that the proportion of single mothers with 

. less than a high school education:jumped to 48% from 35% in a single decade. 
I ., 

! 
These numbers are dominated by whites. Breaking down the numbers by race 

(using data not available in the p:ublished version), women with college degrees 
contribute only 4% of white illegitimate babies, while women with a high school 
education or less contribute 82%~ Women with family incomes of $75,000, or more 
contribute 1 % of white illegitim~te babies, while women with family incomes under 
$20,000 contribute 69%. 

The National Longitudinal Study of Youth, a Labor Department study that has 
tracked more than 10,000 youth~ since 1979, shows an even more dramatic picture. 
For white women below the pOVerty line in the year prior to giving birth, 44% of 
births have been illegitimate, cotnpared with only 6% for women above the poverty 

i 
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The social justification is this,: A society with broad legal freedoms depends 

crucially on strong nongovernmental institutions to temper and restrain behavior. Of 

these, marriage is paramount. Either we reverse the current trends in illegitimacy -

especially white illegitimacy -- or America must, willy-nilly, become an 

unrecognizably authoritarian, socially segregated, centralized state. ' 


, , 

To restore the rewards and penalties of marriage does not require sociat.l 't,.:;,t:;:,.:;, 

engineering. Rather, it requires that the state stop interfering :with the natUl1~,l:..(0!c.~~/r 
. that have done the job quite effectiyely for millennia. Some of the chcp1g~j l,~,i1.l ' .' ~ 
describe can occur at the federal level; others would involve state laws. For now, the 
important thing is to agree on what :should be done. ':' .:, 'T 

I 

I begin with the penalties, of; which the most obvious are economic. ': ." ,: ~J;:';' 
Throughout human history, a single, woman with a small child has not been a viable 
economic unit, neither have the single woman and child been a 'legitimate ~9ci,~tunit. 
In small numbers, they must be a n,et drain on the community's resources~ '~'l~~g~ ~.~[ 
numbers, they must destroy the community's capacity to sustain itself. . Mi1;ap.Ue~it;h!,~ 
communities everywhere have augmented the economic penalties· of single.parenthood ' 
with severe social stigma. i . ,~' ! .. ~. 

I 

Restoring economic penalties translates into the first and central policy , . 
prescription: to end all economic support for single mothers. The AFDC (Aid to, ' 
Families With Dependent Children) payment goes to zero. Single mothers are not 
eligible for subsidized housing or for food stamps. An assortment of other subsi4ies , 
and in-kind benefits disappear. S~ce universal medical coverage appears to be an idea 
whose time has come, I will stipulate that all children have medical coverage.' But 
with that exception, the signal is loud and unmistakable: From society's perspective, to 
have a baby that you cannot care for yourself is profoundly irresponsible, and the· ' 
government will no longer subsidize it. ' , 

i " . 

How does a poor young mother survive without government support? The same 
way she has since time immemorial. If she wants to keep a child, she must enlist 
support from her parents, boyfriend, siblings, neighbors, church or philanthropies. She 
must get support from somewhere, anywhere, other than the government. The 
objectives are threefold. 

I ' 
First, enlisting the support qf others raises the probability that other mature 

adults are going to be involved with the upbringing of the child, and this is a great 
good in itself. 

I 

Second, the need to find support forces a self-selection process. One of the 
most short-sighted excuses made for current behavior is that an adolescent who is 
utterly unprepared to be a mother ,"needs someone to love." Childish yeaming isn 'ta. 
good enough selection device. We need to raise the probability, that a young single 
woman who keeps her child is domg so volitionally and thoughtfully. Forcing her to 
fmd a way of supporting the child! does this. It will lead many young women who 
shouldn't be mothers to place their babies for adoption. This is good. It wit,l lead 
others, watching what happens to their sisters, to take steps not to get pregnant. This 
is also good. Many others will get abortions. Whether this is good depends on what 
one thinks of abortion. 

Third, stigma will regenerate. The pressure on relatives and communities to pay 
for the folly of their children will; make an illegitimate birth the socially horrific act it 
used to be, and getting a girl pregnant something boys do at the risk of facing a 
shotgun. Stigma and shotgun mamages mayor may not be good for those on the 
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they want to grow up to be a daddy 1- they must marry. Little girls should gro~ up 
knowing from their earliest memories that if they want to have any legal claims 
whatsoever on the father of their children, they must marry. A marriage certificate 
should establish that a man and a wbman have entered into a unique legal relationship; 
The changes in recent years that have blurred the distinctiveness of marriage are subtly 
but importantly destructive. 

Together, these measures add up to a set of signals, some with immediate and 
tangible consequences, others with long-term consequences, still others symbolic. 
They should be supplemented by others based on a re-examination of divorce law and 
its consequences. 

i 

I . I 
That these policy changes seem drastic and unrealistic is a peculiarity of our 

age, not of the policies themselves. iWith embellishments, I have endorsed the :policies 
that were the uncontroversial law or: the land as recently as John Kennedy's: . 

. presidency. Then, America's elites accepted as a matter of course that a free society 
such as America's can sustain itselfonly through virtue and temperance in the people, 
that virtue and temperance depend c,entrally on the socialization of each new 
generation, and that the socialization of each generation depends on the matrix of care 
and resources fostered by marriage. 

Three decades after that consensus disappeared, we face an emerging crisis. 
The long, steep climb in black il1e~timacy has been calamitous for black conu~lUnities 
and painful for the nation. The refonns I have described will work for blacks las for . 
whites, and have been needed for y~ars. But the brutal truth is that American society 
as a whole could survive when illegltimacy became epidemic within a comparatively 
small ethnic minority. It cannot suo/ive the same epidemic among whites. 
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My name Is Constance w,. ·WiJJ1ams. I am an ASSOCiate Professor 
of Social Policy at the Heller Graduate School, Brandeis University, . 
Waltham, Massachusetts. I am pleased to be Included among the 
Invited w1tnessesto descrlbe1causes and consequences of early. 
childbearing and to comment on the provisions of H.R. 4605 that are 
deSigned to prevent early childbearing. My testimony is informed by 
three prOjects that I have been Involved In during the past ten years., 

First, I am the author of Black Teenagel"'others: Pregnancy and 
ChildRearing from Their PersfJectiv~ a study of 30 mothers, half of 
whom had one chl1d and half of whom had two chl1dren before the age 
of 19. Second, from 1985 -19~7, I was staff to the Governor's 
Commission on Child Support Enforcement that revitalized the Ch1Jd 
Support Statutes of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. And third, 
I am the ethnographer for a Comprehensive ChtldDevelopment 
Program (CCDP) In 'Boston, Massachusetts. CCDP is a national famlly 
support demonstration whose objectIve Is to promote educational 
achievement and economic and social self-sufficiency through 
Intensive comprehensive servfces for low-Income chHdren and 
families from achild's birth u~tn entry Into school. Approximately 
20 percent of the 120 mother~ in the Boston CCDP were under twenty 
years of age when recruited Into the program and many of the mothers 
now In their twenties or thirtIes first became mothers In their 
teenage years. . 

BIRTH RATE TRENDS fROM 1980-1991 
, 

I
Before we consider cau~es, conseQuenses or prevention of 


adolescent childbearing, a review of.chl1dbearlng trends during the 

past decade may be useful. In 

I

the 1980's two trends In childbearing 

were evident among women under 20 years of age. During the first 

half of the decade, their blrth~ates declined untll the number of . 

women between, 15 and 19 years of age who gave birth fe11 below the 

half million r,nark. During the second half of the decade, birth rates 

steadily rose, though the numb:er stayed below a half mll1lon untl1 

1989 when women under the age of 20 had 517,989 births. By 1990 

women under 20 years of age accounted for 533, 438 (13%) of the 

4,158,212 births that occurred tn the United States In 1990. 


I 
I 

. Between 1980 and 1988, the birth rate for older teenagers (18-19) 
and younger teenagers (15-17) remained relatively stable then Increased 
annually between 1988 and 1991. The birth rate for women between 18 
and 19 years of age rose from 79.9 In 1988 to 94.4 In 1991 while the 

. rate for younger teens Increased less, from 33.6 to 38.7. This growth In 
teenage birth rates occurred W:hile the number of teenagers in the ; 
population decreased from 9.2 :m'lliion In 1986 to 8.4 million in 1991. 
Until 1986, when teenage blrt~rates began to cl1mb, women in their 

I 



thirtIes were the only age gr<;>up for whom birth rates had steadily 
Increased sInce 1980.' . 

SEXUAL BEHAVIOR AND NONMARITAL BIRTHS 

One of the causes of Increased adolescent childbearing Is the 
growth in the proportion 'of t~enagers who are sexually active. Sexual 
behavior among teenagers Is Influenced by standards of sexual behavior 
In the general population. The uncoupling of sex and marriage Is evident 
in the Increase In bIrths to unmarried women 15-44 years of age. . 

I

According to the National Cen1ter for Health StatistiCS (NCHS), In 1991 
the number of births to unmarried mothers was 1/213/7691 the highest 
ever reported In US history. The proportion of an births that were to 
unmarried women was 29.5 percent. Nonmarltal birth rates for women of 
all races were highest for wome'n 20-24 years of age at 68 per thousand 
followed by women 18-19 ye~rs of age at 65.7 per thousand.' The birth' 
rate for unmarried teenagers between 15-17 years old was 30.9 births 
per thousand. 

I, 
By race, the percent of! all births to unmarried women was 21.8 

for white women, 67.9 for black women and 39 percent for HispanIc 
women. White nonmarital bIrths more than doubled between 1980 and 
1991 when they were 328,924 and 707,502 respectively. Births to 
unmarrIed black women increa1sed by 45 percent from 318,799 in 1980 to 
463,750 in 1991. I 

These data suggest that'the goal of preventing teen pregnancy by 
emphasizing the Importance of1 delayed sexual activity wlll requIre that 
children make better decIsions than older teenagers and adults have been 
able to make. Wll1local schools, communitIes, familIes, and churches 
provide the adult supervision a,nd wholesome actIvities required to help 
teenagers make better decisions and postpone sexual activity?

I 
I 

No amount of exhortatIon
f 

to delay sexual activity, postpone 
pregnancy, and stay In school will succeed If schools are unsafe and 
unchallenging and communities' have Inadequate recreation. Teenagers 
need appropriate recreation an~ part-time work opportunities after 
school. If teenagers are succe~sful in school and perceive that they have, 
access to higher education and job opportunit les, early parenthood will ' 
not be an attract lve opt Ion. 

i
The proposed approach t~ prevention refers to the establishment , 

of a national clearinghouse on teen pregnancy preventIon and 
comprehensive demonstrations. No expHcit mentIon Is made of 
contraceptive services. While teenpregnancy and birth rates have 
increased, public expenditures for contracept1ve services declined, 
between 1980 and 1992. The h1'gh rate of sexual activity among 
teenagers suggests that safe and effective contraceptives should be a 
part of any pregnancy prevention program. 

I 

POVERTY. WELFARE and EARLY CHILDBEARING 
, 	 I 


I , 


,AccordIng to Child Trends, Inc., factors such as school failure, 
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I 
I 



peer Influences. parental monitoring and aspIrations for achievement are 
I , 

more influential Incentives for early chfldbearing than the avallabllity of 
AFDC benefits. It is also kndwn that most young mothers who become 
welfare recipients were from poor households before they had chlldren. 
Thus poverty and we Ifare ampng teenage mothers are re lated to 
antecedent social and econort;lic conditions. We must not confuse 
association wtth causation. The welfare reform message: "you should not 
become a parent untl1 you are able to provide for and nurture your chlld" 
will sound hollow to children who have always l1ved 1n apoor household. 
Teaching young people that "Welfare has changed forever" 'needs a . 
companion message: "your opbortunities and options have been improved 
forever." 

Ffnally. I want to comrY\lent on the two-year time limit, Hving . 
arrangements and the identificatfon of fathers. Some 18 year old women 
wnlhave the capab111ty to leave welfare in two years and get a jOb. 
However. many w1l1 not because the schools they attended before 
dropping out have left them W1ith poor academic and life skills. 
Implementation of an arbitrary tfme limit w111 discourage mothers who 
have begun the process of re-entry by returning to school or job training, 
but need more time to become truly self-sufficient. If we are seeking 
long-term solutions. we need to be prepared for provIding support 
services for a longer time to ~hose who need them. ' 

I 
I 

The requirement that unmarried m1nor mothers llve at home will 
not create acircumstance different from that already experienced by the 
majority of teen mothers. The severe shortage of affordable housing and 
the size of the welfare grant mean that few teenage mothers can afford 
to establish their own households. One contributing factor to the 
relatively high rate (76~) of h,gh school completion of teenage mothers 
Is the fact they are often requ;red by the1r mothers to return to schooL 

I 

It has been my experienCe that nearly an teenage mothers are able 
to Identify the fathers of their children. For very young teens . 
identification may be problematic because they are frequent)y vfctims of 
exploitative sex or Incest. However, for most unmarried teenage 
mothers the issue Is fear that 

I

punitive measures will be taken against 
the fathers and that they will $uffer the loss of whatever informal 
support may be provided by fathers and their fami1ies. Education about 
the benefits of the Identificatl,on of fathers to them and their chlldren, 
and efforts to assist fathers w;ith education and work equal to those 
provided to mothers must be implemented if we want to prevent teen 
pregnancy and encourage responsible parenthood. . 
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Summary of Statement on HaB. 4605 

Since 1980, two trends In early childbearing are evident. Until 
I

1986, birth rates among teenagers were declining. They Increased 1n 
1986 and have cont Inued to cl1mb from a low of 50 births per thousand; 
females 15-191n 1986 to a rate of 621n 1991. This Increase In 
adolescent chl1dbearlng Is partly attributable to the growth In the 
proportion of teenagers who are sexually active. The sexual behavior of 
teenagers Is slml1ar to sexual ~ehavlor In the general populat Ion. One 
measure of the sexual behavior of adults Is the out-of-wedlock birth 
rate which was the highest ever reported In the history of the United 
States In 1991. Birth rates are highest In the age cohort just past their 
teen years. Women 20-24 years of age had the highest nonmarltal 
birthrate followed by women 18-19 years of age. Unmarried chlldbearln'g 
among white women more than Idoubled since. 1980 and Increased by 45 
percent for black women. Most.teenagers are unmarried and will rema1n 
so. LIke other women In our sO~lety, teenage women are unl1kely to stop . 
engaging In sexual activity. Consequently, preventing unmarried teenage 
births calls for an Investment I,n safe, available and effective contra-

I

ceptlves for those teenagers w~o do become sexually active. Young 
teens should have adult supervision, good schools and community 
recreation to help them abstain 

1 

from and delay sexual actlvlty. 

The two year time limit must be flexible. Support services and 
addlt lonal time should be avaf1~ble to those who need them. We should , 
not lose sight of the fact that t~e majority of teenagers on welfare were 
poor before they became mothers. While delay1ng chl1dbearlng Is an 
Important anti-poverty strategy, It will not take the place of higher 
educat Ion and jobs that are known routes out of poverty.

I 
Finally, equal attention m1ust be given to the education and work 

opportunities of fathers If parental responslbl1lty of both mothers and 
fathers Is to be achieved. 

i 
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Thank you for this opportunity to testify on issues of welfare reform, early 
childbearing, and out-of-wedlock births. I am Robert Greenstein, executive director of . 
the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. Some time ago, in the late 1970s, I served as 
Administrator of the Food and Nutrition Service, the USDA agency that adminis.ters 
the food stamp program and other food assistance programs. Currently I also serve as. 
a member of the Bipartisan Commission on Entitlement and Tax Reform appointed by 
President Clinton and the Congressional leadership. 

There is strong consensus that the welfare system is deeply flawed and major 
change is needed. The welfare reform debate has broadened in recent months from a 
debate primarily about how best to move people from welfare to work to one that also 
includes discussion about the large numbers of children born outside of marriage. The' 
enlargement of the debate reflects, in part, increasing awareness of the large anq . 
growing proportions of births occurring out of wedlock. . 

Central to this debate is the question of welfare's role in this phenomenon. Some 
argue that welfare is the primary cause of the rise in births outside marriage and 
propose eliminating all support for single-parent families with children (or, in some 
cases, for families in which the children are born out of wedlock). One of the other 
members of this panel, Charles Murray, is a leading proponent of such a view. 

Anyone concerned about the well-being of children must be deeply troubled by 
the increasing numbers of children born outside of marriage. And in dealing with this 
difficult question we must weigh the research in the area very carefully. We must 
understand what it shows and be careful not rush to embrace conclusions and policy 
prescriptions that are not supported by the weight of the evidence. . 

Some endorse both Charles Murray's analysis and his prescriptions. Others 
assume his analysis is authoritative but dissent sharply from his policy 
recommendations. Like the bulk of researchers in the field, however, I believe the 
research indicates that the story is far more complex - and in some ways quite 
different - than Mr. Murray portrays it. It is not only his prescriptions that are 
troubling, and in my view, flawed, but hi~ analysis as well. 

I. TRENDS IN OUT-OF-WEDLOCK CHILDBEARING 

Let's start with an examination of trends in out-of-wedlock childbearing. The 
overall out-of-wedlock birth rate - that is, the number of births for every 1,000 
unmarried women of childbearing age - rose from 26.4 in 1970 to 45.2 in 1991. In 
other words, there were 26.4 births for every 1,000 unmarried women of childbearing 
age in 1970. In 1991, there were 45.2 such births for every 1,000 women. 

During this period, the trends diverged for blacks and whites. Among black 
women, the out-of-wedlock birth rate dropped modestly from 95.5 in 1970 to 89.5 in 
1991. (The black rate reached its lowest point of this period in 1984 when it stood at 
77.) Among whites, the out-of-wedlock birth rate rose during the same period. 

The proportion oj births tllat are out-oj-wedlock differs from the out-oj-wedlock birth 
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rate. Among whites and blacks alike, the proportion of births that are births to 
unmarried women has risen over the past 20 years. This is due partly to the rise in the 
out-of-wedlock birth rate and partly to two other factors. First, the proportion of 
women of childbearing age who are unmarried is much higher than it was in the past. 
Second, the birth rate among married women has fallen considerably. In other words; 
a larger proportion of women are unmarried than in the past, and those who are 
married have fewer children than they used to. Both factors have played an important 
role in increasing the proportion of births that occur outside of marriage. (The increase 
noted above in the white out-of-wedlock birth rate - that is, in the proportion of white 
unmarried women who bear children - pushes to higher levels the proportion of all 
births that are taking place outside of marriage.) 

To investigate why these trends are occurring, it is important to identify the 
groupsof women among which the trend toward increased out-of-wedlock 
childbearing is found. To be sure, poor women are more likely than non-poor women 
to give birth outside of marriage. But the evidence demonstrates that the trend toward 
increased out-of-wedlock childbearing is a society-wide phenomenon and is not. 
concentrated among the poor or the less educated. 

II. NONMARITAL CHILDBEARING IS A SOCIETY·WIDE TREND 

Data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY), a large survey 
that has tracked 12,000 youth each year since 1979, and unpublished data from the 
Census Bureau demonstrate that nonmarital childbearing is increasingly a society-wide 
phenomenon. I 

• 	 Data from the NLSY show that two-thirds of women who give birth outside of 
marriage are not poor in the year prior to their pregnancy. 

• 	 In addition, out-of-wedlock births are rising rapidly among more educated 
women - those with at least a high school diploma. By 1992, two-thirds of all 
mothers who had never been married -. the group about which we are most 
concerned - were high school graduates. In addition, in the 15 years from 1977 
to 1992, out-of-wedlock birth rates rose particularly sharply among women with 
college education. (In 1977, few of the white, never-married women aged 25-34 
who had graduated from college had borne children; for every 1,000 such 
women, there were only 15 children to whom they had given birth. By 1992, the 
picture had changed. For every 1,000 white never-married women aged 25-34 
with a college degree, 91 children had been born - a six-fold increase. 
Similarly, the number of children that had been born to black never-married 
women with some college education - but not necessarily a college degree
increased 67 percent during this period.2

•
3 

) 

tThe 12,000 respondents were between the ages of 14 and 21 in 1979, the year the survey began, 
and have been interviewed annually since. 

2 Data are from FL7tility of American Women: June 1992 and Population Profile of the United States: 
1997, U.s. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. 

3 Thi~ has been an area of particular misunderstanding, in part due to an error in the first few 
paragraphs of Mr. Murray's well-known and often-quoted Wall Street Journal article of last October. In his 
article, Murray belittles the increase in out-of-wedlock births among college graduates as "an interesting 
trend, but of minor social importance. "The real news," Murray stated, "is that the proportion of single 
mothers with less than a high school education jumped to 48 percent from 35 percent in a single decade." 

In fact, the Census report entitled Fertility of American Women, 1992 shows that the proportion of 
single mothers with less than a high school education declined, rather than rising as Murray asserts. In 1982, 
some 40 percent of mothers who had never been married lacked a high school diploma. By 1992, the 
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In short, the rise in out-of-wedlock births is a society-wide trend, a point also 
made by the General Accounting Office in its recent report entitled, "Families on 
Welfare: Sharp Rise in Never-Married Women Reflects Societal Trend." In this report, 
the GAO states, "The growth in the proportion of women who never married :was the 
most dramatic change we found among the group of single women receiving AFDC. 
This change paralleled a broader societal trend among all single mothers. Among all 
single mothers, the proportion who never married almost tripled over the same 
period." 

Moreover, out-of-wedlock childbearing has not only risen here in the United 
States, but has also risen in recent decades throughout Western industrialized 
countries, most of which have very different social welfare policies than we do. In 
1960, four percent of the children born in France and five percent of those born in 
England were born out of wedlock. By 1988, this had climbed to approximately 27 
percent in both countries. Divorce rates in Western industrialized countries have also I 
increased, as they have here. ! 

III. TRENDS IN TEEN CHILDBEARING 

Many Americans believe the rising tide of out-of-wedlock births is fueled by a 
surge of teenage pregnancies and that most out-of-wedlock births occur to teen-age 
girls. The belief that teen-age mothers are responsible for most out-of wedlock births is 
mistaken. Seventy percent of out-of-wedlock births occur to women age 20 or older. 
Only 12 percent - still a disturbing amount - occur to women under the age of 18. 

Nevertheless, teenage childbearing is cause for serious concern. Many welfare 
recipients have their first child as a teen. And as is well known, teen mothers are 
among those most likely to remain poor and on welfare for long periods of time. It 
makes sense to examine the trends concerning teen childbearing. 

These trends are mixed. In 1955, there were 90 births for every 1,000 women 
between the ages of 15 and 19. By 1991, this had declined to 62 births for every 1,000 
teen-age women. The teen birth rate reached its lowest point in 1986 when there were 
50 births per 1,000 teen-aged women. While it has climbed somewhat since then, the 
teen birth rate is still far below the level of the 1950's and 60's. 

On the other hand, these figures encompass all births to teen-agers, including 
births to both married and unmarried teens. While the overall teen" birth rate has 
fallen, the birth rate among unmarried teens has increased. In 1960, fewer than one
sixth of teen births occurred outside marriage. In 1991, more than two-thirds of such 
births did. 

IV. FACTORS INFLUENCING TEEN CHILDBEARING 

What factors influence teen childbearing? Researchers who study this matter 
have found that teen-agers who are failing in school and come from disadvantaged 
families are the teens most likely to become parents. Princeton sociologist Kristen, 
Luker observed in a 1991 American Prospect article: 

Two kinds of background factors influence which teens are likely to 

proportion of never-married mothers who had not graduated from high school had fallen to 34 percent. At 
the same time, the proportion of never-married mothers who not onJy graduated from high school b~t also 
obtained some postsecondary education rose from 16 percent to 26 percent during this period. 
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become pregnant and give birth outside of marriage. First is inherited 
disadvantage. Young women from families that are poor, or rural, or 
from a disadvantaged minority are more likely to be teen mothers than 
their counterparts from more privileged backgrounds. Yet young 
mothers are not just disadvantaged; they are also discouraged. Studies 
suggest that a young woman who has other troubles - who is not doing 
well in school, has lower 'measured ability,' and lacks aspirations for 
herself - is also at risk of becoming a teenaged mother. 

Two other researchers, Brent Miller and Kristin Moore, have examined the 

relationship between contraceptive use, academic achievement and future aspirations. 

In a 1990 article in the Journal ofMarriage and tile Family, they reported that teens who 

"have high educational expectations and school success are more likely to use 

contraception effectively." They also reported that "the decision to obtain an abortion 

is more frequently made by teens who are enrolled in school, and who have higher 

educational aspirations." . 


It is interesting to note that the teen birth rate in the United States is much higher 
. than that in other western industrialized countries with more generous welfare 
benefits. While the U.S. teen birth rate is 62 per 1,000 young women under age 20, the 
teen birth rate in the Netherlands is 6. In France the rate is 9. It is 10 in Italy, 17 in 
Norway, 22 in Australia, 25 in Canada, and 33 in the United Kingdom.4 • 

V. WELfARE AND OUT-Of-WEDLOCK CHILDBEARING: WHAT IS THE EVIDENCE? 

There is strong consensus that the increase in the proportion of children being 

raised in single-parent families represents a problem of major dimensions. But the 

question of what lies behind this trend is a complicated one. There is a considerable 

body of research on this question. The research strongly indicates that welfare is not 

one of the primary causes of out-of-we~ock births. 


First, if welfare were the principal cause of the rising tide of out-of-wedlock 

births, one would expect out-of-wedlock births to be increasing primarily among low

income, less-educated women. As noted above, however, the rise in childbearing by 

unmarried mothers has occurred among high school graduates, those with college 

education, and school dropouts alike. About 70 percent of unmarried mothers with a 

high school education or more do not receive welfare in the year after the birth of their 

child. Even among those without a high school diploma, more than half do not receive 

welfare in the first year following the birth of the child. While about half of all young 

women who have a child outside marriage receive welfare at some point during the 

three years after having the child, one would expect that if welfare were causing or 

"enabling" these unmarried women to have children, many more would go on welfare 

prior to or immediately upon having a child. That this does not occur weakens the 

argument that welfare is the driving force behind these women's behavior. 


Also of note is the fact about three-fifths of women who bear a child outside of 

marriage are not receiving any AFDC benefits three years after the child's birth. If 

welfare were the primary cause of out-of-wedlock childbearing, one might expect that 

the vast majority of mothers who have children outside of marriage would remain on 

welfare for long periods of time. This is not the case. 


Furthermore, since the early 1970s, welfare benefits have fallen sharply in 

purchasing power; AFDC benefits in the median state are 45 percent lower today than 

in 1970, after adjusting for inflation. (This is for a family of three with no other income, 


40ata are from Kristin Moore, Ph.O. 
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the standard way of measuring these benefit trends.) If food stamps are included, the 
drop is about 25 percent. In fact, AFDC and food stamp benefits combined in the 
average state have now receded to the level of AFDC benefits alone in 1960, before the 
food stamp program was even created. If welfare were the primary cause out-of- . 
wedlock births, the rate of out-of-wedlock births should have fallen - or risen more 

. slowly - as welfare benefits declined. It didn't. 

Some have responded to this point by claiming that the total value of the 
"welfare package" has continued to rise in recent decades. But the value of the' 
"welfare package" has increased only if one counts the surging cost of Medicaid as 
representing a major liberalization of the welfare package provided to recipients. 
While Medicaid costs have soared during this period, this is not because the Medicaid. 
benefit package has been substantially expanded. To the contrary, Medicaid costs have 
exploded primarily because health care costs nationwide - in both the public and the 
private sectors - have spiraled out of controL That medical care providers charge 
escalating amounts for their services does not help poor families pay rent, heat their 
homes, or buy clothes- and does not alter the reality that the "welfare package" 
enables mothers to buy much less of life's necessities than it formerly did.' The rising 
cost of Medicaid does not make it easier for poor mothers to raise their children and 
pay their bills and does not make motherhood more attractive to a single woman. The 
rising hospital and doctor charges that characterize Medicaid should not be used to 
mask the drop in welfare benefits that clearly has occurred. 

Some argue that the value of the welfare package relative to the "marriage 
package" - the income a mother and her children would receive if the mother married 
- has increased due to the rising costs of health care and the falling wages of low
skilled men. That, in turn, could influence a woman's decision to marry. Fortunately, 
the recently expanded earned income tax credit will substantially raise the real 
earnings of low-income working families - including two-parent families that will 
form if low":income fathers marry women who otherwise would go on AFDC. When 

. fully phased in, the earned income tax credit will offer low-income working parents uP. 
to $3,400 in refundable tax credits. This should reduce the attractiveness ofwelfare 
relative to work or to marriage to a low-wage spouse. 

Even if one assumes that the welfare package has increased relative to the 
marriage package, this is due not to the welfare system, but rather to changes in the 
labor market and problems with the health care system that leave many low-income 
families that are not on welfare without health care coverage. If the recently expanded 
earned income tax credit is coupled with universal health care coverage and affordable 
child care, then marriage to a low-wage working man should become more attractive to 
a single mother. A minimum wage job coupled with the earned income tax credit will 
be worth over $6,000 more than the AFDC grant in the median state.s If such a job is 
coupled with guaranteed health care and affordable child care, marriage to a low-wage 
worker should become substantially more attractive financially than welfare to a 
young mother. In other words, such policy changes, coupled with the expanded EITe, 
could create positive incentives to marry. ' 

Similarly, if welfare were the principal cause of high and growing rates of put
of-wedlock births, one would expect states with high welfare benefits to have higper 
out-of-wedlock birth rates - and a higher proportion of children living in single
parent families - than states with low benefits. While Murray claims it is the existence 
of welfare rather than the level of benefits that induces high rates of out-of-wedlock 
childbearing, the differences in state benefit levels are sufficiently large that if welfare' 
were the main cause of the formation of single-parent families, we would expect to see 
a substantial correlation between state benefit levels and the proportion of children in 

5 The earned income tax credit is calculated based on a family with 2 or more children. 
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single-parent families. However, the data on this matter do not support the hypothesis 
of a strong connection between welfare and out-of-wedlock childbearing. 

For example, compare Mississippi and New Jersey. The combined value of 
AFDC benefits and food stamps is $412 per month for a family of three in Mississippi, 
while a similar family in New Jersey receives $650, or 58 percent more. If AFDC were 
the driving force behind out-of-wedlock births and the formation of single-parent 
families, the much larger benefits in New Jersey should result in a higher propprtion of 
children in that state living in single-parent families. But this isn't the case. In both . 
states, about 50 percent of black children and 14 percent of white children live in single
parent families, despite the large difference in AFDC benefit levels. More sophisticated 
statistical analyses of the relationship between state welfare benefits and out-of
wedlock births have generally found no correlation - or only a small correlation
between benefit levels and nonmarital childbearing. Even if one believes that welfare 
benefits have an effect on nonmarital childbearing, falling welfare benefits make it 

__difficult to argue that welfare has been a large factor behind the increase in out~of-
". -'we:dlock births. _ 

The question of whether welfare is a major cause of the increase in out-of~ 
wedlock births is not a new one. It has been studied extensively. Most studies in the 
area find little relationship between welfare benefits and out-of-wedlock births. In fact, 
in an academic journal article that Charles Murray himself published in early 1993, he 
acknowledged that numerous studies have found no such connection and that those 
studies that did find a connection generally found it among whites and not among 
blacks. 

Robert Moffitt, a Brown University economist who is widely regarded as one of 
the leading authorities in this area and whose work is widely regarded by researchers 
of all viewpoints, last year published the results of an exhaustive review of the r~search 
on this issue. In a 1993 Yale Law & Policy Review article, Moffitt concluded: liThe: 
research on this issue, however, shows little relationship between illegitimacy of' 
marriage and receipt of welfare benefits." Even among researchers who think such a 
connection may exist, the general view is that welfare is only a small factor in a 
woman's decision to have a child outside of marriage. 

A group of 76 prominent researchers who work in the field of poverty, the labor 
market, and family structure recently issued a joint statement on the subject of welfare 
and out-of-wedlock childbearing. These researchers, who represent diverse academic 
disciplines, institutions, and viewpoints concurred with the following statement: • 

Most research examining the effect of higher welfare 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 small effect, on the likelihood 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 ... [T]he 
evidence suggests that welfare has not played a major role in the rise in 
out-of-wedlock childbearing. 

VI. OUT-OF-WEDLOCK BIRTHS AND PUBLIC POLICY 

Several welfare reform bills now before Congress contain provisions that relate 
to these issues. Two bills include provisions that would make certain categories of 
single-parent families ineligible for basic cash assistance. The "House Republican 
welfare reform bill," H.R. 3500, requires states to deny AFDC benefits to minor single 
mothers and their children unless a state passes legislation opting out of this provision. 
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necessities. Homelessness and hunger could increase. Murray argues that the 
consequences of homelessness can be avoided by placing these children for adoption. 
He argues there are an ample number of families willing and able to take these children 
and that children for whom no adoptive home can be found would be placed in 
orphanages. Many of the children in families that come onto AFDC are not newborn 
babies, however, but older children who have already grown attached to their parents~ 
Psychologists have long recognized the importance of children's attachments to their 
caregivers and have noted that disruptions in the relationship between the child and 
the caregiver places the child at risk for developmental problems. Most notably, 
children separated from a caregiver may have difficulties forming other attachments to 
adults. The attachment between a child and his/her caregiver forms during the first 
two years of life. Children need caring relationships with adUlts to navigate childhood 
and adolescence successfully. Furthermore, while there may bea large demand for 
. infants, fewer placements are available for older children (particularly older minority 
children) and children with disabilities. 

H.R. 4473 also envisions increased institutionalization of children. The bill 
makes children born to unmarried mothers under age 21 (or a higher age level at state 
option) and their parents ineligible for assistance not only while the mother is under 21 
but throughout the child's entire childhood. This means that a 30-year-old mother with 
a 12-year-old child who had never before received welfare benefits would be ineligible 
for assistance if she lost her job and needed AFDC. H.R. 4473 provides grants to states 
to promote adoptions, establish orphanages, and create group homes to care for the 

. children who would be ineligible for welfare. Perhaps the authors of the bill share Mr: 
Murray's view that many children would receive better care in an institution than in the 
home of a poor single mother. But this 'means, that significant numbers of child,ren . 
would be taken from their parents and placed in orphanages because the parent is 
impoverished, not because the parent is poor at parenting or abusive, which are the 
reasons most children are taken· from their parents today. Moreover, the part of the 
current social welfare system designed to protect children from abusive and neglectful 
homes is already overwhelmed; as a result, children often linger in inadequate care for 
long periods of time. They grow up with no permanent families. 

Proponents of these policies argue that these harsh steps are justified because the 
consequences of bearing a child outside of marriage are so universally destructive. It is 
true that children who grow up in poor, single-parent families are less likely to: 
graduate from high school and are more likely to become teen parents than other 
children. But it should be remembered that most children who grow up in single-parent 
families finish high school, do not become criminals, and - if they are girls - are not Welfare 
dependent as adults. Research by noted sociologist Sara McLanahan shows that while 
both poverty and family structure influence educational attainment, most children 
living in single-parent families do graduate high school. More than half of all children 
living in the most disadvantaged families - families headed by a.single mother who. 
did not herself graduate from high school- receive their high school ~iploma. . 
Furthermore, approximately 80 percent of girls who grow up in such families do not 
become teen parents. Similarly, poverty researcher Greg Duncan has found that two- . 
thirds of girls who grow up in families that rely on welfare for a substantial part of the 
girl's adolescence are completely independent of welfare in early adulthood. In short, 
terminating assistance for single-parent families and their children would plunge 
deeper into poverty large numbers of families whose children would otherwise go on : 
to lead decent, productive lives. In many cases, it likely would also increase social 
dysfunction among such familie$ and children. . 

In light of the evidence indicating that most children who grow up even in these 
disadvantaged circumstances graduate from high school and are independent from' 
welfare, the belief that these children would be better off and better socialized if they 
were taken from their parents, often to be placed in orphanages, is difficult to ' 
understand. It is not supported by research evidence. Furthermore, in recent years, 
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For example, H.R. 3500 includes a provision that denies AFDC benefits to 

children for whom paternity has not yet been established even when the mother has 

fully cooperated with the child support enforcement agency. State child support 

agencies often take one to two years to establish legal paternity; children would be 

denied benefits during this period. . 


In addition, several bills contain a provision that either requires or allows states 
to terminate both cash assistance and an employment opportunity for poor families 'after 
a given period of time. Under such approaches, a parent would be placed in a work 
program following a two-year time limit on AFDC. Butafter three years in the work 
program, a parent and her children could be cut off entirely even if the mother had 
faithfully complied with all work requirements. 

X. PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT REQUIREMENTS 

Under H.R. 3500, children for whom paternity has not been legally established 
would be ineligible for AFDC"benefits. Their ineligibility would be maintained even if 
the mother has cooperated with state officials by providing all the information she has 
about the father. States could exempt themselves from this provision by passing state 
legislation. 

Under current law, single mothers applying for or r~ceivingAFDC are required 
to cooperate with the state in establishing both paternity and child support orders. A 
mother must tell the state what she knows about the identity and location of ~e likely 
father, go to the child support office for interviews, provide docUments (e.g. birth 
certificates), appear as a witness, give sworn testimony, and turn over to the state any 
child support payments she receives directly from the father. In addition,.if requesteq. 
to do so, she must submit to genetic tests. It is then the state's responsibility to pursue 
paternity through a court or administrative process. Under current regulations that 
govern paternity, if a woman with a newborn approaches the child support agency 
asking for help in establishing paternity and collecting child support (or if she is 
referred to the agency by the welfare system), the state has at least 18 months to 
establish paternity and longer if there are delays in locating the noncustodial parent 
and serving him with notice that paternity proceedings are being brought.8 

During that time, the mother often has little ability to speed up the process. As 
the Interstate Commission on Child Support Report noted~ many caseworkers have 

. 1,000 cases, making it difficult to expedite action on these cases. In addition, some 
states have systems that are antiquated and sometimes make it difficult even for 
fa.thers who want to establish paternity voluntarily to do so quickly. Major studies 
conducted during the last few years, including a national study conducted by the 
Urban Institute, demonstrate thatthe structure of a state's paternity system has a 
profound effect on the likelihood that paternity will be established and how long it will 
take. As a result, state paternity establishment rates vary widely. According to the 
Office of Child Support Enforcement's 17th Annual Report to Congress, West Virginia 
had the highest paternity establishment rate. Its IV-D agency established paternity in 
85 percent of the cases that needed paternity establishment. Oklahoma, by contrast, 
established paternity in only three percent of its cases. Unless women in Oklahoma are 
very different from women in West Virginia, these data suggest that state processes, 
rather than the cooperation of mothers, largely determine state paternity establishment 
rates. 

s,-he "IV-D" agency is charged with enforcing child support payments to children applying for or 

receiving AFDC and to children whose custodial parents ask for assistance from the agency. These IV-O 

agencies are required to assist parents asking for help regardless of their income status. The IV-D cases 

include about half of all single parent families. 
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XII. CONCLUSION 

. :Mi~onclusionis essentially the s~.me as that of the 76researche~s who issued the' 
. joint statement. Rising rates ()f out-of-wedlock births ought be a source.of deep; . 


concern. But welf~re does not appear to be the driving force here~Other factors 'such 

. as changed sexlialmores, decreased economic opportunity for low,.skilled young men 

and women/the increased proportions of women who are in the labor market, and 

. deteriorating neighborhood conditions are among the potential contril)Utingfactors. As 
'the iesearChersnofed;ilfocusingonw'elfare as the primary cause oi'rising rates of out
of-wedlock childbearing vastly oversimplifies this complex phenomenon." ' 

" ·.i, 	',.' .' ',While the weight 6f the evidence does not support the vie~ that welfare is a 
primary cause of out-of-wedlock births, the evidence does indicate that poverty is 
injurious to children. This leads to the conclusion that proposals to d~ny both cash 
assistance and a workslot to urunarriedparents and their children woUld be ill-\ 
advised. As the researchers said: "... the damage done to children by denying , 
assistance to their families would be far too great to justify eliminating the safety net for 
them."', ' " 	 . ' ", 

Major welfare reform is badly needed in such areas as moving many more. 
recipients from welfare to work, greatly strengthening child support enforcement~ 
addressing work and marriage penalties in the welfare system, and undertaking efforts 

, to reduce teen pregnancy. But proposals such as those discussed above that deny 
assistance to poor children onthe basis of their mother's age and marital status or her 
length of time in the work program head'in an unfortunate direction. To quote the 
researchers' statement one final time, such proposals would pose great risk of "doing 
far more harm than good." .' ' , 
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MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE 


before 


Subcommittee on Human Resources 

Committee on Ways and Means 


United States House of Representatives 


Thursday, July 28, 1994 


Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify. 
My name is Robert Melia. As the First Deputy Commissioner of the Massachusetts Department of 
Revenue, I oversee both tax administration and child support enforcement programs in my state. 

The President's Working Group on Welfare Reform cites Massachusetts as a "clear example of 
how creative use of automation can improve the collection process .... " Indeed, many of the 
Administration's proposals are modeled on enforcement techniques pioneered in Massachusetts, 
and naturally we support those proposals. There·are, however, three important areas where we 
differ. Before getting into specifics, though, I'd like address a myth that is confusing the debate 
and diverting energy and attention away from the true problems that plague child support 
enforcement. 

THE MYTH OF UNDERSTAFFING 

Every commission, association or organization that has ever studied the problem of inadequate 
child support enforcement concludes that the program is greatly understaffed. Caseloads of 500 or 
more cases per worker are common, with some states having caseloads of about 1,000 cases per 
worker. While no one knows how many cases a worker can comfortably handle, everyone agrees 
that 500 or 1,000 is too many. Our experience in Massachusetts suggests otherwise. " 

Massachusetts has 830 child support enforcement employees, out of about 43,000 nationally. 
Massachusetts also has 2.4 percent of the nation's popUlation, 2.4 percent of the nation's AFDC 
caseload, and 2.5 percent of the nation's single parent households. If we were to receive our share 
of those 43,000 employees based on our share of these indicators, we'd have 1,030 employees. 
Relative to our underlying demographics, then, we are staffed about 20 percent below the national 
average. If staffing were the key to a successful child support enforcement program, the 
Massachusetts program should be in shambles. Yet we're consistently cited as one of the best 
programs in the nation. 

In truth, the child support enforcement program is not so much understaffed as it is und\!r 
organized. What should be simple, computerized actions -- transferring a wage assignment when 
the obligor changes jobs; levying a bank account;. modifying a child support order as the obligor's 
income changes -- all too often require many hours of manual labor. Massachusetts' experience 
with new hire reporting is a dramatic example of what happens when you add proper organization 
instead.of more staff. In 1991, we had no automated method of knowing when obligors changed 
jobs and stopped paying. When mothers called to complain about not receiving child support, a 
caseworker would call the obligor's old employer to try to learn where the obligor had ~one. If that 
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didn't work, ca~eworkers pored over out-of-date printouts, looking for clues. The "system,i 
required about 200 FrE's worth of effort and collected on about 30,000 cases per month. After we 
put in place a new hire system that allows our computer system to detect job changes and mail 
wage assignments to employers, the number of staff needed to run the system dropped to 20 FrE's 
and the number of paying cases increased from 30,000 to 39,000. 

The new hire system now collects 70 percent of all child support collected in Massachusetts. Other 
highly automated systems (tax refund intercept, workers' compensation intercept, bank levies) 
bring the total to about 80-85 percent of total collection. Yet this raises another question. If 20 
employees are collecting almost all of the money, what do the other 810 staff do all day? The 
answer is simple: they are busy NOT collecting child support. They're not collecting child 
support because they're busy trying to pry information out of the 35-40 percent of AFDC 
recipients who do not want to establish paternity for their children. They're not collecting child 
support because they're busy filing out the complex forms needed simply to transfer a wage 
assignment across state lines. They're not collecting child support because they're busy ensuring 
all the requisite due process and procedural safeguards needed to increase a child support order 
$10 a week. They're not collecting child support because they're busy complying with federal 
requirements that have little or nothing to do with collecting child support. 

We've now come full circle back to our original question: what is an appropriate number of cases 
for a worker to handle? In 1991, when our program was poorly organized, a caseworker could' 
enforce ISO cases (30,000 paying wage assignments divided by 200 FrE'S). Today, with a 
properly organized program, those same workers can comfortably enforce 1,950 cases each. 

Is the program understaffed, then? Yes, if we're content to let it remain fragmented and pOorly 
organized. Yes, if we continue to think that each child support case is unique and has to be 
enforced by hand, one at a time. But there isnothiqg inherently difficult about collecting child 
support. If we reengineer the program to get out of enforcing cases "by the each" and start letting 
computers enforce cases by the thousands, we may find the program has plenty of people, to do the 
work that truly requires human judgment and experience. 

AUTOMATION: CURE OR CURSE? 

Many people are expecting the new computer systems, which all states are required to have 
installed by October 1995, to help solve the staffing problem. Unfortunately, the benefits will be 
minimal. Mike Henry, the director of the VirgInia child support enforcement program an,d one of 
the most talented and respected child support professionals in the nation, hit the problem right on 
the head when he said, "our new computer system produces daily task lists for workers. The 
problem is that each day's task list has ten days worth of work on it." The task lists are so long 
because the new computer system applies federal time standards to every single case, and notifies 
workers when they have to take a particular action on a specific case. As Virginia has learned, 
when you automate a poorly designed system, all the computer does is let you reach more dead 
ends faster.' As other states implement their new systems, they will find themselves in the same 
situation. By spending well over a billion dolhrrs to develop automated child support enforcement 
systems, we have reached the moment of truth: either hire tens of thousands of more caseworkers 
to follow enforcement strategies that don't work, or radically change our enforcement strategies. 
Simply to pose-the question is to answer it. 

REORGANIZING CHILD SUPPORT: 



WHA T'S GOOD WITH THE ADMINISTRA TION'S PROPOSAL 

The Administration's bill contains a number of changes that will help organize and simplify child 

support enforcement, thereby increasing collections. These proposals include new hire reporting, 


.. administrative liens, central registries, centralized payment processing and faster and more 
effective ways of enforcing interstate cases. These proposals are proven to work and enjoy 
widespread support. Best of all, they don't cost any money. Of course there are start-up c'osts, but 
because these methods are more efficient than the methods they replace, states should quickly 
achieve enough savings to cover the start-up costs. For example, our new hire system costs about 
$700,000 a year to run. But because it does the work of 180 caseworkers, it saves us about $9.1 
million annually, for net savings of $8.4 million annually. With a total budget of about $50 
million, putting a new hire program in place was the equivalent of getting an 18 percent budget 
increase. (When I say "savings", I don't mean to imply that we reduced staffing. With so much do 
be done in the areas of paternity establishment and modification, we re-deployed staff to these 
areas. As a result, we established 11,400 orders for AFDC cases in FY94, almost double the 

, 6,000 we established in FY93. We're also well on,our way to at least doubling the number of 
modifications we do.). 

By requiring central databases and business rules that automatically enforce cases without any 
human intervention, the Administration's bill goes a long way toward curing what ails child support 
enforcement, and alleviating the perceived staffmg shortage. With computers doing most of the 
enforcement, thousands of caseworkers will become available for other tasks. . 

REORGANIZING CHILD SUPPORT: 

WHAT THE ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL LEAVES OUT 


There's enough right with the Administration's bill to make it the most comprehensive and practical 
child support enforcement plan ever put forth. However, the Administration's proposal falls short 
in three key areas. Unless Congress fixes those areas, much of the child support enforcement 
program's true potential will go unrealized. The four areas are: new hire reporting, modifications, 
access to IRS data and paternity establishment. 

