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REPUBLICAN POSITIONS ON WELFARE 

l. 	 H.R. 3Sll0 Introduced in July, 1993 by Represcntlltives Clay Shaw and Rick Santarum. 

• 	 Although we did nOt agree with every provision, this proposal had much in common with the 
Work and Responsibility Act (WRA), Major areas of agreement included the emphasis on work, 
preservation of the JOBS program, maintenance of the entitlement status of AFDC. and the 
creation of time limits. 

• 	 There were. however, differences between the WRA and H.R. 3500. H.R. 3500 capped 
entitlement spending. block granted food and nutrition programs. and denied benefits, to most 
legal immigrants,' 

In n.R. 3500, states were able to.opt out of the more punitive approaches, including family caps. 
,denial of benefits to mothers under the age of 19. and terminating eligibility fot AFDe families 
after five years: of assistance. ' 

2. ' 	 Contract With America's Personal Responsibility Act (H.R. 4) introduced in 

January, 1995 biRepresentative Clay Shaw and otbers • 


• 	 '[n·this bill,-the OOP has ~oved towards more (1Un~tive'measures. especially towards children. 
The provisions to deny benefits to children born to young mothers under 18. impose family caps. 
or eliminate eligibility for the adult recipient-after five years of receipt-are now mandatory. The 
only way, that states can opt out is to elect to'receive AFDC as a bJock grant with no increase in 
funding aft~r.irnplementation. 
. . 

• • The Personal Responsibility Act eliminates, the,disabiHty·exemptions from work,or the time iimit . 
tbat were permitfed under H.R. 3500, , 

The Personal ReSponsi'bility, A~ wou14 result in il loss of entitlem.ent status for APDC i?enefits 
arid related services,' SSI, and food assistance for states and, individuals.: . ' 

3. 	 Block Grants Oeglslatinn pending). 

•
• 	 Congressional Republicans and some, Republican Governors have been negotiating'over eight 

block grants. They include:.cash assistance. food and nutrition, housing. employment ~ 
training. health. social services; cliild'care. and.child welfare, 

Some Repuolican Governors say they are wining to trade increased flexibility for lower funding. 
and [he guarantee of funding implicit in an entitlement. 	 ' . 	 . 
A block grant fonnula for AFDC and food assistance programs ~ilI not hold states and • 
individuals harmless during times of recession. inflation, and demographic change. Inevitably,. 
any formula would create winners and losers runong· the states, . 

.-. 	 No legislative proposals have been finalized. 



• SUMMARY OF WELFARE PROVISIONS IN 
THE CONTRACT WITH AMERICA'S PERSONAL RESPONSmILITY ACT . 	 . 

MAIN FEATURES 

OUl~f-W~IQck Births, 

Children born out of wedlock to mothers under the age of 18 at the time of the. child's birth, to 

mothers already receiving AFDC, and to mothers who are unable to establish paternity for that 

child are denied AFDC benefits for the child's lifetime, except when an adoption or marriage 

occurs,' States have the option to deny AFDC and housing benefits to children'born to mothers " 

18 to aru.l20 years at the time of the child's birth. 


to< 	 Time Limits. 
States have the option of denying AFDC to families who have received AFDC for more than 24 
months if the family had been offered a work slot for at least 12 months. After 5 years on 
AFDC, adults will no longer be eligible. This is a lifetime Jimit and applies to aU adul.rs. even. 
those who are disabted (,)r otherwise unemployable. 

• Work Requirements .• 
By the year 1999. twelve percent of the APDe caseload must be in a work program:" By the year 
2003. half the caseload must be working,' There is no requirement that states provide education 
and training to families before requiring· them to work. All of the exemptions and participation 
requirements are removed from the·IOBS program, It·is not clear· that. states are required to. 
provide child care to WORK participants. 

.. 	 DeniaLpfBenefits to Legal Immigrants. 
UntH they become US citizens, aU legal immigrants except for refugees and. the very'-eJderly 
would be ineligible for SSI, Medicaid;. AFDC, Food Stamps, hou~ing,and over 40 other federally 
funded programs including public health servjces and education programs, 

.' 	 Block Grant of Food and Nutrition Programs.. _ 
All food and nutrition programs (including F~ Stamps, Child nutrition. and. WlC)' would be put 
into a block grant and funding would be cut by 12 perc~, 

Entitlement Cap.• 
The entitlement status of IV-A programs (including AFDC benefits and child care). IV~D 

• 
programs (child,support), SS!. and Housing-would be terminated and funding would be converted 
to ([iscretlonary payments. 



• IMPACTS OF THE REPUBLICAN'S CONTRACT WITH AMERICA, 
THE PERSONAL RESPONSmlLITY ACT 

,. This bili will cut approximately $60 biUion over five years from programs for low Income 
Americans so that Republicans can fund middle income lax cuts. 

,. The Department has developed estimates of the impacts of a number of the provisions included in 
the PRA. These estimates are based on our moot recent Quality Control Data, 1993 and look at 

", 	 the caseload as it was in 1993 and answerS the following question: how many children receiving 
aid in 1993 would be denied benefits if the PRA had been fully implemented for a period,oftime 
tong enough for its fun impacts to be felt in 1993'1 . 

These numbers are preliminary numbers subject to change as behavioral effects are introduced.and­
other adjustments are incorporated. 

• 
,. In the Secretary's testimony, HHS estimated that at full implementation the least restrictive 

scenario would ~iminate S million children from the AFDe rolis. Under this scenario, no state 
would eliminate eligibility for children born to mothers between the ages of 1& and 20 or whose 
parents bad received'AFDC for longer than two years. Under the most restrictive scenario; HHS 
estimated that 6.9 million would be affected. Under this scenario, an states would take the option 
to eliminate eligibility for children born to mothers ages 18 to 20 at the time of the ctllld's blrth 
and for families woo received AFDC fur more than two years. • 

• 
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NUMBER OF CHiLDREN: DENIED BENEFITS 

UNOER mE REPUBLICAN WELFARE PLAN 

ANO me NUMBER OF ORPHANAGE SLOTS FUNOED (continued) 
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• EMERGING REPUBLICAN BLOCK GRANT PROPOSALS 

House Republicans and several GOP governors are proposing 'the most radical restructuring of 
welfare programs ever, 

Ii' Proposals under discussion would convert 336 programs into (\ block grants. covering: 

, 
I'Y 94 or FY 9S 
Appropriation.: 

Welfare Domain 1 Number of Programs 

, (in millions) , 
, 

,7 $17,171Cash Welfare 

, Child Welfare and Child Abnse 4,306 '38 
,,45 11,771, Child Care , 

, '" , 

, 24,838: Employment and Training 154 i 

6,589.Social &rvices 33 
,"-." 

• 37,967Food and Nutrition 10 
, i,, 17,516How,iug 27 

, 
5,076Health 22 

$125,234336TOTAL 
. " 

Tentative agreements have been reached between Republican governors and ,House Members 
on the broad outUnes of block grants in three major areas -- ArDe/cash assistance, (ood, and 
child care - with the most dramatic changes from current policy involving'cash:assistance ~ 
food assistance, A summary of tentative block grant issues under negotiation among Rep~bli~ 
cans is attached, . 

There is great appeal and interest among Republicans in changing the nature of cash'assis~ce 
programs i?to block grants to states; rand little sent~ment for mai~ning the status quo. 

Block grants are very attractive to Republican Members of Congress and to at least some• 
governors. Not only would they shrink the federal government and controi federal costs. they 
give states enormous flexibility. from the Administration's perspective. they may be more' " 
appealing than many of the more punitive measures under consideration. However. they also 

• 
imply that we have no real national goals or viSion for our social welfare system. A summary 
of provisions and positions on block grancproposals by Republican-governors and Republican 
House Members is attached. 



, , 

• 	 EMERGING REPUBLICAN BLOCK GRANT PROPOSALS 

• 	 The proposaJ appears to have the following elements: 
, 

• 	 fixed federal funding, with annual spending .caps for the included programs ~- not a 
"swap" of both fiscal and progr:immatic re.~ponsibi!ity; , \ 

,, 

• 	 . a shift from entitlement to discretionary status within the federal' budget, with the 
implication that the annual spending caps would come under the overall discretionary 
spending caps imposed by the budg'et. and thus compete for funding with other. ' 

'discretionary progrruru;; , 	 ' 
, 

• 	 an allocation of these fixed federal funds to the states by formula. probably a formula 
based on state spending on the programs in a b~e year; 

.' 	 dramatically increased,flexibility for the states in administering these programs, 
including'the freedom to eliminate any state matching f¥nding for the program and to 
define the grpups eligible for help. 

• 

.. Many important details remain unresolved: 


• 	 funding levels ~- governors want funding equal to state expenditures in FY 1994, and 
, House Members 'wants to fund the block grant at 1O~15% less than tne 'amount 

received in FY 1994; 	 .; 

• 	 entitlement status - governoTS,want the block grant to be 'an entitlement to states 
(without individual entitlement status for needy persons) and House Republican 
Members'want the funding to be subject to the appropriations process; 

• 	 flexibility - governors want maximum flexibility. to design and administer programs. 
and House Republican Members wam to change behaviors through such policies as '_ 
denying benefits to chiIdren of teen ~others. iI:,stituting family caps on, benefits, and 
denying benefits to rion~citizens, 