Modifications: A study by the Urban Institute found that if all orders were updated according to 
the guidelines, obligors would owe an additional $7.3 billion per year. This estimate fits nicely 
with work we have done with Massachusetts tax data, which shows that 20 percent of absent 
parents .whose families are on AFDC earn enough money so that, if they were paying child support 
in accordance with the Massachusetts guidelines, their families would not be on AFDC. But child 
support orders rarely get adjusted, because the process is tedious and expensive. A demonstration 
project in four states found that it took an average of 6.4 months of calendar time and 48 staff 
hours to complete a modification. The average cost to modify a case was $730. In Massachusetts, 
we modified about 1,400 orders upward last year and we estimate thatabout-one third of all orders 
ought to be modified upward. As we have about 52,000 paying cases, -.ye should be modifying 
about 17,000 orders. At our current rate, it will take us 12 years to get to them aiL This rear we 
plan to double the number of modifications, but even that improvement is insufficient. We suffer 
from the same problem that the five demonstration states suffer from: we have to go through a 
complicated legal process to achieve what should be a simple administrative adjustment. The 
Administration's proposal is largely silent on this issue, although it does Gall for the creation of a 
national guidelines committee. The only way that millions of cases can be regularly updated is 
through automated processes where a computer can calculate wards based on the number ,of 
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children and an analysis of parents' tax and employment data. Congress should help ensure that 
orders keep pace with inflation and changes in income by explicitly stating that the goal of the 
national guidelines committee is to develop guidelines that are suitable for high volume, computer 
driven, administrative updating. 

Internal Revenue Service Data: Without access to tax data, there is no practical way to update 
child support orders. Tax data is also helpful in enforcing orders where the obligor is self~ 
employed. Tax administrators are concerned that using tax data to enforce child support 
enforcement might cause a drop in tax revenues as obligors seek to evade both their tax and child 
support payments. We shared that concern in 1987, when the Massachusetts Department of 
Revenue began enforcing child support payments, but we have not noticed any adverse impacts on 
tax administration. The Administration proposes to study whether and how tax information 
should be shared. Millions of children would benefit if we'd just skip the study. . . I 

Paternity Establishment: We estimate that 35-40 percent of AFDC applicants (where thy child 
was born out of wedlock) do not want paternity established for their child. As long as it is: possible 
to qualify for AFDC without establishing paternity, we will never attain paternity establishment for 
all children. Requiring paternity establishment as a condition of AFDC eligibility (absent good 
cause not to establish paternity) is probably the most controversial element of child support 
reform. No doubt some children would be harmed by such a reform; if their mothers feel strongly 
enough about not establishing paternity, their material living standard will decline even further. On 
the other hand, the only way that most of these children will ever live above the poverty line is for 
their mothers to combine earnings and child support. It seems a shame to condemn a quarter of a 
million children per year to poverty and long term AFDC dependency by allowing their mothers to 
lock them out of the child support enforcement system at precisely the moment when the system is 
becoming strong enough to deliver meaningful support. 

THE TEN MOST WANTED CHILD SUPPORT REFORMS 

Massachusetts and several other states have had such good luck in using "ten most wanted" lists to 
get hard core delinquents to resume paying child support, we thought we'd use the same tactic on 
Congress. From the scores and scores of recommendations floating around we have assembled our 
"Ten Most Wanted" list. These reforms are proven winners. -- both in Massachusetts and 
elsewhere. The rest of my testimony describes these ten top reforms, explains why each is so 
important, and quantifies that results we have achieved (or expect to achieve) in Massachusetts. 
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I am the mother of two sons, Shad and Zachary. When their father 
left us, I was 3 months pregnant with my second son and my oldest 
was 4 years old. I had not been employed since before the birth,of 
my first son and immediately found it difficult to survive. My 
first year, asa single parent, I earned $6,000 by taking jobs on 
commission. I was able to take only two weeks off for the birth of 
my second son before going back to work. I received no help from 
my children'S father. It took two years to get my divorce and the 
child support order. If Section 636 of H.R. 4605 was enacted 
children like my sons would not have to wait two years. Use of 
administrative processes for establishing paternity and setting 
support awards is quick and fair. If child support agencies could 
administratively set and modifysupportawards,·toenter·default 
orders, obtain financial information, and issue withholding orders, 
it would end the long wait children like mine endured., Also, 
establishment of National Child Support Guidelines t~ fairly 
determine the amount of support to be paid as outlined in Section 
8 of H.R. 4051 are needed, delays during the divorce process caused 
by arguments over the amount of support to be paid causes children 
to go to bed, hungry. . 

After the divorce, the boy's father did not comply with the child 
support. order. I had to work at two jobs just to keep a 'roof over 
our heads and my children fed. I opened a case with the State 
Office of Support Enforcement. I.was told there was nothing they 
could do because he was living in another state. 

I believed them. I was physically, emotionally, and financially 
drained trying to support my family and be a good mother to :my 
children at the same time. My boys deserved to have at least one 
parent to raise them, instead, they got a father who deserted them 
in every way and a mother who was always at work. I feel my sons 
were robbed of much of their childhood and I was robbed of the 
chance to be an effective parent by an absent father who didn't 
care, and.. a .system that. was totally ineffective., ,An· effective 
National Child Support Enforcement System and Child. Support 
Assurance would have made a lot of difference to both my boys and 
to me as a parent. . 

I wish I had known when I got my divorce the things I know now. ~y 
involvement with ACES as a leader and with the ChildNet Forum ln 
Seattle has opened some doors for me. Three years ago, I! renewed· 
my efforts to get the system to work. I felt that the least the 
St~teChild Support Enforcement Office could do was to collect ,Bbme 
of the over $57,000, in back c,hild support owed, so that my boys 
could have ,a chance to get a college education. I believe it is' 
the least their father could do for them. However, it was still 
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Enforcement, tie moved. Every time he moved, I had to refile. 'At 
first, he just moved from county to county in California. Now, he 
is in Arizona. The state child support workers just kep~ telling 
me to be pati~nt. I believe 16 years is patient enough. ; 

I believe a federalized child support enforcement system with the 
Internal Revenue Service as a collection agency would haye gotten 
my boys the support they deserve, just as it could the over 23 
million other children who are owed financial support by an absent 

· parent.' sections 2, 3, and 4 of H.R. 4051,create a national 
child sU:pportorder registry within I.R.S., set 'up national W-4 
reporting, and turn all collection and enforcement over tQ the 
I.R.S. This would ensure that we.would not have so many different 
laws and procedures which vary not only from state to state:, but as 
in my case, from ~ounty to co~nty. ' 

· . . . . 

Also needed is a simplified process for modification of support 
· orders, my child support order. remained the same amount for 16 
years. I.was told by state workers that getting an increase is not 
possible when we couldn't even collect regular payments. Sections 
247 and 248 of H.R. 4767 require all orders to have an a1:ltomatic 
annual cost of living adjustment, which means many brde~s would 
adjust without the need for any process . Also, .when, there :p.as been 

" a . significant change' in circumstance,' Section 248 provides a 
simplified process for updating orders. 

Child Support Assurance is needed to protect children like mine 
from poverty caused by family break up. Section 6 of H.R. 4051 
creates a National Child Support Assurance program in which a'ny 
child with a child support order, any child whose mother h~s tried 
to get an order using the IV-D system and hasn't gotten one within 
18 months, and any child with good cause not to pursue an order is 
entitied to the minimum benefit •. The benefit is $250 per m<;mth for 
one child and $300 for two or more children, adjusted annually for 
inflation. $300 a month would have made a big difference in the 
quality of my sons' lives' and would have allowed me more time for 
patenting. 

After testifying at a ChildNet Forum in Seattle in November of 
1993, I was contacted by two state child'support workers. Until 
that time, my sons' father had never paid any of the child 'support 
he was ordered to pay, not to mention the medical support: he was 
supposed to give. Because of the statute of limitations, ;my sons 
had lost over $20,000 of the back support owed and the amount was 
dropping monthly. I asked how a father's responsibility tq his 

· children CQuid have a limitation. . The child support workers said 
I could get ,the amount :t;educed to judgement to stop that, but it 
took a lawyer to actually do it. The lawyer has also been able to 
get the first collection in 17 years.' The $600 collected doesn't 
even cover the cost of an attorney, let alone the cost of raising 
two children for 17 years. 

All of this comes. back to our responsibility to the ch;ildren.· 
Unlike their father 's, my responsibility ·tbmy .children .had' no 
limitation. And I believe our collective responsibility. to' all 
children in this country has no limitation. Please help the 
children~ Set up an effective National Child Support Enforcement 
System within the I.R.S. and enact Child Support Assurance. 

Thank you. 
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ACES is the largest child support advocacy organizatio~ in 'the u.s. 
We have almost 300 chapters in 49 states with over 25,000 members. 
ACES members are typical of the 9.9 million families entitled 'to 
child support payments in the U. S. We have joined together, to seek 
improved child support enforcement so that our children are 
protected from' the crime of non7"support , a crime which causes 
poverty. .'. 

There are 23 million children in the U. S. owed $34 billion in 
unpaid child support. America's child support enforcement system 
fails in almost every possible way to serve the children. The 
system needs radical, fundamental restructuring. The current child, 
support system which was set up in 1975 when the collection rate by 
government agencies was 20% and about 50% of the cases'needed child 
support orders established. New federal laws in 1984 and 1988 were 
enacted to improve the child support system. But in 1993, the 
collection rate by government agencies was only 18.7% and 45% of 
the cases still needed orders to be established • 

. 	 ACES believes that continuing to throw gooc;l.moneyafter bad lsnot· 
good policy. States have proven their inability to run an ef,fective 
child support enforcement system, the national collection ~ate is 
only 18.7% The argument not to change sounds like;' we must 
continue to make B52 bombers even though they are obsolete, because 
if we change B52 bombers, employees would lose their jobs.; We can 
retrain workers and make sure they have jobs in the new system. We 
cannot replace childhoods lost to poverty. 

Children are. the innocent victims of family break up and they 
should be. protected from poverty. We should adopt a child support 
assurance program that guarantees that child support will be a 
regular, reliable source of income for children growing up with an 
absent parent. 

A SYSTEM LIKE SOCIAL SECURITY IS NEEDED FOR CHILDREN ENTITLED TO 
CHILD SUP?ORT TO INSURE THAT THEY RECEIVE REGULAR PAYMENTS ~VEN IF 
THE NON-CUSTODIAL PARENT CANNOT BE FOUND OR CANNOT PAY DUE TO 
UNEMPLOYMENT. THIS CHILD SUPPORT ASSURANCE PROGRAM WILL REDUCE 
POVERTY IN THE U.S. BY 42%. 

Children need to be put before all other debts, and 'support 
payments need to ,be due until collected. Federal·law .sheuI'd 
prohibit statu'te of limitations on child support cases. 
Commission recommendations extend collection for 20 years, ·this is 
actually less than what some states have now under judgement 
renewal laws. 

I •
Studies show that the best way to, end the cycle of poverty J.S 

through education. Children growing up in single parent households 
entitled to support have fewer opportunities for ·higher education. 
A federal statute making duration of support to age 23 if the, child 
is attending school is needed. 
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ENFORCEMENT 

A NATIONAL 'REGISTRY ,SHOULD BE DEVELOPED WHERE ALL W-,4 I S ARE 
VERIFIED SO THAT INCOME WITHHOLDING CAN BE DONE ROUTINELY. THIS 
SYSTEM OF INCOMING WITHHOLDING, PAYMENT COLLECTION, DISTRIBUTION 
AND ENFORCEMENT OF ORDERS SHOULD BE PLACED UNDER THE IRS. 

. . 
The Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement should be p,laced in 
the IRS. An Assistant Tax Commissioner should be appointed to be 
Director of the IRS Child Support Division. Initially the Division 
would take over current duties of OCSE. In one year it would be 
required to have set up a central registry of interstate case 
orders and do interstate income withholding. Within two years all 
new cases ,would be added to the registry and the income withholding 
process. Within five years the system should be fully functioning 
and include all child support cases. 

We must send a national message that supporting children is as 
fundam~ntal a responsibility as paying taxes. Thisnationa:l agency 
mus't be given all the tools it needs, including improved 
information for locating absent parents and improved tools for 
making prompt and effective collections, to aggressively pursue 
child support and medical support for children. 

Only thirteen states have taken advantage of the provision in the 
1984 Child Support Amendments for 90% funding for statewide 
automated systems. When funding was extended in the 1988 Family 
Support Act,to 1995 1 thirty-nine state child support agencles told 
ACES, in our annual survey, that they would still not have a system 
in place by the deadline. Even if states had automated systems in 
place, all would be different and they are not being designed to 
interlink. State governments blame the Federal Office 9f Child 
Support for the lack of automated systems and the Federal Office of 
Child Support blames the states. This finger pointing does not help 
children. Children suffer because states cannot even identffy which 
cases need orders, or which cases have not received payments so 
that action can be taken to implement income withholding.! This is 
why only 20% of the cases have income withholding orders eight 
years after Congress passed laws making it mandatory upon a one 
month default and four years after this law was expanded to include 

, income,withholding at the time, an order is entered~ 

, , 
ESTABLISHMENT ,OF ORDERS 

JURISDICTION TO ESTABLISH ORDERS SHOULD BE IN THE STATE WHERE THE 
CHILD LIVES. This requires federal statues which place jurisdiction 
of child support action to establish and/or modify orders in the 
place where the child resides. A National Jurisdiction Act should 
have the following provisions: (1 ) interstate child support cas;e to 
be cause of action (2) the venue for the action to be w~ere the 
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child resides, (3) trial court 'of any state should have power to 
serve the defendant. Parental Kidnapping Prevention Act is a model 
for child state jurisdiction. > 

In-order to ensure an efficient system to establish paternity and 
orders, 'State' child support IV-D structures should be required to 
be "single"-statewide. Audit failures by states show patterns of 
lack of services. statewide in states that are state supervised 
county run programs: WI, MD and PA have been found not to: provide 
statewide services. CA, NJ, CO, IL, IN, MD, MI, MN, NE, PA, TN, OR 
and OH have' been found to have problems with establishment of 
orders and collection/distribution of support payments. . 

We must ensure that each state has in place effective laws and 
administrative rather than judicial process to establish paternity 
and child support orders. Successful state models which have 
demonstrated dramatic improvements in> establishing paternity. and 
obtaining support orders through an expedited administrative 
process .need to be expanded nationally. These administrative 
processes are effective for children on whose behalf paternity must 
be established and for children w~ose paternity is not disputed but 
who need support due to parental divorce, desertion or sePCfration. 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AND ESTABLISHMENT ACTIONS SHOULD BE 
ADMINISTRATIVE RATHER THAN JUDICIAL WHENEVER POSSIBLE. 

Adequate information is available and sufficient experience can be 
found from state governments to develop fair national child !support 
guidelines. A system which allows.a non-custodial parent who lives 
in Alabama and earns $40,000 a year to pay only $60 a week;while a 
parent in New Jersey who earns $40,000 a year pays $120 a week, 
needs to end. This lack of fairness leads to non-support. 

NATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT GUIDELINES SHOULD BE PUT IN PLACE. 
National guidelines are needed to guarantee children a fair level 
of support. .Children's support orders should be determined by 
their needs and their parent's ability to pay, not by whe,re they 
live and which state guideline applies. There must be a national 
process, as well, for periodically reviewing and updating child 
support orders to ensure that orders keep pace with chi;ldren' s 
needs and parents' income. 
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LOCATING ABSENT PARENTS: 


AN EXPANDE"D FEDERAL PARENT LOCATOR SYSTEM SHOULD BE DEVELOPED. This 
can be done by adding NLETS and NCIC to the existing Federal Parent 
Loca'tor System and by increasing access to the system by government 
child support agencies. Recent regulations by HHS require states 
to pay for information from the federal parent locator sys~em, fe,es 
for use of the national system by any government law enforcement 
agency working on child support cases should be prohibite'd. Child 
support agencies need access to NLETS, this is the system that 
accesses all state Department of Motor Vehicle records and NCIC 
lists crime records. This can be accomplished by 'Congress 
designating child support agencies as law enforcement agencies. 

FUNDING 

Lack of ,staff and, funding" severely, hinders child support 
'enforcement efforts and acts as another barrier to low income 
families attempting to utilize government services for child 
support enforcement. 

A new funding structure for states to ensure that they establish 
orders on a timely basis should be developed. This should include 
elimination of the' federal incentive payments to states,; and the 
adoption of a 90% federal match with a req)J.irement for state 
maintenance of effort at 1992 levels. ' 

, " 

Priority of distribution on post AFDC cases should be "family 
first." Assisting families who become self-sufficient and ,free of 
the welfare roles should be a priority. The current system 
penalizes these families by paying the state government back 
support payments before the family receives back support,payments 
due to them. 

States and the Federal Government benefit through lower costs for 
AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) when child support 
is collected. As of the end of 1991 all states made a "p;rofit" on 
child support collections: 66% reimbursement + 6% ,incentive 
payments 4: funds recouped for AFDe expenditures = more $ than what 
was spent on the child support enforcement program. They can 
afford to pay families First. 
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Example of making a "Profit" on Child Support Enforcement: 

Expenditures~f $27,086,106 

Reimbursement at 66% 	 1. $17,876>830 

Collections: 	 $30,191,573 AFDC 

$57,562,494 Non-AFDC 


* Amount qualifying for incentives 

$60,500,000 @ 6% 	 2. $3,630,000· 
,, 

Amount of AFDC 	 recouped by state 3. ~9,226,858 

Total Income (1 + 2 + 3) = 	 $ $30,733~688 

Total Income $ 30,733,688 

Total Expenses -27,086,106 

"Profit" $ 3[647,582 


* Incentives payments are based on AFDC amount x 2 if less money is 
collected on AFDC cases than Non-AFDCcases. This is often called 
the ",cap. " 

PROFIT MADE ON CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT SHOULD BE REINvEsTED IN 
.' THE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM . 

FAMILY SERVICES 

The government child support agency should list their client as the 
custodial parent and' child. Child support enforcement services 
should be an entitlement. Families should have a right to effective 
and efficient services. New federal timeframes are a step in that 
direction, except clients were given no rights in the 1988 Family 
Support Act to obtain action on their case under the timeframes. 
Clients should be given a right to services and states should be 
required to meet timeframes. Non~compliance with timeframes should 
be a reason to request a state fair hearing. States should be 
prohibited from charging fees of. more than $25 to families owed 
support. 

Although child support and visitation are separate issues, a parent 
who is unemployed and. cannot pay support, rights to visitation 
should be protected and enforced. ACES believes that it is wrong to 
deny visitation when support is not paid and we believe it is wrong 
to withhold support when visitation is denied. These actions harm 
the child. We know from our experience and from studies that 13% 
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of the parents who fail to pay child support state they are 
withholding payments because the visitation is being denied. To 
prevent this from happening, we. need an effective custody 
visitation disput:e ..:resolution program. . . 

STATE COURTS SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO HAVE IN PLACE PROGRAMS FOR 
RESOLUTION OF CUSTODY AND VISITATION PROBLEMS. Prince George ' s 
County, MD,and Washington, D.C., are good models for these types 
of programs. 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CHILDHOOD POVERTY AND CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEM 

To understand what the failure of the child support system means in 
the lives of real children, two summers ago CLASP, in conjunction 
with the Association for Children for Enforcement of Support (ACES) 
and the Health and Welfare Council of Nassau County, New York 
interviewed 300 custodial mothers and asked what happened to them 
when the father of their children let home and how they fared when 

.they attempt to collect child. support. We found: 

Despite their efforts, three quarters of the mother 
interviewed did not received regular child support payments 
for their children. The failure of the absent fathers to pay 
regular child support forced the children into pov~rty and 
near poverty. 

As a consequence, the children lost the change for a safe and 
healthy childhood.. Too many of the mothers reported that, in 
the first year after· the father left,·· their children wend 
hungry (32%), lost access to regular health check-ups (55%), 
and did not see a doctor when they were ill (36%). Children 
lacked appropriate clothing (e.g. a winter coat) and couldn't 
participate in regular school activities due to a lack of f 
funds (49%). An astonishing number lost their regular child 
care because of the cost (57%), an d a substantial number were 
unsupervised while their mother went.to work (26%). 

Further endangering the children'S well-being, in tire first 
year after the father failed to support his children, more 
than half the families faced a serious housing crisis. From 
the d~ta, it appears that there is a direct connection :between . 
the failure to pay child support and childrens' homele:ssness. 

The mothers first tried to support their children on their 
own. Primarily ,they relied on their earnings, joining the· 
labor force for the first time or taking a second or third 
job. In many case, the children literally lost both parents 
one who walked out on them and another who was so busy trying 

to keep them housed, fed, and clothed that she had little time 
for parenting. 
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When their earnings proved insufficient, most of the mothers 
next turned to families, friends, churches, and privateI 

charities. Still, many reported utility shut offs~ having 
credit cards revo~ed and selling off assets (e.g. a car) to 
keep going. Then, percent actually had to file for bankruptcy. 

Eventually, a little over half the families, applied for Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Medicaid and/or Food 
Stamps. While about· one-fifth of the families were poor 
enough to use Food Stamps before the father stopped supporting 
his children, over one-half of the families were using Food 
Stamps after the father left. 

Two-thirds of the mothers interviewed used the state child 
suppport enforcement system to pursue child support. ,Yet, '40 
percent had not obtained an order at the time :of the 
interview. Of those who did have'a child support ord~r, more 
than one-half still did not receive regular child 'support 
payments at the time of the interview. ' 

This link between the failure of noncustodial parents to meet their 
obligations, childhood poverty and the need for public as~istance 

. was reaffirmed in a recent series of hearings held aro)lnd the 
country. Sponsored by ChildNet: The National Campaign for Child 
Support Enforcment and Assurance, these hearings provided custodial 
fathers and mothers from Long Island and Albany, NY; Seattle, 
Washington; Sacramento, California,; Chicago, Illinois; Atlanta, 
Georgia; Columbus, Ohio, and Tampa, Florida the opportunity to tell 
their stories. They told of waiting years for paternity to be 
established or an order to be set. They told of endless cross 
country searches for fathers and mothers who were intent on 
avoiding their health collapsed and they could no longer work to 
support their children. These families then needed AFDC, Medicaid, 
and Food Stamps. 
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STATEMENT BY ZACHARY, SON OF TUDI WBITRIGBT 

My hero is very different from other heros. My hero isn't a movie 
star, a pro athlete, or ..a musician. My mother is my hero. That 
sounds funny, but. it's true. . I 

When she was three months pregnant with me, my father split and 
left my mother to support us on an income barely enough to support 
one. She worked six days a week 8 - 10 hours a day and we still 
barely had enough to make do. Every morning she would drop us off 
at the babysitter and she would pick us up at 10 p.m. Sometimes 
she didn' t even pick us up because she had no money· to pay the 
babysitter. 

After I was old enough to be so called babysat by my brother who is 
four years older than me, all we did was fight when my mom was at 
work all day. After she got home we still would fight except now 
we had a referee . 

. ... She did. everything· possible to make .. us happy there is .. nothing she 
didn't try. She could barely afford to pay for anything more than 
bills and food, but when I wanted to play sports she would always 
pay for them even though she knew she. couldn't afford to:. She 
always thought of her kids before anything else. She always 
thought of herself last. 

At a very early age she taught us how to cook, clean, and ·do all 
the things needed to stay home all day and be ok. I've been doing 
this for as long as I can remember, that sucked back then but when 
I . look. back I am very· thankful. 1 know·. kids my· age . who always 
depend· on someone else to cook, clean, and wash their c1'othes. 
When I am hungry, I cook my own food; when my clothes need to be 
washed, I wash them; and when the house needs to be cleaned, I 
clean it. I think I am very lucky to have learned all these skills 
at an early age, because in real life you need these skills. 

She has done every thing possible to make .sure. me and my brother 
make it in life. It took him an extra year to get his diploma, but 
if it wasn't for her he probably would have never went back. She 
has spent thousands on counseling, trying to make it better for us, 
but I don't think counseling really works unless you want it. to 
wo;rk. 

She has done all this with no help from our father, he didn't even 
send Christmas presents or birthday presents.after the first two 
years of my life. She gave us everything we every needed and was 
always there for us. The only thing she couldn't give us that we 
needed, was a father. But we made it and we're not the best of 
kids, but there are kids out there who don't even have one parent. 
I am lucky because the one parent I do have, does her best to make 
my life easy and pleasant as possible. 
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For the last four years my mother has been trying to collect back 
and present cbild support which amounts to more that forty-five 
thousand dollars'. Now she works on a committee called ACES which 
helps kids and parent receive the child support they deserve. She 
is constantly on the phone-helping other parents like herself,to 
collect and giving information. During these last four years, she 
has been climbing stairs that have led to nowhere until she got her 
chance to give a speech in front of the head people in charge of 
child support enforcement and many other parents like herself. 
During the speech she had to stop because of tears but when she 
finished the crowd gave her a standing ovation. After the speech, 
two ladies came up to her and asked for her case number,and two 
weeks later we received our first two child support checks in 
fourteen years. 

I got to keep the first check and spend if on whatever I wanted and 
all the rest will be in the bank for college or a payment towards 
my first house. Since my brother is moved out she just gives him 
the checks for rent, food, and whatever else he has to pay for. 

• • •••• > • •• • • 

My mother is more than just my mom, she is a friend, a companion, 
and a hero in my eyes. I LOVE HER VERY MUCH! I 
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REINVENTING CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

STATEMENT OF RICHARD (CASEY) HOFFMAN, PRESIDENT 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT * CSE 


P.O. Box 49459; AUSTIN, TEXAS 78756 

(512)451-6171 


TESTIFYING BEFORE THE U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WAYS AND MEANS 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES 


THURSDAY, JULY 28,1994 


Mr. Chairman, cmd distinguished ,,"embers of the subcommittee, I am Casey Hoffman, President of 
Child Support Enforcement * CSE, a private company that was established to collect child support on 
behalf of private clients. 

By way of, background, I practiced family law, for eighteen years in Massachusetts, during which time 
I also served as President of the Massachusetts State Bar Association, In 1985, I became Special 
Assistant Attorney General directing the Texas child support enforcement program. I remained as IV-D 
Director until 1991, when I resigned and established a private company to assist custodial parents in 
collecting child support. ' 

During the years in which I headed the Texas 'IV-D agency,' we were recognized by this subcommittee, 
and, by the National Child Support Enforcement Association (NCSEA), as the "Most Improved" child 
support enforcement program. I also received a personal award as a manager for "Outstanding 
Individual Achievement" from the National Child Support Enforcement Association. 

My company is a founding member of the Child, Sl,Ipport Council, a non~profit association of businesses 
working to improve child support enforcement in the United States, and I am also a member of the 
Board of Directors of NCSEA. 

Because of my long experience in family law and child support enforcement, I feel competent to 
discuss the government child support enforcement program operated under Titie IV-D and the 
'legislation before this, subcommittee that contains sweeping changes to this program. 

Let me begin my remarks by saying that the Title W-Dprogram is failing millions of families who are 
dependent upon it for the delivery of urgently needed child support services., 

As I am sure you know, government estimates are that $27 billion in child support went urcollected 
in 1992. Millions of out of wedlock birtns never get paternity estat:>lished, a critical first step in the 
child support effort. It is estimated that there are 20 million families who are not getting the child 
support they deserve. . 

The mounting backlog of cases, and the ever increasing number of new cases, overwhelm the best 
efforts of all state child support enforcement agencies to fully serve their clients. 

The Administration's plan is proposing solutions that are well thought out and would make a difference 
in solving 'the program if the taxpayers' couid afford them. In fact, their proposal is so thorough that 
it exacerbates one problem. It perpetuates the myth that the government can solve all the cases when 
it can't. Congress and the states could never afford to fund all the jobs and computer projects that 
they are proposing. 



Despite the tougher enforcement laws on the books, over the past five years government-funded 

agencies have never coUected child support for more than one out of every five families. Over the last 


, fourteen years of reported statistics, we have seen an increase of less than 2 percent in the percentage 

of paying child support cases. In the most' recent year of reported statistics, 1992, the number 

actually decreased, from 19.3 to 18.7 percent. 

Parents who don't pay child support are penalized less frequently than people who are late on their 
electric bill. It's time we got tough and it's time we gave the taxpayers a fair shake. If you work in 
this country and pay taxes, you pay child support for deadbeats. It's that simple, and furthermore, 
why shouldn't a working parent who fails to pay child support at least face mandatory weekend jail 
time the second time he is found in contempt for not paying child support? 

But there are many additional reasons for thb child support problem we face today. I would like to 
mention a few of them at this time. . 

The Government Child Support Enforcement Program lacks a Comprehensive Strategic Plan 

At the heart of the problem is the fact that the government program begun twenty years ago evolved 
without a comprehensive strategic plan. It was established with no fundamental mechanism for 
dealing with the great diversity of child support enforcement laws and procedures among the states. 
Over the years Congress.has attempted to achieve uniformity by imposing more and more federal 
mandates on the states. State child support enforcement programs are thus forced to devote a large 
proportion of their limited resources to complying with the multitude of complex federal regulations -
rather than to delivering needed services to collect support for children. Unfortunately, as a result of 
the threat of federal penalties, meeting the needs of the federal bureaucracy has become a more 
pressing concern than meeting the needs of our nation's families. 1 

The lack of a strategic plan, however, has meant morEl tha!1 an inability of the system to deal with the 
diversity of laws and procedures among the states. 

The Government Child Support Enforcement Program lacks Coherence and Consistency 

Without a controlling vision, the national program has also lacked ongoing coherence and consistency. 
Created originally as an adjunct of the welfare program Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
(AFDCl, the child support enforcement system developed haphazardly, by accretion rather than by 
design. Piece after piece of federal legislation has been tacked on to the original statutory structure 
of the government child support enforcement program, but these successive additions of underfunded 

,federal requirements have done little to strengthen the original structure. It is as if you started with 
a Volkswagen and then over the years added layer after layer of heavy metal body parts from 
Cadillacs. You would still have a Volkswagen engine, but it would hardly be able to move the massive 
body built upon it. With no increase iri horsepower, the slow-moving, hard-to-steer vehicle that is the 
government child support enforcement system has failed 80 percent of the families requesting 
assistance. 

The Govemment Chil,d Support Enforcement Program is Outmoded 

While American society and the American family have changed greatly over the past twenty, years, the 
government program's basic orientation to the establishment and enforcement of child st,Jpport has 
changed very little. The current program is, quite simply, outmoded. I,t continues to attack the 
problem of non~support using methods appropriate to a former time, a time when the American family 
was predomiliantly nuclear and geographically rOoted. ',Whereas families used to stay in one place 
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generation after generation, today they are increasingly on the move. With the nation's I~Uvorc~ rate 
at 50 percent, one out of every two children born to married parents will' live in a single-parent 
household before he or she reaches the age of eighteen. Thirty percent of all births take place outside 
marriage, and that percentage continues t9 rise each year. The "traditional" intact American family 
has become more an idealized concept than a reflection of reality. The effect of these :changes in 
American society has been a dramatic increase in both the number of children who need child support 
and the number of interstate child support cases, now 30 percent of the total caseload. 

In this paper I advocate a total restructuring -- a refnvention -- of child support enforcement in this 
country to meet the overwhelming demand for government services. Instead of continuing this process 
of accretion without an overall design, we need to put into place a strategic plan for the future 
development of the child support enforcement enterprise for the next twenty years. 

The Historical, Background of the Government's Failure to Meet, the Needs of Children 

The state-federal child support enforcement program was established in 1975 under a new Part IV of 
Title 0 of the Social SecurIty Act. The "IV-O" program was the first acknowledgment by Congress that 
non-payment of child support had a direct, and deleterious, impact upon the welfare systeln. Before 

'the 1975 legislation, the impoverishing effects of the abandonment of children, mostly by f~thers; had 
received linle attention. Indeed~ welfare reform had focused primarily upon maimainin'g the stability 
of the two-parent family and enhancing its economic well-being. Many welfare, advocates even 
doubted that there was anything to be gained from a nationwide program of paternity establishment 
and child support enforcement. ' 

With the establishment of the IV-O program, however, came the recognition that non-support of 
children by "absent" parents means economic hardship for single-parent househol,ds. Non-support 
results in a significantly lower standard of, living and often forces people to turn to the, welfare system 
for assistance. A riumber of studies have nOw amply'documented this effect of non-support, showing 
that the dissolution or non-formation of a family almost inevitably means substantially,lower levels of 
income and a precarious financial situation for custodial mothers and their dependent children. By 
some estimates, mothers who separate or divorce experience an initial 25 to 50 percent reduction in 
income, with stagnant incomes for many years following. Poverty rates for these wome., -- particularly 
for minority women -- typically rise considerably, in the five years following separation or divorce. As 
for never-married mothers with dependent children,the poverty rate is upwards of 60 percent. Child 
support awards, paid on time and for the amount due, can spell the critical difference between some 
degree of financial independence and dependence upon public welfare. Establishing and enforcing child 
support orders and medical expenses is one of the keys to ending the feminization of povet1y. 2 

At the outset the IV-O program was directed primarily toward serving the needs of welfare and low
, income families. However, the awareness of the adverse economic impact of non-support on non

welfare families brought about a change in the focus ,of the national child ~upport enforcement 
program. Over the years, as a result of a succession of congressional acts, it became a universal 
program, offering enforcement services tQ anyone who wanted them, regardless of finan~ial need. 
This evaluation has resulted in a dramatic explosion of the caseload and, correspondingly, in growing 
skepticism and frustration among advocates, caseworkers, arid clients regarding the program's ability 
to deal with the ever~worsening problem of non-support. 3 While opening the door of the government 
prog'ram to ~n overwhelming influx of non-welfare cases, Congress created a funding scheme for the 
program that promoted unequal treatment of welfare and non~welfare cases by state enforcement 

'agencies.4 Because of the financial incentives built into the system, state enforcement agencies 
tended to give non-welfare cases 'secondhand treatment. This meant that poor and middle-class non
welf~re clients felt that their needs were not being well served, and, in fact, they weren't. Soaring 
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caseloads, coupled with limited human and financial, resources and a lopsided federal funding scheme, 
ensured that neither, th~ ,welfare nor the non-welfare constituency of, the program would be well 
served. 

As the government caseload grew from 4.1 million cases in 1979 to 15.2 ,million cases in 1992, the 
limitations of the current program became evident.5 In 1979, when the government program was still 
fairly new, there were collections on only 17.1 percent ofthe caseloa~ nationwide. In 1992, the rate 
of collections had risen to only 18.7 percent. This is an increase of just 1 .6 percent in a fourteen-year 
period, in spite of improved enforcement techniques. The limitations of the, current program are best 
illustrated by the mounting' amounts of due but uncollected child support, in government cases. 
According to the federal Office of, Child Support Enforcement, of, the 'reported $34.8 billion in both 
current and prior-years child support owed by non-custodial parents in government cases in 1992, only 
22~8 percent was actually collected, leaving $27 billion uncollected. Predicting the future with respect 
to the growing 'amounts of uncollected support is not difficult since the amount of "current-year 
support" owed and unpaid in 1993 increased significantly over the amount owed in 1992. Because 
of . the ever-increasing government caseload, the net effect is that the cumulative amounts of 
uncollected past-due support added each year to current support will continue to outstrip; the ability 
of the program to collect child support effectively. ' 

The Demographic Evidence 

Recognizing the need for an even stronger enforcement program, the Clinton administration has 
recommended, as part of its welfare reform proposal, the implementation of additional federal 
mandates' for state child support enforcement programs. While these new requiremer.lts should 
improve the effectiveness and productivity of the government'child support enforcement program, even 
they will not make a dent in the backlog., In fact, all demographic signs indicate that the situation will 
get worse. 

The number of female-headed families with children under the age of eighteen is growing every year. 
From 1970 to 1990 there was a 146 percent increase in the n'umber of such families. By 1990, one 
out of every five children in this country lived in a family in which the mother had ne,ver been married 
or the father was otherwise absent. In that same twenty-year period,'the number of children with a 
divorced parent more than doubled. While the divorce rate in the United States remains at 50 percent, 
the rate of births outside marriage will most likely increase from 30 to 40 percent by the end of this 
decade. 

Over a million children are born outside marriage each year, but paternity is established in only one
third of the cases. The 600,000-pluscases that have no paternity established are added to the backlog 
from previous years. This case load is especially difficult to work because establishing paternity is only 
the first step in the government agency's efforts to meet its goal of collecting child support. The 
subsequent tasks of entering a support order and collecting the amount owed are difficult 'and time
consuming processes as well. 

More than 10 million, women -- nearly 3 million of them never married -- are currently raising children 
as single parents. More than 16 million children in this country are living without their fathers in the 
home,and nearly 50 percent of these children live in poverty. Not surprisingly, almost 80 percent of 
the children born. to unmarried teenage mothers who drop out of high school live in poverty. The 
majority of these mothers end up on welfare, with an estimated annual coslta taxpayers of about $34 
billion in assistance. According to federal government statistics, 80 percent of the growth in welfare 
cases over the past ten yeins, from 3.86 miliion families in 1983 to 4.97 million families in 1993, is 
attributable largely to unwed mothers. Moreover, the 2.1 million increase in' welfare recipients from 
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'1990 to 1992 reflected not only a weak economy but also a surge in the number of female-headed 
families seeking. assistance. 

Though the number ofhouseholds headed by custodial mothers has continued to grow over the years. 
the record of success in the collection of child support has changed very little. As of spring 1990. 
according to a U.S. Bureau of Census survey, only 57.7 percent of the 10 million women with children 
from an absent father had even been awarded child support (down from 59.1 percent in the spring of 
1987). Of those custodial mothers who had the. possibility of receiving child support because a court 
had ordered it, only half actually received the full amount due, while 24 percent received only partial 
.support and 25. percent received nothing.' The larger picture shows that only 37.4 percent of ~II 
custodial mothers received any amount of child support. Of the never-married women, only 15 percent 
received support, and the poverty'rate for this group was 53.9 percent, compared with 23.1 percent 
for women who had been married. 

The Existing System: Overworked and Overextended 

The simple fact is that state and federal governments cannot by themselves turn the situation around. 6 

Significant budget deficits limit the ability of state and federal governments to deal with the demands 
of the growing child support caseload. While Congress mandates more requirements for state child 
support enforcement programs in an effort to improve their performance, these same state' programs 
find themselves overwhelmed by the needs of their current clients, burdened by more and more federal 
regulations, and strapped by inadequate financial resources to meet either client needs or federal 
requirements. 

Many current legislative proposals to improve the child support enforcement system are designed to 
fix a system that is simply outmoded and incapable of dealing effectively with the worsening situation 
of non-support in this country. While the enactment of some of the 'administration's proposals will 
clearly improve aspects of the existing system, its fundamental defect remains: there are still too 
many cases ·for the government . system 'as presently designed, While attempting to function as an 
adjunct of the welfare system by recovering and reducing ·mounting welfare .costs, the system also 
attempts to serve the needs of increasing numbers of rion-welfare families. The result is that the 
current child' support enforcement program fails to do either task well. 

From 1985 to 1992 the number of non-welfare cases in the IV-D system rose by 200 percent -- far 
outstripping the increase in the number of welfare cases, which rose only 21 percent. The significant 
disparity in the growth rate between welfare and non-welfare caseloads came about through the 
enactment of. the Child' Support Amendments of 1984, which imposed many new program 
requirements upon state IV-D agencies. In addition, the IV-D agencies are required to provide services 
equally to welfare and non-welfare families. These requirements initiated the backlog of cases and 
continue to prevent states from prioritizing their caseloads. 

With respect to the 8.7 million welfare child support cases, which account for 58 percent of the 1992 
caseload, collections were made .in only 12~3 percent of the cases, an increase of 0.1 pertent from 
-1991 and just slightly over 1 percent since 1985. .ln1992, the collections in these welfare cases 
represented a recovery of only 11.4 percent of the. AFDC paid out during the year, an imp~ovement 
of just 0.7 percent from 1991 and only 1.6 percent since 1985. The current government child support 
enforcement program must work much harder to reduce the costs of welfare by recovering directly 
from the parent ordered to support the children the welfare dollars paid to the custodial parent. The 
government cannot even take full credit for .the small amount of AFDC recovery that is attrib",table to 
its efforts b.ecause all AFDC recipients must assign their child support to the state IV-D agencies. 
Clearly, some of the support paid on those cases was paid VOluntarily, without any government work 
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on the case. 

In 1992 the IV-D caselo.ad alone consisted of 15.2 million non-custodial parents; each of whom was, 

or might eventually be, responsible for the support of one or more dependent children. This number 

was nearly double what it had been ten years earlier, and it did not include statistics for custodial 

parents who sought help from private agencies and private. attorneys. Of the 15.2 million cases, only 

56 percent have child support orders, leaving nearly 7 million cases needing establishment of paternity 

and/or support orders. in 1992, according to the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement, support 


. order establishment grew by'9 percent over the previous year, while the number of cas~sneeding 

establishment of an order grew by 13 percent. 

With the growth in the number of non-welfare cases in the IV-D caseload and the .expansion of the 
'enforcement services that are mandated in those cases, administrative expenditures for non-welfare 
cases have'risen 475 f,')ercent since' 1985 .. This accelerated growth ofthe non-welfare component of 
the government caseload and the accompanying administrative costs have significantly limited the 
ability of the state child support agencies to address effectiveiy,the needs of the welfare and low
income families for ,which Congress originally intended the child support enforcement program. So 
significant was the increase in the non-welfare caseload in a relatively short.time that even reassigning 
personnel from the welfare caseloadto the non-welfare case load did not produce positive results. In 
1985 the percentage of non-AFDC cases with collections was 30.3 percent; by 1992 that percentage 
had dropped to 27.1. 

The Necesstty for Transformation 

What all thes,e statistics clearly indicate is that the current child support enforcement program operated 
by state and federal agencies cannot adequately work both a welfare and a non-welfare cas~load. The 
resources available are simply insufficient for the task. This means that state child support 
enforcement programs will continue to limp along, attempting to ~erve an already overwhelming, and 
always growing, caseload with increasingly inadequate resources. We will see even more frustration 
among the millions of custodial 'parents whom the prQgrams are mandated to serve. The state 
programs themselves, already unable to cope, will be doomed to greater failure and will likely be 
subject to more and more unmanageable federal mandates as Congress demands comp,liance and 
attempts to improve program performance. State administrators for these programs lameritthe time 
spent answering complaints and questions from clients who demand to know why their cases are not 
being worked. The same person who answers those complaints could be working cases if it were not 
for the huge backlog. 

There is a critical necessity to reinvent the child support enforcement syste,m in this country; to ensure 
that our neediest children receive assistance~ Designing and implementing such a plan' will b!3 a 
formidable task in light of the budget constraints facing both the federal and the state governments 
that administer the program. 

ANEW MODEL 

Tier One of a Two-Tiered Case 'Management System 

I recommend a two-tiered case management system to break the vicious cycle caused by the 
overwhelming caseload in the present system. hi the first tier, state and federal resources will be 
focused on the children most in need of help, those for whom the IV-D program was: originally 
designed. For these children the government's tasks will be: (1) to collect the support due the,ir family 
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so they can leave the welfare rolls or (2) to prevent their family from having to turn to welfare at all. 

The first tier includes families who receive welfare benefits of any kind, as well as families with 
incomes below 175 percent of the fede~al poverty level. It is obvious that the system must serve the 
needs of families who are on welfare and who are striving to achieve financial autonomy. However, 
we must also include in the first tier those families who are struggling to preserve their financial 
independence and to remain off the welfare rolls. 

Benefits to the Taxpayer 

Focusing our efforts on the first tier of cases is also consistent With the original intent of Congress to 
recover tax dollars spent on welfare payments. Not only will we be removing families from the welfare 
rolls but, as fiscal conservatives point out, we can save tax dollars by keeping families from entering 
the welfare system. It has been estimated that if, in 1989, parents who were raising children alone 
on incomes below the poverty level had received the full amount of support due them, some 140,000 
families would have been able to rise above poverty. Welfare recipients who have job skills and tax 
credits may not escape poverty at the end of two years on welfare, but they surely will if they are 
receiving child support payments in a timely manner and for the full amount. 

In 1992, although only 12.3 percent of the welfare cases showed a collection, those paymer:'ts allowed 
nearly a quarter ofa million families to be removed from AFDC, according to the federal Office of Child 
Support Enforcement. The impact of child support collection upon the poverty of single-parent families 
would be even greater if the 57 percent of custodial mothers who do not have a support award were 
to receive one --.and if the amount of the awards were consistent.with state guidelines. 

The potential for cost savings through reduction of welfare expenditures by effective child support 
enforcement is undisputed by the budget and policy experts in the White House. As Bruce Reed, 
President Clinton's advisor on domestic policy, noted, "Up to 40 percent of our. welfare dollars go 
toward children whose fathers could afford to pay child support." Professor Irwin Garfinkle of 
Columbia University estimates that the. current welfare population. could be reduced by one-quarter if 
child support were fully and regularly paid. Given the average monthly caseload of about 4.8 milliori 
families (in 1992), that could mean an annual savings of $6 billion in AFDC alone -- perhaps as much 
as$14 billion in total welfare expenditures. A study by the inspector general of the U.S. Department 
of Health and Human Services found that most state agencies do not systematicall.y pursue delinquent 
child support and that welfare collections could increase by up to 20 percent a year if aggressive 
efforts were undertaken. Savings of that magnitude could be translated into a funding source for the 
kinds of welfare reforms being proposed by both political parties. . 

Added to the reduction in the amount of actual expenditures for welfare is "cost avoidance" -- that is, 
helping families to keep from having to tum to welfare in the first place. Although we don't know 
exactly how much savings· cost avoidance would provide, a 1987 study sponsored by the federal 
government estimated that every $5 in non-welfare child support collected yielded $1: in indirect 
savings of AFDC, food stamps, and Medicaid that might otherwise have had to be paid out. Although 
admittedly speculative, that estimated cost-avoidance factor of 20 percent might translate into another 
savings in potential welfare expenditures of more than $1 billion. Those interested in this national 
problem have for many years urged the federal government to complete the work necessary for them 
to measure cost-avoidance savings. Determining in hard numbers the total cost savings achieved in 
the IV-D program would allow lawmakers to make informed business deciSions· as to how much to 
invest in the· child support program and where to invest it. 

7 



Prioritization of Enforcement in the First Tier 

Since some states do not have sufficient resources even to work all the cases in the first tier and since 
it is essential to remain focused on cost-effectiveness, we believe that prioritization of the cases in the 
first 'tier is also required. The starting point should be an assessment of the client's income and the 
welfare benefits paid to that family over the most recent three years. . ., 

Those cases in which the custodial parent is currently receiving AFDC benefits of any kind would be 
given top priority. Second priority would be assigned to cases in which the custodial parent is not 
presently receiving welfare benefits but was on AFDC or Medicaid for three or more months at some 
point within the most recent three years. The assumption here is. that such families are still 
precariously close to returning to welfare: The third priority within this tier would be those families 

. whose household income has averaged 175 percent or less ofthe federal poverty level figure over the 
last three years. This group wouldencompassthose families who have never received welf'arebenefits 
but who are clearly at risk of becoming dependent on the welfare system . 

. After identifying the children most in need of help, we would then want to ensure that the government 

IV-D program would invest its limited resources in the cases that are most likely to produce results, 

those that are relatively "fresh." Therefore, in any state that could riot effectively work all the cases 

in the first tier, an additional prioritization plan would be put into effect. The cases to be prioritized 

would be those in which: (1) paternity needs to be established or a support order ~ntered for a child 

born within the last three years, (2) cases in which a child support order has been entered! within the 

previous three years but no collection of support has been received, and (3) cases in which a child 

support order has been entered prior to the last 'three years and some collections have been recorded 

during that time. The assumption here is that an older case should not take precedence over til more 

recent welfare or low-income case that may hpld a much greater promise of welfare cost recovery and 

cost avoidance over a longer period of time. Again, from acost-effective standpoint, it is. much less 

time-:consurriing and less costly to be working fresh cases than older cases. 


Second-Tier Cases 

All ,cases that do not meet the eligibility requireme~ts of the first tier can be worked by states that have 
decided to invest sufficient resources into their program. These second-tier cases will be worked only 

,when it has been certified that a state has effectively worked the cases in tier one. ,Redirecting the 
activities of. the government program to s.erve primarily the needs of welfare and low-income families 
does not necessarily mean ignoring the child support enforcement needs of those whose incomes place 
them in tier two. Depending upon the changes in the funding structure proposed by the Clinton 
administration, there will be states that not only choose to work tier two cases but have the resources 
to do so effectively . Most important, it will be left to each state to make a proper determination of the 
level of service to be provided. Under one suggested proposal, some states may qualify for as much 
as 90 percent reimbursement from' the' federal government, and thus they will not find the cost 
exorbitant. More than likely, many states will want to prioritize their resources on tier two cases by 
using the methodology of income means testing and· "freshness" assessments' previously described for 
tier one cases. 