• 

I 

• 	 • 
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TENTATIVE BLOCK GRANT ISSUES 

UNDER NEGOTIATION AMONG REPUBLICANS 


A group of House Republicans and selcted Republican governors (Thompson, Engler, and 
others) have been negotiating on creating block grants in three.major areas of welfare and 
social spending: AFDClCash Assistance, NutritionlFood, and Child Care. It is -unclear 
whether the particular governors involved can speak for all the Republican governors since a 
':lumber of big states including New York, Texas, and California don't seem to be involved, It 
appears that the governors involved in the negotiation are willing to accept the idea of 
shifting individual entitlement funding to some form of block grants in exchange for almost 
complete flexibility in program design, And the House Republicans are willing to reduce 
significantly the rather draconian provisions of the Personal Responsibility Act, and instead, 
give states considerable latitude in defining their program within a block grant design" 
Beyond this broad ,agreement in principle, there are major issues which remain unresolved, It 
also appears that the negotiators continue to struggle with their rather different goals" Major 
issues of contention appear·to arise around three areas: • 

The Level of the Block Gronl-~The governors want block grants initially set at the 
, same levels as the programs- would otherwise have been funded, and their proposal is 
largely silent on the ques-tion oLhow the grant is adjusted over,time. The House 
members want to set the grants at 1 O~15% below the initial fU!1ding level and would 
adjust some of the block grants for inDation over time, 

The Strings--The governors want virtually no strings' attached. They suggest minor 
rules such as requirements that programs be statewide and that states should continue 
to expect cooperation of mothers in paternity establishment The governors also 
propose being able to move 20-50% of the funds from one block grant to another. 
The House members propose rules'on the minimum percentage of the caseload that 15 

,working (2% rising to 20%). limits on benefits to minor mothers, and a few other 
proVisions. They would allow 20% of each grant to be redirected" The House 
members also require state maintenance of effo~. for some grants, 

Entitlement ,Status-Both parties in the negotiation agree that the ·programs, would 
become a capped block grant. But the go.vemo(s want the plan.to be a capped 
entitlement to 'the states. House members ·want it to !Je a .discretionary block grant 

These issues are likely to prove' quite difficult to resolve: Each has profound implications for 
states and the federal- government, On' the/other hand. one should. not underestimate the, 
significance of the agreement on the principle of great flexibility in exchange for, block grants. 
This appears to give'each side something they want, especially if the governors are wiHlng to 
accept less money or remove the entitlement status"' Still, whether an agreement will actually 
develop, and even more importantly whether. it can be "sustained, depends critically on the 
specIfics. and on the political and ,economic calculations that each side makes as they begin to 
really understand the,detailed specifics of what is being proposed, In paTti,Gular, governors 
and House members may discover that m~or Issues arise regarding: 



• 


• 


• 

Protection for States from Recessions, l~flalion. Demographic Change--The governors 
are just beginlling to understand the implications that a fixed block grant could have 
for the states in time of recesSion, The attached chart shows the hypothetical impact if 
an AFDC block grant had passed in 19&8, It demonstr~tes that most states would have 
been dramatically 'WOrse off if a block grant had been imposed In J988 with no 
infll1tion adjustment Texas and Florida WQuid have I~st 46 pertent and 61 'percent of 
their federal dollars in FY93. Indeed, every state would have been worse off except 
for two: Wisconsin and Michigan (the states with the lead governors In the 
negotiations). The wide variation occurs because the block. grant fails to protect states 
from economic cycles, inflation. and demographic change. One can try to create 
adjustments for these, but then one faces majQr formula fights (This table will be used 
by Mary Jo Bane and David Ellwood in testimony on Friday), 

Real Welfare Refonn Striligs--If no strings are attached. it may be difficult for 
Republicans·tQ argue that they enacted merulingful welfare reform. While the public 
favors less federal involvement. they are quite convinced that work and responsibility 

. are essential elements of real reform. If the plan has no real federal work require· 
ments. no time limits, and no training expectations, members may not feel they can 
take politi.cal credit .for having achieved real welfare reform. 

Entitlement Sfatusw~lf the block grant is subject to annuaJ appropriations; the states will 
rightly fear that any promises made about future levels will be subject (0 annual debate 
and likely be cut in subsequent years. Moreovet. federal funds for welfare purposes 
would be in sharp competition with funds for other state priorities such as education, 
transportation, and public infrastructure programs," The state proposal calling for an 
entitlement to states offers. ·somewhat more protection, but not nearly as much as 
maintaining the individual entitlement. 

These are major issues and will need time to' settle. There is real concern at the NGA . 
regarding both the manner and substance of the proposals. Even other Republican governors 
may be uncomfortable with the position of the lead RepublicMS, But there remains a good 
chance that these parties will at least readl an ,initial agreement before the working session on 
ll1I!ua'Y 28. 