Those state IV-D programs that do not have adequate funding from their state legislatures may also 
choose to follow some critical recommendations set forth in a 1992 United States General Accounting 
Office study. Federal law allows state child support enforcement programs to 'chargeapp,licants who 
are not on welfare fees for services rendered. State programs COUld, if they chose, establish a sliding 
scale based on family income. They may also charge a percentage of the child support t,hey' collect, 
against either the custodial parent or the non-custodial parent. The General Accounting Office's report 
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found that if all states charged a service fee on support collections, the total administrative costs could 
be recovered from the parents. The Clinton plan fails to supporuhe GAO recommendations and ignores 
the possibility of saving taxpayers' ·money. Adoption of a fee schedule would mean that the. government 
child support program would stop functioning as virtually a free legal clinic and enforcement service for 
all families irrespective of their financial resources. 

In cases where the failure of the non-custodial parent to pay child support forced the custodial parent 
to turnto the state agency or to a private agency for help, it would certainly be appropri~te to charge 
the non-custodial parent a fee to recover enforcement costs. Parents who don't pay child support are 
penalized less frequently than people wl",lo are late on their electric bill. One way to enforce a fee or late 
charge would be to have added to the child support orders of the court a specific provision that if the 
obligated parent fails to make payment by a specified day of the month, the amount of the support 
automatically increases bya specified amount. For example, a parent who has not paid by the tenth 
day of the month becomes liable. for an automatic increase of $50 in his or, in rare instances, her 
payment.. An increase is assessed for each month he or ·she fails to pay in full and on time .. In cases 
of hard~hip, when a parent has a legitimate reason for not paying on time, the penalty could be waived. 
This principle of "pay.now (on time) or pay more later" has proved effective in ensuring the timely 
payment of utility bills, credit. card balances, car loans, and mortgage. installments. There is no reason 

. that it could not be applied to the far more serious obligation of child suppor.t payments. However, for 
the strategy to work successfully, it would be essential that all support orders in every state uniformly 
include such a provision and that the provision be strictly enforced. 

The Limitations of Government Resources 

. The government child support program currently employs more than 42,000 persons nationwide. These 
dedicated individuals struggle each day to try to keep up with the infl4x of new cases. They cannot at 
the same time effectively work the backlog of cases and collect the billions of dollars in overdue child 
support. To pursue the tough cases as aggressively as possible takes a great deal of time. The limited 
resources of the government are adequate for only a finite number of clients. The remaining parents in 
need of services Will have to seek help from resources outside of government. The need for moving 
beyond government becomes more obvious when we consider that in addition to the millions of non
welfare families who have asked the government for help and have not received one payment, it is 
believed that two to three times as many non-welfare parents who needed help either did not file an 
application with the government or had their cases closed by the government. If these estimates are 
valid, the total number of non-welfare parents in need,of services could be as many as 20 million and 
not fewer.than 15 million. 

The Private Sector 

Redirecting the activities of the government program under the· two-tiered case management system 
should not mean that some parents are left without assistance. The notion among some advocacy 
groups seems to be that child support enforcement, like the collection of taxes, is government's job and 
that government services are both free and selfless. As one governor stated the issue: "[ilt is not 
government's obligation to provide services but to see that they're provided." Critics of privatization 

, also stress that the private sector.'is suspect merely because :of the profit motive, and they label it as 
untrustworthy. Lastly, they argue that by virtue of its authority and power, government can get the job 
done more effectively than private entities can. None of these arguments have been proved valid by 
realitY, as, private companies, private attorneys, and private enforcement agencies have shown in the 
past few years. 

Certainly evidence exists that nothing· intrinsic to child supPort enforcement requires that it be purely 
a government enterprise, and clearly there is' no foundation to the belief that the services of the 
government program are free. In FY1992, state and federal governments spent nearly $2 billion on the 
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government child support enforcement program, $850 million of it on non-welfare cases.' Although in 
most states, services are available in government cases virtually without cost to the user and regardless 
of financial need, they are paid for by the taxpayers as a whole, users and non~users alike. As for the 
overall effectiveness of the government program,' the statistics cited thus far in this paper clearly 
demonstrate that the government cannot solve this problem alone. In spite of these statistics, the 
Clinton plan does not encourage private sector involvement as part of the solution. 

One of the operating principles of certain child support advocacy groups appears to be "if it isn't 
provided by the government free of charge to clients, then it must be "bad." The few state and county 
government agencies that charge fees to custodial parents are also criticized for taking advantage of 
non-welfare clients. In spite of lingering distrust, however, people are becoming increasingly aware that 
what traditionally have been considered government monopolies can' be operated more efficiently and 

. effectively by the private sector. Private companies can bring to tasks economies of scale, well-honed 
specialized ability, freedom from bureaucratic encumbrances, and greater cost-efficiency through lower 
administrative overhead and smaller workforces. For these reasons, competition by the private sector 
can be viewed as essential to "reinventing government." Government cannot -- and need not -- do it 
all. These principles are consistent with Vice President Gore~s public statements on improving 
government services and President Clinton's support for small businesses. 

Child support enforcement is an area in which the need. for more resources than the government can 
possibly provide is particularly evident. The private sector can introduce into the cHild support 
enforcement effort an urgently needed additional workforce. Moreover, competition by the private 
sector may result in the government program's becoming more efficient and more cost-effective. 
Concerns that private vendors will provide fewer services, with lower quality, or that they will act 
unscrupulously can be addressed effectively through an appropriate arrangement for government 
oversight. The possibility is that the involvement of the private sector in the following essential aspects 
of child support enforcement will actually greatly improve services with no greater expenditure, of 
taxpayer dollars. 

Establishing Paternity 

The legal establishment of paternity is a prerequisite for establishing a child support obligation. It is also 
the indispensable basis upon which to build a continuing relationship between the child and the father, 
as well as to ensure that the child has all the benefits of his or her birthright. : 

Recognizing the need for more aggressive paternity establishment programs, particularly ,in light of 
soaring rates of out-of-wedlock births, Congress has laid out a number of procedures that states are 
required to use in determining parentage for child support purposes.' These requirements include 
expedited and administrative processes for establishing paternity, efforts to achi,eve :the early 
establishment of paternity ,opportunities for voluntary establishment of paternity -- including outreach 
programs in hospitals -- and extensive use of genetic testing. 

The mandatory procedures for establishing paternity cut across welfare and non-welfare populations. 
Clearly, the establishment of paternity can and will save many families from having to turn to welfare. 
Butdespite significant improvements in the paternity establishment rate by the government, program, 
according to the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement, paternity was' established in only 17 
percent of the nearly 3.1 million cases in the FY 1992 caseload. 

Nearly 1 million of the cases in the government program's FY 1992 caseload that required 'paternity 
establishment were non-welfare cases, and' paternity' was established in just 14 percent :of them. 
Unfortunately, with an overwhelming caseload of millions of cases that have unenforced support orders 
and millions more that need support orders to be established, the national IV-O program will be hard
pressed to realize any dramatic increases in .the rate of paternity establishment without neglecting 
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enforcement and siJpport modification cases. Increases become even less likely if the govemment works 
all of the medical support and Medicaid cases that Congress has mandated to be "worked: 

The private sector can step into this arena and make an immediate difference. Genetic testing 
laboratories throughout the country provide the govemment child support enforcement program with 
essential evidence in contested patemity cases. Even though such facilities already play" a prominent 
role in the establishment of patemity, they could and should playa greater role. For example, provisions 
of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 require states to use more aggressive methods to 
achieve early establishment of paternity, including in-hospital programs to obtain voluntarY declarations 
of patemity, which would create a rebuttable or a conclusive presumption of, patemity. The' Clinton 
administratIon supports the e)(pansion and simplification of the process for voluntary establishment and 
will hold state enforcement agencies accountable should they fail to meet stated goals .. Indeed, one 
suggested proposal makes states completely liable for all welfare assistance given a mo'thei" who has 
fully cooperated in the procedure for establishment of patemity but for whose child th~ state agency has 
not been able to establish paternity within a fixed period of time. 

While these new goals should significantly improve the rate of paternity establishment, they do not go 
far enough or provide relie"f to the taxpayer. Scientists now have developed a DNA analysis procedure 
that can be used instead of blood samples. A .technician uses a cotton swab to collect cells from the 
cheek area inside the mouth. Given the simplicity and low cost of this non~invasive buccal swab test, 
voluntary declarations should always be accompanied by the" confirmation of genetic testing results to 
ensure against possible fraud or later contestation .. A positive test result provides a mqre sound legal 
basis upon which to impose the weighty obligation of child support, as well as certainty in the mind of 
the father, so as to encourage the father-child relationship. At no more cost than the govemment 
program currently pays out, these private entities could train personnel for the paternity' establishment 
programs, obtain the voluntary declarations -~ confirmed by genetic test results -- and file the validated 
acknowledgments. Private agencies that provide patemity establishment would receive pC!yment directly 
from the state agency for in-hospital establishment programs that they operate on behalfof the agency, 
but the costs of genetic tests could be collected from the parents. Apparently the Clinton administration 
understands the value of genetic testing: . its welfare reform proposal looks to the use of a more 
streamlined legal process that uses such test results. 

Other important services could be provided by the private sector in paternity establishment. Just as 
there are now private enforcement services that collect and distribute child support, there .could be 
private agencies to establish. paternity. Such agencies could relieve the governmen~ program of a 
significant part of its current workload by operating paternity establishment programs. The private 
sector could also employ private attorneys on an as-needed basis to handle cases requiring litigation. 
Private agencies could make their services available not only to new paternity clients but also to clients 
whose. cases are part of the backlog. The employment of the private attorneys in this way would 
augment government efforts to reduce the backlog of paternity establishment cases and to deal with 
the continuing influx of new cases. Along with the responsibility for litigating paternity establishment 
cases in the state agency's caseload, private agencies would receive payment for legal services directly 
from the state agEincyin an amount equal to what it wo.uldhave cost the state agency to pursue those 
cases successfully. 

Monitoring Delinquencv 

Most experts embrace delinquency monitoring of support payments by state registries as an 
extraordinarily effective tool as long as there is immediate enforcement action once a delinquency 
occurs. At the present time non-compliance may occur with no enforcement action being taken. A 
state IV-D agency, for example, takes an enforcement action in non-welfare cases only when a parent 
app!ies for services. Frequently, this means that by the time a case comes to the IV-D agency for 
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. enforcement, delinquency in payments may have gone on for a long time. Large amounts of child 
support owed, coupled with .an absent parent who may be on the move, make for very difficult 
enforcement. 

Such delayed enforcement clearly defeats congressional intent in creating the IV-O program to deter 
welfare dependency and to avoid increased welfare costs. Many families might never become welfare 
applicants or seek government services if court orders for child support were monitored for compliance 
from the time they were rendered and if enforcement action took place immediately after a delinquency 
occurred. Delaying the initiation of enforcement action until· long after a delinquency occurs makes the 
cases unnecessarily time-consuming, and welfare too often becomes a virtual certainty. 

Monitoring compliance of court orders could be handled by creating a central or integrated registry of 
support orders within each state, to process and/or record child support payments received. Copies or 
abstracts of all ~ewor modified support orders signed by CI judge would be entered into the state registry 
of orders. Once entered, support orders would be monitored each month for compliance.· Each state 
registry would be linked by computer with all other state registries. By such computerized linkage of 
support registries, state enforcement agenCies would be able to share information about the support 
obligations of "absent" parents who owe support. It is anticipated that this computer network would 
be built upon the new automated systems for data information that states are currently establishing in 

. fulfillment of a federal mandate. The completion of these new computer systems is scheduled for 1995, 
but most states will not be able to meet that deadline. 

The success of such "delinquency monitoring" is evident in pilot projects started in two Texas counties 
more than four years ago. In those counties all new or modified court orders for support in non-welfare 
cases, once rendered, are entered in the automated systems. The local registries receive and monitor 
payments made in compliance with the court orders. When a case is put into the local monitoring 
system, the obligor' and the obligee each receive a computer-generated letter informing; them that 
payment of the ordered support is being monitored for compliance and that if a delinquency occurs 
appropriate enforcement action will betaken immediately by the state child support enforcement agency .. 
If, in fact, a delinquency does occur, the obligor receives a letter demanding payment and warning of 
impending legal action. ~. 

Delinquency monitoring of support orders, as part of the new computer system, is an essential 
component of an effective child support enforcement system anti should be made apriority. However, 
without the necessary increases in resources to monitor each and every support order in the countrY, 
we will only exacerbate the fundamental problem of our present system -- an overwhelming caseload. 
The high cost may well be worth it when you look at the statistics. In Texas, the compliance rate on 
support orders that have been monitored has been approximately 73 percent, which is five times greater 
than compliance rates in the other,' unmonitored, child support .enforcement offices in the state. In 
addition, cost-effectiveness analysis of the pilot projects showed that $25 of support money was 
collected for each $1 of.administrative expenditures, compared with a statewide average cost
effectiveness of $ 3.21 of support collected for eac:h $1 of administrative expenditures. The private 
sector could support widespread implementation of this type of delinquency monitoring process in the 
other 252 counties in Texas, as well as in other states, if federal, state, and local governments were to 
facilitate development. 

Enforcing court-Ordered Support 

Wage withholding for child support accounted for approximately 36 percent of all collections made by 
the IV-D program in FY 1988. Five years later, wage withholding made up nearly 50 percent of all 
collections nationwide. First mandated by Congress in the Child Support Enforcement Amendments of 
1984, wage withholding was significantly strengthened as an enforcement tool by the Family Support 
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Act of 1988. That act required that, beginning in November 1990, all new or modified support orders 
in the IV-O caseload be subject to wage withholding immediately upon being issued and that beginning 
January 1, 1994, .i!.!! support orders initially issued on or after that date contain provision for immediate 
wage withholding, except where the parties agree in writing to a different arrangement or where the 
court finds good cause not to implement wage withholding. For these exceptions, wage withholding 
must commence if, and when, an arrearage of no more than thirty days occurs. 

Already very effective, wage withholding will become a stronger enforcement tool if Congress enacts 
proposals incorporated in several pieces of pending legislation. The proposals caUfor the use of the W-4 
form in all. new employee hirings as a way of keeping track of child support obligations. The law would 
require all new or rehired employees to record on the form any child support obligations. The employer 
would then send theW-4form to the state enforcement agency to confirm the information',given by the 
employee. The employer would subsequently withhol,d amounts for child support; sending the withheld 

. amounts to the designated s'tateregistry for distribution. Last, but even more important, if the parent 
who owes support moves to another state, the legislation calls for a wage witl:lholding order issued in 

. one state to be honored in all other states. There are also proposals pending, requiring that a lien against 
assets to secure the payment of back child support be hQnored across state lines. As soon as these 
valuable enforcement tools are in place, there will be an impact on the backlog of non-paying cases. 
Not only will we see more cases receiving payment but it will be collected at a much reduced cost. 

While enhanced wage withholding and delinquency monitoring will significantly improve child support 
collections, they will not eliminate' the need for the resources of the, private sector in attacking the 
remaining backlog of unpaid support cases. The full involvement of the private sector in tollecting on 
these cases would bring desperately needed resources to bear upon an otherwise un~anageable 
problem. Having private attorneys and private agencies collect and distribute support in the cases that 
fall outside the priority scheme would allow lhe state program to direct more of its resources to the 
priority cases. Individual custodial parents could be.encouraged to exercise,the option of using private 
child support agencies,' which is available to them under federal regulations. This is particularly 
important for cases in which the obligated parent has failed to make regular and full payments over an 
eXtended period of time. 

Families whose cases did not get worked successfully under the proposed priority order of the state 
enforcement agency or who did not, in the first place, apply for the services of the government program 
should feel protected in chOosing services from private enforcement agencies, which could be approved 
or certified by a state agency using uniform standards and simple regulations formulated by'the federal 
government. Such approval or certification would ensure families of reputable services. Private 
agencies that,violated the standards could be decertified and would lose access to information and tools 
made available to them from government agencies; 

Government programs might also use private. agencies to help recover uncollected support in cases by 
paying the private agencies a fee for services if and only if the government program is guaranteed a 
"return. " First, it should have to pay the fee to a private agency only if a collection is act~ally made. 
Second, there would be a return or savings, since each delinquent parent brought into compliance would 

. represent one less case that the government would have to pursue at a cost. Third, the state would 
benefit by reducing the chance that the custodial parent would need. to turn to welfare. The chance of 
a more stable and wholesome family life for that parent and his or' her children also offers. intangible 
benefits that cannot be measured. For example, far too often the children in effect lose two parents 
when one flees and the other has to. work two or even three jobs .to take care of the family. The parent 
who receives timely payments will be able to devote more time to the preservation of the family and the 
well-being of the children. 

The additional resources from the private sector could double -- or even triple -- the workforce available 
to attack the enormous backlog of cases. The government could retain and enlist the services of the 
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private sector on an as-needed basis and be guara,nteed a return. on the case, since payment would be 
issued only upon achievement of a-successful result. Instead of hiring more employees for ,child support' 
enforcement and creating an infrastructure to support them, the state and federal governments would 
be able to control and perhaps even reduce costs, while ensuring that non-welfare families receive the 
enforcement services they n~ed. The combination of government and private agencies would have a 
powerful positive impact upon the problem of non"'support. 

Identifying and Using Locate Services 

. Public and private agencies would need to cooperate with each other in locating the absent parent and 
collecting the money owed for the, children. , Credit bureaus have already demonstrated the importance 
of such cooperation. If private agencies arid the government were to share information and leads, 
justice could be achieved for more children. As databases in the private sector.and public sector come 
on-line, we will see more effective' enforcement. Among the child support enforcement proposals 
currently before Congress -- and also supported by the Clinton administration -- is the strengthening of 
the federal-state computer network for locating absent parents and putative parents. Since interstate 
cases make up 30 percent of the government program's current caseload and' only one out of every ten 
dollars owed is collected, it is imperative that there be an effective interstate sys~em for locating absent 
and putative parents as well as their income sources and assets. 

If the private sector is to make the fullest possible contribution to the child support enforcement 
enterprise, it is essential that use of the state-federal locate network be available to private enforcement 
agencies and private attorneys. This use, of course, woul(j have to be regulated and monilored to 
ensure that there was no breach of confidentiality or improper use of information. Private agencies and 
attorneys would have to be' approved or certified by the state enforcement agency. With the proper 
safeguards in place, access by both government agencies and private,agencies to the information would 
result in a dramatic change in how child support enforcement is. carried out in this country. 

Voluntary Compliance 

For any strategic, plan to be successful, a significant increase in the rate of "voluntary compliance" must 
be achieved. As the Internal Revenue Service knows, "voluntary compliance" witt. the tax code 
increases in direct proportion to an increase in the odds of getting caught and being punished 
economically or through criminal indictment. The penalty imposed for non-support needs to be swift, 
sure, severe, and rarely forgiven. Mandatory weekend' jail 'time for second offenders, hefty inter~st 
payments, and costly penalties under the "pay now or pay more later" system would be an excellent 
start. Over the past few years, we have also learned that public embcwassment and revocation' of 
various licenses has proved effective .. The Clinton plan has not adequately addressed the importance, 
of voluntary compliance. . 

Ideally,every.parent obligated to pay child support would pay the, designated amount in full and on time, 
out oflove or, at the very least, out of a sense cif responsibility for his or her child. Resorting to strong 
enforcement and stiff. penalties does not mean we have to abandon our idealism. We should be doing 
all we' can to change social attitudes about this problem. The non-support of dependent children is as 
much of an outrage to society as is the presence of drunk drivers on our highways. The May 22, 1994, 
New York Times r~ported the success that MADD (Mothers Against Drunk Driving) has had notonly in 
changin'g our attitudes but in decreasing the loss of life. .We need to have an immediate. change take 
place in the civics lesson experienced by more than 25 million children in our country each day ... The first 
lessonsho'uIClbe, if you run out on your children, you will be caught and brought to justice. The next 
would follow: if-you don't obey court orders, you will be prosecuted and punished. The third and final 
lesson should be that government works and agencies that promise help do in fact provide effective 
assistance.' . 
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An example of the'. failure of government to keep its promise is legislation passed as part of the Child 
Support Recovery Act of 1.992. It was to be the beginning of our "get-tough attitude" with child support 
deadbeats who crossed state lines. Almost two years later, fewer than twenty people have been 
prosecuted under this statute. The Justice Department was never provided the necessary resources, 
and it responded by establishing regulations that make it virtually impossible to get help. It is very clear 
that the Justice Department has its own priorities and wants nothing to do with this problem irrespective 
of the good intentions of Senatol' David Shelby. In the history of the IV~D program, there are other 
examples of expectations raised through legislation that went unfulfilled for lack of funding. The Justice 
Department! unlike the IV-D program, wasn't willing to be the sacrificial lamb for a program destined to 
fail for lack of proper funding. 

Conclusion: Designing for the Future 

Before designing a strategic plan for the future we will have to dispel the myth that government can 
effectively serve all those who require and request child support services. We do not lightly give up this 
idealized vision of solving this problem. From 1987 to 1990 we sought full funding for government 
agencies and. publicly declared this to be our position in seeking the necessary tools to win the child 
support war. But no matter who requested such full funding, the result was always the same. Instead 
of full funding, we got more work and inadequate funding for the additional work. The reality is that 
we now have a government child support system with some 13 million cases marked "No Payment 
Received" and a conservative estimate that there are another 10 to 1 5 million famifies who are not part 
of the governmentcaseload that need child support collected. The needs are simply growing 
exponentially, and not even the most dedicated state agency can fully meet those needs. After having 
written articles, testified before legislative bodies, and given hundreds of speeches all over the country, 
we now believe it is time to move ahead with a different plan for the next twenty years. 

I ask those who are not ready to give up on full funding and free services for all who apply to assume 
the responsibility of providing a detailed plan of how they are going to work these millions of cases, 
determine the cost, and identify the taxpayer dollars that will pay it. I am not by any means suggesting 
that we 'give up the fight for every dollar we can squeeze out of the budgeting process for government 
programs. I just don't believe that the level of funding will ever be sufficient to meet the needs of all 
the parents who are owed child support. 

My vision for a strategic plan is grounded in reducing the government caseload to manageable levels. 
Efforts for the short term should be concentrated on case prioritization and voluntary compliance. After 
the national computer network is in place, I believe that W-4 reporting, central registries with 
delinquency monitoring, -and improved locate resources will allow for the prioritized caseload to be 
worked more effectively. Legislation should be passed immediately requiring that wage~withholding 
orders and liens issued by one state will be recognized in all states. Encouraging the privatesectol' to 
complement the government's work will be another necessary key for both the short term and the long 
term. Finally, at every possible turn we must work to pass the cost of enforcement on to the parents 
who caused the problem by failing to pay child support in the first place -and not to the taxpayer. 

, 

We need not wait very long to implement some of the short-term goals. Over the next few months, 
by using federal waivers, the U.S: Department of HeCilth and Human Services could grant exemptions 
to states to' begin prioritization cif the caseload.f3ublic attention to support voluntary compliance could 
be undertaken immediately ,by our leaders in and out of government if they were to speak out forcefully 
and demand changes. Judges could begin to get even tougher and send the message that we won't 
tolerate our children's suffering such economic abuse. Congress could pass needed legislation that is 
now pending. Most important, with the development of astrategic plan and the full mobilization of a 
greatly enlarged workforce, the current spectacle of billions of dollars in uncollected support could 
become a thing of the past. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and.members,·for this opportunity to present my views, I hope they are of 
help to you as you continue your efforts to. solve the child support problem. 
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Good Morning Chairman Ford aDd Members of the 'Subcommittee on Human Resources: 

My name is Charles A. Ballard, I am ~e FounderlPresident o{The National Institute For 
Responsible Fatherhood And Family Development. 

. I begm my work with fathers back in 1976 and continued my research to 1978. During 
that period, I interviewed more than 400 fathers in groups and one-to-one settings. I concluded 
that in order to successfully impact the growing pathological conditions of the family, 
comprehensive services must be provided to the father. 

In 1978, I began working directly with fathers and continue that work today. Although my 
early work showed that fathers of all ages and races impact the life of their children, most of my 
work was with African fathers: My comments will be concentrated largely on A.frican fathers and 
their families. . i 

In 1950, the African community had a 9%, female head of household rate.' The Caucasian 
community had' a rate of 3%. In 1976, when I began my research with 'fathers, the rate for the 
African community had more than tripled to 33%. In 1990, nearly 700/0 of all bapies born to the 
African cOnununity were to single young mothers. In the Caucasian community these figures had 
reached 20%. It seems as thoughfatherlessness began in the sixties and escalated in the eighties 
and nineties. Although all races are affected by this phenomenon, the African family seems to fair ' 
the worst. It was reported that the Caucasian male's life expectancy has reached to nearly 75 
years. However, due 'to homicide (the number one, killer of African fathers age 15-30). heart 
disease, cancer, suiCide, infant mortality, drug and alcohol usage, and AIDS the African male has 
the fastest decreasing life expectancy of any other race. As the father goes, so does hjs famUy. 

"The charac~er ofchildren are their fathers" 
, , 



Human Resources Hearings 
July 27, 1994 
Page2of9 

'''More children will go to sleep tonight in a fatherless home, than ever before in this 
nation'shistory." The article, written by Nancy R. Gibbs, agrees that the absence of responsible 
fatherhood contributes to the growing problems of crime, drug abuse, depression and school 
failure. Other studies, found that 70% of all juveniles in state reform institutions came from 
fatherless homes and another 25% came from homes where fathers were not responsible, . 
compassionate and respectful. Children who come from fatherless homes are nearly twice as 
likely as those in two-parent hoDies to drop':out of school. 

According to a recent report released by the Census Bureau on July 19, 1994; "Between 
'1983 and 1993, out-of-wedlock births increased by more than 70% and 2'JO/o of all children under 
the age of eighteen, live with a single parent who had never married." The report goes on to 
further' indicate that; "There were 243,00 children living in one-parent homes in 1960,. that 
number has climbed to 6.3 million in 1993. Although this statistic is reflected in all families and 
all races, the report revealed that nearly 600/0 of African children live in one-paient homes who 
have nev.er married, compared to 21% of Caucasian children and·32% of Hispanic children. 
.' , . 

Although the Welfare Bill is heavy on the father in terms of his support,' that support is 
only financial. There is no indication given in this Bill that a conversation will established around 
fathers spending nurturing and loving time with their children. Without a serious attempt to 

, include fathers in the upbringing of their children from infant on, nq reform bip can be taken 
seriously. A true welfare reform bill will seek to create safe environments for all. 

If we are to develop a' safe nation for all, then we must develop safe communities. Safe 
communities come from strong families. Strong families come from a father and mother working 

together at being the best role models for their children to learn how-to-live. It has been said, 


. that; "The greatest deterrent to foreign aggression is not the mass production of guns, bullets and 

. missiles, but well-ordered loving families.» . 


The fatherlessness syndrome has an extremely negative impact on children, mothers and 
fathers alike. The feinale headed household may be a very uncomfortable and unfulfilling 
environment. Fathers that are positively mvolved with their children are more secure and' 
responsible. Conversely, fathers disconnected from families have higher rates of violence and 
criminality . 

The lifestyle of fathers disconnected from their families are several times more likely to be 
involved in accidents, become the victim of homicide or commit suicide. These fathers tend to 
abuse drugs, drink more heavily, are more likely to succumb to c~onic disease and :are committed 
for psychiatric treatment more often. In. addition, fathers with no family involvement work less 
and earn much less than those fathers who are involved. No other issue has impacted the family 

. in such a detrimental manner asfatherlessness. At no time has the African family been in such 
Jeopardy and disarray. . ; 
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. The Honorable Janet Rt'mo, U.S. Attorney.General, made the following comments on April 
18, 199~; "What we have is a child and her family and how we as a nation focus on that child and 
that family and children and families throughout America, . is part of a deeper' problem iD. oUr . 

i 

society, that for the last 30 or. 40 years, America has forgotten and neglected its children." She 
went on to say; "The most important thing is that you should be. old enough, wise enough and 
financially able enough to take care of children before you bring them into the world. We have to 
give support to parents, understanding that the best institution for caring for childr~ for 
nurturing them, for giving them a strong and healthy environment, is the family." She closes her 
remarks with the following; "The Bible says it best, in the last two versus of the, Old Testament, 
from the book of Malachi: And behold, I shall send the prophet Elijah before the coming of the 
great and dreadful day of the Lord and he shall tum the heart of the fathers to their children .and 
the heart of the children to their fathers, lest I come and smite the earth with a curse." 

William Raspberry, the Washington Post columnist,. agrees by address~g the' "deadly 
effects of father absence on everything from schoQI failure' to ~e." He further stated that; 
"Restoring fatherhood might do more than the 20 nexfbest things we could think of, to give our 
children ,the chance they deserve." . 

." 

The influence of ill-regUlated families is widespread and disastrous to all of society. It 
accumulates in a tide of woe that affects other families, communities and governments. Some of 
the effects thatfll!herlessness is producing are: 

• Children without their fathers; in Juvenile Court 

• Children without their fathers; on welfare 

• 'Children.without their fathers; failing in education and dropping out of school 

• Children without their fathers; committing s~cide and homicide 

• Children without their fathers; having babies while they are still babies 

• Children without their fathers; selling or using drugs and alcohol 

• Chlldren without their fathers; who are hopeless, helpless and hapless. 

Conversely, a nation's best boast and evidence of its strength is the . well disciplined, well
ordered family. A family in which the father and mother teach their children responsibility by 
teaching them to be kind and fair through how they show love and respect toward each other. The 
most efficient and cost effective approach is to provide comprehensive non-traditio1;lal counseling 
and home-based services to fathers. . ' 
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The need for such' home-based outreach is supported by the following: Hess and Ship I 

(1965) found a lack of cognitive meaning between mother and child in father-absent homes. 
Hymn (1974) points out that children reared in- father-absent homes are more likely to exhibit. 
delinquency, experience poor masculine development and demonstrate compensatory masculine 
dev~lopment in their teens. Bilei' (1971) notes that boys reared in father-absent hom~s gravitate 
toward gangs and gang related activity. _"These boys also have the highe'st juvenile incarceration 
rilte, the highest homicide rate, the highest rate of those carrying guns and other weapons and the 
highest other crime-related rate. In Cleveland, Ohio, in 1993, there were 114 homicides by-gun; 
of which 95% we,re of African decent; with more than 33% being adolescents;, of this number 
96% were African males. Of the 960/0, 58% of-those killed, were at the hands of another African. 
Lab (1986) in summarizing the research on males in father-absent homes, concludes that they 

I 

have problems' in their school perfonnance, problems' in their psycho.:.social adjustment and 
problems learning to control aggression. In order, to provide a meaningful and lasting impact on 
African males, positive parenting and fathenng role models must be provided. 'This is 
accomplished through -the home-based outreach system created by The National Institute For 
Responsible Fatherhood And Family Development, which has as its major thrust to impact'the ; 
thinking of the father. - 

The problem is neither a Welfare Check nor Food Staplps. Each night, nearly 3 million 

children go to bed hungry. _So just receiving a Welfare check is no indication that a: woman 


should stay on Welfare. ,The problem has to do with the presence of the father in the life of his 
children. Some say that if the father had a job, he would get married and take better care of his 
family. According to Andrew Cherlin in his book, Marriage, Divorce,. Remarriage, Harvard 
Press, 1992, post slavery marriages among fonner slaves, were almost 20% higher than their 
former slave masters. That trend continued until 1940, when tllere was a slight dip in marriages. 
In 1950, there was a sharp decline that continues, even until today. 

It is very interesting that fonner slaves; with no education, few marketable skills, mostly 
share croppers, no affordable housing; and no -health insurance thought more about family and 
marriage than we do today. ' Over 100 years later, the condition of the family is far more 
deplorable and especially-that of the African father. Look where we are today: 

• African fathers have the-highest decreasing life expectaIicy of all father groups 

• 	 Young African fathers face expulsion from school in larger numbers than other 
- father groups 

• African fathers have the highest incarceration rate of fathering- groups -, . 

• African fathers have the highest unemployment rate of all fathering groups 
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• African fathers ages 15-30, have the highest homicide rate of all father groups .. 
. 	 ' , , 

I 
The answer is not more Welfare, not better Heath Care nor more Jobs. The answer is 

families. Fathers disconnected from their families' are at risk. ' Children and wotn;en disconnected, 
from their father are at greater risk." Something must be done. Something is being done. In 1982, 
I creat~d The National Institute For Responsible Fatherhood And Family Devel.opment, an 
Agency that specifically addresses the needs of fathers. 

In 1993, Drs. G. Regina Nixon and'Anthony E.O. King, after two years of conducting a 
study of former proteges (fathers) of the Agency, stated; "The efficacy of The National Institute 
'For Responsible Fatherhood And Family Development's non-traditional counseling appears 
evid.ent, particularly for the outcomes of young fathers who participated, in the survey. For, 
example, the fathers took advantage ofthe legitimization (paternity) services and improved their 
educational and employment stat~. The program also had a positive influence on their attitudes 
toward selfand parenting. Quite significantly, there was an overwhelming consensus that The 
National Institute improved their problem solving abilities and helped them to· become better 
parents. " 

Essentially, they proved that: 
• Fathers can be reached 
• Fathers care about their children 
• 	 Fathers and significant others can have positive relationships 


between themselves 

• Fathers will participant in programs that identify'their needs 
• Fathers attitudes and behavior can be changed 
• Fathers can be reached and supported in creating their own safe I 

. environment for their families, when the non-traditional 
model developed by The National Institute is utilized.' 

, . 

In July 1993, at a press conference, Dr. Nixon revealed the following results: 
• 	 70% of the recipients complete twelve years of education 


Nearly 12% have at least one year of college. 


• 62% are employed full-time; 11 % are employed part-time. 

• ,92% develop positive values and attitudes. ' 

• 96% experience an Unproved relationship with the child's mother 

• 	 97%· spend more time with their children and are providing financial 

support. 
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In a nutshell, The National Institute was able to assist·fathers in the folloWing areas: 

1) Acknowledgiqg paternity and providing finical support to the mother of his' children . ., ' . 

2) A change in attitude and behavior toward himself and others 

3) Understanding the value of embracing a risk-free lifestyle 

4) Co~pleting high school or GED, enrolling in college or trade school 

. ,5) Developing work ethics and a strong value system 

When a father comes to our program, he goes through the following process: 

Step One: Referral Process - The majority of fathers come tp us by word of 
mouth, having been referred by other fathers, their friends and relatives.. Other referrals 

',come through Health and Human Services Agencies, Juvenile and Common Pleas Courts, 
S,?hools, Jailed Inmates and others. . . . ' 

Step Two: Home Assessment - The initial contact with the home. pegins with the 
· Intake and Assessment. This is done to determine the' psycho/soci~ education~ 
· emotional and employability state of the young father. and the environmental condition of 
· the home. Through this home assessment, an annual treatment plan is developed to meet 

. the unique situation of the father. ' . The majority of problems that impact' the life of the 
father, as indicated, start in the home. This is where change must be made in order for it to 
be lasting. 

; Step Three: Counseling - The Non-Traditional Approach - Although all steps are 
important, the most crucial period for the young father will t3ke place over the course of 
the next few months, where the worker will work intensely with the young father to· change 
his thinking about himself and others. The counseling session is broken up into ten (10) 
major sessions, which may last from 3 to 6 months. During the 'counseling session, it is 
important that the Outreach Specialist get a clear understanding of how the young father 
feels about himself and significant others. If he is to become a responsible father, his 
attitude and behavior about these areas ofhis life must be significantly altered, for they are 

. . ·the foundation for his actions. . 

Session 1: Perceptions and Feelings About Self - The non-traditional intense counseling 
begins. It is here, that rather than telling a.young father how to run his life, our approach is to use 
a drawing out method in which the answers to his problems and his future are designed by him. 
Once he delineates the direction he wants his life to proceed, the Outreach Specialist, who also 
has probably had similar experiences, becomes his supporter and counselor, to help navigate him 
through his life. ' . , 
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This first session usually lasts' 2 to 3 hours. The father, works around his concept of 
himself and otherS. He sees that the concept that others have of him is not who :he really is. He 
realizes that the failure he has become is due largely to his believing that what he· perceives others 
to feel about him is true. He accepts the fact that how he feels about others and the world around 
him ,are his feelings, and do not necessarily' reflect the true picture. He takes complete 
responsibility for his feelings and no longer holds others accountable for them. : He accepts that 
people have the right to be who they are. His first responsibility is to love, resRect and care for 
himself. His second responsibility; is to p~s that pn to others. ' , 

, 

Session 2: Fathering Attitudes and Feelings About His Father - In Qver 80% of the 
cases, the young father does not have a wholesome relationship with his father. This impaired 
relationship negatively affects his attitude toward himself and his ability to appropriately care for 
his child. ' 

• Session 3: Attitude and Feelings Aoout His Mother 

• ,Session 4: Attitude and Feelings About His Child(ren)'s Mother 

• Session 5: Attitude and Feelings About His Child(ren) 

• ,Session 6: Attitude and F,eelings About His Siblings 

• ' Session 7: Attitude and Feelings About His Peers 

• Session 8: Attitude and Feelings About The Educational System 

• Session'9: Attitude and Feelings About The Welfare System 

• 	 Session 10: Attitude and Feelings About The Justice System, The Police and The 
Courts. 

Steo 4: Fathering Support Group - Includes interpersonal and socialization skills 
development and: 1) How to communicate with the baby (tone of voice and body 
language); 2) How to develop appropriate eye contact; 3) How to appropriately hold his 
child; 4), How to change diapers; 5) Child and infant wellness care; ,and 6) Child and 
father interaction. ' 

Steo 5: The Outside Referral Process - The young father is referred for housing, medical 
service~, educational services and in some cases nutritional counseling. 
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Step 6: Post-Partum VISitS - In the event that his wife/girlfriend has recentIydelivered, we 
will work with him on how he should interact with her after she has experienced childbirth. 
The purpose of this step is to enable him,to cope with the new situa~on (since most 
fathers, 950/0, do not live with the infant). ,The Nationai Institute's staff works with both 
the father and mother to emphasize the heeds of the infant. The Fathering Support Group 
is very effective in helpihg him through this period and providing moral support 

Step 7: Termination/Aftercare and Follow-up - Although a young father has completed 
all services and is performing well in society, The Ntitionailnstitute still has contact with 
him through follow-up and aftercare. During an empjrical evaluation of the agency and its 
services, conducted by Drs. G. Regina Nixon and Anthony E.O. King of Case Western 
Reserve University; it was discovered that 36% of the time, the protege routinely contacted 
the Outreach Specialist and 44% of the time the Outreach Specialist contacted the protege. 
In addition, the protege encountered the Outreach Specialist 45% of the time in the 
community (church, business, recreation and on the street) as a regular part ofhis life. 

• I 

In closing, I would like to make the following recommendations: 

1) That 100/0 of all Human Services dollars spent on mothers, be allocated' 
- to create comprehensive outreach and counse~g se:r:vices for 

fathers' 

2} That the Government develops and produces PSA's in whi~h 
Congress and the Executive branch can portray positive and 
responsible/atherhoQd on radio and television 

3) That future policy and laws become father and family friendly 

4) lJIat 'courses be taught in schools on how to develop good relationships 
aDd become good spouses at all grade levels 

5) That fathers of all ages be encouraged from all spaces in life to assist in ' , 
the nurturing and childhood development of their children, 

, regardless of how much money they make. 

6) That fathers in prison be assisted in maintaining good relationships with 
. their children and families during incarceration . 
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I believe that the:best way to, create strong faIililies is by creating an environment where 
fathers can be appreciated and accepted as viable role models and nurturing individuals. I believe 
that if this concept ofworking with fathers as we do is'instituted across thi~ country, we would be 
able to chaDge the face, of the commUnities in America and, throughout the1world. ,: ' 

. , 

I want to thank you, Cb.a.innan Ford and Members' of this Committee for the ' 
opportunity to speak with you today. I look forward to working with this committee in 
developmg this model and what the future holds. ' 

Peace and Love, 

Charles A. Ballard 
FounderlPresident 

, " 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before" 
you today on behalf of the National Women's Law Center. The Center is a non-profit organization that 
has been working since 1972 to advance and protect women's legal rights. The Center focuses on major 
policy areas of importance to women. and their families, including child support, employment, 
education, reproductive rights and health. child and adult dependent care, public assistance, tax reform 
and Social Security -- with special attention given to the concerns of 10w-iJ.lcome women. 

The Center wishes to commend the Subcommittee for its leadership on child support issues. We, 
are heartened by the many improvements that have been made in the law, especially in the last ten 
years. At the same time, we are deeply disturbed by the continuing failure of the child support system 
to deliver on its promise:, that child support should provide a regular, reliable source of support for 
children in single-parent households. 

THE NEED FOR FuNDAMENTAL CmLD SUPfORT REFORM 

As this Subcommittee well knows, we are facing a crisis in child support. 

In 1991, 25 percent of all children in the United States lived in a one-parent family, compared 
with 12 percent in 1970. Current projections are that more than half of all children born today will 
spend some time in a single-parent family before reaching age 18. 

The poverty rate of children in single-parent, female-headed families is also dramatic -- over 50 
percent. Millions of additional families live close to the poverty line. The dire economic strait of 
single-parent families is attributable, at least in part, to a lack of child support. In :1989, only 50 
percent of all custodial-mother families had a child support award in place~ and half of these families 
received no support at all or less than the full amount due. For those families who received some child, 
support', the average amount was under $3,000. 

;A recent analysis by the Urban Institute estimates that the potential for child support collections 
exceeds $47 billion a year. With awards of only $20 billion currently in place, and only $13 billion 
actually paid. the potential collection gap is over $34 billion. Clearly our child support system is failing 
America's families. 

,To remedy this failure, there must be fundamental reform or the child suppOrt system. The 
best approach is that embodied in Rep~ Lynn Woolsey's proposed Secure Assurance for Families 
Everywhere Act (SAFE), H.R. 4051, which provides increased federal support and mandated 
procedures to assist states in establishing paternity; requires the development of federal standards for 
establishing child support award amounts; federalizes the collection and enforcement of child support 
payments; and ,assures that if a payment cannot be collected, the federal government will provide a 
minimllm assured child support benefit. H.R. 4051 builds on the excellent Child Support and Assurance 
Proposal advanced by a former member of this Subcommittee in 1992, Rep. "Tom Downey, and Rep. 
Henry Hyde. 

, We are pleased that President Clinton's proposed Work and Responsibility Act, H.R. 4605, also 
recognizes the critical need to reform the federal-state child support system. The Center supports the 
child ~upport provisions of the Administration's Work and Responsibility Act, H.R. 4605, with some 
important changes noted below. The Center also supports the child support provisions of Rep. Bob 
Matsui's proposed Family Self-Sufficiency Act, H.R. 4767, which in several respectsjexpands upon or 
makes needed improvements in the Administration bill. Rep. Patricia Schroeder's proposed Child 



Support~esponsibility Act, H.R. 4570, which is similar in many respects to the Administration and 
Matsui bills, also makes important improvements, as referenced below. 

The Administration bill builds on a four-point strategy for improving the child support system: 
1) establish awards in every case; 2) set awards at a reasonable level and adjust them routinely; 
3) collect awards that are owed; and 4) test a guarantee of child support in the form of child support . 

~ 	 I _ 

.	assurance. Our testimony addresses the provisions to advance each of these strategies, focusing on the 

areas where improvements are needed. 


PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT 

In 1992,. over 500,000 children had paternity established for them by the federal-state child. 
support (IN-D) program, -- a 9.4 percent increase from 1991. While this is a notable'improvement, it' 
represen~ only a fraction of the many children who need paternity established. Only about one-third 
of the nearly 1.2 million children born each year to unmarried women have paternity established and 
there are ,nearly 3.1 million children currently in need of paternity establishment. Yet paternity 
establishment is crucial to the economic well-being of children born outside of marriage; if paternity 
is not estaplished, they not only lose the right to receive child support, but also the right to inherit from 
their father, or receive Social Security Survivor's benefits, veterans benefits, and the like. 

, 	 '. 

1. Encouraging Voluntary Establishment of Paternity 

Fathers are more likely to acknowledge paternity at or soon after a child's birth ~ather th~ in 
later years. Since research indicates that 65 to 80 percent of fathers of out-of-wedlock children are 
present at the hospital at the time of birth or visit the child shortly after birth, it makes sense to 
encourage, voluntary acknowledgement of paternity as soon after birth as possible. Congress recognized· 

, this when iit passed the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 (OBRA 1993), which incorporated 
many important reforms in the area of paternity establishment, including the requirement that states 
establish hospital-based procedures to voluntarily establish paternity. . 

The Administration bill builds on the improvements to paternity establishment made in OBRA 
1993. Correctly recognizing that outreach is' vital to inform unmarried parents of the benefits of and 
the procedures involved in voluntarily establishing paternity, the bill requires states to publicize the 
availability and encourage .the use of voluntary establishment procedures, and increases the federal 
match rate for state outreach efforts to 90 percent. . 

The bill also correctly recognizes that simplifying the voluntary acknowledgement process means 
eliminating the need to have a court or administrative body oversee the acknowledgement procedure. 
Under OBRA 1993, a state has the option of treating a voluntary acknowledgement of paternity as either 
a conclusi~e or rebuttable presumption of paternity. In states that choose to treat the acknowledgement 
as a rebuttable presumption, it effectively becomes nothing more than a piece of evidence to be used 
in a later legal proceeding. This creates more problems than it resolves, as many parents walk away 
from the hospital thinking they have established paternity. The Administration bill seeks to resolve this 
problem by requiring an acknowledgement treated as a rebuttable presumption to ripen into a conclusive 
presumption within one year, if not successfully rebutted within that time. In addition, the bill gives 
states the option to allow a parent to move to vacate a finding of paternity at any time on the basis of 
new evidence, fraud,.or in the best interests of the child. 

http:fraud,.or


Although we welcome the Administration's efforts to simplify the establishment of paternity, 
we are cqncerned that as it becomes easier to create a legal finding of paternity outside the oversight 
of a legal body, the more crucial it becomes to ensure that proper due process is afforded parents, and 
in particular minor parents. We prefer, therefore, the provisions in the Matsui bill on the legal effect 
of voluntary acknowledgements of paternity . 

Under the Matsui bill. before either parent can sign a voluntary acknowledgement of paternity. 
each must be given proper notice of the alternatives to, legal consequences of, 1 and the rights and 
responsibilities that arise from. signing the acknowledgement. The notice must be given in writing, 
orally, arid in a language that each parent can understand. As soon as the putative father apd the mother 
sign the acknowledgement form, it becomes a legal finding of paternity, subject to a 30:-day "cooling 
off period," during which either parent can withdraw it. After 30 days, the legal finding of paternity 
can only be challenged in court and only on the basis of fraud, duress or material mistake of fact, with 
the burden on the parent challenging the acknowledgement. Ongoing legal responsibilities arising from 
the establishment of paternity (including child support payments) cannot be suspended while this 
determination is made except for good cause. . 

If either parent is a minor, the process is somewhat different. In addition to being given the 
same notice as adult parents prior to voluntarily acknowledging paternity, minor parents must also be 
informed of additional rights arising from their minority status. Unless the minor parent signs the 
voluntary: acknowledgement of paternity with the guidance of, and in the presence of, a p~ent or court
appointed guardian &I litem; he or she may withdraw the voluntary acknowledgement for any reason, 
even after the 3O-day 1\ cooling-off period". Withdrawal must be accomplished in a legal proceeding to 
establish child support, visitation, or custody at the ~ of: that individual's age of majority or the 
first judicial or administrative proceeding at which the minor is represented by a parent, guardian &I. 
litem, or 'attorney. 

We believe the Matsui bill strikes a better balance than the Administration bill between 
atTording parents appropriate protection and simplifying the voluntary establishment of paternity. 
Parents have a shorter time (30 days) to vacate an acknowledgement of paternity without having to show 
cause, but are never denied the opportunity to vacate a voluntary acknowledgement for justifiable 
reasons such as duress or fraud. The acknowledgement of a minor parent who signs outside the 
presence of a parent or guardian is more easily vacated; as in other. areas of law, the Matsui bill 
recognizes that minors do not have the same capacity as adults to understand the legal ramifications of 
their acts. 

2. Mandatory Establishment of Paternity 

The goal of the Administration bill is to ensure that paternity is established for as many children 
born out of wedlock as possible, regardless of the welfare or income status of their parents. Each 

I 1 ' The notice would include the right of the parents to seek visitation or custody in a legal . 
proceeding after paternity is established. The Matsui bill requires that until a legal proceeding for 
custody qr visitation occurs, custody remains with the primary caretaker (with the mother being the 
primary caretaker in the case of a newborn), unless both parents agree to an alternative arrangement. 
The Administration bill does not address this issue. 
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state's performance would be measured based on the number of out-of-wedlock births in the state, not 
just the number of cases within the state's IV-D system. A combination of performance standards and 
performance-based incentives, coupled with required state procedures to improve establishment 
processes, would encourage states to improve their records of establishing paternity. 

The Administration bill also seeks to increase paternity establishment by focusing on the 
requireme!lt under current law that a mother seeking AFDC and/or Medicaid must. cooperate in efforts 
to establish paternity and secure child support or risk losing her share of the AFDC grant and Medicaid 
eligibility. Only if the mother has "good cause" not to cooperate is she excused from this requirement, ' 
with good cause found if providing the required information would put the mother or child in physical 
or emotional harm, if the child was conceived as result of rape or incest, or if adoption proceedings are 
pending or being considered. 

The Administration contends that since under current law the AFDC (IV-A) agency rather than 
the child support (IV-D) agency conducts the intake interview, "cooperation" is often found despite the 
provision of inaccurate information. Once the mother has been found eligible and begins to receive 
AFDC benefits, the Administration argues, she no longer has the incentive to provide complete and 
accurate information about the father to the IV -D agency. 

The bill seeks to remedy this perceived problem by having the IV-D office conduct the initial 
interview to determine "cooperation," and to hold up bentrfits (except Emergency Assistance) until such 
a determination is made. The AFDC applicant will have to provide specific information to be found 
"cooperative," including' not only the father's name but "sufficient additional information to enable the 
state agency, if reasonable efforts were made, to verify the identify of the person named." The IV-D 
agency must make the initial determination of cooperation within 10 days of receiving. the applicant's 
application from the IV-A agency.2 . 

The Administration is attempting to solve a problem with a tourniquet where a band-aid would 
do. ·If the:Administration believes the problem is that IV-A is not doing its job in meeting the current 
requirement that an AFDC applicant cooperate in identifying and locating the father because insufficient 
information is being collected from the applicant, then it should require IV-D to develop a standardized 
form to be used by all IV-A workers. Moving the cooperation determination to IV-D, however, 
improperly removes it from the agency best equipped, from a social service perspective, to 
determine if harm might occur to the mother or child because of the mother's cooperation. Indeed, 
under other provisions of the Administration bill, the social service role of the IV-A worker: is expanded 
beyond th~t of current law -- to include overseeing an employability plan, making residency 
determinations for minor parents, and coordinating services. It is this social service role that is critical ' 
to determining whether an applicant has good cause not to cooperate in establishing paternity or 
obtaining child support. The agency most equipped to make the good cause determination is IV-A, not 
IV~. ' 

. 
2 The Administration's bill requires IV-A to send IV-D the application "immediately."' Unless 

"immediately" is defined as a set time period -- one day, for example -- there is no guarantee that IV-A 
will send the application off as soon as it is received. The result will be that aid will be delayed even 
longer, sin,cethe 10 days IV-D has to determine cooperation (and hold up assistance) do not begin to 
run until itS receipt of the application. 
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If the Administration thinks the problem is that mothers are refusing to cooperate, the numbers 
show a different story. Cooperation -- or the lack thereof -- is not a significant issue. ,Of the 1992 
cases in the IV-D system, less than one-seventh of one percent (.13%) refused to cooperate with the 
state. In fact, many AFDC mothers report frustration in getting IV-D to receive andfollow up on 
information about the putative father that they have provided. It is this problem -- not mothers' lack 
of cooperation -- that far better explains IV-D's dismal failure to establish paternity in so many cases. 

,I 

SETTING REASONABLE AWARDS AND ADJUSTING THEM ROUTINELY 

, Child support awards are often inadequate, providing insufficient income to adequately support 
children. In 1989, the average support amount awarded and due, $3,292, had to support an average 
of 1.6 chi~dren -- making the average annual award due $5.64 a day per child.' Yet research shows 
that it costs $4,030 a year to raise a child under age two in a lower-income, single-parent home, and 
$5,520 to' raise a child age' six to eight in the same home. While there is much, to learn about the, 
income of'noncustodial fathers, it is clear that as a group they can afford to pay more child support than 
they do; a recent study shows that the average personal income of noncustodial fathers was $23,006, 
with custodial mothers three times more likely to be poor than noncustodial fathers. 

1. I Setting Awards 

Under current law, states must have numeric guidelines for setting child support awards, and 
the guidelines, must be treated by the decision-maker setting the award as a rebuttable presumption of 
the amount owed. Because guidelines vary significantly from state to state, however, award levels vary 
dramatically as well. According to a recent study, in 1991 support awards for low-income obligors 
ranged from $25 to $327, while for the highest-income obligors they ranged from $616 to $1,607, and 
the variation in awards was not due to differences in cost of living across the states. Not only are 
children not being awarded the child support they deserve, but the state in which their award is 
established may well arbitrarily determine the amount of their award. 

I 

To remedy the current problem, we support the creation of a national commission on child 
support guidelines charged' with constructing a uniforin guideline that provides for adequate 
awards and takes into consideration changing'income and family structure. Although most of the 
welfare reform bills accept this approach and establish such a commission, there are fine differences 
between the duties of the commissions proposed that ar~ worth noting. 

The Administration bill requires the commission to determine the advisability of a national 
support guideline, and if it so determines, to design and propose for congressional consideration such 
a guideline, based on its study of specifically enumerated guideline components. Since we believe that 
the need for a national guideline is clear, however, we prefer the approach of the Matsui bill, which 
presumes that a national guideline is advisable, and directs the commission to develop such a guideline 
for presentation to Congress, based on the commission's study of various guideline models, their 
benefits and deficiencies, and any needed improvements.,' Given what is already known about the 

3 :This is the amount awarded by courts and administrative bodies; even les~ is actually, 
collected. :In 1989, the average award actually collected, $2,995, amounted to $5.13 a day per child., 
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extreme vflI'iation of child support awards set under different state guidelines, and their inadequacy, 
Congress ~hould adopt the Matsui bill's mandate for the development of a national guideline. . ' 


2.!, Review and Adjustment of,Awards 


Establishing adequate child support orders is vitally important for children. But it is only part . 
of the solution. It is also crucial that an appropriate mechanism for updating and modifying child 
support orders be in place so that as families change, children grow, and the value of money diminishes 
over time, orders can be adjusted to reflect current circumstances. ' 

Current law establishes a complex system for the review and adjustment of child support orders. 
States are required to review all AFDC orders being enforced by the IV-0 agency, unless neither parent 
has requested a review and the agency has determined that a review is not· in the best interests of the 
child. St3.tes must also, upon the request of either parent, review every non-AFDC order being 
enforced by the IV-O agency at least once every three years. 

, There are a number of problems with the current scheme. First, parents are often reluctant to 
request a review; without financial information from the other parent, they cannot know if the effort 
to seek a' modification will yield positive results, and getting such financial information is time
consuming and often costly. Moreover, even if Parents come forward, the high percentage changes in 
award amounts required by some states before modifications will be made -- in some states as high as 
25 percent -- often keep parents from actually obtaining adjustments in their orders.4 

' 

Second, the current system is burdensome for child support agencies. Thej review and 
adjustment requirements are resource-intensive, resulting in a process that is either not done well, or 
is done at the expense of diverting resources from other important child support tasks. A simpler, more· 
streamlined process would result in more families being helped, without taking time and ~oney away 
from othel;' child support agency functions. 

n.:ird, the current scheme in which either parent may request review and adjustment of a .child 
support order has in some states created a potential conflict of interest for IV-O attorneys who are 
required to represent both custodial and noncustodial parents. States have dealt with this conflict issue 
in a myriad of ways, from'simply not addressing the conflict, to making both parents proceed IJ!Q. X 
and refusing to provide services to either parent, to agreeing to provide services to both parents, but 
refusing to recognize an attorney/c~ient relationship. 

The Administration bill fails in many respects to resolve the current problems. Under the bill, 
the modification scheme of current law would stay in'place until 1999 (or an earlier date at ~tate option), 
when it would be replaced by a universal system. Under the new system, all orders in the ~tate registry 
would be reviewed and adjusted in accordance with state child support guidelines at least every three 
years, except that a state could refuse to adjust an order when the change in the amount awarded would 
be less than 10 percent. In addition, a state would ..not have to review an order if such a review would 

4 For example, a parent entitled to an adjustment that would increase her current award by 15 
percent would not be permitted to obtain the adjustment in a state that required changes of 25 percent 
or more. 
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not be in the best interest of the child. of if both parents. upon notification of the change in the amount 

awarded. decline the modification in writing.. Finally, a state would also be required to provide a 


. review at ~y time upon the request of either parent if either parent's income has changed by more than 

20 percent or other substantial changes have occurred in either parent's circumstances. 

Although the modification scheme established in the Administration bill is well.intentioned, 
we are copcerned that it would place a significant burden on the states but yield few significant 
results. Many state IV-D offices already complain that the current system, in which they are effectively 
only required to automatically review and adjust AFDC orders, creates a significant amount of, 
paperwork with few results; the Administration proposal would . vastly expand this :caseload by 
mandating automatic review and adjustment of.all orders in the registry -- AFDC and non-AFDC al~e.5 

In~tead of requiring a review and adjustment of every order, we recommend a modification 
system that attempts to decrease rather than increase the bureaucracy and paperwork for IV-D, 
while also assuring that needed adjustments in orders are made. The Matsui bill contains the four 
essential elements of such a modification scheme. 

Fir,st, states would be required to include automatic, annual cost-of-living adjustments (COLAs). 
based on the Consumer Price Index, in every order when it is established. Notice of the application 
of the COLA would be provided to noncustodial parents and employers to facilitate required changes 
in wage withholding. Since orders would not lose value over time and would remain·' at 
inflation-adjusted levels. fewer parents would need or want to petition for further review and adjustment, 
and states would be spared needless expenditures of precious time and resources on the review process. 

Se~ond, states would be required to implement a simplified process for review and adjustment 
of orders ~very three years. Under such a process, every three years both' parents would be notified 
of and have the right to request a review and, if the adjusted amount under the state guidelines differs 
from the current order by more than, the cost-of-living adjustment(s), receive an adjustment. In 
addition, states would be required to review and adjust orders at any time, at the request of either 
parent, based on a substantial change in circumstances of either parent. This scheme would spare the 
state the effort of conducting reviews or making adjustments in orders where only small changes would 
result, or for parents who do not want their orders modified. At the same time, it would assure that 
adjustments are made when appropriate. 

Of course, for this scheme to work effectively, parents need to be able to make an informed 
decision a~out seeking a review, and to evaluate whether they are likely to be able to obtain an 
adjustment. To accomplish this, the Matsui bill requires states to ensure that parents bei required to 
exchange financial information on a yearly basis, on a standardized "information exchange form" 
established by the Secretary of HHS. With this inforrraation, each parent could decide whether and 

, when to seek a review and adjustment. . 

5 Moreover, the number of orders subject to the new scheme will increase dramatically over 
time as all current.IV-D orders as well as all new and modified orders -- whether established by IV-D 
or by a private attorney -- are entered into the state registry. ' 
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Finally, in keeping with IV~D's purpose of providing services to individuals seeking to establish 
paternity and enforce support, under the Matsui bill IV~D agencies would be permitted to offer 
represen~tion in review and adjustment cases only to custodial parents, unless such services are offered 
to noncustodial parents by contracting outside the IV-D agency. Under such a procedure, conflict of 
interest concerns would be eliminated since IV-D attorneys would not be put in the position of 
representing opposite sides of a case or issue. 

DIsTIuBllI10N OF CmLD SupPORT PAYMENTS FOR FAMILIES WHO HAVE BEEN ON Arne 
, I 

1. , Families Currently Receiving AFDC 

Under current law, a family receiving AFDC must assign its rights to child support to the state,· 
though the state is required to pass-through to the AFDC family the first $50 of monthly support 
collected if paid when due. Additional child support collected may be retained by the state Ito reimburse 
itself for· AFDC paid to the family. 

Required since 1984, the $50 pass-through has never been indexed for inflation; if it had, the 
pass-through would have increased 43 percent and be worth $71.36 today. Recognizing that the value 
of the $50 pass-through has substantially eroded over the past 10 years, the Administration bill indexes 
it for inflation. In addition, the bill gives states the option of increasing the pass-thro~gh further, 
thereby allowing families to keep more of their child support collected without having it count against 
their AFDC grant. Although these changes are very positive, more could be done to ensure that child . 
support makes a real difference in the lives of AFDC recipients. 

Since it is unlikely that many states will voluntarily increase the pass-through 'amount, we 
recommen,d that the Subcommittee adopt the approach of the Matsui bill mandating an increase 
in the pass-through. Under this approach, families would be permitted to keep the first $50 or half 
of all· child support collected, whichever is higher. In addition, states would be required to index the 
$50 for inflation, and would have the option of increasing the pass-through amount beyond $50. These 
provisions would not only improve the economic security of AFDC mothers and children, but also make· 
clear to mothers and fathers alike the benefits of child support. Indeed, many noncustodial fathers of 
AFDC children report that they are frustrat~ paying child support because their children see very little 
of that money. Knowing that their children are being increasingly helped by the child support they pay, 
noncustodial fathers will have more incentive to meet their child support obligations, and collection rates 
for this population should rise. . 

2. Families Formerly Receiving AFDC 

Under current law, once a family leaves AFDC,the assignment for support ceases, but the state, 
is entitled to keep any support collected that does not represent current support (Le., arrearages) until 
the state rejmburses itself for the AFDC paid to the family. States have the option of paying child 
support arrearages first to the family and then to the state to recover unreimbursed AFDC, ,but only: 19 
states have chosen to exercise this option. ' , 

Both the Administration and Matsui bills seek to remedy the inequities of' the current 
system, and we strongly support such etTorts. Under both bills, former AFDC families would 
receive not, only current child support payments,· but also any child support arrearages that 
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accrued when they were not receiving AFDC. This change is especially important for families who 
have just, left the AFDC system; such families are particularly vulnerable since they, are often in 
low-wage jobs and lacking job security. Receiving all child support owed them -- current payments as 
well as arrearages -- would help these families for whom child support truly means the difference 
between staying off AFDC and returning to the rolls. . 

ENFORCE:MENT: COLLECTING AWARDS THAT ARE OWED 

Prior to 1974, both the establishment and enforcement of child support obligations were purely 
a matter of state law. Since that time, however, the nation's child support enforcement system has been 
undergoing a process of federalization. To date, this process has been accomplished by the provision 
of substantial federal funding to the states to provide child support services, the enactment of federal 
laws that require the 54 states and territories to enact state legislation (e.g., immediate incOme 
withholding) and limited use of federal locate and enforcement mechanisms .. 

This method of federalization has not achieved the desired results: as stated abov6, 50 percent 
of custodial mothers still do not have a child support award and, of those with an awaid', only h3.If 
actually collect the full amount owed. These numbers are the same as they were in 1978 .. The picture 
for those using the statelV-D system is even more bleak; according to OCSE data, a collection of 
support is made in only 18.7 percent of IV-D cases. Of particular concern are interstate cases, which 
make up approximately 30 percent of the IV-D caseload but account for less than 8 perCent of IV-D 
collections. 

The current state system has also failed to become more cost-efficient. In 1991, $3.82 was 
collected per dollar of administrative expense. This is a decrease from 1988 when $3.94 was collected 
for every dollar in administrative expense. In short, the federal government is losing over half a billion 
dollars yearly on a program that is failing to provide even minimally adequate services. The resulting 
costs to children are beyond measure. 

The dismal record of the states has many causes. Chief among them are insufficient staff and 
resources at the state and local levels; a multiplicity of actors (e.g .• judges, court cleFks, district, 
attorneys, process servers, sheriffs) who are outside the control of the IV-D agency but who must act 
efficiently if the agency is to do its job; diverse, and frequently inconsistent state laws that make 
processing interstate cases particularly difficult; and a lack of automation. Although the Family Support 
Act requires states to automate their ,systems, arecent GAO report reveals that many states will not meet 
the 1995 deadline as required by the law. More importantly, even if all 54 jurisdictions become 
automated, they will not necessarily be able to interface with each other's automated systems. 

The Center, therefore, believes that the enforcement of child support obligations should be 
moved to the federal level. This would have several salutary effects: 1) free up state staff and 
resources to perform other functions (establish paternity, set and modify awards, reach out to additional 
families eligible for services); 2) provide a uniform national collection system that could reach obligated 
parents wherever they live or work; 3) greatly ease the burden on employers involved in income 
withholding, who would only have to deal with one entity with one set of policies and procedures; and 
4) simplify significantly the tracJcing, monitoring and distribution of child support payments across the 
~~. 
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We strongly support the federalization of child support enforcement, including collection 
and disbursement, contained in the Woolsey bill. This bill houses enforcement at the Internal 
Revenue Service, a respected federal agency with both the tools and the experience necessaiy to collect, 
disburse and enforce child support obligations. 

If complete federalization of enforcement is not feasible in the short term, immediate 
improvements in· the federal-state system must nonetheless be made. Several goals must be met. 
States must be able to share information with each other, easily enforce each other's orders, and act as 
a connected network rather than 54 independent actors. The role of the federal government must 
expand, to facilitate this exchange of information by the states and otherwise improve locate and 
enforcement, especially in interstate cases. Staffing and funding for state systems must be improved, 
and state procedures must be streamlined and made more uniform. 

1. State Role 

In order to improve enforcement, states must streamline their collection process by centralizing 
collection and disbursement. We strongly support, therefore, the provisions in the Administration 
bill that mandate that each state establish a central state registry and collection unit. The registry 
would maintain current records of support orders as well as payment records and other information 
relevant to the enforcement of awards, in a format permitting the information to be shared with and 
matched against data of other states and the federal government. The single centralized unit would 
collect and disburse support payments, whether by wage withholding or otherwise. State 'staff would 
monitor payments to ensure that support is paid and have the authority to impose certain enforcement 
remedies administratively. By requiring a centralized state system to oversee and monitor payments, 
the Administration bill would improve the ability of states to nip nonpayment in the bud and prevent 
the accrual of years of arrearages. 

Although requiring one central state registry and collection unit will make a state like California, 
with its 58 county-wide child support systems, more unified, the Administration bill does not go far 
enough in promoting unified, state-wide systems. Having a central state child support system is crucial 
for improving enforcement; enforcing orders across county lines is often just .as difficult as enforcing 
an interstate order. We recommend, therefore, a provision in the Matsui bill, which encourages states 
to establish a united child support enforcement program by increasing by five percentage points the 
federal match for states with such a program. 

2. Federal Role 

The Administration bill expands the federal role in locate and enforcement by maJ)dating the 
establishment of a three-tiered federal clearinghouse: a National Child Support Registry, a National 
Directory of New Hires, and an expanded .Federal Parent Locator Service. Each state would be 
required to send to the National Child Support Registry basic information on each child support case 
in its registry, and each employer would be required to report information about all newly hired 
employees to the Directory of New Hires; the data in the two registries would then be matched every· 
two working days and all matches reported to the appropriate state agency. In addition, the Federal 
Parent Locator Service would be expanded by increasing the data sources it can access and by 
expanding its functions. These important extensions of federal authority are important to ensuring 
an effective child support; system. 



3. Staffing 

Recent testimony given to Congress by a Virginia IV-D worker highlights the staffing prot;,lems 
faced by those working in the trenches of the child support system. With 1,000 cases per' worker, thJs . 
IV-D program specialist estimated that she is able to give 98 minutes a year -- eight minutes a month -
to each case, hardly enough time to retrieve the case file. Although 'the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services has statutory authority to establish minimum staffing requirements for IV-Dprograms, no 
Secretary has ever acted on this authority, and IV-D offices are notoriously understaffed and 
overworked. .If there is going to be a serious attempt to improve child support enforcement, staffing 
standards must be established for state IV-D offices. 

The Administration bill attempts to address the staffing problem by requiring the 'Secretary to 
conduct studies of the staffing of each state IV-D program, including the effects of several new 
requirements on the staffing needs, and report her findings and conclusions to Congress. Such an . 
approach does not guarantee, however, that understaffed IV-D offices will be affected by these studies 
or that states will act in response to the Secretary's findings. 

Other bills take a more aggressive approach. to keeping staff numbers at a reasonable level. 
Under the Schroeder bill, the Secretary must develop a methodology to be used by each state to 
determine the staffing requirements of its IV-D program. Each state must then staff the I program in 
accordance with these staffing requirements or risk a two percent reduction in its match rate. 

The Matsui bill takes a hybrid approach, combining the Administration and Schroeder 
provisions. The Secretary must conduct staffing studies for each state IV -D program, repprting these 
findings to Congress and the states. Each state then faces a two percent reduction in its match rate only 
if it has not met its performance standards .arul not implemented the proper staffing levels. In other 
words, if a state can meet its performance standards with a high caseload-to-worker ratio, it will not 
be penalized for not meeting its staffing standards. 6 ' 

Both the Schroeder and Matsui bills appropriately recognize that IV-D workers can only 
do their jobs well if they are not carrying an overwhelming caseload. The Administration bill 
attempts to ensure the Quality of a worker's performance -- the bill mandates that the federal government 
develop a core curriculum oftraining to be used by all the state agencies -- but ignores the very crucial 
need to contain the Quantity of a worker's caseload. Although additional training is necessary and, 
welcome (indeed, all three bills have important training provisions), it will mean little if staffing levels 

1 

are not curtailed; even a superhuman IV-D worker cannot do her job right if she is juggling 1,000 
cases. 

6 The Matsui bill contains in its teen parent provisions mandatory case management for teen 
custodial AFDC parents, with a maximum caseload ratio for an individual case ~ana:ger of 65 cases to 
1 worker. Although such case management-is provided under the IV-A program, these case managers 
(with their more workable caseload) will work with the IV-D system to help teen. parents establish 
paternity, obtain orders, and enforce child support awards. : 
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4. Funding 

Improved enforcement is, of course; integrally tied to funding. We are pleased, therefore, 
that the Administration bill increases the basic federal match rate for state IV -D programs from 
the current 66 percent to 75 percent by 1998; has a maintenance of effort provision to ensure that 
states continue to contribute the non-federal share at FY 1995 levels despite the higher' match; and 
shirts the measure of success ror incentive payments to states from process to performance. 

We are concerned, however, that the Administration bill reduces IV-A payments for IV-D's 
-failure to achieve its paternity establishment percentage, appropriate level of overall performance for 
child support enforcement, or accurate data reporting. As under current law, in the Administration's 
scheme the AFDC system essentially pays the price for the wrongs of the IV-D system. In order to 
hold the IV-D agency directly responsible for its own failures, we recommend reducing IV-D 
payments rather than IV-A payments when IV-D rails to meet its statutory requirements. We 
realize that this will reduce the penalty for the state, as IV-D payments are smaller than IV-A payments. 
However, this could be addressed by increasing the percentage by which the federal match will be 
~~.' , 

5. Streamlining and Uniformity of Procedures 

Several provisions of the Administration bill require states to improve their procedures for 
enforcing ,support. One that is particularly important is the requirement that states adopt the 
Uniform Interstate Fainily Support Act (UlFSA), as approved by the National Conference of 
Commissioners on Uniform State Laws with some specified modifications. One of the reasons 
interstate orders are so hard to enforce is that there is often confusion about which state has jurisdiction 
to enforce or modify an order. UIFSA corrects this by establishing a scheme in which only one order 
is controlling at anyone time, with one state maintaining continuing, exclusive jurisdiCtion. It is 
particularly important that federal law mandate that all states not only adopt the same version of UIFSA, 
but that they do so at the same time. Currently, only a handful of states have adopted UIFSA and, of 
these, several have added individualized amendments. Thus, each state's versions of UIFSA has slight 
variations, causing confusion amongst the states. . 

CmLD SUPPORT ASSURANCE 

Child support assurance is a bold, new strategy for addressing the problems of the current child 
support system. It reinforces parental responsibility by insisting that our children receive child support. 
At the same time, it protects children when parents are unable or fail to pay support. Under child 
support assurance, the government provides an assured child support benefit on behalf of any child wflo 
has been awarded support but whose noncustodial parent cannot or will not pay, in whole or in part, 
the amount owed. The assured benefit is equal to a fixed benefit amount that varies according to family 
size, less the amount of child support collected. 

Child support assurance is a new concept, but it builds on a concept already deeply,embedded 
in 'American social policy -- the Social Security system. Just as Social Security insurance protects 
against the inability of parents to support their families due to disability, death or retirement, child 
support assurance protects against the inability or failure of parents to support their families due to 
divorce or separation. 
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Child support assurance provides families with the economic security that is lacking in the 
current child support system. The assured benefit would be universal, available to AFDC families and 

) non-AFDC families alike. For those families eligible for public assistance, it would provide a benefit 
not subject to work disincentives or the stigma that is unfortunately attached to the receipt of' 
means-tested benefits. As such; it would afford AFDC mothers a realistic chance of moving off welfare 
to support their families through a combination of child support, earnings from employment, and (if 
needed) the assured child support benefit. 

At the same time, child support assurance. focuses attention on the responsibility of the 
noncustodial parent for children's economic insecurity. Too often only the custodial parent is blamed 
for generating insufficient income to adequately support the children. . Child support assurance, 
however, is premised on much stronger child support enforcement, sending a message that both parents 
are responsible for a child's support. Moreover, the noncustodial parent would be encouraged to pay 
by the knowledge that child support payments made would benefit the children and be supplemented by 
the assured benefit in cases where, because of the parent's low income, the award was iess than the 
assured benefit amount. 

We believe that universal child support assurance should be. put into place now so that 
another generation of children does not have to wait for national policy to catch up with changed 
needs and changed demographics. Rep. Woolsey's bill boldly embraces this concept and creates a 
universal, phased-in assurance program that would help ,children across the country. 

If such a universal system is not put in place, however, Congress should authorize a 
significant number of broad-based demonstration projects that establish the viability of the 
approach, that expand rapidly to serve a greater population as program success is documented, 
and that test strategies for replicating the program and expanding it to national scale • 

. . , 
We are pleased that the Administration, Matsui and Schroeder bills authorize state demonstration 

projects to. test child support assurance and strongly support such authorization. The provisions in the 
Schroeder and Matsui bills are preferable to those in the Administration bill, representing a more 
thought-out approach to the data sought to be gained from the demonstrations. For example, the 
Matsui bill authorizes projects in six states compared to only three states in the Administration bill, and 
requires that states be selected based on distinct criteria such as their diverse populations and differences 
in their child support guidelines. In addition, in the Matsui and Schroeder bills, eligibility for inclusion 
in the demonstration projects is better linked to the purpose of child support assurance and provides' 
greater protection for the families involved. For example, in the Administration bill states have the 
option of means-testing benefits -- a provision that does not appear in the Matsui and Schroeder bills 
because it is inconsistent with the universal nature of child support assurance. We recommend that 
the Matsui provisions, as the most comprehensive, be substituted in their entirety for the . 
Adr~linistration provisions. ' 
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PARENTAL RESPONSffiILITY 

. , 

I am Cynthia Newbille, Executive Director of the National Black Women's Health 

Project (NBWHP). Thank you for inviting me to testify today. 

The' NBWHP is a self help and health advocacy organization that is cOffi:II1itted to 

improving the overall health status of Black women. The NBWHP provides wellness education 

and services, ,self-help group development and public education for African American women 

and their families. 

The NBWHP appreciates the opportunity' to testify before the House Subcommi,ttee on 
. . 

. . , 

Human Resources on the issue of "Welfare Reform." We believe that this hearing will provide 

a unique opportunity to address the true problems associated with the current welfare srstem as 

well as the socioeconomic problems which contribute to welfare dependency. 

Problems such as teen pregnancy, lack of adequate and effective birth control methods, 

child support enforcement and the impact of joblessness in the Black community are all areas 

which must be addressed during this hearing if serious solutions to welfare dependency are to, 

be considered. 

While there are a host of state and federal subsidies for almost all segments .ofsociety, 

there is a vehement and malicious focus on the benefits received by low-income women a nd 
'. .' " 

children.' The federal government provides tax incentive on mortgages for middle..,income 

earners, subsidizes tobacco farmers to produce a substance that will cost the country billions in 
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health care costs, and bails out corporations that have recklessly disobeyed the law.. While there 

does not seem to be a public outcry against these types of "benefits", money for food and other 

necessities for'the poor are often looked upon as "handouts." 

The years of anti-poor anti'-welfare rhetoric have had a devastating effect on 'the public's 
, I 

percent of women who receive welfare benefits. African American women have largely borne 

the brunt of these misperceptions. As an organization representing the interests of women who 

'are disproportionatly poor and therefore primarily affected by pending welfare reform' 

legislation, we believe' it is imperative that the views of Black women be represent~d at any 

hearing regarding welfare reform legislation. 

While the NBWHP would like to commend ,the Administration on its efforts to bring 

public attention issue of "welfare reform", we are concerned that certain provisio~s in the 

President's welfare reform proposal are punitive towards women. We certainly agree that must 

1:>e an intensive overhaul of the welfare system, however, the NBWHP believes th~t anY' measure 

proposed by Congress must seek to ensure th~ best interests of women and their children, 

Child Support and Paternity Establishment 

Welfare reform should place an emphasis on lifting women out of poverty. Recent 

poverty statistics indicate that a large percentage of Black women and their families live below 

the poverty level. These statistics confirm that African American women are over represented' 

among those living in poverty and as a result are disproportionately represented among 'those 

receiving welfare benefits. 

This high rate of poverty among women and women-maintained households can largely 

be attributed to sexual and racial discrimination against women, their inability to find or maintain 



full-time employment, pay inequity and a lack offmancial support from fathers. These problems 

are particularly significant among African-Americans. 

Any welfare reform package passed by Congress must address the underlying cause of 

welfare dependency such as poverty and joblessness. A comprehensive job creation 'strategy as 

well as ensuring the proVision of child support is necessary in order to achieve this goal. 

.. The NBWHP believes that the H.R. 4605 takes an important first step by requiring states 

to establish paternity at birth for all children born out of wedlock. We believe' that it is 

imperative for states to utilize every means necessary to collect child support payments from 

employed fathers after paternity is established. However, the NBWHP is concerned'about the 

strict requirements for state plans regarding paternity establishment. 

Those women who cannot establish paternity for reasons deemed "lacking in good cause" 

. will be subject to losing receipt of their AFDC benefits. While it is certainly necessary for the 
. I 

state to have information about putative fathers to establish paternity and enforce child support 
• I 

payments, consideration must be given to those women who do not wish to establish contact with 

the father. We believe that any punitive measures which force women t6 offer infomiation on 

the father or risk losing their benefits is unacceptable. 

This is particularly discriminatory against poor women, since it is only reqUired of 

women who are receiving AFDC benefits. It is voluntary for all other women who,se child 

. support awards are being enforced by the state. The NBWHP would recommerid that states 

. strongly encourage women receiving AFDC to help establish paternity and identify the putative' 
, 

father. There should not be a two-tiered system of child support enforcement requirements for. , 

women who are receiving welfare benefits and those who are not. 

The NBWHP is also 'concerned that there· are no mechanisms in which to provide for' 



child support payment when the state fails to collect. While the state may be able to establish 

paternity and identify the putative father, in a majority of cases the state will not' be able' to 

collect child support payments because of unemployment. - This is particularly true for African 

Americans. 

The Administration's child support enforcement provisions are largely bas:ed on the 

assumption that fathers will be employed once . paternity is established. Child support 

enforcement measures such as the revocation of professional, occupation and drivers' licens~s 

and an expanded use of credit reporting to make delinquent fathers pay support, will be largely 

ineffective in the African American community. Moreover, these policieS may actually have a 

deleterious effect on securing future child support payments. 

According to the Department of Labor almost 10% of Black men over the age of 20 are 

unemployed. For Black men 16-19 years of age, the unemployment rate is 40%. The 

unemployment figures for Black men have steady increased for the past 10 years. 

Also, Black men are ranked second lowest in annual income earnings -- directiy above . , 

Black women. The Administration~s recommendations to garnishee the wages of delinquent 

fathers could have the effect of reducing the incentive for men, who are already earn very little, 

to remain employed. Moreover, if these fathers are supporting more than one household, this 

policy will simply switch .the low income level-of one family to the other. 

,H.R. 4605 would allow states to allocate upto 10 percent of their JOBS and WORK 

funds for programs for non-custodial parents. The bill would also allow non-custodial parents 


. with delinquent child support payments to work off what they owe. While the NBWHP certainly 


would support this measure over the more punitive measures such as wage garnishmeQt, and 


license revocations, we believe that the answers to these problems lie in enacting a 



comprehensive job creation strategy. 

Moreover, a federal program which ensures that all famiiies receive an annual income 

, - , 

that is above the federal poverty level would enable people to move up and out' of poverty. A_ 

Guaranteed Aminal Income, as recommended by the National Welfare Rights Union would 

accomplish this goal. The NBWHP would, also advocate provision of child support benefits by 

the government if the state fails to collect from the noncustodial parent or if the award is less 

than: a' government prescribed minimum. 

Finally, the Administration's. plan does not address continuation of health benefits for 

children if child support payments bring the family's income above eligibility for receipt of 

benefits. The NBWHP believes that continuation of health care benefits is an essential 

component of welfare refonn. Provision of child support payments should not affect the 
i 

families eligibility status for Medicaid or receipt of any health care services. 

Family Caps 

The NBWHP is concerned about other provisions in the Administration's proposal that 
, 

we believe will have a prohibitive affect on the lives of women and children receiving AFDC 

benefits. ' The Administration has placed an emphasis on encouraging parental responsibility, 

h9wever, we believe~at proposed "family caps" have the exact opposite effect. - Under H.R. 

4605 states would have the option of enacting policies that would deny benefits to women who 

have additional children while receiving welfare benefits. The -NBWHP strongly opposes this 

provision. 

Child exclusion policies or "family caps"do not encourage parental ~esponsibility. ' They, 

hurt the children of already impoverished families by denying them essential benefits. 



.. 


, 
Moreover, these policies are based on the erroneous conclusioIi that women have additional 

children to receive an increase in AFDC benefits. 

Child exclusion policies are rio more than coercive measures in which to control the 

reproductive freedom of women who are welfare recipients by denying their newborn children 
" ,1 

.. . . 

additional benefits. To suggest that any woman would have a child to receive an additional $30

100 per month in AFDC benefits is ridiculous. This minimal amount of money is not enough 

to support a child, and it is certainly not an incentive to have one. 

This policy also suggests that women who receive welfare benefits are more likely to 

have children whiie receiving welfare benefits. This is also untrue. ' Studies have indicated that 

women on welfare a're less likely to get pregnant than non-recipients. 

The NBWHP believe~ that this provision is particularly disturbing since it coerces 

family planning decisions. Recent welfare reform measures at the state level have begun to offer 

incentives for certain contraceptive choices. Moreover, it tacitly coerces women on AFDC to 

obtain abortions since newborn children will not tye eligible for AFDC benefits. 

" 

Women, regardless of their economic status, often become pregnant while taking every 

precaution available to them. Accordingly, women who Teceive AFDC benefits should not be 

denied the same rights guaranteed to most other women in Anierica -- the freedom, to have 
., . 

complete autonomy in making family'piarining decisions. 

Conclusion 

'. A lack of child support payments results in tlle impoverishment of, many African' 

American women and their families. While we need laws whiCh will ensure that non-custodial 

fathers who can pay do, we also need to focus on ,creating jobs in our communities tllat will 



allow women and men to support their children. In addition, poor women must be afforded. the 

same options guaranteed to other women -- the option to take care of their children by staying 

at home if they so cheose,the option to make childbearing decisions without the intrusion of the 

government and the option to· have at least·the minimal resources in which to support a family. 

Debate on welfare reform presents the opportunity to address all of these is~ues. However, we 

can not allow poor women to become a scapegoat for Americas societal ills under. the guise of 

"welfare reform". 



POSITION PAPER 


on 


FEDERAL CHILD SUPPORT ISSUES 

by the 

AMERICAN ACADEMY OF MATRIMONIAL LAWYERS 

The following represents th~ position of the American Academy of Matrimonial as a 
result of review of pending federal l~gislation relating to child support issues .. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COMPREHENSIYE FEDERAL LEGISLATION 

Our belief is that the federal government has a legitimate interest in ensuring basic legal 
rights for parents and children, including the right to be supported and the right to parent your 
children. We believe, however, that, whenever possible, the states should be allowed to refine 
the law to meet their'own state's needs. . 

The Academy has already extensively analyzed the pending federal legislation relating 
to child support. A summary of those provisions we support for inclusion in a comprehensive 
federal proposal follows. For our specific position on these issues, please refer to·our briefing 
book entitled "Comments and Analysis of Selected 1993 Federal Legislative Proposals Relating 
to Child Support. II 

A. 	 Expand use of federal locator system. 

(1) 	 Include information for purposes of enforcing visitation as well as support. 
Proper safeguards should include privacy protection and protection for 

. abused parents or children .. 

(2) 	 Increase access to armed forces personnel information through the locate 
system. 

(3) 	 Allow access by private attorneys and pro se litigants. 

B. 	 Expand and make uniform the child support order registry. 

(1) 	 Allow all private parties to register. 

(2) 	 Use a uniform abstract of judgment. 

(3) 	 Include the respective fj.ndings of income of the parties wl)enever support 
is established or modified. 



. (4) Increase use of direct wage.withholding. 

(5)· 	 Eliminate need for "change in circumstances" when application of the 
guidelines results in a material change in .the last support order. 

(6) 	 Include in orders that the parties have a duty to notify the other party and 
the court as to any changes of address and that failure to do so could 

. result in an adverse judgment being entered in reliance on the last. most 
recent address contained in the court records. I 

(7) 	 Place in court order that release of the information is prohibited from the 
. child support data base where abuse or safety is an issue. 

(8) 	 Include notice to the parties that child' support records. should be 
maintained in accordance with tne deadlines contained in the statute of 
limitations. 

c. 	 Establish quantifiable maximum turnaround times for furnishing information and 
res,ponding to requests. 

D. 	 Expand data base. 

(1) 	 Include capias or bench warrant information. 

(2) 	 Include public record information. 

(3) 	 Establish proper safeguards to protect privacy. 

E. Expand/improve processes. 

(1) 	 Require adoption by the states of UIFSA (within constitutional! parameters) 
without material change (see (2) below) . 

(2) 	 Establish uniform national rules as to the proper forum state for 
establishment and modification jurisdiction which are consistent with the 
constitutional limits set forth in Kulko v! Superior Court, 436 U.S. 84 
(1978) 

(3) 	 Require states to serve out-of-state process with the same priority and 
procedures used Jor in-state. 

(4) 	 Establish guidelines. for service of process on federal eml,'loyees and 
members of the armed forces. 

2 



(5) 	 Create a' presumption of address for . future proceedings including 
enforcement and modification. 

(6) 	 Clarify that intrastate jurisdiction is child based. 

(7) 	 Provide for the use of a national subpoena duces tecum .. 

(8) 	 Establish the priority'of child support payments over fedenil debts.· 

(9) 	 Increase coordination of information exchange between states, theon-line 
computerization to permit quicker access to wage and locate information 
on a national level by state agencies, private attorney and pro se parties 

.. 	 to protect individual privacy. . Establish· standards for the input of 
information. 

F. 	 Expand the definition of child support. 

(1) . 	 Include temporary child support orders in the definition of "final order. \I 

(2) 	 Include payments for or provisions for medical arid health care expenses 
not covered by health insurance, whether current or in arrears. 

(3) 	 Extend child support for high school students until age 20. ' 

(4) 	 Change the statute .of limitations on child· support arre3:f8.ge to the 
attainment of age 2i or 10 years from the date such support was due, 
whichever occurs later. 

G. Expand enforcement. . 

(1) 	 Establish models for the effective utilization of existing and proposed 
collection procedures. . 

(2) 	 Require states to adopt occupational licensing restrictions, requiring due 
process standards and judicial decision making authority .. 

(3) 	 Amend the PKPA to establish federal court jurisdiction over-conflicting 
state court orders on child support and custody to expeditiously and more 
efficiently resolve which state has jurisdiction. 

(4) 	 Attach retirement benefits with proper safeguards. 

(5) 	 Attach bank accounts with proper safeguards. 

3 
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H. Bankruptcy protections. 

(1) 	 Liberalize procedures for filing support debt claims in bankruptcy court. 

(2) 	 Eliminate the automatic stay as to· paternity determinations, divorce 
actiolls,support establishment or modification and suppOrt collection 
actions. 

(3) 	 Expand the excePtion of discharge to include property division orders in 
addition. to alimony ~ maintenance or support of a child or spouse. 

I. 	 Additional issues. 

(1) 	 Establish an Office of Child Support Enforcement. 

(2) 	 Continue and expand federal incentive payments to promote prompt and 
efficient transitions required by the enactment of new laws. i 

If further information or details are desired, please contact the American Academy of 
Matrimonial Lawyers at . 
(312) 263-6477. 

Michael Albano, President 
American Academy of Matrimonial Lawyers 

. 311 W. Kansas Avenue 
Independence MO 64050 

Child Support Sub-Committee, AAML Legislation Committee: 

Lawrence D. Diehl Catherine Holland Petersen 
Attorney at Law Petersen Associates, Inc. 
320 East Broadway POBox 1243 
PO Box 1320 . Norman OK 73070 
Hopewell V A 23860 

Harry L. Tindall 
Marion F. Dobbs Tindall & Foster, P.C. 
Attorney at Law Attorneys at Law 
500 Fifth Avenue, Suite 5530 2800 Texas Commerce Tower 
New York NY 10110 Houston TX 77002-3094 .. 

Linda Lea M. Viken . Ian C. McLachlan 
Viken, Viken, Pechota, Leach & Dewell .185 Asylum Street 
1617 Sheridan Lake Road City Place One, 36th Floor 
Rapid City SD 57702 Hartford CT 06103 
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A BILL 


To amend title 28, United States Code, to grant to 

Federal courts jurisdiction to determine, III cases of . 

conflicting child custody or support· orders, which order 

conforms with section 1738A of such title. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the .United States of America In , 

Congress assembled; Thai section 1738A of title 28, 

United States Code is amended lJy adding at the en.d the 

following: . 

. "(h) The district courts shall have jurisdiction of . 

any action to determine, in the case of a dispute 

involving custody determinations of different stwes, 

whether such custody detenninations were nuule 

consistently with the provisions of this section. 

(i) The district courts shall have jurisdiction ofany 

action to detennine, in the case of a dispute involving 

child support determinations of different states, whether 

such support deTerminations w~re made consistentlY wiTh 

the provisions of this section and the Uniform IntersTate 

Family Support Act. " 



. . 

were never ·married. In addition, 'each 
state's Child Support Enforcement a
gency can request help directly from 
anotherstate's agency in locating absent 
parents and establishing and enforcing 
support obligations. . 

WHAT DO I HAVE TO DO TO GET 
CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES? 
An important part of applying for services is 
signing a document called an assignment 
of rights. This document is necessary for 
DCSE to provide services for you other 

. than locating the absent parent. You can 
receive locate services without signing this 
document, but if you want DCSE to order 
the absent parent to pay' support. or if you 

, want DCSE to take the parent to court to 
get support. you must agree to turn ov~r to 
DCSE any rights to support on behalf of 
,your. dependent children. Assignment of 
rights does not mean that you . do not 
receive support money; it means that you 
are giving DCSE the authority to act on 
your behalf to' receive the money and to 
transfer it to you. 

HOW WILLI GET MY 
CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS? 
Depending on your cJrcumstance~, you will. 
receive payments in one of the following 
ways: . 

1) If the absent parent was ordered by the 
court to pay you directly, and this ar

- rangement meets your approval, there 
" will be no change. 

2) If you are receiving ADC,. the absent 
parent will be instructed to make pay-:
ments directly to DCSE to reimburse the 
Commonwealth for your family's ADC 
grant You are no(entitled to both the 
support payment and your welfare grant. 

3) If you were receiving support through 
the ,Juvenile and. Domestic Relations 
Court prior to October 1, 1985, you now 
have three options: 
a) you may have the absent parent pay 

. you directly; 

b) you may apply for full DCSE services 
and pay a fee of up to $25, which will 
be you(only fee as long as your case 
remains open; or 

c) you may elect collection services only; 
no enforcement 'action can' be taken 
and no assignment of. rights is needed.' I 
An annual fee of $25 is' charged for 
collection' service .. 

HOW CAN I GET 
MORE INFORMATION? ! 

1 For more. information.: on child' support 
enforcement services, call toll free 1-800
,468-8894~ 

Callers outside Virginia, phone (804) 281
9154 (Not toll free). 

002-01-935 

i 
.1 

r , 
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,	Facts about 
Child Support 

. ,Enforcement' 
I 
I 

~~ 	 . 

I for 
I 
'I CUSTODIAL
I PARENTS 
I 

VSS"· . 
P£Cru I-ElPING PEOPlE 

COIvIMa'mEALTH Cf VIRGINIA 
DEPARTMENT Of SOCIAL SERVICES. ... 

An Equal Opportunity Agency 



The Commonwealth of Virginia believes 
that every child has a right to support from 
both parents. Many times this right is vio
lated when parents who aren't living with 

,their children don't provide the kind of 
financial care that they should. 

Because the lack of adequate child support 
is of great national concern, Congress 
passed a law in 1975 requiring every state to 
create an agency responsible for a child 
support program in that state. In Virginia, 
that agency is the Department of Social 
Services, which includes the Division of 
Child Support Enforcement. 

Since 1975, the Division of Child Support 
Enforcement has been able to help custo
dial parents and their children. in several 
ways. In 1984, Congress passed additionc;tl 
laws which give the Division even more au
thority to work on the problem of absent 
parents who fail to provide for their chil
dren's needs. 

WHO CAN APPLY FOR SERVICES? 
The Division of Child Support Enforcement 
(DCSE) serves al! Virginians, regardless of 
race, sex, or income leveL All families 
whose children need the financial support 
of an absent parent qualify for services 
from DCSE, including families receiving , 
public assistance; . 

HOW DO I APPLY FOR SERVICE? 
You may apply for child support services in 
three ways: 

. 'I) You may go to the Child Support En
forcement office in your a.rea and fill 'out 
~n annlir.ation form. 

2) You may fill oulan application and mail it 
to the Child Support Enforcement Office 
serving your area. 

3) If you are receiving Aid to Dependent' 
Children (ADC), your caseworker will 
apply for you. 

HOW MUCH DO SUPPORT 
ENFORCEMENT SERVICES COST? 
The Division of Child Support Enforcement 
offers services which are affordable to all 
Virginians. The cost for services depend~ 
on the situation, but the maximum applica
tion fee is $25. For families receiving ADC, 
child support services are free. 

WHAT SERVICES ARE 
AVAILABLE FROM DCSE? 
The services provided by DCSE fall into five 
different categories: 
1) locating the absent parent - DCSE will 

try to locate the absent parent for you 
through the State Parent Locator Ser
vice (SPLS), using the parent's name 
and Social Security number. If the ab
sent parent has moved to another state, 
DCSE can ask that state to search for 
him or her through its State Parent Lo
cator Service. DCSE can also search on 
a national level for the absent parent 
through the Federal Parent Locator Ser
vice (FPLS), if necessary. 

2) Getting a Support Order - In cases 
where the absent parent refuses to pay 
child support, DCSE can ask the court 
to enter an order for support The Divi
sion can also establish an administrative 
support order bas9don the absent par
ent's ability to pay. ' 

3) Enforcing the Support Order - When 
support payments are irregular or are 
not made on time, DCSE has several 
enforcement methods available .. These· 
inClude withholding wages, placing liens 
on the absent parent's assets, and gar
nishing his or .her paycheck.' DCSE can 
also ask the Internal Revenue Service' 
and the Virginia Department of Taxation 
to collect child support from the absent 
parent's tax refunds. 