Summary of programs i,Deluded in proposed block grants: 

AFDCJcasb assistance block grant --(Four programs included) Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children. Emergency Assistance, AFDC Administration. and lob Opportunities and 
Basic Skills (JOBS) program. Total FY 1996 spending in these programs: $16.3 billion. . . 

Child Care,.and De\'clopt1:lent block grant--(ChHd care portion of eleven programs included) 
Title 1 (Education for the Disadvantaged), Migrant Education, Native Hawaiian Family 
Education Centers, Child and Adult Care Food Program, Child Care and Development Block 
Grant, Child Development Associate Credential Scholarship; State Dependent Care Planning 
and Development Grants, Temporary Child Care for Children with Disabilities,' At-Risk Child 



• Care, Transitional ChHd Care, Child Care from SoCial Services Block Grant. Approximate 
FY 1994 appropriation in these programs: $3,6 billion, 

J1'ood Assistanc.e block grnnt-.(Twelve programs included): Food Stamps; Nutrition Assistance 
for Puerto Rico; Special Milk; Child Nutrition; Child Nutrition Commodities~ Food 
Donations; Women, Infants, Children Program (WIC); Commodity Supplemental Food 
Program; Emergency Food Assistance Program; Congregate Meals~ Meals on Wheels; Food 
Program Administration, Total FY I ?95 Spending: $38.0 billion. 

• 

• 




•• EMERGING FOOD ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT 

The food assistance block grant would combine up to 15 USDA food assistance programs, • 
inCluding: 	 ' 

• 	 Food Stamps 
• 	 WIC 
• 	-' . ChHd Nutrition,. including school lunch, school breakfast. and child care feeding 

programs . 
• 	 Food (commodities) Distribution 

Governors would also include two HHS food and nutrition programs in the block grant -: 
Congregate Meals and Meals on Wheels. 

.. 	 Current funding for food assistance-programs is alroost entirely federal and most,programs are 
individual entitlements. 

•. 	 The Food Stamp Program serves abOUl 27 million people monthlY"more than haif of 

• 
whom are children, over a quarter of whom live in households with earnings, and 

'somewhat tess than 10 percent of whom are elde'rJy. . 

• The National School Lunch Program serves 25 million children each d~y. 

• 	 WIC provides foOd assistance. nutrition education, and critical health care referrals to 
nearly 7 million women, infants. and children each roonth. . 

.... 	 Public opinion polls have not indicated a, sense that the food' and nutrition programs are 
"broken" and need to be "fixed." 

". 	 Why -should the fedenll government tum over some $4{t bUBoo of food stamp ~ child 
nutrition assistance (almost 100 percent federally ruianced) whose prime beilefi.~aries ar~ 
children, and let the states detennine, all the polley? . , 

, 

• 
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• IMPACTS OF A POSSIBLE FOOD ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT 

• 	 A block grant similar to that proposed in the Personal Responsibility Act would have serious 
consequences for food assistance and states: 

• 	 The block grant would end the,individual entitlement to food. 

• 	 Federal suppon for food assistance would be significantly reduced. Funding under 
the Personal Responsibility Act would be authorized at $35.6 billion for FY 96 for 
USDA food assistance programs, more than $5 billion less than the current services 
estimate for FY 96, a 13 percent reduction. 

• 	 Food assistance program funding would decrease by $31 billion over a five year 
period under the Personal Responsibility Act. 

• 	 The block grant would limit the ability of·food assistance programs to respond to 
changing economic conditions. 

• 	 The funding fonnula proposed in the Personal Responsibility Act for distributing grant 
funds would result in substantial individual gains and losses among the states. 

Two tables that follow illustrate the effects of block granting the food assistance programs . 
Table ,1 illustrates the impact of the nutrition -block grant in the Contract ~ith America's 
Personal Responsibility Act on USDA food assistance program funding by state. This block 
grant, which combines 15 programs ,into one and distributes the money to states.by one. 
formula, creates significant winners and losers among states.. Forty-two states'lose money, 
eight states gain dollars. . 

• California gains $650 million per year, or a 16 percent increase. 
.• Texas loses by $1,154 million, or a loss of 30 percent. 
• 	 Six jurisdictions lose over 30 percent of their funding. 

... . Table 2 illustrates the impact of block granting' food programs under the Republican 
governors' proposal.' Their formula is based upon a base year expenditurC'level (e.g., 1989). 
The table compares the change in funding 'relative'to what· actually occurred under an 

. individual entitlement that is indexed for inflation and.automatically adjusts for recession.· 
The overall level of funding would be $10.3 billion less ,and the average state would have lost 
29 percent of its funding for food programs, ranging from a I· percent gain to a 49 percent 
loss. 