4) Determining Legally the Father of a 
Child (Establishing Paternity) - If a 
mother was never married to the father 
of her child, DCSE can help her get a 
legal ruling on that child's paternity. A 
support order cannot be set up for a 
child born out of wedlock until the father 
admits his responsibility or it is proven 
that he is the child's father. Legallyestab
lishing a child's paternity is important for 
other reasons as well. For example, once 
paternity has been established, the child 
may be entitled to the father's Social 
Security or Veteran's benefits, to men
tion only one concern. 

5) InterstatelURSEA - Each state has leg
islation allowing its courts to cooperate 
with other states' courts on child sup
port requests. This state legislatiol7l is 

. known as the Uniform Reciprocal Enforce
ment of Support Act (URESA). Under 
this law, the courts of one state (called 
the initiating state) can ask the courts of 
another state (called the responding 

'state) to provide URESA services. Al
though each state's law varies some
what, URESA generally can be used to 
establish, change, or enforce a support 
order, or to make a legal determination of 
fatherhood for a child whose parents 



Page 1 COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 

ABSENT PARENT DEPRIVATION/PATERNITY INFORMATION 

CREATE NEW OR UPDATE ___ 

MUST HAVE VACIS CASE# FOR CREATE OR ANY OF * FIELDS FOR UPDATE 6 NEW AP FOR EXISTINGCPlSE·. . 

1 *VACIS CASE# 12 *APID# .13 *MPI# 14 *SSN#: 

5 *CHILD CLIENT 10#: 

7*ABSENT PARENT,LAST NAME: FIRST: MIDDLE: . 

,ALIAS NAME: LAST FIRST: MIDDLE: 

8 ADDRESS: 9 WHEN CURRENT: .. 

10 CITY: 11 STATE: 12 ZIP: 

13 COUNTRY: 14 FOREIGN POSTAL CODE: 

4 SSN: 115 DOB: 116 AGE: 117 SEX: 118 RACE: 

19· BIRTH CITY/20 STATE/21 COUNTRY: ' 22 TELEPHONE#: 

23 GOOD CAUSE: 24 AP CURRENT RELATIONSHIP TO CASE NAME: 

ABSENT PARENT OCCUPATION DATA . 

2? OCCUPATION: 26 EMPLOYER: 

27 AS OF DATE: 28 ADDRESS: 

29 TELEPHONE: 30 CITY: 31 STATE: 

32 ZIP: 33 DOES ABSENT PARENT RECEIVE BENEFITS? 

; YES NO UNKNOWN 

34 IF YES, WHICH TYPE: 

-:...., 

ABSENT PARENT MILTARY DATA 

35 BRANCH:. 
-

136 ST~TUS:~ .. .. -- .  137 END DATE: 
... 

.~ . ~ .. ..-

ABSENT PARENT BANK DATA. 
'38 BANK:· ., 

'. 139' ACCOUNT#: . 

..• .• < BOlOE[)F.IEU)S'ARE REQUIRED"FIELOS ,...: '. '.' . ,.... .' . .. ...... .: '. . '., 
:~:~~;;:;.:~X::l~;{::~:;?i;:2:i:jS:;~&.::~;~:,i:)/:;+/~~::>::::~:,h)~':i:}i;:i*;;::;»\'\~:::i;~:~::';:'::i//;';::~::::~'~~;:;~'{:~~~~:~:::~:';">~'~>::"~~;':~~~:i~?:!;~:::~:~:~:~;~:J~::(~:~"?/·:~;')Xi~~~~::;::X::<C·::·.·;·:::~~:!::;i:;(:~·.·;:~::·"·· 

032-03-276/1 (4/94) 
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42 ANY CRiME.S/CONVICTIONS? 

45 JAIL -CITY/COUNTY: 

,~;,<:::,:::.:~~:_:;/~~~:~tH::~~,EI:~~J·,:M9IP5::Y~·ti-~.9.b,~:}~~J~r";":';-:':"~_.,... ,""";"~,,"::':',;,,c:,, :,<~",",".... ;._"-" 

"41StATE,: ;:'.::,:::";, 

ABSENT PARENT CRIMES/CONVICTIONS DATA 

43 TYPE: 44 ENTER JAIL DATE: 

46 STATE: 

47 IS ABSENT PARENT CURRENTLY ON PROBATION OR PAROLI;? 

.' 

48 FATHER'S LAST NAME: 

49 ADDRESS: 

50 TE.LEPHONE#: 

54 COUNTRY: 

56 MOTHER'S LAST NAME: 

57 ADDRESS: 

TELEPHONE: 

COUNTRY: 

58 LASTNAME: 

59 ADDRESS: 

62 CITY: 

LAST NAME: 

ADDRESS: 

CITY: 

LAST NAME: 

ADDRESS: 

CITY: ' . 

'.",.
':_°01:.; 

151 CITY: 

1CITY: 

ABSENT PARENT FATHER/MOTHER DATA 

FIRST: MIDDLE: 

52 STATE: 

55, FOREIGN POSTAL CODE: 

FIRST: 

STATE:, 

FOREIGN POSTAL CODE: 

ABSENT PARENT EMERGENCY CONTACTS 

FIRST: 

63 STATE: 

FIRST: 

STATE: 

FIRST: 

60 RELATIONSHIP: 
61 TELEPHONE#: 

RELATIONSHIP: 
TELEPHONE#: 

RELATIONSHIP: 
TELEPHONE#: 

I 

I, 

MIDDLE: 

MIDDLE: 

64 ZIP: 

MIDDLE: 

ZIP: 

MIDDLE: 

'; :" 'JSTATE:' IZIP: 

'153 ZIP: 

TZIP: 
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-<i::'~z, I:::?~:: ::~~~::~!j:}:::5;::; >~ ','::c(:<y-:::;,;::~<::~ .-::. /~>:~~;:..;:<.~.>.:: ~~'; /,:\. .,',. S:.:';:~:.&LL:.~'::::;:CH'fr ...;.,... .' 'c. ~:!i:;<;:?,:,::~~:;;.:+<::;,:..___; ·.::(::::-:.:::~~::~?!;~i,d:';·;:::'>·~;:~;:~:l~~::f!:~~~·:~r;<,., :-.'; ;1<
:":.->5':::1." ,,;,-;:~-:.. '. ':, ..... . ... '.: . ' ...:. :.;:<::~:::::':'~~"'" ,.. . II, .,~..."IA ','. .;'.... :':'. ~::c:"';' .. :/.:::.::?;::;:.'C .:..•.. "'::'::::'.,. .;: ..,....;.<~ 1';:4:~~; 

'. . 

65 MEM# 66 CHllD.'S 67 CHILD'S 68 PAT. 69 DOES AP 70 INS. NAME '71.. COURT 72 .. 73 TERMS· 75 COURT 76 
BIRTH BIRTH ACK. HAVE MED. INS, # NAME COURT .74 TYPE EFF. DTE AMOUNT 
CITY STATE INS. FOR ORDER# ORDERED . CHILD(REN) 

. .. - . ' . . --- . 

.. . - -. , 

" 

- - '-

. .. 
. . 

~.> 

MEM# 77 LAST AMOUNT PAID 78 LAST AMT. PAID DATE 79 PAYMENT FREOUENCY 80 PAID TO: 81 MULTIPLE ORDERS 

" 

" 
, 

; 

I certify that the information given is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge. 

Recipient/Custodial Parent Signature _________________ 
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.:', .... 
",' 

'.Ii: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
,'.~.. 
"", 

,", Only complete Section I (Additional 
, ·.Information) if making a. referral in a 
. 'Medicaid only case or in referring the 

'.. parents of a minor caretaker in an ' 
':":, AF=DC case. 
, , 

:~ECIPIENTICUSTODIAL PARENT (CP) NAME: LAST 
': " 

'.". ' 


RECIPIENTICPADORESS (NO .. STREET, APT,. CITY. STATE. ZIP) 

." , ' 


RECIPIENT (CP) SSN AECIPIENT/CP HOME 
, , 

. ;,<. TELEPHONE NUMBER 

,Enter, Information 'For The Children Listed 

SOCIAL SECURITY'DEPENDENT FULL NAME BIATHDATE . ,
NUMBER 

, 

, I FIAST IMIDDLE 

RECIPIENTICP EMPLOYER RACE RECIPIENTICP RECIPIENT /CUSTODIAL 
TELEPHONE NUMBER RELATION TO CHILO PARENT (CP) , SEX , 

',:11. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT SERVICES FOR MEDICAID RECIPIENTS 

;'luriderstand that as a condition of eligibility for Medicaid, I must cooperate with the ' 
Division of Child Support Enforcement (DCSE) in establishing paternity and medical 

»,support. In addition, I understand that I am eligible to receive other services f~om DCSE if I 
·,·~choose. These services include establishment, enforcement, collection and distribution of 
'child support payments. I also understand that when my Medicaid only case closes, I will 
continue to receive child support services unless I request that DCSE close my case. 

:: 'CHECK ONE BOX ONLY: 
';;,'. 

I want all services offered by the Division ofChild Support Enforcement. I 
authorize the'Division ofChild Support Enforcement to: 

establish, enforce, ,and collect for me and my children current or 
past due support, including medical support, from anyone who has a 
legal duty to support me and my children. 

:.; , 

(2) endorse and cash checks, money orders, or other forms of payment 
which are made out to me for:'support payments and to issue me a 

," ' 

check from the St~te Treasury." ' "'" , 

(3) give receipts to the payor for any payment collected. 
.':' : 

B. ___ I want 'medical support services only. This includes pursuing the Absent 
Parent for health insurance coverage as well as establishing paternity~, if I 
was not married to the father at the time of my child's birth and paternity 
has notyet been established.; , . ' " 

DateRecipient/Custodial Parent Signature 
-:' 
;':', , 

,In. CLIENT REFUSES TO COOPERATE" 

\' 

. ,". . ':'-.' 
,> 

'Eligibility Worker Signature Date 
". ; ... 

,.. . .' : 
Eligibility Worker Phone Number 

, ~; 

., . ,.; 
.' , 

.', ,'" 

'\, , 

" 'j 



~B~ONWEALTII OF VIRGINIA 

~'fPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 

JdTICE OF COOPERATION AND GOOD CAUSE 

['~':~~RDER TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR AlD TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC), YOU ARE REQUIRED 
BY,.LAW TO COOPERATE IN ESTABLISHING PATERNITY AND/OR COLLECTING CHILD SUPPORT TO WHICH 
y6'u OR YOUR CHILD MAYBE ENTITLED. IN ORDER TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR MEDICAID, YOU !ARE REQUIRED 
BviAW TO COOPERATE IN, ESTABLISHING MEDICAL SUPPORT TO WHICH YOU OR YOUR CHILD MAY BE 
ENTITLED. 
" ':;'" 
~'" t\~'< 

WJ1AT IS MEANT BY COOPERATION 
"" 
.-.;"' 

':', 

~'Appearing at a local Department of Social Services office, a Division of Child Support Enforcement office, a Medicaid office, 
~ourt, or other hearing or proceeding as requested. , 


~.iP~ovidjng verbal or written information as requested, or stating under penalty of perjury you have no knowledge of the 

:-rinformation requested. ' 


, \3:·Identifying the parent ~f any child applying for or receiving assistance. 

'~'iR~lping establish legal paternity of a child born out of wedlock. 

:~j-lelping locate an absent parent. 

::~: H~lping obtajn child support, medical support, or any other money or property owed to you or a child rec~iving assistance. 

'::}1'his includes insurance companies who may be liable to pay for medical services. 

~:Paying to the Division of Child Support Enforcement any ~oney directly received from the absent parent after your AFDC 


" ': case has been approved. ' 


WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS OF COOPERATION 

Y,O~i',cooperation could result in th~ following benefits: 

~ }:..ocating an absent parent. , 

~;:I.egally establishing paternity for a child. 

':~~OPtaining child support that may be higher than your AFDC grant or receiving a support disregard paymeqt of up to $50.00 

<;',~r month in addition to your AFDC grant. ,: 

~~bbtaining rights to future social security, veteran's, or other government benefits, including medical support . 
. : ~ 

'. :: .. 

WHAT IS MEANT BY "GOOD CAUSE" FOR NOT COOPERATING 

. I',r o ' 

I{y~u believe that your cooperation would not be in the best interest of a child, you may claim good cause for not cooperating. If 
you can provide evidence to support this claim, you may be excused from cooperating, and no attempt will be made to establish 
pat¢rnity or collect support. 
" '" 
'." . 

WHATIF YOU DO NOT COOPERATE AND GOOD CAUSE HAS NOT BEEN DETERMINED 
';' .. -, , 

. m You will be ineligible for assistance. Your children will continue to be eligible. 
:~for AFDC, a protective payee may be appointed to receive the money payment. 
IiI,For AFDC and Medicaid, the Department of Social Services may seek support on behalf'of eligible children'if it is detei:mined 
::':)hat it may be done without risk to you or your children. ' 

. WHAT IF YOU CHOOSE TO COOPERATE AND NOT CLAIM GOOD CAUSE 

Y:Pil may go directly to the end of this notice, check(..J) the blOck indicating you do not wish to claim good cause, and sign your 
~ame. ., . : 

',.' 

.'),' 

Oj2-03~036/4 (2/93) 
.~~: ' . 
,~, ," 
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:,(Commonwealth of Virginia 
, De'partment of Social Services 
,APPLICATION FOR BENEFITS 

APPLICATION FILING INSTRUCTIONS 

'~Iease give complete and truthful answ·ers. Information you give will be 
subject to verification. If you give false information, withhold information, 
or fail to report changes, you could lose your benefits, and perhaps be 
arrested, prosecuted, fined or imprisoned. 

With this application you can apply for any of these programs: 

FOOD STAMPS - Fill out pages 1 - 9, sections A, B, C and D. Also, see 
the information in the next column about Food Stamp applications. 

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT-CHILDREN (AFDC)- Fill out pages 
1 - 7, and page 10, sections A, B, C and E. 

AFDC UNEMPLOYED PARENT Fill out pages 1 - 7, and 10 - 11., 
sections A, B, C, E and F. 

MEDICAID Fill out pages 1 - 7, sections A, Band C. If you are applying 
, for children age 18 or younger, also fill out page 10, section E. 

GENERAL RELIEF - Fill out pages 1 - 7, sections A, B, C and on page 12, 
sectionsG.1 and G.2. If you are applying for a child not related to you, 
also fill out page 10, section E. 

EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE - Fill out pages 1 7, sections A, B~ C and 
on page 1 section G.2. 

STATE AND·LOCAL HOSPITALIZATION - Fill out pages 1 - 7, sections 
A, B, C and on page 12, section G .3. 

AUXILIARY GRANTS, - Fill out pages 1 -7, sections A, B, C and on page 
12, section G.4. 

REFUGEE RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM - Fill out pages 1 - 7, sections A, 
Band C. If you are applying for children age 18 or younger, also fill out, 
pages 1 °-11, sections E and F. 

READ."YOUR RIGHTS,AND RESPONSIBILITIES" ON PAGES 13 AND 14. 
SIGN 'THE APPLICATION ON PAGE 14. 

'~-
'. : The.b.ooklet "'Virginia 'Social Ser.v.ices , Benefit'Programs:' d~scribes,.thE!
':." -pr'd~tam~ 'and ex'plalnsproced'ures:; rights '~nd ·resporisibiiities>:".:·;··.· , .....' 

-
See the back of this sheet for other directions. 

1'\#)"') I'\~ O"lA 11 
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. FOR FOOD STAMP A'pPcicANTS' 

You may file a food stamp application by leaving a completed Applicatiori for 
Benefits at theagency, or leaving an application which contains your name, 
a<;ldressand signature, or by leaving this half sheet with your name, address 
and signature completed. 

You must be interviewed before the application is processed, but you may 
file an application before you are interviewed. Under certain hardship 
conditions you may ask for the office interview to be waived and replaced, 
for example, by a telephone interview, If you are eligible for the month you 
apply, benefits for that month are prorated from the date of application. 

Some households qualify for emergency service for food stamps. Please 
give the information requested below so the agency can determine if you 
qualify for emergency service. 

Total income before deductions 
expected this month: $_----

Total of all cash, ch'edking and 
savings accounts: $ 

--~-------------
Total rent or mortgage, and all 

utilities, including phone: $ _______________~ 
Check the statement which explains where,you live: 

( ) Residence of your own 
( ) Staying temporarily with someone else 
( ) Emergency shelter or welfare hotel 
( ) Place not usually used for sleeping 

Is anyone in your household a migrant or seasonal farmworker? 
YES ( ) NO ( ) 

If YOU WANT TO FILE AN APPLICATION BY LEAVING THIS HALF SHEET, 
ANSWER THE ITEMS BELOW, TEAR OFF THIS HALF AND GIVE IT TO THE 
AGENCY. PLEASE NOTE: YOU MUST COMPLETE THE REST OF THE"::' 
APPLICATION PROCESS BEFORE YOUR ELIGIBILITY CAN BE DETERMINED. 

NAME IDATE OF BIRTH . 
" .

___" "c~" 
. 

SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER 

ADDRESS 

, 
, . 

" . , 

SIGNATURE IDATE 

.. 




AGENCY USE ONLY 

Complete the above if this sheet was filed as a Food Stamp application. 
Complete EXPEDITED DETERMINATION for all applicants who completed 

'the checklist on the reverse. 

EXPEDITED DETERMINATION 

Income less than $150 and resources $100 or less YES ( ) NO ( 

Income plus resources less than shelter bills YES ( )" NO ( 

Noper"manent residence YES ( NO ( 

For migrants or seasonaUarmworkers: 

Resources $100 or less, and in next 10 days, $25 or less expected 
from new income, OR " 

Resources $100 or less, and no income expected from terminated 
source for rest of this month or next month YES ( ) NO ( 

EXPEDITE IF YES TO ANY CRITERIA. 

"" 	 .'~.'~I.; 

APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS, 

If you need help completing the application, a friend or relative or your 
eligibility worker can help you. 

If 	you are completing' this application for someone else, answer each 
question as if you were that person. 

If you need to change an answer or make a correction, write the correct 
information n~arby, and put your initials an? date next to the change. 

If your household has more than 8 people and you need more space to list 
everyone, tell the agency you need extra pages. 

IMPORTANT INFORMATION ABOUT FILING AN APPLICATION 

You may leave a partially completed application which contains at least your 
name~ address and signature (or the signature of your' authorized 
representative). But you must complete the rest of the application before 
your eligibility for benefits can be determined. For some programs, you will 
also need to be interviewed, but you may file the application before your 
interview". 

,You may file your application any time during office hours, the same day you 
contact the Department of Social Services in your locality. You may file an 
application even if you appear to be ineligible for benefits., 

If you are applying for Food Stamps, you may get benefits within 5 days, 
following the date your application is filed if you are eligible and if: 

o 	Monthly shelter bills are higher that your household's gross 
mon,t.~ly inc.ome and liquid resources; or, 

o 	Gross monthly income is less than $150, and liquid resources are 
$100 or less: or 

o 	Your household has no place of its own to live; or 

" 	 Your household is a migrant or seasonal farmworker household 
with little or no income and resources. 
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:VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT 
• , OF. SOCIAL' SERVICES 

APPL.ICATION FOR BENEFITS'" 
t ' i¥j5&Niiffi!?!*,,*,*i!!!\lliljijiiiH4MH "i<"i41 

". ' "~' 

'A. 'GENERAL INFORMATION 

'~,' ~ 
-;:.' 

.t. :." I WISH TO APPLY FOR: 
f' 

(-.) Financial Assistance ) Medical Assistance ) Food Stamps (Check here __ if you do NOT want to apply for Food Stamps) 

.' 

;", 

APPLICANT'S NAME SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER PHONE NUMBER !HOME) 

, (WORKI 

ADDRESS (INClUDE CITY. STATE AND ZIP CODE) DIRECTIONS TO HOME 

"".r '0""" 

. _., 

,If applicant's address is a Home for Adults, an Adult Family. Care Home, a Nursing Facility or other institution check here ( ), Date applicant entered 

Applicant's address before entering Horne for Adults, Adult Family Care Home, Nursing Facil!ty or other institution 

If YES,' complete 
the following: 

PERSON GETIING BENEFITS IUNDER WHAT NAME '/ TYPE OF BENEFITS 

I 
WHEN .1 FROM WHAT C~UNTY OR:ITYOR S~ATE. __ • 

~'i 

If applicant in a Nursing Facility has a spouse, give the spouse's name and address: 

SPOUSE'S NAME 	 SPOUSE'S ADDRESS I 
--.•......  ~. 

YES( ) NO ( ) Haveyou; or the person(s) for whom you are applying, ever gotten benefits before, or is anyone getting them now? 

YES( ) NO( 	 Is there anything that you would like to talk to a service worker about? This could include, concerns about your children, school 
prob~ems,day care needs, family p,lanning, referrals to other community organizations, or other problems and concerns. IrYES;' 
explain . 

...~,:~".''' '. "". .: '. 



FOLDOUT 

Unfold this page and use to complet 

Section A, GENERAL INFORMATIOI\ 


, , 



'. " 

':. 
::' :-- ' 

, .'. , ~ 

.A. GENERAL INFORMATION (All APt>U'CANTS MUST COMPLETE THIS SECTION.)
'" . '; 

1, L1SJ, EVERYONE WHO LIVES IN YOUR HOME, EVEN IF YOU ARE NOT APPLYING FOR ASSISTANCE FOR EVERYONE. 
" ," .' 

INCLUDE ANYONE TEMPORARILY AWAY FROM HOME. 

AMSINDICATE WITH A'CHECK THE ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS YOU ARE 
REQUESTING FOR EACH PERSON, CHECK NONE IF YOU 'ARE NOT, ::;;z «0 0::REQUESTING ASSISTANCE FOR A HOUSEHOLD MEMBER, ;:: (!l« 0

N a:
:J "wA~SWER THE REST OF THE QUESTIONS IN THE APPLICATION FOR THE «(j >->- zZ 0: wPEOPLE YOU ARE REQUESTING BENEFITS FOR, « , , if) 

<f) ::;;>-
if> '!E >-- w 

-' >-u; Zu. if> -' «LIST YOURSELF ON LINE 1 lUif> « t;;« a:::; 'U (!l if>wI-'r-~--r-----------------------------------------------------~~ > 0 wa: ,-, a:U >Z a: 
« -'>- <-IIw<f) « w 

w(!Ja: w ::; (!J
(jo a:UJ 

." 
::>w XQo z ~ lC,..u. ::>W ::io 

t!) wu. if> « 0::«FIRST NAME MI MAIDEN N~ME 



~.-
" 

USE THE FOLDOUT TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION. 
.'

2: 
Give th~ 
relationship of 
each person to 
the person listed 
on Line #1. 

, 'I------T.-

# RELA TlONSHIP 

1 

2 

3 

4 

7 

3. 
Give the Social 
Security Number 
for each person. 

SOCIAL SECURITY 
NUMBER 

4. 
Give the birthdate for each person. 

Give the city and state of birth for people 
born in the United States. 

For people born in another country, give 
the country'of birth. 

BIRTHDATE 
mo/day/yr 

CITY AND STATE 
OR COUNTRY 

5, 
Give the code to 
show the race or 
cultural heritage 
of each person. 

WH White (not Hispanic) 

BL Black 

AI American Indian 

or Alaskan Native 

AS Asian or 

Pacific Islander 

HI Hispanic 

RACE OR 
CULTURAL HERITAGE 

6. 
Give the 
code to 
show the 
sex of 
each 
person. 

M Male 

F Female 

SEX 

7. 8: 
Give the code to show Is this person a 
the marital status of Veteran? Check 
each person. Yes or No. 

Give the date if For Veterans, give 
requested. the Veteran .Claim 

Number. 
NM Nqver Married 

MA Married (date' 

DV Divorced (date) 

SE , Separated (date) 

WI Widowed (date) 

VETERAN 
MARITALI DATE 
ST A TUS mo/day/yr IYES I NO 

CLAIM 
NUMBER 

'" 



..... 
USE THE FOLDOUT TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION. .-

9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 
Give the For each alien. give the alien number Give the Is this person currently attending school? Check Indicate with a check if anyone is: Did this person have 
code to and date of arrival in the United last grade Yes or No. medical expenses 
show the States. in school 

I 
in the three months 

citizenship completed For each person in school, give the name of before the month 
"'"of each for each the school and the number of hours the person "'" of application?
0 I 

person. person. attends each week. 3: Check Yes or No. 
.0 « 

Leave 
I

"'" C 0 
blank if ....... " .For each expenserc Q: Z 

US u.s. children ....... :::> ""'0 give date of the-' -, Cl:O Vl 

never in. a:> 3: « Cl:O expense.Citizen « u"'" 
AL school. 

Vl 

"" oc..Alien c; 0 0

:z: 0 0 
> -' « o ....... 

DATE OF SCHOOL # of -' -' :z "",-' EXPENSESCy -' - <.:> o CDz: « 
# ARRIVAL GRADE HRS PER :::; I 0 ""'. ...... <I: DATES OF 

NAME OF SCHOOL 
0 0 "" "i..i.J ~ 

CITIZENSHIP ALIEN NUMBER molday/yr COMPLETED YES NO WEEK CD l- I D... Z a YES[ NO EXPENSES 

1 .. . 
... . .. . 

- ... 
_. -. 

2 I 

3 I 

4 .. I 

'. 

5 

6 I J 
7 [ 

<:; 

I 
I 

8 
. _. 

I~ 

. - . -

3 

..... 




B. 	 RESOURCES (ALL APPLICANTS MUST COMPLETE THIS SECTION.) 

If you are applying for MEDICAID for a nursing facility or community-based care, 
provide resource information for your spouse, even if he or she is nqt living with you. 

Dd~s :ah~one' ha,j~: any of the 'f6'lIowi~~i r~s6ur6~~!' IAci~d~':resources:' &;c~;,.vri~d'withs:omeone 'else~.:e"en ',ifthatperson doe.s~nptliye ;wtth:,'l?u:.<,;Gh~:c.k ,j 
YES or NO to each question. 'If YES, provide the information requested: . ',. '.' . ' . '. " " . , . '. . .' .,' 

YES( ) NO( ) 1. Cash not in a bank, including accounts for people in Nursing Facilities or ~dult Homes?INAME 	 I:MOUNT ., 

YES( ) NO( ) 2. Checking accounts, savings accounts, credit union accounts, Christmas Club. accounts, trust funds, or certificates of deposit? 

NAME I TYPE WHERE AMOUNT 

ACCOUNT # $ 

NAME ITYPE WHERE AMOUNT 

ACCOUNT It $ 

YES( ) NO( ) 3. Burial funds, burial plots, burial trusts, or prearranged burials? 

I 
NAME ITYPE IWHERE IAMOUNT 

I' , I $ , 

NAME WHERE AMOUNTITYPE, 

$ 

YES( ) NO( ) 4. Stocks or bonds, pension plans, or retirement accounts? 

.( 

'NAME - ., . ". - 'TYPE WHERE AMOUNT 

$ 

NAME TYPE WHERE . I:MOUNT

I 
YES{ ) NO( ) 5. Tools, equipment, or supplies? 

OWNER{S) TYPE NECESSARY TO YOUR YES VALUE 
BUSINESS OR TRADE, 
INCLUDING FARMING? NO 

YES( ) NO( ) 6. Houses, larid, buildings, house trailers, or mobile homes? 

IOWNER(S) TYPE (INCLUDING NUMBER OF ACRES) liS THIS WHERE YOU LIVE?

4YES () NO I I 

OWNER(S) TYPE (INCLUDING NUMBER OF ACRES) '115 THIS WHERE YOU LIVE? 

YES I NO I 

-4 



. . . 

YE~( ). NO( 7. <:ars, trucks, vans, recreational vehicles such as mopeds and all-terr!'lin vehicles, motorcycles, boats, or trailers titled inany 
'." ,~ , . ~",:'"-':', .-- ; ... .. household member's name"· :... ',. '» .,:: :,.c'.:·';"·",.'::· :.... ',:'. ,:.. , ... ,;"·.·c·, ':., ,: ':<, . 

' .. .. 
OWNERISI TYPE OF VEHICLE: YEAR·MAKE·MODEL CURRENTLY LICENSED? VALUE AMOUNT·OWED EXPLAIN HOW USED 

YES ( ) NO ( I $ $ 

---

OWNER(SI TYPE OF VEHICLE: YEAR,MAKE·MODEL CURRENTLY UCENSED? VALUE AMOUNT OWED EXPLAIN HOW USED 

YES I 
. 

I NO I 
. 

I $ $ - .. 

YES() NO( ) 8. Medical Insurance? 

/-->; 

IN WHOSE NAME PERSON COVERED COMPANY TYPE OF COVERAGE 10 NUMBER PREMIUM 

$ 

WHO PAYS EFFECTIVE DATE 

--- ....~r-- ---

IN WHOSE NAME PERSON COVERED COMPANY TYPE OF COVERAGE 10 NUMBER PREMIUM WHO PAYS EFFECTIVE DATE I 

$ 

'-- '- -
YES( ) NO( ) 9. Medicare Part A? 

PERSON, ICLAiM NUMBER I BEGIN DATE IPERSON ICLAIM NUMBER iBEGIN DAT.E 

I 

YES( ) NO( ) 10. Medicare Part B? 
I PERSON I CLAIM NUMBER I BEGIN DATE I PERSON ICLAIM NUMBER 

YES( ) NO(.) ·11. Life Insurance policies? (NOT REQUIRED IF YOU ARE APPLYING ONLY FOR FOOD STAMPS) 
OWNER PERSON'INSURED COMPANY TYPE OF POLICY ,POLICY NUMBER FACE VALUE ICASH VALUE 

OWNER PERSON INSURED COMPANY TYPE OF POLICY 
----

POLICY NUMBER 

$ 

FACE VALUE 

$ 
-

CASH VALUE 

OWNER PERSON INSURED 
---

COMPANY 
---

TYPE OF POLICY 
---

POLICY NUMBER 

$ 
----

FACE VALUE 

$ 

CASH VALUE 

$ $ 
'---

YES( ) NO() 12. Has anyone sold, transferred, or given away any personal property or real estate: -in the last 3 months jf applying for Food Stamps; 
·in the last 24 months if applying for AFDC or General Aelief; 
·in the last 30 months jf applying for Medicaid? 

WHAT PROPERTY IVALUE 

I$ 

FROM WHOM TO WHOM WHEN 

I. ~OUNT RECEIVED 
EXPLAIN WHY 

., 

YES( ) NO( ) 13. Are any changes in resources or household members expected this month or next month? If YES, explain: 

ICHANGES EXPECTED 

5 



--

--

--

C. INCOME (ALL APPLICANTS MUST COMPLETE THIS SECTION.) 

If you are applying for MEDICAID for a nursing facility or community-based care, provide income information for your spouse,
" 

" even if he:orshe is not livin'g wjth you. ,£\,Iso;, give 'your workeryo.ur: shelter bills., ' 
.' . ~ : ~, . . . .' 	 ..... 

1. Does anyone earn any money from working? Check the right answer for each item. 

YES( NO!, FULL OR PART TIME JOB YES! I NO! I ON-THE-JOB TRAINING YES! I NO! ) PROVIDING ROOM AND BOARD 
,YES! NO! ',SELF:EMPLOYMENT YES! I NO! f WORKING FOR RENT' YES( I NOr- r - FARM OR CROP INCOME 

YES! NO!) COMMISSIONS, BONUSES, TIPS. YES! ) NO!) BABYSITTING/PROVIDING DAY CARE YES! I NO! ) ANY OTHER INCOME ANYONE RECEIVES FROM 
WORKING (specifyl____--'-__ 

i;c' IF YOU ANSWERED YES TO ANY ITEM ABOVE, GIVE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION ABOUT EACH SOURCE OF MONEY; 

PERSON RECEIVING EMPLOYER'S NAME, ADDRESS, DATE HOURS WORKED RATE OF HOW OFTEN DAY OF GROSS MONTHLY PAY 
INCOME PHONE NUMBER EMPLOYED PER WEEK PAY PAID WEEK PAID BEFORE DEDUCTIONS 

" 

$ 
1PER 

$ 

PER 
I 

$ " 	 I I 
PER 

- -,  I 	 I 
2. Does anyone receive any other money? Cbeck the right answer for each item. 

•. 	 :0 YES! NO( SOCIAL SECURITY YES! ) NO! ) SUPPORT, ALIMONY 'YES! ) NO! I LOANS YES( I NO! I INHERITANCE 

YES( NO( SSI YES( I NO( I UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS YES( ) NO! ) UTILITY ASSISTANCE YES( I NO!, I PRiZE WINNINGS 

YES! NO! I VA BENEFITS YES! I NO! I WORKMAN'S COMPENSATION YES( I NO! I ALL FOOD OR CLOTHING YES( I NO! I INSURANCE SETTLEMENT 

YES! NO! ) BLACK LUNG BENEFITS YES( ) NO( ) PUBLIC ASSISTANCE YES! ) NO( ) ALL SHELTER YES! ) NO! ) RENT FROM PROPERTY 


\ YES( NO! ), RAILROAD. RETIREMENT YES! ) NO! ) INTEREST. DIVIDENDS YES!, I NO! ) CASH CONTRIBUTIONS' YES! ) NO( ) ANY OTHER INCOME 

~ . YES! NO! ) OTHER RETIREMENT YES! ) NO! ) FOSTER CARE YES( ) NO! ) CASH GIFTS (specify) 


.->. :' 
IF YOU ANSWERED YES TO ANY ITEM ABOVE, GIVE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION ABOUT EACH SOURCE OF INCOME:-

PERSON RECEIVING INCOME TYPE OF INCOME RECEIVED GROSS AMOUNT RECEIVED HOW OFTEN, WHEN RECEIVED 

. 

IF APPLYING FOR MEDICAID, AND SSI RECEIVED ANY TIME AFTER APRIL 1,1977, WAS SOCIAL-SECURITY RECEIVED AT, THE SAME TIME? YES! ) NO( ) 

6 
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YES( ) NO( ) 3. Has anyone been fired, laid off, or on sick leave; gone on strike; or quit a job in the last 60 days? If YES, give this info'rmatipn: 

NAME OFPERSON EMPLOYER'S NAME, ADDRESS, 
PHONE N.UMBER . 

PER 

YES( } NO( } 4: Does anyone besides the people you are applying for payor help pay rent, utilities, medical bills or other bills? If YES, give this 

~~;.."" 

information: 

PERSON RECEIVING HELP PERSON PROVIDING HELP 

-

TYPE OF HELP RECEIVED 

--

$ 

AMOUNT 

--

·PER 

$ PER 

DOES MONEY COME 

DIRECTLY TO YOU? 


YES ( ) NO ( ) 

YES f ) NO « ) 

IS THIS A 
LOAN? 

IS REPAYMENT 
EXPECTED? 

YES f I NO I ) YES f ) NO ( I 

YES « . I NO ( I YES f ) NO { I 

YES( } NO( } 5. Does anyone have a day care expense fora child or other dependent? If YES, give this information: 

PERSON PAYING FOR CARE PERSON RECEIVING CARE 
check if" 

DISABLED PROVIDER'S NAME, ADDRESS, PHONE NUMBER AMOUNT PAID 

$ PER 

--

-

YES( ) NO( ) 6. 	Has anyone applied for or received student finan<;:ial aid or work study for a current school term at a college or university-, or any 
school or training program beyond the high school level? Or any school or training program for the physically or mentally 
handicapped? If YES, give this information-

SCHOOL EXPENSES 

NAME OF PERSON TYPE OF FINANCIAL AID AMOUNT TUITION/FEES BOOKS/SUPPLIES TRANSPORT A TION DAY CARE OTHER 
-

, . 

---

.. 
-

YES( ) NO( ) 7. 	Are any changes in the type of money, received, employment, or hours worked expected this month or next month? If YES, explain. 

r""'""''''''' 

7 
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1. List the name of the person who -is the head of your household. I 1 .J 

YES ( ) NO( ) 2. Would you like to name one or mOre authorized representatives who could apply for food stamps for you, pick up your stamps for 
you, o( use your stamps in grocery stores for you? If YES, provide the information requested. 

.

1 

NAME, ADDRESS, PHONE NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIVE I CHECK EACH DUTY AUTHORIZED FOR THAT PERSON 

( I APPLY FOR STAMPS ( , PICK UP STAMPS ( , USE STAMPS 

~ 

2 ( I APPLY FOR STAMP ( , PICK UP STAMPS ( I USESTAMPS 

I 

If you want to authorize someone to apply for food stamps for you, the head of your household, spouse, or any member age 18 or 
older needs to give the authorized person permission in writing. 

YES( ) NO( ) 3. Are there people in your household who are not included in your Food Stamp application? Give names. ___________ 

If YES, do you and everyone for whom you are applying usually purchase and prepare meals apart from these people, OR do you 
intend to do so if your application for Food Stamps is approved? YES () NO ( ) . 

YES( ) NO! ) 4. Is anyone age 60 or older, OR approved to receive Medicaid because of a disability, OR receiving any type of disability check? 

If YES, list all current medical expenses for these people, including medicare premiums, other medical insurance premiums, doctor 
and dental bills, prescription drug bills, bills for glasses, dentures, or hearing aids, transportation for medical services, nursing 
services, and any other medical bills. 

PERSON WITH EXPENSE TYPE OF EXPENSE AMOUNT 

$ 

$ 

-

NAME. ADDRESS. PHONE NUMBER OF DOCTOR. HOSPITAL, PHARMACY, ETC. 

Would you like your food stamp benefit determined by deducting your medical expenses as a lump sum. averaging your expenses, 
or using your expected monthly payment? TALK TO YOUR WORKER BEFORE ANSWERING. 

Expense Lump $um( Averaging( Expected Payment( 

Expense Lump Sum( Averaging( Expected Payment( 

8 



YES( I NO( ) 5. Does anyone have any shelter expenses for rent, mortgage, utilities, telephone,real estate tax, home owner's insurance, or utility 
installation fees? ,'" ',,: ; ,'t- , ' 

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

IfYES, provide the informationreQuest~d~ " 

If utilities are included in rent, check here ( ) and leave those boxes blank. 

If taxes and insurance ar.e included in your mor~gage payment, check here ( ) and leave that box blank. 


,l·,.!' 

EXPENSES 

AMOUNT BILLED 

HOW OFTEN 

WHO PAYS BILL 

RENT OR MORTGAGE ELECTRICITY GAS OIL COAL KEROSENE WOOD WATER/SEWER GARBAGE TELEPHONE INSTALLATION TAXES INSURANCE 

$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 

:---f-  --- --- --- --------- ----

" 

If anyone has a bill for heating or cooling the home, check here ( - l-
If anyone got assistance from the Fuel Assistance Program now or in the past year, check here ( ). 

If you had a bill for heating or cooling or got Fuel Assistance would you like your food stamp benefits figured using your actual 
utility expenses or the utility standard? TALK TO YOUR WORKER BEFORE' ANSWERING. Actual Expenses( ) Utility Standard( 

YES( ) NO( 6. Does your household have no perma-nent residence of Its own? (This includes temporarily in another person's home.l 

If YES, would you like your food stamp benefits figured using actual shelter expenses or the shelter standard? 
WORKER BEFORE ANSWERING. Actual Expenses( )  Shelter Standard( I 

TALK TO YOUR 

YES( ) NO( ) ,7. Does anyone have shelter bills for ~ place they do not currently live in due to employment or training away from home, or illness or 
a disaster? 

If YES, provide ,the following information: 

REASON FOR NOT LIVING 
THERE 

DOES PERSON INTEND 
TO RETURN? 

TYPE AND AMOUNT OF 
SHELTER EXPENSES 

IS SOMEONE ELSE 
LIVING THERE? 

IF SOMEONE ELSE LIVES THERE, 
DOES THAT PERSON PAY RENT? 

YES( ) NO( ) 

-

, YES(-) NOI ) YESI ) NO( ) AMOUNT $ 

9 



E. FINANCIAL AND MEDICAL ASSISTANCE FOR CHILDREN 


,~. ..:,'. .' ANSWER.#3 ONLY: IF A PARENT .. 
IS 'ABSENt: .. 

'ANSWER #4, ·#5. AND #6 FOR ANY PARENT THAT YOU CHECKED 
.. ' ' . .'''...... ' ...SEPA·RATED/LlViNG:·APART'\:.·.·'.· "':.'.: .. ' . 

1. 
List EACH CHILD for whom you 

.are applying. 

Give the names of both 
parents. 

If you are applying for more 
than 4 children, aSk.your 
worker for another form. 

2. 
Check if either 
PARENT is: 

3. 
For each ABSENT parent, 
check REASON FOR ABSENCE: 

o 
w 
:J: 
(f) 
:::;., 
«... 
(f) 
w 

b 
z 

4. 
. Does the ABSENT PARENT 
regularly provide monthly financial 
support? 

Check YES or NO. 

. If YES, give amount. 

5. 
. Does the ABSENT 
PARENT regularly 
make sure the 
child eats, sleeps, 
bathes, dresses 
properly, and gets 
proper medical ..care? 

Check YES or NO. 

6 . 
Does the ABSENT 
PARENT regularly 
participate in the 
child's activities, attend 
school conferences, 
and 'share in decisions 
about discipline? 

Check YES or NO. 

NAMES OF CHILDREN 
AND PARENTS 

SUPPORT PHYSICAL CARE 

Child 

Mother 

Father 

Child 

Mother 

Father 

Child 

Mother 

Father 

Child 

Mother 

10 



F. AFDC-UP (COMPLETE THIS SECTION IF YOU ARE APPLYING FOR AFDC-UP.) 


......ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ABOUT THE PARENT NAMED ABOVE . ...... 

YES( ) NO( ) 2. Is this parent currently· working? 

If NO, complete this item: 

.~~-

LAST DAY WORKED NAME. ADDRESS. PHONE NUMBER OF EMPLOYER 

If YES, complete this item: NUMBER OF HOURS WORKED PAST 2 MONTHS: NUMBER OF HOURS EXPECTED NUMBER OF HOURS EXPECTED 

TO WORK THIS MONTH: TO WORK NEXT MONTH: 

1st MONTH 2nd MONTH 

YES( ) NOi ) 3. 	Has this parent applied for unemployment? If YES, complete the following: 
I~-DA-T-E-A-PP-Ll-ED--------~--~--~--PI-N-N-UM-B-E-R------------------~~I.-W-H-ER-E-A-PP-L-IE-D-----------------' 

YES( ) NO( ) 4. 	Is this parent currently receiving unemployment benefits? 
If YES, complete this item: 	 ,m "... I~'"" '" ] 
If NO, has this parent received unemployment in the past 12 

months? YES ( .) . NO ( ) If YES, when? 
 I 	 I"''''"''OA" "'" 

YES( ) NO( ) 
If YES, complete the following: 0 

5. Has this parent worked at any time during the last 4 years and 3 months? 
WHEN WHERE WHEN WHERE 

WHEN WHERE WHEN WHERE 

WHEN WHERE WHEN WHERE 

YES( } NO( ) 6. 	 Has this parent participated in a Social Services Employment Services Program within the last 4 years and 3 months? 
If YES, complete the following:' 1 ....._••I..n~.. 	 IWHERE 

YES( ) NO( ) 7. 	Has this parent refused a job or tra~in~i~n~g_o~f~fe~r~in~th~e~la~s~t_3~O~d~a~y~s_?__~________~--------~__------------~~~--------~ 
If YES, complete the following: IWHO MADE OFFER IWHY REFUSED 

11 



G. 	 OTHER ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS (COMPLETE SECTIONS FOR PROGRAMS YOU ARE REQUESTING.) 
~ :.~.. ~- ,-. '~.. ' 

,,': ',riE~~~AtRElIEF:'''' 
YES( T NO( 1. Does anyone have any responsibility for rent or utility bills (not telephone), even if someone else helps pay? 

~ 

'!,YES( ) NO() 2. Has anyone applied for SSI (Supplemental Security Income)? If YES, give date applied: ___--'-______--.:-__ 
" 

Check one: ( )NO DECISION MADE YET ( )SSI APPLICATION APPROVED )SSI APPLICATION DENIED )DECIS!ON APPEALED 

2. GENERAL RELIEF I EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE 


YES( ) NO( ) 1. Does anyone have any emergency food, rent, utility (not deposits), medical, clothing, transient or relocation expenses? 

r.:'t, If YES: I~""".ffi'~'''':~"'' 

3. STATE AND LOCAL HOSPITALIZATION 

1. Name of person receiving' hospit~1 or clinic 	 Name of hospital or 

2. If service has already been received, give dates. DATE ADMITTED: ______-,-_ DATE DISCHARGED: _______ 

3. " If you were hospitalized as the result of an accident, complete the following: 

WHAT HAPPENED. WHERE, HOW 

NAME, ADDRESS OF PERSON AT FAULT 
"' 

IS A LIABILITY SUIT PLANNED OR IN'PROGRESS? 

"YESt ) NOt ) 

NAME. ADDRESS OF ALL INSURANCE COMPANIES INVOLVED NAME, ADDRESS. PHONE NUMBER OF YOUR ATTORNEY 

I 

4. "AUXILIARY GRANTS 

YES( ) NOi) 1. 	Do you own any items such as silver, fine china, furs,.,antiques, art works, expensive jewelry, or other items worth more than 
$500? If YES, complete the following: " 

·I·""'~'O'O"".' 	 I","",IT,., 

YES( ) NO! ) 2. Do you owe or did you pay in the month of application any bills you had before you entered the home for adults? 
If YES, complete the following: 

DESCRIPTION OF BillS OATES OF BillS DATES BILLS PAID 
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INFORMATION ABOUT THE DIVISION OF CHILD 
SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT (DCSE) 

For AFDC cases, you are required to assign all of 
your rights to support paid for you or others for 
whom you are receiving AFDC. You must turn over 
to DCSE any support> after you 'receive your first 
AFDC check. By accepting the AFDC check you are 
agreeing to this assignment. 

ASSIGNMENT OF RIGHTS TO MEDiCAL SUPPORT 

As long.as you are covered by Medicaid or SLH, you 
are required to assign all of your rights to medical 
support and turn over payments or reimbursements 
for medical services to the Department of Medical 
Assistance Services (DMAS). You are also required 
to assign to DMAS these same rights for everyone 
else for whom you have the legal right to do so. 

Failure to assign your rights will make you Medicaid' 
or SLH ineligible. Failure to assign the rights of 
anyone else will not make that person ineligible. If 
you are unwilling to assign these rights, initial the 
appropriate refusal below .. 

___' refuse to assign my rights. 

___' refuse to assign the rights of 

(name) _____________~----------

(signature)_____________________, 

CHANGES 

You must report all required changes within the 
time limits required. The following examples do 
not include every change which you must report. 
If you are not sure whether to report a particular 
change, discuss this with your worker. 

:.1;,1.;:. 

FOOD STAMPS 
(REPORT CHANGES WITHIN 10 DAYS) 

1) Change of address and cha'nges in shelter 
costs due to the move 

2) Change in the number of people in the 
household 

3) Changein source of income, including getting 
anew job 

4) Change in monthly income of more than $25 
5) Change in resources 
6) Change in motor vehicles owned 
7) Change in medical expenses of more than 

$25 for anyone 60 years or older or disabled 

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AND MEDICAID 
(REPORT CHANGES THE DAY THEY OCCUR OR 
THE FIRST DAY FOLLOWING THAT THE 
AGENCY IS OPEN) 

1) Change of address 
2) Change in marital status 
3) Change in number of people in the 

household 

4) Child turns 16 or 18 


. 5) Person in home no longer disabled 
6) Change in income 
7) Change in resources 
8) Change in motor vehicles owned 
9) Change in dependent care expenses 

FRAUDULENT INFORMATION 

If you knowingly give false, incorrect or incomplete" 
information in order to receive or help someone 
else to receive benefits, you are subject, to 
p;osecution for fraud or a disq~alification hearing. 

PENALTIES FOR FOOD STAMP VIOLATIONS 

You must not give false information or hide 
information to get food stamps. 