... 	 No Connula can be devised to mimic the individual entitlement nature oC these food 
assistance progrwns. 

• 
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Table I - Effect of the' Personal Resporudbllity Act 

on USDA Food Assistance Programs by State in Fiscal Year 1996 
(Dollars in millions)' . 

• 


State , 
Level of Food Assistance State Gains and Losses 

Current -Proposed Total , Percent 

Alabama 
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Connecticut 
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-
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$1,141 

$188 
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$713 
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$403 
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$417 

$248 

$58 

$85 

$1,804 

$934 

$198 

$176 

$1,483 

$691 
.. 

$266 

$270 

$582 

$765 

$167 

$404 

- $577 

$1,109 

$490 
.. 

$603 

$754 

$140 
, .. 

-$105 
-$13 " 

-$109 

-$19 

$650 
, 

$5 
.. 

-$49 

-$34 
, 

-$52"" 

" -$389 

-$275 

-$17 

$49 

-$258" 

,-$22 
, 

-$31 

-$37 , 

-$157 , 
, 

-$375 

-$21 

-$172 

-$32 --­

-$281 

-$18 

- -$127 
, 

-$56 
I .. 

, 
, $29 

-13% 

-13% 

-16% 

-4% 

+16% 

+1% 

-17% 

-37% 

-38% 

'-18% 

-23% 

-8% 

+38% 

-15% 

-3% 

-11% 

-12% 

-21% 

-33% "" 

-11%­

-30% 

-5% 

-20%" 

-4%­
-

-17% 

-7% 

+26%• 
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State 
Level or Food Assistance State Gains and Losses 

Current Proposed Total Percent 

Nebraska $187 $175 -$12 -6% 

Nevada $145 $150 $5 +3%. 
New Hampshire $89 $94 $5 +5% 

New Jersey $836 $704 .-$132 -16% 

New Mexico $361 $321 -$40 -11% 

New York $3,101 $2,661 -$440 -14% 

North Carolina $930 $849 -$81 -9% 

North Dakota $86 $76 -$9 -11% 

Ohio $1,768 $1,287 -$481 -27% 

Oklahoma $528 $475 -$53 -10% 

Oregon $410 $346 -$64 
. 

-16% 

Pennsylvania $1,617 $1,465 -$152 -9% 

Rhode Island $128 $101 -$27 • -21% 

South Carolina $602 $546 -$56 -9% 

South Dakota $99 $95 -$4 -4% 

Tennessee $983 $743 -$241 -24% 

Texas $3,819 $2,665 -$1,154 -30% 

Utab $234 $277 $43 , 
, +18% 

VennoRt $76 $66 -$10 -13% 

Virginia $783 $597 -$185 -24% 

Washington $660 .. $444 -$216 
. -33% 

West Virginia $405 $309 -$96 -24% 

Wisconsin $467 $442 -$25 -5% 

,Wyoming $57 $57 • +1% 

US TOTAL . $40,764 , $35,600 -$5,164 -13% 

Notes: . Individual cells may nOI sum to, tolals because of rounding. 

Total includes Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 'other territories and outlying areas, and Indian Tribal 
Organizations. . 

• 
This table assumes that Congress appropriates the full amount authorized for fiscal y'ear 1996. 

.. equals less than $1 million. 



• 
Table 2 ... The Effect the Republican Governors' Food Block Grant Proposal Would Have Had in 1994 

if it Had Been Adopted in 1989 
. (Dollars in millions) 

•" 

• 

Federal 
Nutrition 
Funds in 
FY'1989 

, 

Federal 
Nutrition 
Funds in 
FY 1994 

, 

Share of 
Nutrition 
Funds in 
FY 1989 

,­

Federal 
Nutrition 
Funds in 
FY 1994;r 
GOP Gov. 
Proposal 
Adopted in 
1989 

Gain (Loss) if FY 1994 
Funds Set at FY 1989 
Levels Plus Inflation and 
State % Shares Set at 
1989 Shares 

($ millions) 

, 

(percent) 

Alabama $471.1 $708.3 2.30% $575.9 (132.4) -18.7% 

Alaska 48.7 92.5 0.24% 59.5 (32.9) -35.6% 

Arizona 328.4 653.9 1.61% 401.5 (252.4) -38.6% 

Arkansas 241.0 366.7 1.18% 294.6 (72.1), -19.7% 

California 1,713.2 4,035.4 8.38% 2~O94.2 (1,941.2) -48.1% 

Colorado 234.4 362.5 1.15% 286.5 '(76.0) -21.0% 

Connecticut 138.2' 272.6 0.68% 168.9 (103.7) -38.0% 

Delaware . 40.8 82.6 0.20% 49.8 (32.8) -39.7% 

District of Columbia 67.2 130.6 0.33% 82.1 (48.5) 
, 

-37.1% 

Florida' . 817.2 . 1,962.6 4.00% 999.0 (963.6) -49.1% 

Georgia 586.9 1,106.3 2.87% 717.4 (388.9) -35.2% 

Hawaii 114.9 213.9 0.56% 140.5 (73.4) -34.3% 

Idaho 74.9 113.0 0.37% 91.6 (21.5) -19.0% 

Illinois 1,086.6 1,545.4 5.31% 1,328.3 (~17.2) -14.1% 

Indiana ,339.1. 627.4 1.66% 414.5 (212.9) -33.9% ' 