You must not trade or sell food stamps or 
authorization (ATP) cards. 

You must not change ATP, cards to get food 
stamps you are not eligible to receive. 

You must not use food stamps to buy non-food 
items,such as alcohol, tobacco or paper products. 

-You must not use someone else's food stamps or 
ATP, card for your household. 

If anyone intentionally breaks any of these rules, 
that person could ,be: 

-	 Barred from the Food Stamp Program for 6 
months (1 st violation); 

-	 Barred for 12 months (2nd violation); 
-	 Barred permanently (3rd violation); 
• 'Subject 	to $20.000 fine: imprisoned up to -5 

years. or both; 
-	 Suspended for an additional 18 months and 

further prosecuted under other Federal and 
State laws. 

FRAUD IS A VERY SERIOUS OFFENSE. 
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DECLARATION OF CITIZENSHIP OR LAWFUL ALIEN STATUS 


To 6eeligible for AFDC:i AFDC-U P or 'M~djcajd, each pers~n::fo;'whom'~ssi~'i~~~~' is ,,'~~q~~:~~ed ~ust'~rovid~'a'signed st'~t~~en~' ~h;i':~:e or sh~ 'is aU. $. 
citizen or is an alien living in the United States in lawful immi'gration status. Emergency medical services may be available withounegard to citizenship, 
immigration statys, or asigned statement declaring citizenship or lawful 'alien status. 

Applicants age 18 or older must sign this statement for themselves and may sign for children under 18. If there is no one 180r older requesting assistance, 
the applicant may sign this statement for non-adults. Any adult or child for whom such a statement is not signed shall not be eligible for assistance. 

For AFDC, AFDC-UP or Me<:iicaid, your signature on the application certifies, under penalty of perjury, that you and all persons underage 18 for whom you 
are applying Ci(e U.S. citizens or aliens in lawful immigration status as indicated on this application. Persons age 18 or older other than the applicant must 
complete and sign,the Declaration ofCitizenship or Alien Status form to meet this requirement. For Food Stamps, your signature certifies, under penalty 

,'~'f perjury, that all household members are U.S. Citizens or aliens in lawful in:migration status. ' 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

I understand: 
Ali the information in the Your Rights and Responsibilities section,including my responsibility to report changes on time; 
Under penalty of perjury, that if I give false information, withhold information, or fail to report changes promptly or on purpose, I may be breaking the law and could be 
prosecuted for perjury, larceny or welfare fraud; 
If I helped q)mplete this form for the applicant, and aided or abetted the applicant to get benefits to'which he or she was not entitled, I may be breaking the law and can be 
prosecuted; , 
Refusal to cooperate with any'review of,my eligibility, including reviews by Quality Control, may cause my benefits to be denied or stopped until I cooperate, 

I received these booklets and have had them reviewed with me: 
Virginia Social Services "Benefit Programs YES( 1 NO( I; for Medicaid or AFDC applicants, the Medicaid Handbook YES( 1 NO( 'I, 

My signature authorizes: 
The release to this agency of all information necessary to determine my eligibility; and 
The release of any medical or psychological information obtained from any source to the state or local agency that may review this application for financial or medical 
assistance. 

declare that all information I gave on this application is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
I filled in this application myself. YES() NO( I If NO, it was read back to me when'completed. YES! 1 NOe) 

APPLICANT'S SIGNATURE OR MARK DATE SPOUSE'S, SIGNATURE OR MARK (NOT NEEDED FOR FOOD STAMPS) DATE 

WITNESS OF MARK DATE WORKER'S SIGNATURE DATE 

This application was completed on behalf of the applicant by: 

NAME ADDRESSIDATE 

PHONE NUMBER (HOME) (WORK) RELATIONSHIP TO APPLICANT 
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AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR PAYROLL MANAGE'MENT 
P.O. BOX 1221, NEW YORK, NY 10025 

(212) 662-6010 

STATEMENT TO THE 
SUBCOMMITIEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES 

ON PROVISIONS OF H.R. 4605 
RELATED TO CHILD SUPPORT RESPONSIBITLIES OF EMPLOYER 

JULY 28, 1994 . 

The American Society for Payroll Management (ASPM) is the association that represents the 
interests of large U.S. employers. It has long been concerned with the child support 
withholding process as it represents a tremendous administrative burden for employers. 
ASP M is fortunate to have had the opportunity to work 'closely with the Interstate 
Commission on Child Support throughout the development of its recommendations to 
Congress. We share the Commission's goals for a more efficient child support withholding 
system and know that the Commission and Congress are sensitive to the balance between " 
social goals and employer burden. In this spirit, we are providing these comments on 
H,R. 4605, the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994. 

eEnsure That Child Support Withholding Always Takes Priority'. Under the current 

laws, child support may be interrupted by a bankruptcy order, and does not take priority . 

over a federal tax levy unless the child support order was received before the levy. We urge 

Congress to pass legislation that gives child support absolute priority over all other wage 

attachments. . 


e Uniform Interstat~ Family Support Act (UIFSA). Although UIFSA was drafted' 

with the intent ·of removing the legal issues surrounding the direct servicing of interstate. 

child support orders, experience has shown that without further modification, UIFSA m,erely 

raises new issues and numerous unanswered questions-particularly for employers. 


Currently, there is no 'agreement as to which state's law governs the order-the law of the 
issuing state or the law of the employer~s state. If the law of the employer's state prevails, 
states would be required to modify orders to conform to the laws applicable in the 
employer's state. Such a system would invite confusion and errors. If the law of the issuing 
state prevails, employers of all size would be required to know the child support laws of all 
states from which orders originate. This too can result in confuSion and. errors. It is . 

. important that Congress make it clear which state's law preVails; 'however, it is also 
important that UIFSA not be adopted without minimum imposed uniformity in all states 
with respect to: . 

Definition of income subject to withholding; 
Definition of disposable earnings; 
Maximum amount of disposable earnings subject to child support withholding 

(ASPM recommends a cap of 500/0); 



., 

" 
Maximum administrative fee an employer can charge an employee 

(ASPM recommends a maximum fee of $10 per pay period); 
When the employer must begin withholding (Le. days from receipt of order); 
When an employer should stop withholding (date specified in order or upon 

termination); 
When an employer must remit amounts withheld 

(ASP M recommends payment within 10, days from date withheld); 
Whether or not medical support orders are considered in the CCP A limit; and 
The procedures that apply ~hen there are multiple withholding orders and 

insufficient disposable income to satisfy all orders (ASP!vi recommends a 
state-computed allocation). 

UIFSA as currently drafted does not address the issue of competing interstate orders. It is 
possible that an employer will receive more than one withholding order for a single 
employee, each withholding order being issued from a different state. 'UIFSA does not 
contain a provision that addresses how the employer is to determine which order has 
priority. Special procedures are reqUired so that the priority issue is contained in the 
Withholding orders before the employer receives them; or alternatively, a procedure that 
allows the employer to return the competing orders to. the respective states where arbitration 
can be handled betWeen the states. 

Without these essential modifications to UIFSA it is our belief (as well as the belief of some 
states such as Montana, Maine, and South Dakota) that the, current system of reciprocity 
and registration (e.g., URESA) is superior to the "legalization" of direct servicing. ' 

• Recovery of Employer Cost. Federal law currently allows employers to collect an 
administrative fee for child support withholding. However, the amount of the administrative 
fee is legislated by each state. Based on studies conducted by ASPM, the average cost to 
withhold and disburse childsupport is $10 per employee per pay period. Most states allow 
for a much lower administrative fee. We urge Congress to mandate that the administrative 
fee for child support withholding be no less than $10 for each pay period in which 
Withholding is made from an employee'S wages. We concur that the combined total of the 
child support withheld and the administrative fee not exceed the maximum percentage of 
disposable pay allowed by law (e.g., 50%) . 

• Multiple WithholdingOrders. In those instances where there is more than one 
child support withholding order against an employee's wages, and disposable pay is 
insufficient to cover both, states are inconsistent with respect to how withholding should be 
computed. Some states reqUire an equal allocation to all withholding orders (e.g., Texas), 
while other states require that withholding be computed based on the sequence in which 
the withholding orders were received (e.g., Indiana). We propose that the procedure be 
uniform for all states, and believe tha,t the allocation method is the most fair to dependent 
children. We further recommend that the enforcement agency, rather than the employer, 
be responSible for computing the amountallQcable to each child support order. This is 
already being done in some states. 
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• ,Uniform Withholding Orders. We urge Congress to' require that one federally,.. 
approved uniform withholding order be used by all entities issuing child support withholding 
orders - IV-D or non-IV-D. The current lack of uniformity in withholding orders invites 
costly errors for employers, enforcement agencies, and custodial pare~ts. 

• Disbursement of Child Supp'ort W'ithheld.Under the current system, most 
employers are reqUired to issue a separate payment to each registry within the state. In 
Texas alone, there are 255 "court registries" to which child support withholding is paid. At, 
this time, only 22 states have one central repOSitory for the payment of child support. ",The 
requirement to issue multiple payments to multiple agencies is not only costly for employers, 
but cal?- create problems for the collection 'agencies, and ultimately, the custodial parent. 
We propose that a single collection and disbursement operation be put in place. This, 
collection' and disbursement function could be operated by private contractors under the 
supervision of a governing board. Through the use of such technolOgies as EFT, we believe 
that there would be no delay in making payments to custodial: parents under such a system. 
In fact, we think that effiCiency would increase because withholding payments would no ' 
longer be transferred between agencies and across state lines as they are now. Errors would 
also be eliminated. When an employer is reqUired to issue payments to multiple agencies, 
payments are frequently forwarded to the wrong agency. This results in,significant delays in 
paying the custodial parent. However, under a central payment system, employer burden 
would be Significantly reduced as a Single payment or electronic transfer is far less expensive 
and time consuming than severaL ' 

• Direct Payment to Custodial Parents. Employers generally encounter customer 
service problems when they send withholding payments directly to the custodial parent 
(rather than a registryr Under these circumstances employers are forced not only to 
withhold child support but to perform the functions of a child support registry-an 
inappropriate role for employers and one that many are simply not eqUipped to handle. 
Asking that employers serve as customer service representatives to custodial parents generally 
places them in an adversarial relationship with their 'employees. Furthermore, employee 
privacy is sometimes deprived-particularly when custodial parents appear at the workplace 
to "demonstrate" their anger at the amount of child support that is being paid. Employers 
have reported such inCidents, and they often result in extreme embarrassment to the 
employee and severe disruption of work. , ' 

For these reasons we 'urge Congress to adopt a, provision making it areqUirement that child 
support withheld from wages be paid to a registry and not paid directly to the custodial 
parent. Furthermore, custodial parents should be instructed to address all questions to the 
registry and not the employer. Such a provision will also allow the states to better monitor 
and eJ)force, these withholding orders. 

• Immediate Withholding Upon Date of' Hire. Some propose that employees 
indicate if they owe child support and the amount of the child support owed on a modified 

, Form W -4 and based on this information, the employer would begin withholding child 
support immediately. Because the employer has no official confirmation as to the amount 
of withholding, or to w,hom, the withholding is to be paid, we urge Congress to include a 
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protocol provision that would allow employers to hold the amounts withheld in trust until a 
confirming withh,olding order is received by the employer from the appropriate enforcement 
agency. 

, , 

• Reporting Child Support Withheld on Form W-2. Some recommend that 
employers be reqUired to report the total amount of child support withheld on the Form W
2. We believe that this information is best obtained from the child support enforcement 
agenCies. Most enforcement agenCies have the automated systems necessary to track and 

'report this type of information. 	 It is our belief that the benefit derived from the information 
does not justify the cost incurred .by business~s. 

• New Hire Reporting. We support the proposal that a national directory of new 
hires be established for the reporting of new hires and rehires. ASP M has developed, with 
the input of those responsible for child support enforcement, a comprehensive proposal for a 
national new hire reporting program, attached to this testimony as Exhibit 1. We urge 
Congress to include these provisions in:H.K 4605. 

• Software Standards and Edit Criteria. Most employers process their payrolls with 
the assistance of some type of automated system. With this in mind, software standards 
and edit criteria, where properly promoted by the Federal Office of Child Support 
Enforcement, wou'ld provide software vendors and payroll service proViders an incentive for 
including routines that ensure that child support is withheld correctly and paid over timely. 
Currently, few payroll systems notify the user when the standard child support payment 
exceeds the maximum percentage of disposable pay. Some software systems attempt to 
prioritize wage attachments, but do so improperly. By prOViding guidelines to software 
vendors and service, proViders, who are relatively few in number, many employers will be in 
compliance with the many laws governing child support withholding, including the 
Consumer Credit Protection Act. 

• Employer Outreach. The laws governing child support withholding and certain 
provisions of the CCP A are generally not understood by employers, particularly is it relates 
to interstate child support Withholding. It is ASPM's belief that most instances of 
noncompliance are the result of ignorance and not willful disregard. In light of this, we 
encourage Congress to develop a program of employer outreach that includes seminars and 
easy-to-read publications. It is our further recommendation that employers be involved in 
,the development of this outreach program,' 

-end- , 



EXHIBIT I 

RESOLUTION 

. URGING CONGRESS TO AUTHORIZE THE DEVELOPMENT 


AND IMPLEMENTATION OF A NATIONALLY-ADMINISTERED 

DATABANK OF NEW HIRES AND REHIRES 


Introduction' 

. " 

This draft was developed by the Office of the Attorney General, State of Texas, Child 
Support Enforcement Division with the oversight of Cecelia Burke, Director of the Child' 
Support Enforcement Division incorporating input from the American Society for Payroll 
Management, child support enforcement associations, and other business groups. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this resolution is to bring about uniformity in the reporting of new hires and 
rehires and to ensure that these reporting requirements are efficient and cost-effective for 
both government and business.· 

RESOLUTION 

1. Whereas, wage withholding for child support enforcement has been found to be the 
single most effe~tive means of ensuring compliance ~ith court-ordered obligations; 

2. Whereas, the main impediment to a greater usage of wage withholding is the lack of 
information regarding the employment of obligors;· . 

3. Whereas" several state child support enforcement programs have developed innovative 
programs mandating the reporting of new hire information in an effort to obtain wage 
aSSignment orders in a more expeditious manner; 

4. Whereas, these programs have been so universally successful and cost-beneficial in the 
assistance they provide to the child support program in obtaining wage aSSignments and 
child support c·ollections that it can be cO!lcluded that such a program could work ona 
national level; 

5. Whereas, this e~forcement technique has been endorsed as a best practice in child 
support enforcement by the U.S. Commission on Interstate Child Support, the American 
Public Welfare Association and the U.S. Office of Child Support Enforcement; 

6.·. Whereas, the differences in reporting requirements between state programs provide 
problems for businesses (particularly multi-state employers) in complying to the fullest 
extent possible; ,and, 



Resolution - conclusion. 

7. Whereas, there are ~everal other potential spin-off benefits to a new hire reporting 
program such a potential cost containment of unemployment and worker's compensation 
insurance fraud; . 

B. Be it therefore resolved, that Congress authorize uniform standards for new hire reporting 
and authorize the implementation of a national databank of all new hires and rehires by 
taking the following steps: . 

a. Mandating that all employers report' all of their new hires and rehires (See Model 
Design Document) within 35 days of their hiring date to the federal overSight board (See 
Model Design Document) assigned the responsibility of administering the databank of new 
hire and rehire information; . 

b. Granting flexibility in the form in which employers report so that the reporting 
can be undertaken in an efficient manner, capturing information needed by users of the 
databank, utilizing paperless methods of data' input to the greatest extent pOSSible; 

c. Requiring access by and prOViding appropriate federal funding to state child 
support enforcement programs to the databank for the purposes of locating obligors and 
issuing wage withholding orders; 

d. Requiring access by and providing appropriate federal funding to state 
employment security agenCies to protect against unemployment compensation fraud; 

e. Allowing access by st(ite workers' compensation insurance boards to protect 
against workers' compensation fraud;: . 

f..Creating an adViSOry board of state child support enforcement administrators, 
employment security cqrnmissioners, payroll and human resources profeSSionals and 
employers (or members of organizations representing employers, payroll and human 
resources profeSSionals) to develop the program and its regulations and standards. 

g. Passing legislation requiring that all employees be reqUired to show their social 
security cards to employers at the time of hire and redevelop the social security card so that 
forgery will be reduced. 

h. Ensuring that employer penalties for failure to repon new hires and rehires are 
reasonable, and do not exceed the existing penalties for f~ilure to file an information return 
(Le., $50 for each failure to report to a maximum penalty of $250,000 per year), ' 

### 
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'Exhibit I - cont. 

MODEL OESIGN DOCUMENT 

NATIONAL DATABANK FOR NEW HIRE REPORTING 


(Proposed by the American Society for Payroll Management) 


A. Purpose and Use of National New Hire Databank 

The primary purpose of the national new hire databank is the location and swift execution 
of wage withholding orders for child support. However, in' a,n effort to gain the greatest 
cost-benefit from th~ databank, the new hire data should also be used to prevent: (1) 
unemployment and workers' compensation insurance fraud, and (2) welfare fraud, (3) 
locating individuals who have defaulted student loans under the guarantee student loan 
program, and (4) the prevention of welfare fraud. In that unemployment and workers' 
compensation insurance fraud contribute significantly to the increasingly high costs borne by 

,business for these insurance programs, employers would directly benefit by extending new 
hire reporting to these areas. ' 

B. Who Must Report? ' 

All employers are reqUired to report new hires and rehires within 35 days of the day of hire 
or rehire. A rehire is ,not an employee with a lapse in pay, but rather an employee who was 
separated from employment and whose employment was subsequently reinstated. 
Employers are not required to report non-employees (Le., independent contractors). The 
state may assess penalties for failure to report; however, these penalties should not exceed 
the federal penalties for failure to file information returns 50 for each employee and for each 
35-day period the employer fails to report, to a maxim~m penalty of $250,000 per year. 

C. What Must Be Reported? 

Employers shall submit to the databank: (1) date of hire, (2) employee name, (3) social 
security number, (4remployee~shome address, including state and ZIP code, (5) employee's 
work state, (6) employer'S payroll processing address, state and ZIP, (7) employer's federal, 
identification number, (8) employee's termination date; (9) if information available, if child 
support is owed, and (10) if infOlination available, the date of birth of the employee. 

D. Reporting Formats 

Reporting formats should promote accuracy of input without creating a reporting hardship 
on, business. The best method of reporting would be toll-free access to Interactive Voice 

, Response (IVR). Other methods of allowable reporting should be;(l) tape, (2) diskette, (3) 
cartridge, (4) Electronic Data Interchange, (5) modem access, and (6) pre-printed scannable 
forms. It is our belief that use of the Form W-4 for reporting new hires is impractical as the 
form does not contain all of the information necessary' for new hire reporting. 
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E. Social Security NUI?bers 

Employees who wish to evade their child support obligations could escape detection through 
the national new. hire databank by providing a false name and/or social security number to 
the employer. Thus, it is reasonable to believe that new hire reporting will create a 
significant increase in the number of invalid social security numbers reported to the Social 
Security Administration. Invalid social security numbers not only threaten the usefulness of 
the new hire data, but will increase the. existing wage posting problem that plagues the . 
Social Security Administration. In anticipation of this, the follOwing is recommended: 

. . 

(1) A federal reqUirement that all employees show their social security card to the 

employer at the time of hire; 


. (2) A penalty of $1,000 for providing an employer with a false name or social 

security number; 


(3) Modification of the social security card, .such as the addition of a hologram or an 
ID photo, to make forgery of the social security card mOre difficult.. All employees would 
be required to obtain the modified social security card over a five-year phased-in period; and 

(4) Employer access to on-line verification of social security numbers. 

F. Funding of Databank 

The databank can be primarily funded by charging users access fees. The user fee can be 
justified through the cost savings realized by those who use the data. It should also be 
emphasized that because information is submitted by employers directly to the databank, the 
child support enforcement agencies are spared the expense of data gathering, data input, and 
data maintenance. . 

G. Administration of Databank 

A private vendor should b~ sought to set up and maintain the databank with the oversight of 
an administratively appointed oversight board. Because the databank serves various 

. agencies, the board should consist of members representing the various agencies that will 
. make use of the databank. 

For further information contact: 

Debera Salam 
. Director; Child Support Enforcement Task Force 
American Society 'For Payroll Management' 
4638 Clydesdale Drive 
Houston, TX 77084 
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NATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT ADVOCACY COALITION 

February, 1994 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

IT"S NOT EASY FOR ANYONE 

The National Child Support Advocacy Coalition (NCSAC) is the 
oldest and largest national network of individual advocates 
and independent child support advocacy organizations across 
the nation. NcsAc membership offers a broad based 
perspective representing the interests of both AFDC and 
non-AFDC families. NCSAC interfaces with local, state and 
federal government officials and monitors both state and 
federal legislation. 

The object of the child support enforcement program is to 
hold parents accountable for supporting their children and 
to collect this support. Due to a number of obstacles, this 
program has yet to meet Congressional expectations. The 
potential for child support collections has been estimated 
at over $47 billion by a White House task force on welfare. 
This estimate has nearly doubled since .a 1984 national study 
set the collection potential at $24 billion dollars. Of the 
$13 billion support collected in 1993, state child support 
enforcement agencies collected $8 billion. 

Furthermore, studies have proven it is not the inability to 
pay, but rather refusal to pay that has plunged children into 
the depths of poverty. Most non-custodial parents are 
able-bodied and can contribute to the financial support of 
their children. Simply put, they do not pay because they know 
they can get away without paying. 

We cannot depend solely upon legislation to fix the problems. 
There has to be improved cooperation between the states and 
the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement. More 
importantly, there has to be increased public awareness that 
non-support is a crime and should not be confused with welfare. 

To this end, the majority of NCSAC members offer the 
following recommendations as a collective effort to assist in 
the development of a more effective child support enforcement 
program. NCSAC emphasizes "Child Support Enforcement" is not 
synonymous with Welfare. They are separate issues and should 
be dealt with accordingly. 

Post Office Box 46:!9 • Alexandria. VA 22303-4629 • (703) 799-5659 



PAGE 2 

ORGANIZATION AND STRUCTURE 

1. 	 The Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement (CSE) 
program should"· be a single and "separate" agency, 
reporting to an Assistant Secretary .. Unless the Child 
Support program is separated from t~e Welfare program, . 

. it will always be viewed as a social problem. 

2. 	 The State structure should .mirror the Federal design 
with reporting authority to the Go~~rnor. 

3. 	 This combined show of stren~th would send a message to 
the general public .~hat non-stipport will not be tolerated. 

4. 	 The CSE program should not be federalized in IRS or SSA. 
\ 

FEDERAL COMPLIANCE WITH THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 

Section 45i of the SSA sets forth duties of the Secretary of 
HHS. OCSE/HHS has failed miserably in th~ following: 

Establish minimum organizational and staffing 

. requireme,nts. 


2. 	 Provide technical assistance to the States, for 
example:· review of state computer contracts for 
compliance with federal regulations prior to execution 
Qfsame, thereby saving millions in re-negotiations; 
dis t ri but ion of Pol icy Interpr.eta t ion 'Ques t ions (PIQs) 
and responses to. ~!. State IV-D Directors, etc. 

3. 	 Receive applications from States to utilize U.S. Courts 
and follow through to completion. 

4. 	 Submit to Congress an annual report on all activities, 
not later than three months after the end of each fiscal 
year. 

IMPROVEMENTS AT FEDERAL LEVEL 

1. 	 Equalize AFDC and Non-AFDC IRS tax intercept criteria. 
Currently .submission threshold for AFDC is $150 and 
N-AFDC is $500. 

2 • 	 Eliminate age 18 restriction in Non-AFDC IRS tax 
intercept. cases. 

3 • 	 Improve utilization of IRS full .collection process. 
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4. 	 W-2 forms should include child support withholdings. 

5. 	 W-4 reporting should be expanded to include Federal 
employees 

6. 	 Expand access to all tools available to IRS. 
7. 	 Amend the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act (FDCPA) to 

exempt collection of child support. 

8. 	 Amend the 1982 federal law permitting garnishment of 
military pay to comply with 1984 and 1988 child support 
withholding statutes. 

9. 	 Run annual SSN match against all federal agencies to 
identify delinquent civil service employees. Forward 
employment and medical insurance coverage data to 
states for enforcement. 

10. 	 Federal audits should measure performance rather than 
process. 

11. 	 Reconsider extending 90% Federal Financial 
Participation (FFP) for state automated systems. 

12. 	 Reactivate tr~ining contracts for legislators., judicial. 
state personnel and ABA Child Support Project. 

13. 	 Mandate all incentive moneys be reinvested in state 
IV-D programs. 

14. 	 Remove Non-AFD~ incentive cap in order to increase 
interstate collections. 

15. 	 Extend FFP to reimburse state administrative costs for 
Non-IV-D automatic withholding cases. 

16. 	 Mandate universal statute of limitations for collection 
of child support arrears that would include exhaustion 
of all avenues (eg. Social Security Retirement 
Benefits, Pensions, Inherited Estates, etc. or upon 
death of non-paying parent). 

17. 	 Mandate states adopt Administrative Process. 

18. 	 Ratify United Nations Convention ~f 1956. 

19. 	 Establish a Central Agency through which States are 
mandated to enter reciprocal agreements with foreign 
countries participating in U. N. Convention of 1956. 

20. 	 Mandate corrective measures for delinquent parents at 
international level, such as: confiscation of passports; 
improv~d d~tection at U.S. borders through SSN crosschecks. 



PAGE 4 

';.. , " 
21. Currently international child support cases are entered 

by states as interstate cases. Corisequently, data on 
international cases is non-existant.~equite ,States to 
collect and include data in the Annual Report to Congress. 

22. 	 Add new categories to U.S. Bureau of Census studies on 
Child Support And Alimony to includ~:, gender; residency; 
payment patterns;, employment data (wage earner vs. 
self":employed); etc. 

2 3 • 	 Extend FFP to reimburse states to enforce and collect 
medical arrears in IV-D cases 

24. 	 Mandate states to report all elfgible AFDC and N-AFDC 
:",." 

cases and amount of child support arrears to Credit 
Bureaus. Clarify which state is respons'ibl'e for 
reporting arrears to credit bureaus in interstate cases. 

-y', • PATERNITY 

1. 	 Require States to conduct ,DNA testing (specific~lly 
buccal swabs of saliva samples) at the birth of the child, 
rather than waiting until the child is 6 months of age 
which is the current practice. In addition to expediting 
the paternity establishment process, it produces less 
trauma to the newborn child. 

2. 	 Establish support obligations at birth. 

3 • 	 Provide 90 percent FFP funding for all administrative costs 
to establish paternity. 

ENFORCEMENT 

There is no argument that loc~te is the number one 
obstacle impacting the effectiveness of the current system. 
One cannot begi~ paternity establishment, eqforcement or 
collection actions unless the non-custodial, parent can be 
found. State and Federal Parent' Locate Services do ,not meet 
the challe~ges that are posed by determined child support 
evaders, especially where non-paying'parents posse.s multiple 

,Social Security Numbers, th~ self-employed, and interstate 
cases. 

Proposed legislatiori ,sh6uld be amende~ to require that 
all states access each other's driver's li~ense, employment, 
unemployment, corrections, etc,; through,a single network. 

, t." 	 Cur~ently, the Electronic Rarent Locator Network (EPLN), 
which can be accessed without a Social Security Number, 
~rovides this service in n~ne states an~ could easily be 
expanded throughout the nation. 

,: :,:' 
.:. ": .. ' 
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1. 	 Standardize all forms (withholding, garnishment, etc.) 

2. 	 Revoke/restrict licenses, including professional, 
drivers, etc. 

3. 	 Prioritize payment disbursement: Current, Non-AFDC 
arrears, state AFDC reimbursement, tax liabilities 

4. 	 State systems and programs should be uniform throughout 
the state 

5. 	 States should contract with Credit Bureaus for reporting 
of debts and locating purpose 

6. 	 States should create central registry .for all child 
support orders 

FEDERALIZATION OF CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

An overwhelming majority of NCSAC members do not support 
federalizing child support enforcement under the Internal 
Revenue Service (IRS). To do so, would be like "jumping out 
of the frying pan into the fire". Recent General Accounting 
Office (GAO) reports detail problems and deficiencies at the 
IRS. The problems at the IRS mirror those found in state 
child support enforcement systems. 

* 	 Staffing imbalances 

* 	 Flawed staffing methodology 

* 	 Case prioritization schemes 

* 	 Large numbers of low priority cases not worked 

* 	 Inadequate collection process 

* 	 Inaccurate data and statistics 
* 	 IRS systems are "outdated, inefficient, unintegrated 

and error prone." 

* 	 Accounting errors 

* 	 collection efforts suspended on 40% of inventoried 
accounts 

* 	 Tax payer's lifestyle not considered in payment of debt 

* 	 Uncollectible accounts increased over 178% since 1987 



" , 
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Aside from these internal problems, the IRS has, never 
enthusiastica~ly ~mbraced enforcement of child support. The 
~ost and time required to transfer en~ire caseloads and 
train federal personnel would be staggering; In additibn,'::'., 
already impoverished single parents would be further . 

:.-: ' . 
'/' 	 burdened until theIRS expands it's offices and services. 
" , 	

All in all, a unwelcome move of this magnitude could only 
result in utt~r chaos and disaster. 

CHILD SUPPORT ASSURANCE 

Upon close examination of th~ child ~upport 
process, one finds it difficult to deny the 
simil,rities between assurance and welfare. 
chi,ldsupport 

* 	 a benefit 

funded by" .', 

primarily 
famiiies 

" , 

assurance is: 

program 

th~ f~deral 

created for 

assurance 
strong 

Like 	welfare, 

government 

impoverished single parent 

,'t: 	 treats symptoms, rather tha~ cause 
" " 

* 	 promoies more government control ,over family life 


. 	 ,
',;. 	

creates more disincentives than incentives 

Advocates admit that only with a stronger and more improved 
child 	suppo~t enforcement ~rogram will child support 
assurance succeed. The child support enforcement program 
cannot re~ch 	that point without time and money. Are child 
support assurance advocates willing to wait? Or are they 
willing to jeopardize both programs? Our tax dollars 
cannot adequately 'fund both programs ,t this time. 

Opposition to this entitlement program has raised many 

unanswered questions. , " 


* 	 Does the (Garfinkel) total net cost estimate of $2.1 

billion only ,include eli~ible welfare cases? 


* 	 What is the duration of eligibility for child support 
assu~ance compared to welfare? 

, I 

* 	 Has this been factored into the cost estimate?, What is 
the' breakdown for welfare cases versus non-welfare cases? 
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* 	 Viii this program be available to all parents in 
possession of a child support order? 

* 	 Is it economically sound to consider extending this 
program to parents without child support orders? 

* 	 Vhat is the additional tax burden in this case? 

*Vithout reliable statistics and data, how can you 
project program costs? 

* 	 Viii it really be cost eff~ctive? 

* 	 Do we want to create another layer of bureaucracy? 

* 	 What are the additional costs of assured health 
benefits? 

* 	 Many support awards are much lower than the published 
benefit levels. What are the projected costs in these 
cases? 

* 	 With no sound data on cases outside the IV-D system, 
how can you project these costs? 

Presently State IV-D personnel cannot adequately handle the 
current caseloads. Child support assurance will increase 
administrative costs and the need for additional staff. 
Each year states encounter a strong reluctance from state 
legislators to invest in the child support enforcement 
program. With the current trend to limit welfare to two 
years, state legislators will have second thoughts about 
pouring money into another entitlement program that so 
closely resembles welfare? 

Upon close scrutiny, proposed and current demonstration 
projects in progress are confined solely to cases presently 
on welfare or where the parent has recently gotten off 
welfare. Without demonstration projects that include N-AFDC 
cases, there is no sound and admissible data to support the 
computer projected costs as reported to Congress. Crystal 
ball gazing and hypothesizing are not consistent with the 
current administration's thrust of "Reinventing Government". 

In conclusion, child support assurance in it's current form 
will not "end welfare as we know it", but will only disguise 
it under another name. 

For further discussion and explanation, please contact. Irene 
von Seydewitz, NCSAC President (908)745-9197 or Betty Murphy, 
Director of Government Retations (703)799-5659. 
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TESTIMONY BY J. 8AMU~L GRISWOLD; Ph.D: B~FORE TH~;{/l~.:,~'!::~!rr(, . 
I'IUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMl1iEE OF THE WJ\Y~ AND MEANS 


COMfuun'EE OF TI-IE UNITED STATES I-IOUSE Of 

REPRESENTATIVES 


July 28i 1994 , 

rharil{ you Mr. Chairman and members of the committee for allowing us to 
. 	 present testimony to you today on the subject of welfare reform. My name 

Is J. Samuel Griswold and I am the State Olrector of the South Carolina 
rJepatiment of Social Services. I have held this position for the past three 
years. Prior to this, I served as the Deputy Executive Director of the South 
Carolir\9 Budget and Control Board, thus I am very familiar with state 
government and theexpendilures it makes for welfare services. 

Today in south Carolina, as well as throughout the United States» there Is 9 " 
national debate on welfare reform. The outcome of this debate will have far 
reach'ng implications not only for the poor or near poor, but for all our 
citizens, sodallnstltutlons, and the nation's economy. \tVhlle there are tYl9ny 
different system~, rnQthods. technlllm~s. and approaohes being pmposed v 

[liete is a consensus ofopinion tfmt tile welfare system pmsently avaiJalJ18 
to address the needs of tile naiion's poor ciiizens is not working. . 

Except for the Family Support Act of·19BB, them have been relatively few 
changes to the AFDC program since it began In the 1930vs. 'fhe program 
w~s rniii:ai:od to pmvida economic secUlity tor widows and fatherless 
cl1i1drfJlL It was not expected that mothers would work outside thQ homo as 
thgy now orten do. 'The current population served is very different from the 
orlgimll population. Most moth~rs on AFOG are not widows, and 6hlldnm 
who r~ceive AFOC today typically are not orphans. AmGrica's economy has 
been drastically restructured'over the past decades. This restructuring has 
hgd a significant impact on the types of work available for low-skilled 
people. including those on welfare. 

Osborne and Gaebler In their book, Reinventing Government} potnt out that, 
, governmentts role when reforming welfare should be to increa$e 


opportunltres for the poor to enter the mainstream~ to have jobs, and to 

eX8rcis~ individual responsibility. 


To that end, the 1 993 South Carolina House of Representatives passed 
House Resolution H4190. mandating tho cr~etion of 9 taste forea made up of 
over thirty members from the South Carolina House otRepresentatives, 
slate agencies, priVate organizations and recipients to study all aspects: of 
ihe problem oJ' welfare dependenLY in South Carolina and to submit its 
rGcDtl1mendaUons for reform to the South Caronna House by January 15, 
1994. Upon passage of this resolution staff at the S.C. Department OJ . 
Social Servioos immediately began working to gather the following types of 
~~: , . 	 " 

GJ survey of th'e Uteratlira on the effectIveness of welfare" systems" .. 
o welfare refonn iniUatives undertaken by other states 
.:; demographic and statistical data on South Carolina 's welfare and 
geneml populations 

This Infonnation was gathered into a handbook entltled~ Welfam' ,":;' '! 
Reform--Making It work for Everybody: ritA Challenge ofSelf-Sufficiency In 
the Nlneries, . 

.,1.' 	 , 
" ! 

I) _1'1 ~o/ 

I . 

: 
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rhe first meeting of the enUre task forca was held Tuesday J October 5. 

1993. The task force was organized by Its ohalrmen into thre:a study 

groups: 


~ Salf-Suftioiency study Group 

~ Family R.esponsibility Study Group 

u Welfare Delivery and AccOuntability Study Group 


The Self-Sufficiency Study Group's mission was to assess and develop 

Innovative strategies to provide Intervention and asslstanoe tOM' wAlrnre 

fmnUies find serve as a transitional bridge laadlnfj to decreased dependence 

on the systoM: to provide Inc8fltives for increased SeIV-Sufrlci~ncy; artd to 

redesign exis.ting programs to betiGr enable AFOC recipients to obtain an 

adequate standard of living by working. 


rhe Family Responsibility Study Group's mission was to Identify ways to 

effectively reallocale limited health and social bervices reSOIJfOOS by 

creating strategies that strass responsible family planning. emph£isize 

mciprooal obligations tli3tween the State and AFDC cliants and prevent the 

n&ad for public asslstanoo. 


rhe Welfare Delivery and Accountability Study Group's mission was to 

design system accountability and control measur8S lhat wm minirnizfi the 

poten~al for abuse and fr~ud and to deyelop quality Cissumnce mechanisms 

that wdl produce the effiCient and effective delivery and use of servfcas-. 


,':,', ,E~ibij':~(fti(J:stud~/grQups:"M~fntfifie'lt)us;timeg:ove(the~~lJrstoj?i':25Ne.~i{g::~:~:r:f.~~:>?:i~,;~~;}?t·:}~P 
'The study groups cOIDj)iled and' analyzed Intormationfodhedevelor;ment of ,'", , " .-,' , ',,'~' 
specific recommendations. which they reported to the full bsk in Decomber' 
i993. The votirlg members oftha tasl{ force met savs-i'"$f times in December 
and January to develop the tinal report bag8d on the sttldy group 
recommendations. The Final Report 0/ tilB Sout}} Carolina House of 
RBpresantatjva8 Task Force on Welfam RsfDrm, was submitted to the 
Speaker of the S.C. House on January 14. 1994. 

The recommendations contained in the FInal Report (jr the South C~~rOliri3 

House of RepresentailW3S Tasl( Flin"J/3 on WeI/am Reform wert.3 lIsed ~$ a 

basis to develop specific legislative initiatives. Although the lagislative 

initi:aUves wem not pasS8d hy the Geraer~1 Assembly. proVision was m3d8 

fot a Walfare Refaffi1 Pilot Project in H proviso cnntnined In 'the '1994-95 

General Appropriations Act. This proviso alloc~ted $2 million to the S.C. 

D~partment of Social Services for development of a tour coul)Ly well::1fe 

reform pilot project based on the recommendations Made in the task foroe-g 

flnal report. 


The astoundlnfj part of developing the welfare refohYI proooss in South 

Carolvna. is th9t boih conservatives and liberals came together with 

relatively iiUle dissension around thr8e guiding principles. Welfare rstorm 

must support the family, promote $oclal.'ecliwocliy and bB community 

based. Consensus on the th:ese guiding principles formed the vision io~' 

welfare reform In South CaroUhS, At the national level no such Vision of ~ 

welfare raform has bean enunciated. The closest wo have comB- to a 

ttatement of nstional vision is. ~'we must rAform welfamJis we I"IOW know it.'; 

It wa are going to have meafilnghll welfare reform" we must r8£ith consensus 

on guiding principlas. We must decide what we want our new system to dO j 


not what we di~lika In our current system. ., 


In south Carolina the strength of our welfam refom) process is th3i within 

the fram8W()rl( or family, soebl reciprocity and c{)mmunUy We deb3t8d onci)


item for Inclusion in the program. It an item failed the test of compliance . 

i 2 
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~ith the principles, It did not become parlof ou,.(welfaremfoml programj"'· 
,hGSG three pl'il1(}iples are explained as follows: 

The FamUyJalhe ba~G building block of our socle.tY. It Is clearly an ' , 
institution in cdsis in America today. .here needs to be a ruong national 


, s:nd stflte policy commitmant to supporting and strengthening of the family 

, ~nd the values that sustain it. ' 


A "p-rlnclp1S1J}f reoiprocity" Should exist between those receiving ass~stBnoo , 
'- and the institutions which l~r'Ovide it. While society has a oartain obligation 

to1)rovide support, opportunity and preparation, Individuals also have a 
r.esponsibUiLy '[or their own well-baing, to avail themselves of opportunitias, 
.and to contribute to the overall good of socJGty through productive 
employment or other contributions, 

Btrtle and cQmrnunity~based AlUwaches will havethe highest likelihood of 
st.ICOOS~. It is important tha.t states and oommunitiast in which Issues and 
riroblmns contributing to dependency exist, aclmowledge a sense of 
ownership in the probl~ms and Invest themselves in the solutions. State 
and cornrnunity~bas9d programs should have enough flexibility to design 
~lppwoaches specific to the lIniQue cht-lfactf)r of the problems and cultures of 
lhe localities In whicl'. people live. . , 

Spectnc components which should be reflected in the reform programs ere 
g~ fbllows: . 

o Tha family structure should be supported and encouraged In : ," 
program design. Current programs havQ built-in disincentives to· 
maintenance and support of the family unit and the exercise of 
pamntal responsibilities. 

,". 

G The father as well as the mother should be Included In programs. 
Current programs (with the exception of child support enforcement) 
focus almost exclusively on the mother and her dependent chlldr8f1. 
Fathers should be expected to do mOle than merely provide 
economic support. Current programs (including child support ' 
enforcement) contain disincentives for fathers to assume their family 
responsibilities In all facets. This should change. ' 

, , 

'" Programs should have tangible goals for client-specffic , , 
achievements to move them toward self-sufffciency. These should 
b8' devGloped with clients and should have specific time limitations. 
We: should WOlI( ~with91 clients~ not ~on" them and agree on time 
Umited goals after which support would cease. . 

(;:) Programs should Inoorporate a strong set of values focusing on the' 
family and societal expectations. This should incorporate , 
Involvement of local community groups such as churches, schools, 
and civic organizations. We have shied away from this componont 
in program design to the point that programs are bureaucratically 
~leiile :~md I~? lnos?age is sent t.o cllants on what 9xpectaUons are 
.'Or then' mig In SOCiety, the Job mmket, family responsibilities and . 

, imJividual responsibilities for self-sufficiency. 

o Progmms. should eliminate the current contradictions and 
~~dependency brainwashing" that exists. The categorf.cal nature of 
,our welfare "system" sends oontradictoty messages to cliems: end 
greatly contributes to administrative im'~ffidenoy. One can build the 
argument that our current programs actually work '100 well.l 

) Clients 
tUlS m~ponding to what wo do, not wha.t wa say or hope to haVJ;~

3 ' 
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come out of 'lhesa programs. hltettaoes a.rld hltograiion of programs 
should be In place to eliminate these contradictions.. 

~ Programs should be designed to thoroughly incorporate wmi{ 
suppoti componAnts to encourage the transition from dependency 'to 
the worM of work. Current prOQrams send contradictory messages 
to clients which sometimes make dependency a mom viable 
economic alternative than work. The tramJ;itiort to wo~k should be 
smooth, sure. and a more viable alternative economiC3lly. 
Supportive transition setvloos (child care, transportaiiorl. health c.are, 
Improvement of saU-6stsem. etc.) should be phased In and out ir. a 
manner which clearly makes the transition in the clients' best 
interests. 

o Greater use should be made of experience-based oouns:~lors. 
. Nothing succeeds like bUCCBSS itsett. Using people who h3ve "be.en 
theM'; and am now succ8ssful as CQUnSeI6V'S creates greater 
empathy with the client. greater CfedibUity with the cll6ot, and 
mlnlmiles ·the excuses. 

u lhere should be olear.program paramerers and expectations, but 
there should'be enough flexibility that states and communities can 
.~::~~ or select alternatives that best meet local problems alld 

·... ·.;<:;:··:·:.2:-;::·g.:~:~~~y~clmnt~:)M~1:{h~~'~~~t1R~y~~~~~9iri~~Kf~W~I~5%1*&-:·;~1~~~y~s1g·~~·;?~~··::··::::::1//.:{::~:.:;:~:::::~::.::;%~;:? 
:	has deiinitA rewards built in'.. Contmrijy» not pmticipating and . . . 
progressing In the program should have cle~lr penalties. 

u Programs should talce advantage of dramatic e~,hanc.ements in 
technology not o~lly in program admynisiration but also wn the adl!31 
delivery of smvice~ to clients, Oat~ netwbrt(s. tmlnlno programs, 
and the looming flb~r optl~s revolution can provide new horizons for 
effecUve and efficient setvlce delivery. 

(;j There should be a strong emphasis 011 enhancing life slellls. 
parenting skUls, home budgeting, and &ppr()pri.at~ socialization of 
males, 

w Some accumulation of assets should be allowed for ir'JVesimar.t in 9
homa, education, micffi-busin8ss, etc. You have to 138 'Vdirt poot' tD 
gAt m. our currAlii system. but you 3~SO have to S'iay "dirt J)oor' io 
continue even limited partidp&tioo. Iher8 is !'iO ioc:&niivedo try to 
begin to· accumulate wAslUl because the minute you tiD. the 
resourcas of the current system are cut off" 

Clearly designing a welfare system which m~ets these goals and ch~lIen!1e~ 
fg 3 formidable task. The S.C. Oaperimant of SOCial Services proposes 3 
new concept-the Self-Sufficiency Siipend--to enable clti2ens to become 
Independent. The concept represents a slgnlflc3nt change in the provision ~ 
of benems and sorvices. This concept places the responsibility for i.he care 
and nurturing of children on tlu~lr p9r~.mt~h where It be~ongs. 

South Carolina proposes to change the foclis of the welfare program. 
Currently appro)(imately 100 Economic SelVlc~ Workers expend i 00 
percent of their working hours to meet one goal: providing mOlfletmy 
beoAtlt.s t() clients. These ~ort(ers spend hours cheqlciflg and rechecking 
cases to ensure U~at a family entitled to a benefrl of $200 does not receive a 
. check for $1S1 or $206. 	 ' 

i ~ 

,1:,." .... 


,..i . 

~ . 

:,' .' • •::1: :' .:'.) . :.; 

'.'.' T , ",." '. ' 

, "..
'. . - , . " .' 
.. 	 " . 'R-,96% ., •. " .... SCDSS 	 07-26-94 0 I: 56£'1.1 POOf, It24".,'JJ , 

http:ppr()pri.at


JUL 26 '94 13:44 SCDSS 177 P06 
; 1,1['
I ' 

1 I ' 

. ~ i~:l' .,:.~ i ", . '1•. " 

"1{ '~ • ,:.,,,.,~'.. ~ 'I ;'/, ... )''''·'''''f"r1'''''H''''~K.,d~·I·.:~'':.i;J~;'f!.:.I'~lh""ll"~I· ;;1'~""~"'j If ,.... 'f·s"
'~ .~ , \ :,~ ·i·~~ /~·j~i :'..,'~:~ ~:'r r'\·/~~:{'~;., .. ' ' 

Workers cany caseload of 200-275 families and have faoo~to~face contact ' 

with {110m once a year at an annual review. No time or effort is expended on 

moving those families toward self-sufficiency J since it raqulre's all the 

caseworker's QUort to maintain the status quo. ,. 


Non-exempt adults are referred. of course. to tho JOBS program. Here tho 

focus is on providing training, education and lobs. But again caseloads are 

hlgh--350-400 per worl(er and resources are ilmlted. In addition to high 

caseloads .and limited resources. boll. workers and clients p8rcelve a 

s~p.aration of goals--geUing a cheel<. is not tied to getting a job. Different 

woticers and difierG-nt programs govern thG~g two separate goals. This 

separation sands a strong Massage to the clients we selV~: 0I0eUiog a 

weifare ohecl( is an end in itself.~' ' , 


The Self-Sutnclency 'and Parental R99ponSlblllty'Program--welf~~ rofonn In' 

S,C,~~is based on::. hollstlo model. 'Cssamanagersare assigned to provide, 

L"{}or-dlnste, and facilitate all the services provided to a dlent, econom~c as 

well ~s soc~sl. 


-'. :. " 

,Client~ who apply for AFDG/Food stamp benerrts will have an Initial ' 
. intervisw to detennine economic eligiblllly. The economic eligibility' . 

delerrnination process will be streamlined to enable casemanagers to spend 
h10'Si of their time assisting families in achievlng self-sufficiency. 