Iowa 189.6 257.8 0.93% 231.8 (26.1) -10.1% 

Kansas 167.3 276.9, 0.82% ,,204.5 (72.4) -26.2% 

Kentucky 470.9 639.3 
. 

2.30% 575.6 (63.7) -10.0% 

LOuisiana 750.7 994.8 3.67% 917.7 (77.1) -7.7% 

Maine 86.6 163.4 
, 

0.42% 105.9 (57.5) • -35.2% 

Maryland 298.0 525.5 1.46% 364.2 (161.3) -30.7% 

Massachusetts 319.2 545.1 1.56% 390.2 (154.8) -28.4% 

Michigan 835.1 1,22:1.4 4.08% 1,020.9 (203.5) -16.6% 

Minnesota 278.3 458.0 i.36% 340.3 (117.7) -25.7% 

Mississippi '504.1 611.8 2.46% 616.2 4.4 0.7% .. 
Missouri. 421.0 716.8 2.06% 514.6 (202.1) -28.2% 

Montana 71.3 103.4 0.35% 87.1 (16.3) -15.7% 



• 


• 


• 


Federal 
Nulritit:m 
Funds fn 
FY 1989 

Fedual 
Nutrition 
Funds in 
IT 1994 

Share of 
Nutrition 
Funds in 
FY 1989 

Fedeml 
Nutrition 
Funds in 
FY 1994 if 
GOP Gov. 
Proposal 
Adopted in 
1989 

Gain (Loss) If FY 1994 
Funds Set at FY 1989 
Levels Plus Inflation and 
State ,% Shares Set at 
1989 Shares 

($ millions) (percent) 

Nebmskn 
. 

108.7 168.3 0.53% 132.9 (35.4) ~21.0% 

Nevada 56.1 135.1 0.27% 68.6 (66.5) 49.2% 

New Hampshire 34.9 65.5 0.17% 42.7 (22.9) • -34.9% 

New Jersey 422.3 755.9 2.06% 516.2 (239.6) -31.7% 

New Mexico 188.0 333.5 0.92% 229.8 (103.7) -31.1% 

.sew York t,658.8 ,2,8%.0 8.11% 2,027.7 (868.3) -30.0% 

North Carolina 471.3' 824.3 2.30% 576.1 (248.1) -30.1% 

North Dakota ·54.2 77.2 0.26% 66.2 (I L(l) -14.3% 

Ohio " t,074.2 1,491.3 5.25% 1.313.2 (184.11 ·12,3% 

Oklahoma 308.6 507.1 1.51% 377.2 (129.9) , , -25.6% 

Oregon 235.1 374.4 1.15% 287.4 (87.0) -23.2% 

Pennsylvania 895.4 1,468.2 4.38% 1.094.6 (373.6) ·25.4% 

Rhode Jsland 

South Carolina 
. 60.7 

323.4 

113.1 

514.3 

0.30% 

1.58% 

74.1 

395.4 

(39.0) 

(119.0) • 

-34.5% 

-23.1 % 

Sooth Dakota 72.9 92.1 0.36% 89.1 (3.1) -3.3% 

Thnnessee 508.1 857.7 2.48% 621.1 (236.6) -27.6% 

Thxns 1;840.2 3,458.5 9.00% 2t 249.5 (1,209.1) -35.0% 

Utah 131.6 203.2 0.64% 160.8, (42.3) • -20.8% 

V€f1Uont" 38.2 72.7 0.19% 46.7 (26.1) -35.9% 

Virginia 378.9 696.9 1.85% 463.1 (233.8) -33.5%, 

Washington .329.0 615.2 ' .1.61% 402.2 . (213.0) -34.6% 

West Virginia 243.7 354.7 1.19% . 297.9 (56.8) -16.0% 

: Wisconsin 

: Wyoming 
. 
• US TOTAL 

289.7 

. 36.8 

$20.455.1 

419.0' . 
53.9 

$35.345.3 I 

1.42% 

o.t8% 

354.1 

45.0 

525.004.7 

(65.0) 

(9.0) 

(10.340.6) 

-15.5% 

-16.6% 

-29.3% 



., 

• ANALYSIS OF ,EMERGING AFDC/CASH ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT 

.. 	 The AFDC/cash assistance block grant would include four programs: 

• 	 AFDC 
Emergency Assistance.'• AFDC Administration·, 
Job Opportunities arid Basic Skills (JOBS) training program 

.. 	 There is great appea1 and interest aroong RePublicans in changing the nature of cash assistance 
programs and little sentiment for maintaining the status quo. 

.. 	 Despite the clear concession to state flexibility. there are tonsiderable dangers in such a 
move: 

• 
• Block grams would eliminate the individual entitlement to benefits. Tne current 

AFDC program, on the other hand, requires'states to ensure a minimum level of cash 
support for children deprived of the suppon of their parents, Block grants also would 
likely increase the current variability in benefit levels across states, and are certain to 
face funding reductions O\'er time. 

• 	 Federal direction over and funding for AFDe helps protect states during times of 
recession, inflation and demographic change. Historically. AFDC has expanded to 
meet increased need when the economy is in recession ~~ as poverty grows. so does 
program participation, thus cushioning some of the harsher consequences of changing 
conditions. -Under a block grant, once f~eral funding is exhausted, states would have, 
to decide whether to cut benefits, tighten eligibility, or dedicate their own resources to 
helping needy citizens. 

'. 	 An' AFOC/cash assistance block grant abandons the hope of bo1d national change toward a 
welfare system more in keeping with the nation's values, It would deprive the Clinton 
Administration from claiming credit for welfare reform. , 	 ' , 

•. 	 The foi1owing table iUustrates the impact of a mandatory AFOC block grant prOvision similar 
to the block grant option in the Contract with America. assuming implementation in 1988 
compared to 1993. This table iUustrates the enormous variation in winners and losers among 
states, As the with the food assistance block: grant, 00 formula can replicate the individual 
entitlement nature of AFDG, 

• 




• . Hypolhetlcallmp.ct in FY 1993 If an AFDC Block Grant Provision Similar to the llloe!: Grant 
Opt;on in the Personal Respons;bility Act Had Been Adop'od in FY 1988 Using FY 1987 Funding Levcli; 

(amounts in millions) 
FY 1993: Actual Block Grant: 103%State Difference Percenlnge'-.of FY 87 Level Foderal Payments Chan•• 

Alabama 
Alaska 

!Arizona 
Arkansas 

lcatifomia 

!colorado
p,ImeClicut . 
Delaware 
Dis!. of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia ­

Guam 
Hawaii

• . Idaho 

lUinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Lousiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
MiMe50ta 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 

$79 

$60 

$200 

$50 

$3,205 

$102 

$207 

$23. 

$67 

$517 

5297 

$8 
, 

$76 

524 
$487 

5158 

SHI 
$84 

. 5166 

$141 

$75 

$190 

$408 

$751 , 
$239 . 

$75 

·$189 
. . $37 

. . 

. 


, 

$57 

$29 

$65 

$42 

$2,157 

570 

$124 
SI5 
$52 

$202 

5189 

$3 

$38 

SI8 
$487 

S1l1 

SlIO 
$56 

SlIO 
5129 

$62 

$147 

$303 
, $777 . 

$198 

$69 

5146 

$30 

,. 


($22) 

($31) 

($135) 

\$8) 
($1,048) 

($32) 

($83) 

($8) 

(SI5) 
($315) 

(SI09) 

($5) 

($38) 
(57) 

$0 
($47) 

(SI) 
($28) 

. ($56) 

($12) 

(514) 

($44) 

($106) 

$26 

($41) 

($6) 

($43) 

($7) 

-28% 
-51% 

-67% 

-16% 
-33% 

-31% 
-40% 

-35% 
-22% 
-61% 

-37%. 

-63% 
-50% 

-28% 
0% 

-30% 
~1% 

- -33% 
-34% 
-8% 

-18% 
-2J% 
-26% 
3% 

-17% 

-8% 
-23% 
-19% 

NOTES: 

The table estimates~ for FY 1993, the hypothetical impact of a mandatory AFDC block grant provision 
. '. . 
similar to the block grant option in the Personal Responsibility' Act, assuming implementation 

• 
of the provision in FY 1~88. TIle level 'of the block grant for each State is set at 103 percent of 
FY 19?:1 Federal payments for AFDC benefits and administration, unadjust¢ for inflation • 

The Family Support Act was nQt ,in effect during FY 1987. To avoid overstating 

the impact of a hlock grant. Pederal paymef1{s for AFDC work activities (WIN/JODS) and 

AFDCwretated child care are not included in either column. 

http:Hypolhetlcallmp.ct


Hypothetic:il Impact in FY 1993 if an AFDC Block Grant Provision Similar to the Block Grant 
• Option in the Personal Responsibility Act Had Been Adopted in FY 1988 Using FY 1987 Funding levels 

(amounts in millions) 
State Py 1993: Actual Block Grant: 103% : Difference Pe=ntagc 

Federal Pa til of FY 87 Lov.1 i Chan;. 