Following the economic assessment an appointment will be scheduled for , 

the individual to return for a romprehensive assessment This assessment 

wi!! help to define the family's noods and the barriers present within tha 

f:'2imny Which prevent them from attaining self-sUfficiency. 


lhe cas.emanager will then tneet with the adult family member to develop 

the Individualized Self-Sufficiency Plnn (lSP). This plan is a reoiprocal 

agre~ment beiwe~n tho family and th~ agency. Within the plan a vocational 

objectiv~ will be identified for each adult and steps to be taken to achieve 

this objective will be defined. Sarvices to be provided to eliminate or 

minimize batylers will be listed and responsibilities of parents will be c1early 

enmnerated. FlnallYi the amount of time needed to achieve the ISP will ba 

d~tmrnined and included as part of the plan. Ex~pt in unusual 

cht:umstancQs, benefits will tennlnnte hi thQ end of tho time agreed upon to 

achiev9 the gosls In the ISP.. 


The plan will require that pamnts ensure children reoeiVe proper .". 

immunizations and health screenings, also that the children attend school 

regulariy. nwill requim parents to be appropriately Involved with 

parentlleac:her organizations and other school functions. 


In short~ the plan will require that parents support children both financially 
and ~motlonallv. 

TIlis plan agreed upon and. signed by the casamanager and the client ' ... , ". 

becomes the blueprint for the family to attain Independence and . . 

~~rf-sllfiici0ncy. The c.asemanager will ad as a counselnr. fadlitator1 and 

mHnag~r th.'oughout the lira of the case. The casemanager will meet with 

the clifJnt as needed to enSUrA that goals are being met. offering support 

~md assistan<~ In resolving difficuHies. The casemanager will work with the 

entire family to assist the family to remain Intact as it moves toward 

self-sufficiency_ The casemanager will monitor to make sum children are 

~ttending school and will work to see that the family has adequate and safe 

living quarters and that basic needs are met. When necessary, the 
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casemanager will ref8r the client or ramlly outside the agency for addiUonal 
counseling and services. 

Upon oomplatlon of the goals set forth In the ISP ~ the individual will be 
considered job r8ady. If Individuals have not found employmewlt in their 
specitied vocation within 30 days. they will be instructed to look for any 
employment avaUabla . 

At the end of 30 days, it lhe Individual hns not found employmant; the 
Salf-Sufficlency Stipend (AFOe, Food Stamps» and Medicaid) will bo 
terrnlr.a:ied unless the client agrees to both of the following condw[ions: 

u The Individual agrees to accept any employment offered: and, In the 
alternative 

~ The indivldlJal agrees to accept work experience placement In a 
publlo or private entity. 

The casemanager will worl( with the Client. and eVfJ'I\j Grrort will be rn~lde tD 
assist the client ill becoming employed. The caseman3ger will continue to 
meet with the cUe;nt as long as heJsha r8calves assistance. on an as ne8dad 
b3Sis, to ensure that the client is actively pursuing employment 

ihis p'an Is a reciprocal agreamant with de'nnlte consequences tor fBilum to 
comply. If a cller.t does not comply with thQ requirements of the plart th8 
entire family will loose eligibility for AFDe. Food Stamps 2nd M8dic.aid. 

,:.·.-:<jlesrIYItha·:paroOrm(iSf~oo~pt.:~sponsibmt~tfm:~doli)ff'~\':¢r.ytt~itl~lWithln:: .... 
.·:his/her power to'mal(Q the fa~lIy seff-sufficient·· .... ' .. ' ',. '.. 

In addition to mshaping the eligibiiity process j South Carolina has also 
applied to the Adminit:dratlon for Children and Familie5."'Seeldn(l waivers to 
Modvfy current AFDC policy to ensure that it reflecis the new r&slities of our 
eoonomy and our society. 

Policy within the AFDC program must support tha go::)ls and v:dues of 
self-suMclency. Consequently', the SecUon 'j'~ 'j5 \lvalvei'S South Caroli~'~3 

. 	has: requested encompasses the foUowing policy changes: 

\;i To ei1coumg~ hrrdly' fOhllaiion and digcou~aga fsmlly brt;8kllp~ the 
,	parentsl de~rjvation rule will be el.iminaied 1 allowing two par~nt 
famUies to participate In the Self-Sufficiency and Parental 
ResponslbUity program. 

v 	In order to ensure that clients reenter the work force quiddy after 'the 
bidh of a chHd the psmnts I~ the self-sufficiency and p:8!renial 
responsibility program will be required to participate in . 
salf-sufrlclency activities when the youngest child is si)( months old_ 

u To promote worn and independence and to reduca the disincentive 
to employment revise the earned Income digregard to 50 percent ot 
gross earnings. ,~. 

Ii:; 10 lmcourage the'devalopmant of Job skills and independence, 
G){c1ude the income of a minor child when determir.ing e~lglbUily or 
pa.yment amount. 

u 	hl order to ei1sur~ that tamilies have ml~8bta tmnsnorbuon to gG~
,. 

them to and from [he work placo1 the ~i500 equity
, 
cap on vel~id&s 

will be removed and one vehicle per family will be dls~c9arded 
regardle~s of equity or f~lr market valu&. 

6 
~, . 
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(,) To encourage s~vlng and building for the future, disregard interest 
and dividend inoomo. 

" ~ I '. 

Cit To permit families to establish savings that can help them weather 
. emergencies without reentering public assistance. mjs~ the resource 

limit to $3000 from $1000. ' '",' 

I,\) 	 To help families plan for the futum and.act resEonslbly In planning
for emergencies, disregard the cash value of life insuranoo. 

v "'0 increase child support collections and ensure that non--custodial 
parents do not relinquish responsibility for ohlldren I require (by court 
order) the participation of non-custodial parents in the 
Self-Sufficiency, and Parental Responsibility program. 

(.ITo encourage the formation of families and to encourage two Income 
familis'S. ,gllow the same incoma Qxcluslon for meppamnts as for any 
other member whose Income will be consllJerAd In the budget 

o To provide maximum transitional assistance to families as they 
move from public assistance to work 

We believe these waivers will help families to attain their maximum level of 
independence~ self-sufficiency and seli'~egteem. We anxiously anticipate 
the prompt approvalof these waivors by lhe Administration for Children and 
F~mmes. 	 .. 

Child support enforcement is also a critical component of any type of . 
wt:!!fara reform. In fact the f1~t line of defense i~ the enfOf'C8ment of parents' 
responsibility for their children. Both custodial and nOrl-custodlal p.arent 
must aCOOl)t ihis fGsponslblllly for their children. 

To ensure that children I'eceive the support they need South Carolina has 
passed several items of legislgtion rGlating to child support enforcement 
including bills to make voluntary paternity and child support agreements 
recognizable and enfOft"eable in a court of law. South CarOlwofl is pursuing 
the passage of additionallegl~laiion which win be more far-reaching. 
Proposed legislation includes: ' ' . 

~ Requiring Social Seourlty Numbers (SSN) or an application for a 
SSN of all persons listed on birth certmcates~ marriage licenses, and 
,manlage certificates. 

/) Procedures for attaching Insurance settlements for colleCtIng ohild 
support arrearages. 

. (;/ 	Revoking drivers lloons9s and professional licenses of parents who 
tgil to pay child support as ordomd. . . 

The hnpmvGment of child support collections Is one of the most efflolent " 
stratagies f()r preventing the need for public assistance for some families 
.and for' helping others get off AFOC. . 

Another strategy of oruoisl importance to Improving the status of the poor
dtlzens of South Carolina and the nation is the teaching of family life sldlls. 
Many wclfam reclplents have not been provided oppmtunlUes to learn b9.£lc 
parenting skills, tlnanbial planning, nlltritionallmow how, family planning 
and rn~thods to cope with family cwises. A major aspect of the 
Self-Sufficiency and Parental Responsibility program Is the requirement that . ., 




rec~pients participate in a family life sldlls training course. Such a progmm 
will address as Oile of its major components the prevention of taenage 
pregnancy. . 

In conclusion South Carolina envisions a reformed asgjstanCf! program 
which joins the recipient and the oommunlty in a program tailored to enable 
families to develop to the point thatlhey am economically IndependtHit. 

Welfare reform cannot be p8rcelved as the sole pr()vinoo of the ::tgSi1cy 
responsible for werfare. We must motivate end Involve other agendes~ 
some of them new to the welfare 8rena~.before .a solution <mn he realized. 
Agencies such as, tht: Department of Commerce1 the Technical Education 
System, Vocational Rehabilltatlon~ and the Dapariment of Education must 
play vital·rolas In true reform. Additionally, ptivate sector employers must 
be extensively ,nvolved In providing Job opportunities for welfare reoipients, 

Real welfare refotm must take place in thA oommllniiies where recipients 
live and worl( It must involve orosnlzations at th810callevel such 3S, 
churches~ local govemmentsll Civic organizations, recmaUon commissions 
and health departments. , 

In the search for meaningful welfare reform most citizens lool( to the federal 
and state govemments for Bolutlons. We must ch~nge the foCtls from the~~ 
levels of government to the local.communlty levet That is, W~ rYll!st convert 
the probfem from a big govBrnmel)t problem to, a community problem-one 
that affeds everyone who lives and work£; within the community, 

This new system will not b8 achieved (}vernl~ht: it will taltetimB to b~·ln.g it to 
.·reaIIW•.:butjt can: be, done>·Jhl~.new.systam ~C6onii8S·lh~t those,rebelv Ihg·· 
. .asslshmoo db notdo so ·by ehoica but bynacess'ty· anddrcllMst~nce·. In .. 
addilioo~ it recogn/Les that by respecting the dignity of tho family and the 
individual more positive resu~s can be achieved. We beUevG that we can 
achieve SlJch a new system. We asl( that you allow South Csrlliing and all 
states the flexibility to design programs that worl< tor all our citizens. I will 
be happy to respond to any questions. . 

., . 
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COMMITTEE' ON WAYS AND MEANS 
HUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE 
HOUSE OF REPR.~SENTATlVES . 

'WASHINGTON D.C. , 
THURSDAY, JULY 28TH, ,1994 

TESTIMONy,'OF BILL ,HARRINGTON - WELFARE REFORM 1994 -H.R. 4605 

GOOD MORNING, MR. "CHAIRMAN, AND COMMITTEE MEMBERS. MY NAME IS BILL 
HARRINGTON, AND lAM FROMTHl;: tlOTHER WASHINGTON',; - FROM TACOMA AND 
SEATTLE ,THE GREEN AND MILD PACIFIC NORTHWEST~' ' 
:," . .' .' . 

I am here today as National Director of th~ American Fathers 
Coalition. We are the Fathers' Rights leaders from all, over 
Ainerica • Additionally, ,we are academics, social science 
researchers, attorneys, mental health professionals" second-wives 
and girlfriends, family members and supporters. 

I am here today as'.'the leader and organizer of ,several meetings in 
this.past year with the White House,' and the White House Welfare 
Reform Working Group on Welfare RefQrm issues • 'Additionally , I was 
responsible for the Congressional Symposium held on June 17th where . 

,our fathers and mens. issues were presented to seyeral Congressional 
. staff members. ' . , , 

I ani NOT HERE to suggest that fathers are right.and mothers wrong, 
or ,fathers are good and mothers are .bad, or any.thing iike that. We 
see the de-institutionalization of the family as, a disaster fo;r our 
society, artdespecially for the challenge facing parents today in 
our trQubled world.' We value equally the :commitment of both 
parents to each other, to work together, for the benefit of their 
children. " , 

. . . 

THE REALITY IS THAT MOST DIVORCED PARENTS,' BOTH FATHERS, ANP 
MOTHERS, WORKING TOGETHER MANAGE TO REACH AGREEMENT· ON MOST ISSUES. 
THESE. AGREEMENTS MAY NOT BE IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE CHILDREN, 
BUT THEY ARE AGREEMENTS THAT AVOID CONTINUING 'FIGHTING AND STRESS 
FOR THE CHILDREN. THESE 70% PARENTS; ALMOST ALL LEGALLY FIT 
PARENTS, ,ARE THE PARENTS WHO MAKE THE SYSTEM WORK IN SPITE OF 
ITSELF. THE PROBLEM AREAS FOR NATIONAL POLICY MAKERS ARE THE 2.5
30% OF PARENTS IN SEPAJtATED 'AND DIVORCED CASES, WHO ,ARE OF 
QUESTIONABLE FITNESS AND EMOTIONAL STA,BILITY, THESE ARE. THE SOURCES 
OF MOST OF THE CASES REQUIRING ENTITLEMENT FUNDING. THESE 'ARE ALSO 
THE CASESW'HERE FATHERS HAVE THE LEAST IDEAS OR UNDERSTANDING OF 
THEIR PARENTA;L RIGHTS AND PARENTAL DUTIES WITH'THEIR CHILDREN • 

.:',: :, 

FOR BOTH FATHERS, AS WELL AS MOTHERS, MODERN LIVING HAS' PLACED 
EXTRAORDINARY DEMANDS ON'THl;:IR PARENTHOOP; SOMETIMES UNFAIRLY. 
PREVIOUSLY, PARENTS LIVED and parented WITH ,ADDITIONAL COMMUNITY 
~UPPORT. THIS support .CAME FROM FAMILY MEMBE;R5, NEIGHBORS' AND 
FRIENDS. IN TODAY'S WORLD, TOO MANY PARENTS LIVE PRIVATIZED LIVES, 
WITH' ONLY THE SUPPORT OF, THE INTERNA;L NUCLEAR FAMILY, IF THAT. 
FACING EXTRAORDINARY DEMANDS TO CONSUME, AND SOCIAL PRESSURES FOR 
INDIVIDUAL PERSONAL FULFILLMENT AND HAPPINESS" PRESSURES ON' PARENTS 
TO MEE'1;QNREALISTIC EXPECTATIONS CAUSES MANY FAMILIES TO MEET 
EMOTIONAL BREAKING POINTS WITH INCREASING FREQUENCY. ALL TOO, OFTEN 
THIS IS, HAPPENING EARLY IN THE FAMILY' HISTORY ,~",:RATHER THAN LATER. 

: " . 

WHEN . THESE BOI:LINGPOINTS AND BREAKING POINTS OCCUR; AND TEMPORARY, 
PARENTAL. SEPARATION OCCURS, AND STATE INTERVENTION SOON FOLLOWS, 
WHAT WE SEE IS THAT PARENTS, ARE TOO OFTEN .. PLACED, INTO DIRECT 
ADVERSARIAL CONFLICT RATHER THAN GENUINE DISPUTE RESOLUTION. 
EXISTING INTERVENTION, POLICIES AND PERSONNEL' TOO OFTEN .DIVIDE 
FAMILIES, AND Till;: FAMILY ONC.E ·BROKEN' APART, IS T()O OFTEN IMPOSSIBLE 
TO PUT BACK TOGETHER AGAIN,.; ,THIS SOUNDS LIKE 'THE HUMPTY-DUMJ,lTY 
STORY AND IT IS. " , 



SOCIETY PAYS AND,'1 PAYS";: AND KEEPS PAYING FOR THIS WRONGFUL 
INTERVENTION OF THE GOVERNMENT INTO THE FAMILY. THE TIME HAS COME 
TO CHALLENGE THE UNDERLYING P:OLICIES THAT FORCE STATE INTERVENTION, 
THAT CREATES BROKEN FAMILIES, "AND REQUIRES ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS TO 
GO INTO ACTION. THE APRIL 1993 ISSUE OF ATLANTIC MAGAZINE, DAN 
QUAYLE WAS RIGHT, HAS EFFECTIVELY CHRONICLED HOW AMERICA'S PRESENT 
DIVORCE SYSTEM IS CONTRARY TO THE BEST INTEREST OF CHILDREN. 

WITHOUT NATIONAL FAMILY POLICIES THAT ARE MALE POSITIVE AND FATHER 
INCLUSIVE, FAMILY FRIENDLY AND ALSO FAMILY SUPPORTIVE, AND BASED ON 
THE POSITIVE DYNAMICS OF MODERN TWO PARENT FAMILIES, EXISTING 
POLICY ENFORCEMENT IS HARMFUL TO FAMILIES AND WRONGLY INJURES 
MILLIONS OF INNOCENT' CHILDREN. THESE ARE LITTLE PEOPLE, OUR 
CHILDREN, WHO WE ARE SUPPOSEDLY INTENDING TO HELP, BUT ARE ACTUALLY 
HURTING UNDER OUR EXISTING POLICIES. THESE INNOCENT CHILDREN ARE 
THE REAL LOSERS IN THE CURRENT SYSTEM. 

America's fathers are here today to become involved with Congress 
as a necessary policy making component. Fathers are here today to 
join with many other voices for fundamental attitudinal reforms on 
family policy based on respect for two-parent values. Without 
father-friendly provisions, welfare reform is doomed to limited 
success 'or out~ight failure. It is our intent to contribute to 
this debate with positive" proposals intending to re-establish 
father parenting as a day to day feature in the lives 9f children 
not currently living with both natural parents. 

AMERICA'S FATHERS ARE HERE TODAY TO BEGIN REVERSING OVER 170 YEARS 
OF AMERICAN HISTORY OF FATHERS BEING SEDUCED, PUSHED, PULLED AND 
SHOVED TO THE PERIPHERY OF FAMILY LIFE. OUR GOAL IS TO BRING 
FATHERS BACK INTO A CO-EQUAL, CENTRAL ROLE, OF FAMILY LIFE 
THROUGHOUT EVERY COMMUNITY AND NEIGHBORHOOD. 

I am also here, individually, as an appointed Commissioner, to the 
U. S. Commission on Child & Family Welfare created under the 
authority of PL 102-521. We are still waiting for the three 
appointments by President Clinton so the Commission can be up and 
running. 

The work of this Commission, and its recommendations, will serve to 
give Congress new agenda items for legislation in the following 
years. The reality that people are involved from the perspective 
of fathers and two-parent family values will increase the 
credibility of new legislation. I will have the personal 
opportunity through service on this Commission to contribute to 
these new proposals. Working together, with fathers and mothers, 
and other interested policy r~searchers, we can provide a better 
future for America's troubled children than has occurred in the 
past. We can learn from unintended consequences of well 
intentioned legislation, to avoid the mistakes of t~e past. 

I am here today as the leader and organizer of several meetings in 
this past year with the.White House, and the White House Welfare 
Reform Working Group on Welfare Reform issues. Additionally, I was 
responsible for the Congressional Symposium held on June 17th where 
our fathers and mens issues were presented to several Congressional 
staff members. We had a panel of very experienced leaders present 
a history of issues and proposals for Congressional action. 

ON BEHALF OF RESPONSIBLE, LOVING AND CARING FATHERS, FATHERS FROM 
ALL OVER AMERICA, FATHERS WHO LOVE THEIR CHILDREN AS MUCH AS 
MOTHERS, FATHERS WHO ARE FINALLY WORKING TOGETHER POLITICALLY AT 
THE NATIONAL LEVEL ON FAMILY POLICY AND WELFARE REFORM ISSUES, WE 
THANK PRESIDENT CLINTON PERSONALLY, AND THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION, 
FOR PUTTING FAMILY POLICY ISSUES ON THE NATIONAL POLITICAL AGENDA, 
thereby ESTABLISHING A BASIS FOR THESE HEARINGS. 

TO ITS CREDIT, CONGRESS IS NOW PLAYING ITS ROLE IN HOLDING 
HEARINGS, receiving testimony, and beginning the analysis of THE 
VARIOUS ISSUES THAT ARE NOW ON THE TABLE. WE THANK CONGRESS FOR 

"HOLDING THESE HEARn~C;S AND GIV;rNG OUR AMERICAN FATHERS COALITION AN 
OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIfY • 

•:>.~.~ 
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MR. CHAIRMM.,IT ISQUR J;3ELIEF, ~D OUR OPINION~THAT WH+LJi: FATHERS 
ARE MOST CERTAINLY A PART OF THE PROBLEM REGARDING FAMILY POLICY 
AND." WELFARE .I~.SUES, THAT MOR.E +MPORTANTLYi" FATHERS' ARl!: AN 
UND~RAPPR.EC:i:ATEP ,ALMOST . IGNORED, PART OF' THE'. SOLUTION. '" wE ARE 
PART OF THE NEW COALITION OF FAMILY POLICY ADVOcATES .WHO ARE IN 
AGREEMENT ' THAT "riAN QUAYLE .WAS RIGHT" , ..•.. that. father\child' 
relationships are important' and c;:ni.gnt not:~' be ridiculed' or 
<iiminished through legal procecit;tres or government policy. 

We ar'e hf;!re today to follow previous major policy. ~nactinents in 
both 1984 ,and 1988. This Subco~ittee began t:his 1994 process on 
March 15th, 1994 anq. the A,merican Fathers Coalition has a statemen:t;. 
in'· the record•. ·.We 1;:.hank the' SubcQmmittee) for. printing ~>ur 
statement as it includes our' ful.l pack~ge of. policy proPQsals 
prf!!sented tp the. White Hous~' Welfare Refor~. Working' Group on 
Dec~mper 16th, 1,994.. . . \'.' 

. . 

MR; CHAI~, we '~~e here today as fathers, pr~ud' to be fathers, 
and we are neither embarrassed nor ashamed to. admit we love and 
cherish ot/.r 'chilc#en and we .accept our role,s as fnvolved and 
responsible male parents. Each child ha~ both>a father as. well as 
a mother. While 't;.his seems obvious, America t()day has a ~ituation 
of "A,PARTHEID" for 50%' of America's childrEm~<:.·.In Amer~ca tocl~y, 
there are estimated as high afJ 20,00Q,00() children without benef~t 
of day to day parenting·by fath~rs. : This is ~1;:.ragedy of immense 
proportion.s, 4-nd· is a situation only .getting \forse as we' fail to 
adopt policies, .and a change of attitud.e ab9ut fathers. This 
tr~gi¢ situatiQnof fatherless children is a'. direct result of 

'government policies such as the one first adopted i1;1 the 1950's, 
"The Male Out of Home Rule". Policies such as every qtherweekend 
residential schedules betwf';!en children and fathers hav~ served to 
fi;r:st separate fathers from their children, then totally disrupt 
the father\child· psychological bond, and fin~lly served to keep 
chi~dren away permanently from their fathers.:;: . . 

MR.·CFIAI~N, THE GREATEST MYTHis·that fClthei;sh~ve never really 
cared·apout their. children, and they easily walked away from their 
fCimily responsi1:>ilities and never lQokecl back~. The reality, MR. 
CHAIRMAN,i~ the opposite for: the largemajority'of fathers. Some 
9f these fathers were solCi· on the· work ethic·tc;> the point they 
.worked as much oYf;!rtime as;possible., anc:l also jqorked weekends, to 
proviq.e the American dream for their.fami:J.y and children~ These 
fathers -never had a chance once the divorce. started and the mother 

. 'opted not to work," anp. instead'~ went on welfare.' . 

FOR THE UNMARRIEPFATHER, he was tl;>ld constantly he had no rights 

. to custody of his' children., (Jntil the Supreme Court case of 

Stanley v.' Illinois in 1972, Court's had ul3ually adopted the 

property rule to children, and unma+"ried ntothers s't;.ill continue 1;:0 

see their children as their personal. property. Mothers ~ and 

mothers alone, will decide if the father is allowed any meaningful 

role in the lives of the children, other :than paying chi,ld, support.


'. 	 " 

. 	 ',' . . . I '. ..•. 

Before we can even begin to legislate ~bout fathers, in paternity 
cases especiCilly,·· we must unclerstand. our federal government has' 
'almost no unq.erstandingof fathers. In the ..white HO'q.se Welfare 
Reform Working Grou.p.draftreport,clated Feb. 26th, 1994, on page 

_	#37 attached, we see that our federal governmeJ;lt:reallyhas no' idea 
what fath~rs are all about, and o'q.r governmenthat3 even fewer ideas. 
aboq.twhat 'prQgrams will rf;!ally work. _"_" ..... 
. . . 

America's fatherl:? want to know how ~urgovernme~t can even attempt 
new family policy legisl~tion when 'our, gqvernment has no real 
unq.erst~ncling of· fathers? .Vice President . Gore . recently 
participated in Re-Union ,III.in Nashville, Tennessee and the topic 
was male involvement with. children. Th~s cOI;1,ference was highly 
received, but it· was only a beginning. .We ,wonder if the 
recommendations from that Conference ~re before this Subcommittee? 
What other studies about fathers are before the Subcommittee? If 
few or none are before this. Sub.coIrtIllittee, .' h:ow' can we seriously 

.. argue, that new legi~.~ation is based on informed decision-making? ' 
. . !~(:~<~. , ,.,;: 
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MR. CHAIRMAN, in pat~rnity cases" if a father physically holds his 

child within the first 24 hours of life, research shows that the 

father is twice as likely to remain actively involved in that 

child's life. MR. CHAIRMAN, what provisions are in H.R. 4605 or 

any other welfare reform bill that would assist any unmarried 

father to be notified of the hospitalization of the mother and the 

expected birth of the child? If few or none, then how can we say 

that welfare reform in 1994 will have different results that in 

previous legislation? If the answer is NO, why isn't the important 

research on father\child emotional and psychological attachments 

before this Subcommittee, research that will help committee members 

understand the critical nature of the paternity identification 

process? 


This issue of birth notice and participation in the delivery of the 

child is the beginning of the child development process. If a 

father is involved from the beginning, there is a greater 

likelihood the child's rights and need for parenting by both 

parents will be met. SECRETARY SHALALA I S testimony before the full 

Committee discussed the effects on children for poverty if their 

parents fail to meet certain criteria: married, over age 18, and 

employed. If the mother fails or refuses to identify the father, 

the child has a poverty likelihood of nearly 80%. However, if the 

father is involved and also meets these elementary criteria, the 

poverty likelihood drops to around 8%. MR. CHAIRMAN, this is why 


, the recommendation from the American Fathers Coalition that father 
, ",~~tdEihti~:fH;:'a;iJ.ofi:,'\:~b~::::::iiI"ariq:a1iorY·'~)i~p:<':preFb~irtl:i;:,e1:~ss~s:~·:::~Itd~::::p:.:::e,~ria1:·a;l';~~<~/:~:,",>;~'~;:::'::~:/;7~
',checkup's is so critical. The pro,visions 6f Section"641' on 'page 28 8':":"<':::'~'.': 

of H.R. 4605 are critical if this legislation is to have any ,chance 

of success. The issues we have raised about the fathers name on 

the birth certificate, the child being given the father's surname, 

and a temporary residential schedule, are critical to be spelled 

out, and not just assume the states 'know what Due Process matters 

are to be addressed. 


The mothers must understand from the beginning that father 

participation is critical for the, short and long term best 

interests of the child. When this does not happen, we begin the 

process of a fatherless child. Failure to identify the father at 

the outset and'establish a father\child relationship actually is 

institutionalized child abuse. 


Unmarried mothers, even before conception, must be made to 

understand, and what must become a mandatory process, is the 

earliest possible identification and involvement of the father in 

the life of the child. 


Most states h~ve laws that talk about wrongful intervention into 

the life of a child is also wrongful intervention into the 

parent\child relationship. On what basis do we protect mothers 

from legal sanctions for the failure of their duty to establish 

paternity identification? Here we have a simple case of research 

that clearly shows the disadvantage of children being raised in one 

parent homes, and yet we allow it to occur over and over and we do 

nothing to reverse this result. 


MR. CHAIRMAN, every mother knows she is a mother, or about to be a 
mother. Every woman knows she is pregnant and soon to be a mother. 
However, other than direct notice by the mother to the father, how 
do we expect the father to know he is about to become a father? 
This failure by mothers, and our lack of sanctions, to establish 
early and clear identity of the father, is but one major example 
of the anti-father gender bias at work in our paternity 
identification syste,m. 

'-i;. 
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WASHINGTON STATE 'PATERNITY 'IDENTIFICATION FORM 

MR. CHAIRMAN,' I l.ivedown the street from St. Jpseph' s Hospital in 
. ,Tacoma, the fi-rst hospital' 'to institute a" program based on, 

Washingt9n'8' new ,law requesting assistance ,'from, hospitals in 
identifying paternfty fathers. ,Researcli'shows.that many paternity: 

, ,fathers, are in fact' present at the hospital for" the birth of their' 
child. ' The' statis'tic8 ar~"thatmarriedfathers' ,are preseri1;: ihthe ", 
birth room in over' 80 of births, arid unmarried fathers are there: 
over 50% of, the bi:rths., Most, fathers do not'sign the 'paternity 
forms because they 'are· living with the ,mother and no signature is 
legally riecessary'()r the mother has not told the father about the 
expectantbir:th, 'and, he has no reason ,to be ,at 'anyhospital. ' ' ',Some 

,fathers feel pressured to sign the forms as they are tolci they have' 
to do so ,before t.he, mother is allowed to put, ,their name on the 

, birth certific'ate •• , Other fathers are told they have no 'rights to 
the child linless they sign .. ' These fathers are ,never informed by a,' 
n~utral party about, their actual parented rights., ' ' ' 

'.; I 

The Washing,tort State 'experience, shows, a marked, increase in 
pateJ:'nity identificatiori with thel:1se of ,the forms. The, 'increase 
i'npaternity identification is a good result, and we support this, 
result." 'The American 'average of less that ,20% total paternity 
identification isa national 'disgrace. The ,WashingtonStater~te 
is now at 40%. " HO\olever ,when paternity identif~catiort is actively' 

'puz::sued as in Michigan' andWis¢onsin, WE;! see rates over 60 and 70%., 

PROBLEMS WITH WASHINGTON ,STATE, PATERNITY IDENTIFICATION" FORMS 

MR. CHAIRMAN, washiilgton State',spate'~nity' ide'ntification form' is 
likely unconstitut,~ortal, ,and is for certain anti-,father from the' 
very begiIming. , No father 'inhls right mirtd, with, any awareness of 
Due Process under"the 14th Amendment, having" received thorough, 
legal representation , 'would sign' the document.: ,'The document for 
the mother, says I amtheniom and he is the ,dad. The document for 
the father says I am the, dad and I'agreeto pay child 'support. The, 
,overreaching assumption is, that mom is'automatically the custodial 
parent. • 'The only basis for> collectio:n of child support is as the 
'custodial parent; " yet" in ,these casesof:hospital" paternity 
identification, the father ,has" no "legal' representation", and is, 
never asked if he wants to,be the ,custodial parent~The child'is 
auto~atically placed on welfare, and into a dependency lifestyle, 

,as if that us in the best interest of, the chilg. " , 

: MR. CHAIRMAN, we' want to be very, supporting\of,' the' intent:" of, 
secti6n 640 (4)(C)(i) for fathers to be notified of their legal 

'rights to f~cilitate cooperation in" the: paternity identification, 
process. Our reluctance, however, is to ,be asked to blindly trust 

, HHS to hire, and train objective legal, counsel. ,J'lhE:m weare talkiIlg' 
about issues such as father custody, making moms repay a fair share 
of 1\FDC ,funds, or advising a father on fili,ng criminal charges for 
Custodial Interference, ': we are talking,' ,about' 'trained ,and' 
experienced legal.counsel in, Civil Rights law.", Otherwise the 

',process is doomed."; , . ' , , 

The problemfOi:" society is what 'happens if the father is the better 
parent and wants 'official status as the 'custodial, 'and fully 
responsible parent? :'What happens first Is that the government 
REFUSES to help the, father. ' ,If the, father i.nquires of the hospital 
staff or HHS personnel, he is told that he must hire' a private' 
attorney. This 'is not what" happens for mot-hers,' so 'why" the 

, difference in'process?, -A mother gets a free government attorney; 
'and C~il' be in Cour't or establish art OSCEChild Support Order within 
a few days if the mother' goes ·ortwelfare. The father "is helpless 

,against .': his child'" going 'onto weLfare ,and; into' a dependence' 
'lifestyle., This ,official ,anti-father discriminatory process must, 
be changed 111 " ' , 

Already, MR. CHAIRMAN, over 10% of welfare casesliave resulted in 
father ,custody. ',Single father households are now at 13%, of all 
single parenthouseQ.plds, thefastestgrowingfaIilily forniationin 
America. YES, Mr{; 'CH~:p~M1W1 fathers are capable of taking ,care of 

~\I' ''''~'':ii;i:'';\'''' 
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children on a. fullr"tim~:', basis. AcpordJ.ng, 't.9, the 1990 census, 
1,400,000 households are headed by single fathers. 

Why don't the paternity identification forms inform the father of 
his substantive 14th Amendment rights to have his name on the birth 
certificate, his right to have his child take his surname, and his 
father's right to have regularly scheduled, even minimum, parenting 
time (residential schedule), even temporarily until a Court hearing 
is held and formal temporary orders are established? A law review 
article that discusses the legal status of unmarried fathers is: 
A FATHER'S RIGHT: SOME INCONSISTENCIES IN THE APPLICATION OF DUE 
PROCESS AND EQUAL PROTECTION TO THE MALE PARENT, American Journal 
of Family Law, by Carol Lynn Tebben, Summer of 1990. 

The key point made in the law review ,article is the failure of 
states to protect the father's 14th Amendment Due Process ri9'hts 
with respect to identification and parenting of his child. 
The comment is as follows: 

"The U.S. Supreme Court has recognized a, natural father's 
established relationship with his child as a protectable 
due process and equal protection interest. This interest 
ha~ been extended further by the Court to include a natural 
father's potential relationship with his child. The states, 
however, have been divergent in their application of " 
constit'utional protection to these interests" and many states 
give only cramped on minimal protection. A father's 14th 
Amendment rights are often pitted against such crucial public 

" po~icy.i.ssu~s,,:Cls.·:J:·he .~ntl3gJ;'ity 9f the family, .the .. stability' , 
. ..-,~ , ,:,of,the:,adoptron-prodess:~'~~or;,:the~':bE!'s£::clrl.teiest'·:of>;th~:·61ii:ld::;;~:;:-':'::···\:-?(,::, 

Although the Court has .recognized that "rights" o£'. 'the natural" '.;. 
father are protectable,the Court Cllso allows'a great deal of ' 
discretion to the states in determining the extent of that 
protection. In some state cases, the results have been 
contradictory to the Court's declaration that a father's 
establish or potential relationship ,with his child is 
protected. For many fathers seeking to protect the 
relationship with a child, the 14th Amendment has proven to 
be meaningless." 

The only reality of the existing Washington State paternity 
identification form is to establish an administrative process 
designed to enter child support orders. The critical importance of 
the father\child relationship and any notion of day to day father 
parenting is totally ignored. 

HOWEVER, MR. CHAIRMAN, with a proper form, prepared under federal 
regulations, with 14th Amendlnents rights established and recognized, 
in federal law, the. document could be of great assistance in 
dramatically increasing the, formal identification of unmarried 
fathers in the United States. The American Fathers Coalition 
strongly supports this' process, because it is our belief and 
opinion, that if more unmarried fathers knew their legal rights, 
and had safeguarded legal procedures for paternity identification, 
that more paternity fathers would be involved as day to day 
fathers, and many more would even be primary caregivers of their 
natural children. This means far fewer absent fathers, fewer AFDC 
cases' and welfare' spending, and savings to American taxpayers. 
,This is a winning formula that will truly help children. 

WOMEN'S OPPOSITION PROVES POINT 

MR. CHAIRMAN, OUR AMERICAN FATHERS COALITION can certainly 
understand your hesitation to take our words of discrimination 
against fathers with any depth of sympathy. However, MR. CHAIRMAN, 
we have the words of ,THE WOMEN'S ADVOCATE, the newsletter of the 
National Center on Women and Family Law from New York. The January 
1994 newsletter contains two articles: HHS Issues Proposed 
Regulations on Paternity establishment and 2 - Joint Custody and 
Non-Marital Children. These articles express deep dissatisfaction 
and fear of new fed~,ral laws. Why? Simply because mothers will 
lose their favored st~i:~Sto automatic presumption of custody. The 

.. ,:' :;,':.' ' ," 
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'.. , . 

fear 	is. stated in the foll~w~n9"words: ..'...... < •.•.. :',:., " 

liThe proposedi iulesbn in~hospital paternity establishment 
contain provisionsthat.could be problematic.forwomen and· .. ,', 

children." .t:,' . \ . ". '. ,"'. 	. .'. . 
. . ' ~ ," 

Here 	we ar~ in anepideIriic of qhildreIi . born' toq.nmarried parents ~. '. . .\';" 
· and the American people want solutions, and the whiteHouse and:. 

9ongr~ss are poi.sedarid readyto·takeraction,····.and tlieofficial·. 

women' s ~ightspbsition is opposition •. what does this say about 


· women' f? rights advocates and their cdIiunitment·.torelieving the 

pain,: suffering an9 impoverishment of children'born'tounmarried 

parents, who by. their. very birth status, have; higher rate.s o'f· 

faj.led life:,:;tyles than if they were· born into f~ily circumstances 


· w.:i;:.th' both parents? . . . '. 'J> . . 


'CONSTITUTIONA;L RIGHTS OFCHILJ)'TO IDENTIFICATION .OF BOTH PARENTS 
',.; . 

M,R.CHAIRMAN, "every' child, has .8. Constituti~nai right' to the 

n9tificat:ion .and identity 6f each t;lf its natu.:tal. birth parents • 

.Thequestion is that paternity not is it just good .... 


, 	 .' .. ,. - '".' ': 

·I.· THE.PARENT-CHILD.RELATIONSHIJ? IS A CONSTITUTIONALLY.PROTECTED. 

RIGHT . FOR 'BOTH' PARENTANDCHILP.,· .. . " .,' 
 , ,',' 

' .. '. The issues raised in a dissolution 	or paternity case involving 
custoqy of minor" children and· the ultimate re~olution· of those 


,issues will affect,; in the most pr.ofound·, intimate .and .decisive 

,manner, the'·. entire, colirseof the. mino:r; child's . remaining .•life ~ .'. 

While the. adult ;parties' may garner. ,·the' bulk" of attention in. 
asserting and denying val:'idUS" legal rights it . is . critical, to 

. consider, that. for,. the. minor child, the're may be.no greater moment.' 
"( . 

, in 'his or her life.... . . . 

Th~.ininor child ,'s· claim to • the continuity 'of : a pa~e~t-~hild 

relationship, and his or herrel?pect as a. human· being,' and his' or 

her claim to Constitu,tidnalprQtections haye been. largely ignored' 

or misplaced by th~legislature, courts and legal 'profession in' 


'this state. " 	 . .. .'; . . ". .. . 

A minor child is entitled to Cbnstitutional'p~otecti6ns and the 

. rights" which flow:'from ,such prbtections~.The .. minor', cpild' s 


.. interest iria parent-chi1.d,relationshipconstitutes a fundamental 

liberty interest 'giving rise to' a full panoplY9f 'Constitutional. 

protections ~ '. "1'>,,' . ..... . ..' . • . ..•.:"; .' ,. .:. ':..' 


• • "', ,: "." 	 , - ,. " • < 

'" ,"CONSTITUTIONAL RIG~TS.OF A·PARENT TO PARENT\CHILDRELATIONSHIP. . . . . 

The U.S. supreme" Cou~t has made plain' bey6nd~'any . doubt' that a ' . 
.parent's desire f.or aright. to Uthe companic;mship, .' care,: custody ."' ..." 
and management of,hisor her 'children'" is '.an iQ.t.erest that is Ufar' 
more precious" than any property right~' See Miry v. -Ai1cderson, '345' 
US 528, 97 L.Ed1221, 73.S. Ct. 84.0 :(1952)~.'.· . , ', . 

, I '",' 

..A· p~rent's inter~:st 'in,' the· '~ompanionship, . care, .. custody' and 
.' . management of. his' or . her childre,n . rises to <a' constitutionally 

'. secured right,. given the centrality of family life as.the focus for: " 
personal 'ineaning',and responsibility.', See' Stanleyv.'Illinois 4.05 

: U.S. 645,.31 .Led2d 551~92.S ,Ct. 12.08 (1972') 'May v.Anderson, 
supra~·; .. ,. ' .. ' . ' 

, .. 

. Parental. rights havebeenrecognizedasheing: "esseriti~l' to the 
orderly pursuit of,happiness by free men". ,Meyer v. Nebraska, 262 

. 'U~f 39'.0, 67 Led 1.0,42" 435 Ct. 62!i (1923). "," . . 
, " ~. 

A parent's right ';to custody and compani9rls!1ipof a natural child 
. '. has been .specifically acccirdedprotectionuhder: the Constitution.' 

,Smith v.Organization of'Foster Families 43ius 816; 53 Led 2d 14, 

, .97 S~Ct.· 2.094 (1977');. Stanley' ,v.: Illinois·: supra; Cabanv. 

c' M.oha~ed441 US'380~ 99S.Ct.• · 6'oL.Ed.2d 296 (1979) • 


.	In,·Quilloin v. W~lc<?:tt, 434 US 246 at 255,-25-6', 54 L.Ed.2d 511, 98 

~ .,Ct. 549 (1978), thai;i:;T'ourt. implied. that Ita (once) .married father 


~.\;, ':"::'i;i';:;'~~':" 
(7 J ........ . 


, ,', 

http:6'oL.Ed.2d
http:RIG~TS.OF
http:w.:i;:.th


who is separated :dfJ'd1vd~ced from the ,~qtjhe;r,;j; and is no longer 

living with his ',~hild "could not consti~utionally be treated 

differently fromthe',u,curremtly, ma:fried father living with his 

child". See also Franz v.' united states, 707 F2d 582 at 595 

(1983). 


Child custody and paternity determinations involve a judicial 
" ' 

intervention and restructuring of family life of the parties before 
the court. That such determinations involve a fundamental liberty 
interest of the parties, protected by the u.s. Constitution, cannot 
be tenably disputed. As the court in Franz, supra, observed:, 

••• a parent's right to the preservation of his relationship 
with his child derives from the fact that the parent's 
achievement 6f a rich and rewarding life is likely to depend 
significantly on his ability to participate in the rearing of, 
his children. A child's corresponding right to protection 
from interference in the relationship derives from the psychic 
importance to him of being raised by a loving, responsible, 
reliable adult. Id., at 599 (Emphasis added). 

It logically follows that where the parent's right in a parent

child relatiqnship is constitutionally protected the child enjoys 

a corresponding right worthy, of equal if not greater protection. 

A minor child could have no' greater right subject to judicial 

determination. This position has been recognized by the California 

Courts: ' 

" ••• The establishment of 'the parent-child relationship is the most 


" fJl;:qgi;Ulle.ptaL right.c~' 9h,~ldp~Il pO!3ses~" tp be equated in importance , 
-::,';;,r£th-:,·p~isdriilr;lib~·~::ty,:'and<tffe~~:mdst::;:·~a:~·tct::6f~,;s·onstitqt;~:9n:ii:l:~~rigp1:.'.~'C~~~!:::~;ij;:::i}':::S::~;}:{~: 
" 	Ruddock v. Ohls91 Cal. App.3d 271 at '277..;278 ,";154' Cal' Rptr"S'7, at":- "':" t' 

91 (1979) 

JUDICIAL INDIFFERENCE 

The traditional reluctance of courts to confront complex questions 

and to protect constitutional rights in dissolution actions, 

coupled with rapidly changing social norms, account for the lack of 

judicial precedence in the area, of protections of fundamental 

liberty rights of parent-child relationships. 


The proliferation of divorce and concomitant increase in children 

of divorce and lifestyle' changes with the resultant increasing 

number of "illegitimate" children are unprecedented in the history 

of our nation. 


"In short, the institution of the Itbroken" family is becoming 
ever more socially important. To rely on the absence of a 
strong tradition of respect for one of the constituent 
relationships of that institution in determining its 
constitutional status seems senseless. Recognition of the 
need to adjust the meaning of the Constitution to conform to 
changes in social'life requires that we eschew reliance on 
history.1t Franz, supra, at 601. 

The mechanical and brutal application of the existing sole 

custody laws via the "primary residential parent.. model of most. 

states, does violence to America's minor children and their due 

process rights. The nature of the deprivation suffered by an 

individual is of critical significance in the due process calculus, 

for the process to which one is entitled is in part determined by 

the possible loss suffered. See Goldberg v. Kelley, 397 U.s. 254 

(1970); Joint Anti-Facist Refugee Committee v. McGrath, 341 u.s. 

123 (1951) (Frankfurter, J., concurring); Morrissey v. Brewer, 408 

U.s. 471 (1972) Children are routinely denied both parents 
following a divorce, even when both parents are found to be equally 


, fit as to have custody. ~ 


Our American family courts must become aware of, the lifetime harm 

they are causing to innocent children wrongly denied access and 

parenting by their fathers. The harm" is to girls as well as boys. 


", " 
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· .'l'he ~o~rts shoulc;i . continue protecting' the family entity q,ur:i,.rig . 
. c;iif;lsolutiqri . beca~se thedisSblution·. of. the parents d,o.es not 
term.inate .the fcunilial. J:;)onc;is etS i tpertains to th¢. children or' the 
rights .. of the .parents. The only b<;>ric;i ~erm~nated :lsthat bond 
between the'parents'th~t does not relate to the' children. 

. . . .,'. 
\ . . 

NATIONAL CAMPAIGN AGAINST POVERTY" 
, ~. . .. "":' , 

The American fathers Cc;>alitic;>n ha.s' prqp<;>s'ed .. a' 'unique' .amf 
qhallenging cainpaign to eliminate' chilq, poverty ~nd dependency 
litestyle~. It will reduce 30-~0% of all welfare6ases within one 
year. This is compared to th~ goa;!. <;>fa red~C;:1:ioll of inayl;>e5% 9f 
cas~s unde~ H,R~ 4605 by the yeet:C 2000. '.. ". . 

~v~ry fatherwithach,ild on ·A.FDC haS~ri avel:"ag~, irt~ome qt $15; doo~ . 
;:v~n if cI?ild s4-pport il;5 pain' in full and qn tiine,. the mother will 

. '" still b~ ,on welfare in oyer 95% of the' cases. );:.' . ' . 

'HoweVel:"' if custody were given'to fathel:"s on'atempora:ry'basis for 
three years while the mother was completing her ed~cat.:j..on; gf:j!tting 
a high f;lchooi q,iploma or a masters degree ~ . arid' getting off' drug 

.' depenqency, the children c,ould be ,living. offwel;are:arid out of 
dependency , and; the father will never be' ·asking·· fora penny of 

· entitlement func;ling •.. Once the mother' has ..worked .. for a f1;1ll ". yeClr . 
with etn income above the poverty l~vel, she could re-petition the 
·Court for joint cu'stodyand ~ignificant pa;rent.i;ng time with the 
chilc;iren. . . ,; : . 

. - ". 

Attetcped are ~. couple' 6f' backup papers pr:i,.nted ?ythe American 
Fathers Coalition that ide.ntifies Qur proposal ~n detail.' ~he 
follc;>wing is ~. short review 9,f law review ·articles of fathers 
iss~es relating to custody of' their children. <.' 

FATHERS RIGHTS -.E,oVAL C~S~ODY; G,F . tHILDREN . 

CULTURAL CONTRADICTION OF FATHERS AS 'NON-PARENTS, 12f;J, Family Law 
Quarterly,. Spr. ,19'87 by"" ." '. ,. . . 

. .~ " " . . ':.; . . 

FATHER-CHILD RELATIONSHIPS AFTER "DIVORCR: ····CHILD . SUPPORT AND 
EDUCATIONAL'OPPORTUNITY, ,Family .Law Qua'r:terly, 'Sum. ' 1986, 'by 
Judith wa1lerstrin. and Shauna Corbin '. . .'~' ,~.' . .' . . 

.~: ,'_.. , " \ :':> :. 
" . .' . ."" .:: . - '" . . ,:·r "'.:, . 

FATHERS' RIGHTS AND FEMINISM: THE MATERNAL PRESUMPTION REVISITED, 
Harvard Law Review;. 1918; by Reria IL Uviller .\:" , .. ' ,. , 

.~ . . ,! 

JOINT CUSTODY, FEtUNISM, AND THE DEPENDENCY'< DILEMMA, . 

Berkely Women's' 'Law Journal, 1989, by "Katli-erine T.J;3~rtlett and 

Carol' B. Stack' 
 "f ". . .' ~ ,-;. " - ,. 

,,~ .. 
•,of' 

MORE SINGLE MEN BECOME HEADS OF HOUSEHOLDS ~~ STUpy SAYS.; .Seattle' 
Times ~ June 9th, 1~9?2; page A-2, 1992 ',', 

:.",:. . . '" 

RECOGNIZING. THE . 'FATHER/ILLEGITIMATE CHILD'REI.ATIONSHIP FOR 
· IN'TERSTATESUCCESSI'ON. 27 DePauL·taw Review; 17'5-189,"'1977, by'
Michael J'. zarski.":.<' '. y ....... , ..' . 

,'/ 

THE' EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT : THE PENNSYLVANIA' EXPERIENCE Dickinson: 
Law R~v'iew ,1970, by Phyllis': W. ~e.ck . "~ .' 

• <~ 

THE SEARCH FOR EQUALITY' IN . A WOMAN'S .WORLD: .• : FATHERS' . RIGHTS TO 
CHILD' CUSTODY, , Rutgers Law Review,' Vol': 43~'1990, by Judith Bond 
Jennison.. -. '. . 

TRADITION AND THE.LIBERTYINTEREST: CIRCUMSCRIBING THE' RIGHTS OF 
THE :NATURALFATHER~ Brooklyn Law Review,' Vol. 5'6, . 1990; by 
~n~ab'eth A\ Hadd.ad ~,:T:: ,:;t.., ..'•...,:. ," ,"" .. \'; 

:-.', ':; .:~~.:::,: ,,,. " . ~ ,;:;', . . -! . .: 

'.~ .. 
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SUMMARY 


MR~ CHAIRMAN - fathers come in many shapes and sizes, showing many 
social strengths and weaknesses. We are blessed with our brawn to 
provide for our families and children but we are burdened with our 
alienation from our children. While many men have been blessed 
with· the ability to speak on controversial social issues and 
provide leadership for our country, we are just now gaining our 
voices to speak about the critical importance of father\child 
relationships. 

America's fathers appeal to the members of the House Human 
Resources Subcommittee, and to all members of Congress, to remember 
their fathers, and what their fathers meant to them in their lives 
and fulfillment of their dreams before voting in. a stampede to 
enact another piece of legislation that may be laced with 
unintended consequences. Where the fathers more remembered for the 
abnighty dollar or a piece of humanity? Was it a fathers strong 
voice giving encouragement, or a fathers quiet voice demonstrated 
through commitment to the work ethic and example? 

The most recent GAO report on the· OCSE should give Congress 
considerable doubt about enacting new get tough child support 
legislation that is more punitive than positive in its overall 
effect. 

The American Fathers Coalition appeals to the good sense of 
Congress to stand back and review the total playing field of 
American life, and focus on positive parenting policies, rather 
than more negative, and counterproductive lawmaking. 

.::It~.d,;.s: tilne,:tp . view;, ·fathers cas .an.unmeasured .asset to America's 
.' ." .:troll:bied: c~i l1ri!h·/:··~L~t/·:~~:.~tar·~:: bririg:tng:;:.f~th~i3:,·.+.rit;cf'::~~ir.y·::~ Tf~~:'}':!;::;':>i~::::::~~>:~::

.' at the beg~nn~n9. and stop shov~ng and' push~ng them away •. : .' ., .., 

We stand ready to assist Congress. in any way that we can to meet 
the above goals. 

We thank Congressman Gibbons and Congressman Ford for their 
willingness to hear from the American Fathers Coalition and we hope 
our words and proposals are taken with the positive feelings with 
which they were offered. 
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, WELFARE REFORM'ISsuE PAPER ., 

" ' Prepared for February 26, 19,94 
, " : ' Meeting of the Working Group on ': , ' 
Welfare Reform, Family Support andIndependence 

'~'. ' , Q()t~DRAfT-F'or'DiscuSsioD Only 
:' . " .. ;, 	 '"., 

Issue: F.nhandng ~Responsibmty and Opportunity tor Noncustodial Par:ents 

Under the present system,the'needs, concerns and re.spc;nsibilities of noncustodial parents are often ' 

ignored. The system needs to focus more attention on ~ispopulation and send the message that 

~fathers matter-, We ought to encourage noncustodial parents to remaininvoJ.ved in their children's 

lives-notdrive them further away. The well-being of children who live only with one parent would 

be enhanced if emotional and fmanciaJ support wereptovided by both of their parents. 


Ultimately, the'system's'elPectations of mothers and ,fathers should be parallel. Whatever is'expected 

of the mother should be expected of the father, and wha~ever education and training opportunities are 

provided to custodial parents, similar opportunities should be available to ,noncustodial parents who 

,pay tb.eir child support and remain involved in the lives of their ch,ildren.' If ~ey can improve their ' 

earnings capacity and maintainreJationships with their children, they coul4be a so~rce of both 

financial and emotional support. , ' ' ,. 


M\1chneeds to be leamed a)x)~t noncustodial parents, partly because we h~V~ foC\1S~ relatively JittJ~)

attention,OJ;] this population ill the p~t, and we know J~about'what types of programs would work. " 

We propose the following approaches: ' " " ',',', , 


Work opportunities and obligations, for noncustodial parents. A portion oftOBS and WORK program 

funding wouidbe reserved fortraiwng., work readineSs, educational .remediation and mandatory worle 


.	programs for noncustodial parents of AFOe recipient children who eannot pay child support due to 

unemployment, underemployment or other employability problems. In addition, .States may have an 

option for mandatory work programs for noncustodial parents~ States would have considerable 

flex,ibility to design their own programs. 


Grants for access and parenting programs. We propose grants to States for programs which reinforce 

the desirabUity for children to have conthlued access to and visitation by b()tb parents. These 

programs include mediation (both voluntary and mandatory), couriseling, education, 4eveJopmentof 


, patenting pl~, visitation enforcement including monitoring, supervision~d neutral drop-off and 

,pick-up, and development of guidelineS for visitation and alternative custody arrangements. 


We also propose demoD.$tration Uants to S~tes and/or corru:Dunity-based organizations to develop and 
. implement noncustodial-parent (fathers) components in conj\1Dctiop with existing programs for high


risk families (e.g. He:ad Start, Healthy Start, family preservation, teen pregnancy and prevention). ' 

, These would promote responsible parenting, including the impqnance of paternity establishment and 

ecOnomic security fQr children 'and the development of parenting skills. 

, , 

RESPONSmILITIF.S OF SCHOOL-AGE PARENTs 

The program of transitional assista,nce followed by work that was outlined earlier in this document 

, focuses on the responsibilities ofcustodial parents, especi3.lly young parents, to work and prepare for 

, worle as a condition Of reCeiving benefits. All young parents seeking governmentassistan-ce would be, 


expected to prepare (orand go to wo'rk. ' Like the child support provisions,.the obligations inherent ip 

theprogtam send a clear meSsage about the consequences of parenthood, ensuring that welfare receipt 


,doe$ not release either patent from their r~ponsibilities to work and support their children. 
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DEPARTMENTOF HEALTH 

VITAL RECORDS 
 This is a legal document. ' 
P,O. Box 9709. ET·II .PARENTAL INFORMATION,' . Complete in ink and do not a(ter•. Olympia, WA 98504·9709 and(206 753-5936 

PATERNITY AFFIDAVIT 

NAME O.F FATHER, FIRST, MIDDLE, L,<IST 

IOCCUPATION 

fATHER'S DATE Of BIRTH 

'fATHER'S SOCIAL SECU.RITY NUMBER I~~sl"'m 

IfAltIER'SSTATf O~COUNTI\Y Of BIR!H 

" 	 , . 

IMPORTANT: 	 After the original birth certificate has been sent to the registrar, the child's last name is not changed if this 
sectiQn is blank., , ,'. '..' ' 

[ CHILO'S NAME· fiRST, MIO,OlE.LAST 	 .' ,~~, ' 

BOTH PARENTS MUST SIGN BEFORE A NOTARY PUBLIC 

, B. We. the riatu~al mother and natural father, declare under penalty of perj~ry under the laws of the state of Washington that the following statements 


" Notary signature arid seal must appear on this form in spaces marked L. S. Do not attach a separate notary statement. 
DpH 01..()()1 IREV 7/89) '1 (FORMERLY OSHS 9.5611 THIS FORM REPLACES ALL PReviOUS AFFIDAVITS 

V!fr\l_ RECORDS 

are true and correct, 

. I certify that' I am the natural mother. The abovemformation is true and 

the man named above is the only pOssible father, I make this affidavit to 

'name' the natural father on my child's birth certificate and show a change 

of the .child's name if noted above. During this pregnancy my marital 

status was: 
o Single 0 Married 0 DivorcedlWjdowe~ , 

. Date of divorce/death: ____-..,._ 

Mother's 

Signature _.....,..---, _____,_-----------"---

Address-,....___________-'---------


PhoneNumber ____-,-__________.....,..~--------

State of Washington, County 

Signed.and sworn to (or affirmed) before me on ________ 

by __~~~----~----~--~------~----------

(Signature 01 notary public) 

L.S, 
(Tilte) 

My appointment expires _____-'-

Lcertify that ,the above information is true, I make this affidavit to show 

that I am the natural father on my child's birth certificate and provide for a 

change of the child's nar:rie if noted above. I also understand that by 

acknowledging paternity of this child I accept an obligation to. provide 
child support under the iaws of the State of Washington, 

Father's 
Signature ____....;......;.......,..____----"-------- 

, . 
Address ______________________ 

PhoneNumber ___~_,_-------_-----....;..--

State of Washington, County of _____....;.._________ 

Signed and sworn to (or affirmed) before me on ___--,_____ 

"",; 

\', 

(Signature 01 nOtary public) 

L,S. 
(Titlel 

My appointment e!tpires _____ 

,
NAME qf .CHILD" fiRST. MIDDLE. L,AST 

CITY Of BIRTH , 
[,HOSPITAL 	 . .. 

" 

. NAME Of MOTHER ~ fiRST. MIDDLE. t:AST (MAIDEN SURNAME) 
" 

'MOTHER'S STATE OR COUNTRY Of BIRTH 1MOTHE~'S RACE. 

.. 
NAME D,f HUSBAND (If MOTHER MARRIEO)· fiRST, MIDDLE, LAST 

HUSBANO'S STATE OR COUNTRY Of BIRTH' 	 [ HUSBAND'S RACE 

" 

I
ONLY POSSIBLE FATHER OF THE CHILD, IF NOT HUSBAND (Please Print Clearly) 

lOA TE Of BIRTH 

MOTHER'S DA TE Of BIRTH 

MOTHER'S'SDCIAL SECURITY NUMBER 

HUSBAND'S DATE Of BIRTH 

HUSBAND> >U\,,'''L ,ECUIUTY NUMBER 



Statement of Judith Lichtman, President 

Women's Legal Defense Fund 


to the Subcommittee on Human Resources 

of the Ways and Means Committee 


on the Child Support Provisions of H.R. 4605 


. July 28, 1994 . 


The Women's Legal Defense Fund ("WLDF") is pleased that the Subcommittee on 
Human Resources of the Ways and Means Committee is considering comprehensive reforms of 
our country's child support system. WLDF is a national, nonprofit advocacy organization that for 
more than twenty years has worked for policies that help women and their families achieve 
economic security, equal opportunity in the workplace, and access to quality health care. For 
more than ten years, we have· worked in Congress, the executive branch, and the states, to 
improve our country's child support system. In our research and advocacy, we have particulafly 
emphasized the problems faced by low income women in obtaining child support, and the 
inadequacy of child support awards; thus, our statement will focus on those issues. 

Since 1975, Congress has tried to legislate an effective, state-based child support system. 
Some significant improvements have occurred. -Nevertheless, the-system is still failing millions of 
children and their single mothers. Over half of all women potentially eligible for child support -
5.4 million families -- received no payment at all, according to the U.S. Census Bureau. The 
economic loss to children is staggering. The Urban Institute estimates that if child support 
orders reflecting parents' ability to pay were established and fully enforced for all children, nearly 
$48 billion in support would be provided: over three times as much as the roughly $14 billion in 
child support that is currently paid. 

More Fundamental Reforms Are Required: the Federalization of Support Enforcement 
and a National Program of Child Support Assurance. 

Overall, the child support provisions of H.R. 4605 would make important improvements in 
the state-based child support system. However, even more fundamental reforms are needed to 
assure that all children benefit from the support of both parents. . 

First, WLDF recommends that the enforcement of child support obligations be 
federalized. This would permit enforcement functions to be handled by a single agency, with 
adequate enforcement powers, that could reach child support obligors wherever they live and 
work. State agencies would be able to focus on establishing paternity, and establishing and 
modifying child support orders. 

The goal of H.R. 4605, in contrast; is to improve state enforcement by providing more 
federal support and requiring reforms at the state level. At the federal level, a national child 
support registry and new hire registry would be established. States would be required to develop 
more centralized and automated systems for enforcement, increase the enforcement tools 
available to state agencies, and expedite the processing of cases. If they were fully implemented, 
these reforms could improve the state-based system significantly; however, the dismal record of 
state child support enforcement makes this unlikely. A different approach to enforcement, as 
proposed in H.R. 4051, is required.. 

Second, WLDF urges the establishment of a national system of child support assurance, as 
proposed in H.R. 4051. Children need and deserve the support of both parents, and custodial 
parents need a reliable supplement to wages. Now, when a noncustodial parent fails to make a 
monthly payment, or makes only a partial payment, the burden falls on children and their 
. caretakers. Child support assurance would protect children from this loss, by guaranteeing 
digioie; l:Iliiuren a minimum, reiiabie amount or cnlld support each month. It is an approach that 
alleviates child poverty, while promoting work and parental responsibility, and should be a 
central part of welfare reform~ 

Demonstrations of the child support assurance concept would be established byH.R. 4605. 
The proposal, however, is too restricted to provide a real test of the concept. Only three, not 
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necessarily statewide, demonstrations would be funded. Children for whom orders had not been 
established despite their mothers' efforts would not be eligible to participate. Most disappointing 
of all, AFDC payments would be reduced dollar for dollar by the assured benefit. Thus, there 
would be no economic gain for children in families receiving AFDC, and far less encouragement 
for their parents to seek to combine child support and work .. More comprehensive and better 
designed demonstrations are proposed by H.R. 4767. 

More Families Must Be Helped to Obtain Support Awards. 

Over 40 percent of all potentially eligible single mothers do not have child support 
awards. Low-income single mothers are particularly at risk for not having a child support award: 
57 of mothers living in poverty, and 75 percent of never-married mothers lacked child support 
awards. To determine why the mothers who need child' support the most do not even get into 
the system, a couple of years ago WLDF organized focus groups of low- income single mothers -
white, African-American, Latina, and Asian-American, urban and rural -- and asked them. 

We found .that most of the mothers wanted chHd support, but lacked key inforn;mtion 
about the system, were unable to use the system successfully, or were discouraged from even 
trying. Language barriers and transportation problems prevented others from getting help. The 
principal problem was not mothers' refusal to cooperate with the system; the problem was the 
system's failure to cooperate· with them. A 14 year old mother told-us:' . 

I don't know what's going on. I'm just confused ... I have these papers that come from 
the [child support agency] attorney and they told me fill out a form with the signature of 
the baby's father. But they never gave me the form, so I called the office and left a 

. message on the machine and they never call me. I call about every day and they never 
call me ... 

A Newark woman reported: 

The welfare office asks us to go to the Hall of Records to update information about where 
the father (is] ... I really don't understand why ... I go to the Hall of Records, give; ... a 
lot of information. Six months later they're asking· me the same kind of information that I 
already gave them. 

She never received child support; nor did a rural woman who gave information about the father 
to agency workers and was told, "we know him, we go out drinking every Friday night." 

The frustrations mothers report in dealing with overloaded, inefficient child support 
agencies are shared by workers in those agencies. Pat Addison, a child support agency worker in 
Virginia, explained the problem to the Senate Subcommittee on Federal Services, Postal Service 
and Civil Service on July 20, 1994. 

Our current case load assignment per worker is 1000 cases and growing all the time ... [I]f 
a worker was actually able to look at each case and devote time to it the total available 
time would only be 98 minutes a year which works out to 8 minutes a month per case. 

In such a system, encouraging agencies to impose more sanctions for failure to cooperate 
in the collection of support, as H.R. 4605 would do, poses substantial risks of injustice. And 
cutting off benefits to children and mothers does nothing to increase the number of child support 
awards established and collected. To do that, we need effective outreach, more efficient case 
processing systems, and improved staffing. This testimony focuses on the first of these 
requirements. 

r 

H.R. 4605 makes some provision for improving access to child support services. States 
iHUM ut:vt:iup pians to make services more avaIlable to working parents, and to parents with 
limited proficiency in English. While these requirements address important barriers, they are 
inadequate. For example, they do not address the transportation problems rural women face or' 
ensure that low-income women who are not receiving AFDC learn about child support 
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However, the demonstration projects were able to modify awards in only a limited 
percentage of cases selected for review: 10 percent overall. Orders were more than twice as . 
likely to be modified in AFDC cases (15 percent) as in non-AFDC cases (6 percent). The 
likelihood that a case would be modified depended heavily on how the state chose to staff its 
modification project. The three states that used full-time, project-dedicated staff to conduct their 
modification projects modified awards in 10 to 11 percent of the cases selected. The one state 
that used existing staff, with other child support enforcement responsibilities, modified only 4 
percent of the cases selected. The average length of time required after case selection for case 
review and modification was over six months (196 days). 

H.R. 4605 proposes major changes in the laws governing modification of orders -
eventually. Virtually no changes will be required in the current inadequate system for modifying 
orders for five years. As of October, 1999, however, states will have responsibilities that their 
record to date, and the results of the modification project, suggest they will be hard pressed to 
fulfill. . 

.. 
States will be required, every three years, to review all orders in the central case registry, 

which is to include all cases in which an order has been entered or modified on or after October 
1, 1997, as well as all other cases in which services are being provided by the state child support 
agency. There are a few exceptions. States will not be required to undertake such a review if it 
would not be in: the best interests ofthe-child,-'or if bothparents;-having'been informed of the 
modified support amount that would be imposed, have declined such modification in writing. 
iJrlfortunately, states also will be excused from modifying orders if the change in the amount is 
no more than ten percent, a change which could still be significant to a low income family, or 
one with several children. In addition to periodic reviews, H.R. 4605 would require states to 
afford parents a review upon request whenever the income of either parent has changed by more 
than 20 percent (an inappropriate standard in states where changes in the custodial parents' 
income would not affect awards), or there have been other substantial changes in circumstances. 
However, H.R. 4605 does not afford parents access to the information they need to decide 
whether to request a review. 

A better approach to updating awards is outlined in H.R. 4767. By October, 1995, states 
would be required to have laws in place requiring that all orders subsequently issued or modified 
provide for an annual cost of living adjustment. Unlike a review and adjustment pursuant to the 
child support guidelines, which usually requires gathering considerable financial information from 
both parents, a cost of living adjustment can be made automatically. This is a feasible way to 
assure that awards at least keep pace with inflation. 

In addition, under H.R. 4767 States would have to review and adjust the order in 
accordance with the guidelines every three years, at the request of either parent; parents could 
also request a review based on a significant change of circumstance. To enable parents 
meaningfully to exercise their rights to request a review, parents would be required to exchange 
financial information annually. 

There is bipartisan agreement that significant steps must be taken to improve the child 
support system. WLDF urges the Subcommittee to be bold and creative, and to develop a 
system for child support enforcement and assurance that will address children's needs for 
economic security. 
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enforcement services. Better approaches are taken in H.R. 4767 and H.R. 4570, which would 

require States to develop and implement overall plans for serving underserved populations, and 

to work with non·profit agencies and other government agencies that serve low-income families. 


Outreach programs to encourage voluntary paternity establishment are specifically 

required by H.R. 4605, and programs to educate expectant parents on their "joint rights and 

responsibility in paternity" are authorized. Unfortunately, and ironically, states are given the 

option to penalize expectant mothers for failure to participate in programs about the 

responsibilities of paternity. 


Although increasing the number of cases in which paternity is established is essential, the 
best interests of children must be paramount For cases in which establishing paternity, or 
pursuing support, will not be in the best interests of the child -- for example, where it is 
reasonably expected to result in physical or emotional harm to the child or caretaker, or where 
the child was conceived as a result of rape or incest -- H.R. 4605 continues the good cause 
exception to the cooperation requirement contained in current law. Significantly, it also requires 
child support agency staff to inform mothers, orally as well as in writing, about the exception. 

A National Child Support Guideline Should Be Developed to Improve the Adequacy of 
Awards. 

To improve the adequacy and uniformity of child support awards, Congress required that 
states develop and use guidelines in .setting child support awards. WLD F analyzed how the 
guidelines in effect in the states in 1989-1990 would affect 12 typical families. We, found that 
many state guidelines failed to provide adequately for children, even when there was sufficient 
parental income, and that awards varied considerably among the states. The greatest disparity 
was found in the typical family in which the mother and children were receiving AFDC, while the 
father's income was about $2,000 above the federal poverty level. Awards ranged from a low of 
$600 to a high of $4,227, more than seven times as much. 

H.R. 4605 addresses this problem by calling for the establishment of a National 
. Commission on Child Support Guidelines. 	 The Commission's potential effectiveness is 
weakened, however, by the nature of its mandate. Congress ultimately must decide if a national 
guideline is advisable; requiring the Commission to resolve this issue before it develops a 
national guideline for consideration by Congress is a prescription for deadlock. Moreover, the 
legislation should not attempt to list every factor the Commission should consider in developing a 
guideline. The specific but incomplete listing contained in H.R.4605 simply invites controversy 
over the significance of such omissions as the appropriate treatment of expenses for elementary 
or secondary education. Instead, as proposed in H.R. 4767 and H.R.4570, the Commission 
should be generally directed to consider various guideline models, their benefits and deficiencies, 
and any needed improvements. 

The System for Modifying Awards Must Be Improved, to Maintain the Adequacy of 
Awards. 

Even if child support awards were adequate when first set, they tend to become 
inadequate over· time. Increases in the income of noncustodial parents are not reflected in award 
levels, and inflation erodes their value. Congress addressed this problem in the Family Support 
Act of 1988, which required that, as of October 1993, states update orders in all AFDC cases 
every three years. By the same date, States were required to have a system in place for updating 
awards in non-AFDC cases being handled by the state child support agency, at the request of 
either parent, every three years. . 

The evaluation of the results of four demonstration projects testing different approaches 
to the review and modification of child support orders highlight both the potential advantages of 
1Uuuiiying oroers, and the prooiems wan the current system. Over 90 percent of the 
modifications resulted in increases in awards, and the average increase in awards was over 100 
percent. Even though awards went up, compliance rates stayed about the same, so the amount of 
support actually paid w~nt up over 100 percent. 
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Pamela Cave 
15215 Bannon Hill Court 
Chantilly, Virginia 22021 
(703) 817-9466 

TestimonyPr~pared for Presentation Before 

the Subcommittee on Human Resources: 


Committe~ on Ways and Means 


My name'·is Pamela Cave. I am a single mother of five 

young children. lam still married to my husband. My chil 

dren are all legitimate', and theY'all belong to my husband. 

I was an ADC recipient in ~airfax County, Virginia, from 

June 1990, when my husband initially deserted our family, 

until Japuary I, 1993- the date that the Division of Child 

Support Enforcement was finally able to change the ADC 

agency case to'non-ADC status. W~ presently have a monthly 

income of six-hundred and sixty dollars. This is less than· 

we would .receive from·~DC, but it is an amount that has 

been court ordered nonetheless. 


I have 60Llectedarid studied proposed legislation and 

accompanying r~marks. I have some genuine concerns regarding 

the:assum~tions and-perceptions of current federal regula

tions perta ining to<the im'plementati6n of AFDC programs. I 

know from my experiences that th~ misha~dling of cases does 

occu~. I have personally had to appeal agency actions on se

.veraloccasions. I have won my appeals. I have also assis
ted in the preparation of agency appeal's for applicants wh9 
have been wrongly denied benefits. The application proq~ss 
itself is lengthy and specific in its requirement.s. whe·n:~~;.(. 
fraud 6ccurs, it is ~enerally 'there~ult of' the error-or~h~~ 
apathy of ,an .agency .employee. The majority of eligibili.ty . 
worke~s I haveericounteredare overloaded with cases and 
ar~ simpl'y not. ca~ableof handling the largecaseload in a. 
manner corisistent with quality, timely proces sing' ofap'p.l,~~.. ,
cations.·········,· 

I am grate~ul to have the opportunity to meet with 
you and discuss some of my concerns and experiences. The 
text of the legislation I have read thus far, as,well as the 
media cover'age of the topic at hand I seems to focus on the .. 
stereo-typical image one might have of a "welfare mother" •• 
W~ are not all unmarried. We are not all uneducated. We are· 
not 'all lazy." We ~r~ not all irresponsible. We are not all 
lookt'ng for a: free ride or a hand-:-out. I am concerned that 
the focus on the "welfare mother" is striving to treat a 
symptom of the ptoblem~ If welfare reform is to be of merit, 
it must seek t? addr~ss the root of the basic problem. 

'.pThe basic problem is that our current society is so '. i'" 

focused on and driven by individual rights that accounta~ 

http:eligibili.ty
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bility and responsibility have gone out the window. We use 
ori~ individual rights as our excuses for avoiding responsi
bility and accountability for our actions. It takes two peo
ple to produce a child. Therefore, our society should expect 
and demand that both parents be held responsible and ac
countable for providing for the needs of their children. 

" 

,I heard Charles Murray mak~ a disturbing .remarkon a 
recent "20/20." reportpresen ted by John Stosse!. Mr .Mur ray 
stated that the father of an illegitimate child has no le
gal obligation to provide for that child. This statement is 
not frue. When an applicant submits the necessary paperwork 
to be conside~ed for AFDC, she, or he, must sign a state
ment allowing the subrogation of her or his rights to pur
~ue an absent parent for child support to the state of jur
'isdiction. This is the case regardless of the marital status 
of the applicant. An applicant is required, by law, to ,pro
vide the agency with information regarding the absent par
ent. Unless an applicant can provide a compelling reason why 
such co-operation would be det~imental to either herself, 
himself, ,or the' child, this requirement must be. met in order 
for an application for assistance to be considered and ap
proved.This requirement alone suggests the legal responsi
bility of the absent parent. 

Our government would be well-served to educate the , 
publit ~egarding this matter. The public should be informed 
that welfare checks are not simply available ior the asking. 
The public should be told that 87 percent of welfare monies 
distribut~d today are done so under the auspices of the 
AFDC program. This program is specifically fot children who 
are proven to be missing the suppo~t and benefit of one ~~
sent parent. This education should motivate your constitu
'ants to demand that parents, both, be held accountable under 
perialty of law to provide for their children. We need tough, 
criminal, federal guidelines for ~hild suppott enforcement. 

In the State of Virginia, it is a misdemeanor to drive 
~p to a chicken coop and flash the birds with automobile 
headlights. Yet, the same code of law providing this statute 
encourages child support enforcement agencies to pursue, 
child support only via,a c~vil process. There seems to be a 
need fo~ tougher, more aggressive enforcement'procedures at 

,all levels; state, county, city, and federal. I can't tell 
you how many ti~esI have heard the statement, "We can't 
get blood from a turnip", in reference to my own child 
support case. Yet, my husband has been allowed to decrease 
his abili ty to pay from nine-hi.mdr€;ld dollars per month to 
six-hundred and sixty, dollars per month, all while un~er 
the purview.of Fairfax County Child Support Enforcement. 
Here aga.in, we have ,the dilemma of an agency overpurdened' 
by a large caseload, often understaffed,., and often under 
motivated. 

I have yet to hear of proposals which address some of 

http:purview.of


these concerns. The policies that are now in place in Fair
faxtounty, Virginia, ~re representative of some of the pro
posals .I have recently read. Iri Fairfax County, many of the' 
ideas expressed in new legislative proposals have already 

,been implemented county-wide. We do have programs available 

which offer job training and ski~ls learning for unemployed 

parents receiving AFDC.We have programs which offer child 

care to parents receivirt~ AFDC ~o enable them to seek em

ployment or to pursue further education' and/or training. We 

have assistanc.e available to provide for transportation ·and 

other work-related expenses. We have an abundance of social 


. programs avail'able,. but', if any of these programs are to be 

of merit by being truly ejfective, the county agencies . 

charged with implementing the progtams mus~ be adequately. 

staffed, trained, and ~btivated. . 


I have personally encountered Several agency workers 
. who were on the job implementing agency policy without first 

posessing a thorough knowledge of the complex rules, methods 

and pro~edure~ involved in the assessment process regarding 

AFDC eligibilit~. H~re, again,we have a situation of a 

.service ayency overburdened by a large c~seload, often 
understaffed, and, perhaps, undermotivated. I am concerned 
that as we aggressively sugge~t, plan, and discuss~ethods 
to impro~e the system, we may continue to overload and over~ 
burden it by not properlY building the foundation of agency 
staff and support fundamentally necessary to implement com
plex social pro~rams. . 

Child support enforcement must be hand~ed in a manner 

consistent with deterring absent parents from failing to 

support and/or provide for'their children. I have learned 


',the ;'hardway" that no one can be IImade" to: be responsible. 
Responsibility must come from within'a person's character. 
But, our government can hold ,absent parents accountable, un~. 

der penalty of law, for failing, to support their children. 
If~eterrence is to b~ effective, penalties must be swift, 
mandatory, and uncompromisin~. This simply cannot be accom
plished via t~e civil processes generally utilized today~ 
Simply obtaining proper legal service upon an absent parent 
~an take months, ·if it ever successfully.occurs at all~ 

Before new policies are formulated and subsequently im~ 
plemented, we must fully understand what,we are building on. 
We must look to the "big picture" and cast aside assumptions 
which may ~ead to the perpetuation of the problems we are 
ho~ing to resolve. We must fully understand and recognize 
the relevance of effective child support enforceme~t in t~e 
process of reducing welfare rolls. We must acknowledge the 
criminality of. willfully. neglecting to support a child, and, 
we must move forward with policies which focus on the possi
bilities for the future ~ndnot on the mistakes of the past. 

e/' 
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Alia barn har rltt att hi en god start Illvet. 
Every child has a right to get a good start in life. 

(Swedish G,onvention on Children's Rights) 

Nowhere outside of government circles does "Parental Responsibility" mean that 
parents should be punished If they are unable to provide. Nowhere else does it 
seem to imply government control and manipulation of parental resources. Quite 
the contrary. nmeans that parents make their own decisions and act upon them. 
Several European countries are still supportive of that freedom. Many people still 
regard It as iJ. right. But it Is clear that Parental Responsibility Is under attack. 
Even if you have hidden under a rock and are not aware of the unrestrained 
government power that has been brought to bear on families, you can see the 

. . evidence In the armies that have formed to attempt to protect the home ground. 

pa.ren.tal adj. 1. of or pertaining to a parent 2. proper to or characteristic of 
a parent: parental feelings. 3. having the relation of a parent. 4. Genetics. 
pertaining to the sequence of generations preceding the final generation, 
each generation being designated by a P followed by a subscript number 
indicating its place in the sequence. 

re.spon.sl.bil.l.ty n., pI. -ties. 1. the state or fact of being responsible. 2. 
an instance of being responsible: The responsibility for this mess is yours! 3~ 
a particular burden of obligation upon one who is responsible: the 
responsibilities of authority. 4. a person or thing for which one is responsible: 
A child is a responsibility to its parents. 5. reliability or dependability, esp. in . 
meeting debts or payments. 6. on one's own responsibility, on one's own 
initiative or authority: He changed the order on his own responsibility. 

re.spon.si.ble adj. 1. answerable or accountable, as for something within 
one's power, control, or management (often fol. by to or for,: He is 
responsible to the president for his decisions. 2. involving accountability or 
responsibility: a responsible poSition. 3. charge~ble with being the author, 
cause,_ or occasion of something (usually fol. by for,: Termites were 
responsible for the damage. 4. having a capacity for moral decisions and 
therefore accountable; capable of rational thought or action: The defendant is 
not responsible for his actions. 5. able to discharge obligations or pay debts. 
6. reliable or dependable, as in meeting debts, conducting business dealings, 
etc. 7. (of a government, ,member of a government, government agency, or 
the like) answerable to or serving at the discretion of an elected legislature or 
the electorate~ . 

(The Random House Dictionary of the English Language, Second Edition Unabridged) 

http:re.spon.sl.bil.l.ty
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Parentsl Responsibility: What Is it? 

Both parent have an equal duty to support their children. 
(Oregon Revised Statute 109.010; 109.030, 1988). 

For five years, I have been involved in a project that I have called the Project for 
the Improvement of Child Support Litigation Technology. That is a title with a purpose. 
The word "Improvemenf' is certainly key to understanding the project. But the use of 
the word "Technology" is also important. During these years I have tried to help people 
understand what technology is, and to help them understand why it is important to 
recognize that the formulae and numbers used to determine a child support award is 
technology. In a nutShell, developing child support guidelines that meet the 
requirements of the Family Support Act is dependent upon a scientific understanding of 
the child support question and a great deal of sophistication in engineering. 

Although there were a few pioneering efforts presented in the 1980s, notably by 
Maurice Franks in Colorado, Judith Cassetty in Texas, and Judge Melson in Delaware, 
those efforts were mostly ignored in favor of formulae that anyone could develop, and 
that would be applied without comprehension. It is no secret that they were deSigned in 
favor of the goal of increasing the amount of child support awarded. Producing awards 
in each case that are just and appropriate was not a concern in the design of the 
current generation of child support guidelines. Nonetheless, following one requirement 
in the Family Support Act, judges throughout the country must presume that the amount 
calculated by use of their state's formula is the correct amount to be awarded. 

The mandate for presumptive use of child support guidelines dramatically 
changed the engineering requirements for their design. Two of the problems with 
implementation of the Family Support Act are that the mandate was put into effect 
before development of the science and technology needed to meet its legal 
requirements and no effort was made to develop the science and technology that is 
needed. The process has been purely political and has proven inadequate. 

The Family Support Act caused a significant shift in decision-making authority 
from judges to child support technology. Because adequate technology has not been 
available, the net effect has been a s~ift from case-by-case decisions in a court of law 
to en masse decisions made by state legislators using the extremely crude methods 
that have been available. The central focus of the Project for the Improvement of Child 
Support Litigation Technology has been to develop the science and technology of child 
support decision making to a point that it is sophisticated enough to properly handle the 
decision-making role. One thing that is perfectly clear, is that producing awards that are 
just and appropriate in each case will require fundamental changes in the design of 
child support guidelines. 

Foremost in my mind has been the removal from state law of rational principles 
upon which a child support decision in made. Robert Braid explained the problem in 
The Making of a Deadbeat Dad (Trail Lawyer, March 1993). Robert Braid is a professor 
of Accounting, Economics, and Finance in New Jersey who decided to work out for 
himself what a just and appropriate child support award would be in his own case. 
Although New Jersey is a state that has made many valiant efforts to improve the law 
and practice of domestic relations, parents there suffer from the same problem found in 
other states. They have no legal definition for "child' support". They have only a 
mathematical formula that lacks a rational basis for analyzing a particular case. This 
problem stems from the poor- design of child support guidelines. States cannot find a 
set of rational principles that correspond to their formulae. 

There is no way for a parent to challenge a child support calculation without 
knowing what child support is. There is no way for states to determine whether their 

. guidelines produce awards that are just and appropriate without knowing what child 
support is. There is no way for child SfJpPOrt awards to be anything but arbitrary without 
a definition for child support. The right of rebuttal and evaluation of guidelines are 
requirements of the Family Support .Act. Without a clear definition of the fundamental 

-principles upon which a child support award is based, that is not dependent upon the 
guidelines themselves for inte.rpretation, it is obvious that states are not in compliance. 

. 
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I have sent a proposal to this subcommittee to strengthen the requirements of 
the Family Support Act by requiring. each state to provide a legal definition for child 
support. Because it is so obvious that states. are not in compliance without a legal 
definition, it was initially my opinion that a change in regulations would more easily 
solve this problem. The perc$ived problem with that approach seems to be that 
requiring states to provide a definition would conflict with their freedom to establish 
their own criteria for rebuttal. I personally do not see a conflict as long as states are 
allowed to write their own definitions. Nonetheless, I do not expect changes in the 
regulations without an explicit requirement in the law. 

Finding a Better Way 

I have sent a copy ofa draft of the most recent report from the project to this 
sl,Jbcommittee. That report is entitled; New Equations for Calculating Child Support and 
Spousal Maintenance With' Discussion on Child Support Guidelines. The report 
presents current results from five years of work focused on the problem of designing 
child support guidelines that are easy to understand and flexible enough to provide just 
·and appropriate awards in every case. The Office of Child Support Enforcement and 
Assistant Secretary in HHS, David Ellwood have also received copies. 

There is a common link between the new equations for child support and those 
presented by Franks, Cassetty, and Melson mentioned above. All four are based on 
established legal principles for the award of child support. Rather than saying that the 
use of such a formula would promote uniformity in child support orders, it would be 
more accurate to say that it would promote uniform application of law. The new 
equations are designed to adapt to variations in circumstances by use of a small 
number of mathematical techniques. Therefore, without great complexity, calculations 
can be adjusted to produce a just and appropriate award in each case. The new 
fundamental equation for child support has the unique feature of including a precisely 
calculated standard of living increase allowable in a child support award. 

Analysis included in the report shows that there are natural limits to the 
effectiveness of child support transfer payments for improving the economic well-being 
of children. In other words, private child support is ineffective when dramatic increases 
in children's standard of living is required. This natural limit occurs in relation to the 
standard of living of the custodial parent. When this limit is reached there is a sudden, 
sharp decline in the percentage of any additional money transferred to the custodial 
parent that would actually be spent on children. This is the cross-over point between 
child support and spousal maintenance. It is the point at which suddenly, any additional 
payment would be primarily for the enrichment of the custodial parent. 

Awards calculated by current guidelines include a hidden margin of spousal 
maintenance. The new equations provide the newest method that can be used to 
estimate the total amount of spousal maintenance included in child support a~ards 
nationally. The first was simply to compare new award levels with those made by 
judges before guidelines became presumptively correct. The second, an extremely 
detailed method, was presented by Robert Braid in The Making of a Deadbeat Dad, 
mentioned above. Approximately 50 percent of the 'current total amount of court 
ordered child support is actually spousal maintenance. It is reasonable to believe that 
the award of spousal maintenance is inappropriate in a very large number of cases in 
which it is now included. 

Understanding that the custodial parent's standard of living is'the limiting factor, 
it may be appropriate in some cases to award spousal maintenance to increase. the 
standard of living of the custodial household. The paper presents companion equations 
for the calculation of spousal maintenance in balanced proportion to the child support 
award, to bring the entire household to an appropriate standard of living. I believe this 
is the first time an integrated mathematical model for child support and spousal 
maintenance has been presented. It is illegal to il'1clude spousal maintenance in a child 
support award. With the new equations, the distinction between the two is clearly made 

, so that spousal maintenance can be awarded separately when it is appropriate. 
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There is also a section entitled "Poverty and Welfare" in which I discuss child 
support assurance. The limiting factor for child support recipients who are potentially 
eligible for government assistance is the assurance of money available for spending on 
children. In other cases, the custodial parent's total income. perhaps supplemented by 
a spousal maintenance award, limits the amount of spending on children by the 
custodial parent. One can see a potential problem in low income custodial homes. If a 
custodial parent has no income, does that force the child support award to zero as 
well? The answer is no. It is perfectly consistent with the theory presented in the paper, 
for a non-custodial parent to pay as much as possible toward supporting any standard 

o of living the government assures for the children involved. If spousal maintenance is 
also awarded. it is consistent with the theory for the non-custodial parent to cover the 
cost of maintaining the entire household if he has the ability to do so. 

The Swedish Model 

Irwin Garfinkel's 1982 paper, Sweden's Child Support System. presented a 
strategy for expanding' the welfare system and increasing employment for social 
workers. He explicitly mentioned the unfavorable environment for such expansion 
during the Reagan years. He recommended playing on the conservative buzz phrase 
"personal responsibility", and presented a partial view of the Swedish system as an 
alternative model. His essay provided the basic blueprint for the nation's welfare reform 

. plan of the 1980s and those discussed in these hearings. 

Garfinkel's impression that the Swedes had a much better child support 
compliance rate than the United States was incorrect. Our best estimates of child 
support compliance in the United States, without our new expensive collection system, 
were between 70-90 percent. It is much higher in a population of fully employed payers. 
Now that we have expensive computer systems to keep track of every child support 
case, more accurate estimates are available. Robert· Melia appeared before this 
subcommittee in June of last year and reported a compliance rate in Massachusetts of 
80 percent. Taking account of all the information available in the past, Mr. Melia's 
estimate is probably accurate. Given the unemployment rate, it is not at all surprising 
that the number is only 80 percent, and not 90 or higher. Garfinkel reported that the 

. compliance rate in Sweden was approximately 75 percent. 

I believe the real Swedish model is in many ways a good one. More than 80 
percent of all separated parents in Sweden have joint custody of their children. When 
married parents are separating, joint custody is automatic.. When parents have jOint 
custody. the courts are not allowed to become involved in the details of family 
management. such as the creation of child support orders and enforcement. Of the 
remaining 20 percent, the government becomes involved only to the extent requested 
by the parents. 

The Swedes do not have a special computerized registry for parents who pay 
and receive child support. They do not have a large child support police force. All 
Swedish reSidents are included in a national registry which they use for a great variety 
of purposes. I doubt that anyone in Sweden would be foolish enough to suggest that 
development of such a system only for collection' of child support could ever be cost 
effective. It is important to note that when child support is collected through their 

. government program, 'the same mechanisms are put into use that would be applied to 
other citizens in other circumstances. It is. a basic principle of fairness that everyone in 
their society is treated in the same way. 

\. 

Their child support formula and collection apparatus are applied only in a very 
small percentage of cases. I want to stress that they have not created a huge separate 
bureaucracy for dOing this. When they are aggressive in the act of collection, the 
outcome is most often a negotiated settlement in which the current circumstances of 
the paying parent are taken into account. They do not as we do in the United States, 
force compliance with arbitrary orders, and they do not act without accounting for the 
change in circumstances that led to an inability to pay. I have gotten to know some 
Swedish government workers very well. It is apparent to me that they are very hard 
working and very concerned about helping people who need it. 



It is no surprise to me that the Swedish system relies more heavily on personal 
responsibility than does the U.S. system. The Swedes that I know have a great sense 
of personal responsibility. I believe that sense of personal responsibility would still exist 
in the United States if it were respected. Certainly, we can't expect pride in the idea of 
being personally responsible to survive when it is bent to mean capitulation to 
government control over one's personal life. What may be surprising . to many 
Americans is that the social welfare system in Sweden has a great deal to teach us 
about good conservative government. It should not be so surprising when you consider 
the tremendous amount of social services they deliver. They view health care, for 
example, as a right. This makes it necessary to invent a good, efficient, health care 
delivery system. If they operated the way we do, they would quickly go bankrupt. 

Continuing Problems in Political Debate 

What should be at the top of the list of complaints for anyone who really wants to 
see things done properly, is that the public is being badly misinformed about the 
proposals for welfare reform. People have been promised that these reforms will save 
money; States would not on their own have taken the same path the federal 
government has. They understand that spending billions of dollars in an effort to collect 
child support from people who can't afford to pay doesn't make any sense. They are 
supportive of the federal reforms because of the federal tax dollars that are paid to 
them for their participation. It is a lie to tell the public that there is enough money 
available in the collection of unpaid child support to justify present expenditure on the 
program, let alone the incredible increases that are proposed. It's just a pork barrel. 

It is extremely popular today, for state and national politicians to claim that they 
propose to cut-off welfare benefits after some fixed period of time. What could be a 
more blatant lie? Every proposal with a press release claiming to cut benefits is actually 
designed'to increase benefits and to drop means testing. Not only would benefits 
continue, but they would be higher, and would be given to millions of people who are 
financially comfortable in their own right. 

It is pathetic to propose collection of child support through the IRS, reporting of 
child support obligations to employers, universal wage withholding, revoking 
occupational, professional, and business licenses, and most certainly to establish 
forced work programs for fathers who fall behind in their payments. The program you 
have created, and the proposals in front of you, are only as deep and sophisticated as 
a press release. Millions of people are being cheated, and may be devastated, because 
you have not paid serious attention to creating a system that works properly. As an 
example, we can be sure that people who have spent a lifetime building a business or 
profeSSion will fall on bad times and get behind in their child support payments. As a 
result, they may lose their license to operate, and therefore lose their means of support. 
Is it possible that you are so lacking in conscience that you would not only cause that to 
happen, but are willing to create the possibility of forcing those people into low wage 
government labor? I guess the new question is; How many suicides does it take to 
satiSfy the average politiCians desire for a sound bite? 

I 

In his speech, the President claimed that he based his dedication to expanding 
the child support enforcement program on a paper written by Elaine Sorensen of the 
Urban Institute. According to Ms Sorensen, only 14 billion dollars in child support is 
paid annually out of 48 billion dollars that should be. This claim is not supported by 
hard data. It assumes that child support awards will be significantly increased from their 
already arbitrarily high level. And it completely misrepresents the record of payment by 
non-custodial parents who can afford to pay. 

It would be of great service to the country if the news industry would make a 
serious effort to report accurately on the subjeCt of child support and welfare reform. 
Throughout the 1980sand into the 1990s, every major news outlet inundated the public 
with anti-father propaganda. The news industry has been key in creating and 
maintaining the false impressions that allow the corruption of our system to flourish. 
They have been challenged. The only result I have seen is that they report less often. 
The smoke and mirrors proposal of preSidential candidate, Gov. Tommy Thompson has 



received strong promotion, especially from fellow Republican Pat Robertson. President 
Clinton's welfare reform speech slipped by without commentary on his dishonesty. It is 
extremely disturbing that our free press, existing as one of the basic foundations of life 
in the United States, has simply acted as part of the government propaganda machine. 

Obviously, the political steam has run out. The public is beginning to wonder 
why, after a lengthy trial period, the' child support scheme has not produced promised 
results. Now there are people who want to start the whole cycle over again by replacing 
the false impressions given by Irwin Garfinkel and minority staff member Ronald 
Haskins with misinformation even more condemning to non-custodial parents. ,Its time 
we put these snake oil salesman out of the business of making public policy. 

For the same reason, it is a waste of our time and resources to create a national 
commission on child support guidelines. We all know how commissions operate. We 
have been through child support guideline commissions in every state and we have 
seen what the Commission on Interstate Child Support did. These commissions are 
created for the purpose of making the recommendations that the politiCians who 

, created them want. They do not have the capacity or the will to analyze objectively or to 
create the science and technology that is needed. If you wanted intelligent and useful 
reform of child support and welfare you would have been providing financial support for 
serious research. Working through the established mechanism of the American 
National Standards Institute is probably the best alternative for creation of standard 
child support technology. 

And the Answer is 000 

Being able to support a family financially, is for many, one of the most basic 
practical goals in life. But it is not in any sense equal to parenting. Responsible parents 
love and care for their children. They spend time with them. They assist in their 
education. They teach them about life. They empathize with them when life seems 
unfair. They teach by example such life skills as courage, responsibility, honesty, and 
the ability to solve problems. The only aspect of current proposals dealing directly with 
the subject of parental responsibility is the provision to provide grants to further the 
goal of bringing fathers together with their children. The best parent is both parents. 
Growing up in a society filled with condemnation of one or both parents is an attack on 
the identity and self-esteem of children. 

The United States has a long tradition of awarding more child support than most 
other countries in the world, and one of the highest compliance rates for payment of 
court ordered child support. It is my impression that fathers in the United States have 
been unsurpassed in their generosity of time and financial resources when it comes to 

,their children. The, United States government needs to refocus its energies toward 
honest analysis and debate on the subject of child support and welfare. If a system that 
works properly is ever to emerge, we need first to develop the scientific understanding 
and technology necessary to accomplish that goal. 

We certainly have no need to force millions of parents into the welfare system 
that do not need or want to be there. Citizen armies have formed in an attempt to 
protect the family against ,a government intent on destroying it. In order to save the 
family and the personal integrity of those who belong in it, this welfare reform 
movement must incite the greatest battles of the war. 

Related Testimony: 

Oversight Hearing on Child Support Enforcement, June 10, 1993 

Changes in the Poverty Rate and Distribution of Income, September 10, 1992 . 
. 

Downey I Hyde child support enforcement and assurance proposal, July 17, 1992. 

Contributor to: Minority Report of the U.S. Commission on Interstate Child Support, 

Don Chavez, Commissioner; Phil Holman, ed.; June, 1992. ' 