Nebraska . $46 $41 (S5) -1J% 
Nevada $28 . $10 ($17) -639 
New Hampshire $31 $12 ($19) -61% 
New Jersey $341 $298 ($43) -13% . 

New Mexico $94 $45 ($;19) ·52% 
NewYorl;: 51,684 $1.268 ($416) ·25% 
North Carolina $263 5154 (5109) -41% 
North Dakota $22 $14 ($S) -38% .
Iohio 5626 $522 (5105) -17% 

Okl3.homa $140 584 (555) -40% 
Oregon $146 $92 (S53) -37% 

Pennsylvania $561 5;06 (556) -10% . 
•Puerto Rico 565 559 ($6) -10% 

• 
.Rhode Island $75 S50 ($25) -33% . 

South Cllrolina 592 586 . (56) ·6% 

South Dakota $19 $17 (53) -14% . 
Tennessee $166 595 ($71) -43% . 
Texas $385' $207 (5178) -46% 

Utah $67 $51 (SIS) -23~ 

Vennont $42 S3~ (Sll) -26% 

Virgin Islands $3 $2 (SI) -26~ 

Virginia $138 ·$117 ($20) -15% 

Washington· 5365 $239 (SI26) -35~ 

West Virginia 597 $87 (S10) ·10% 
..

Wisconsin $289 $348 SS8 20~ 

Wyoming $19 $11 ($8) -43% 

• 
U.S. 1'OTAL . $13,834 $10,243 ($3,591) -26%, 

NOTES: 

• 
The table estimates. for FY 1993. the hypOtlle:tical impact of a' mandatory AFDC block grant provision 
similar to the block gr.ant option in the Personal Responsibility Act, ,assuming implementation 
of the provision in FY 1988. The [evel of the block grant. for eatn State is set at 103 pel'C€?~t of 
FY 1987 Federal payments for AFOC benefits and administration, unadjusted fol;' inflation.. > 

The Family Support Act was not in effecr during FY 1987. To avoid overstating. 
the impact of:a block grant, Federal payments for AFDC work activities (WIN/JOBS) and 
AFDC»relatcd child care arc not included. III either column. ' 
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• 
COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATION'S WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT 

AND HOUSE REPUBLICAN'S PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT 

Personal Responsibility Act Work and Responsibility Act 

! Job Sea.obl 
, Training 
I 	Requirements 
, , , 

WORK 

Employable recipients required None. State option. 
to participate in job search. 
education, and training 
activities immediately, 

• 


• 


! Work: 
Requirements 

Work required of ALL 
employable persons after 2 

Eventually, 50 percent of all 
recipients must be in workfare or 

. years. 
I 

,. other work activity . 
, 

Sanctions and 1 No benefits for persons who No benefits for persons who refuse 
Benent Cut-offs : refuse to work in subsidized , 

! job or who refuse a private 
to work or who refuse a private 
sector job offer, AI! adults 

: seetor job offer. Persoos . pennanently cutoff after 5 years 
'; willing to work who cannot even if they are wiUing to work 

find a private sector job can but can't find a job, or unable to 
get help, but only if wiUing to work due to disability. State option 

, work for benefits. to cut off entire family after 2 
years, if family already has been 

, offered work slot for n year. 
, 

i 	Protections for , 
: People with 

-: 	 Disabilities or 
Temporarily not 
Employable 

Funding 

, 
, Persons with disabilities or None. 	 : 
: 
' 	parents caring for disabled . 

child or very young children 

ex.empted until able to work. 


IAdditional capped entitlement 
: funding for states to expand . 
I JOBS and establish WORK 
I,pgrro am. Higher and sim PICT 

I Federal match. Expands in a 
; national recession. 

Additional discretionary funding 
for work program, Higher Federal 

: match rate, but structure is not 
' 8implified. 

'1: 

, 

, 

. 
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Work and Responsibility Act Pe~onal Responsibility Act 

RESPONSIBILITY 

Cbild Support Dramatic and 'Comprehensive Few child support provisions and a 
Enforcement jmprovements in child support 

including central state 
registries, license revocations, 
etc, 

cap which would actually reduce 
resources for enforcement (child 
support bill promised later.) 

Paternity No AFDC benefits until state No AFDC benefits for child until 
Establishment certifies applicant bas 

cooperated fully in paternity 
establishment State then 
required to iocate father within 
I year. 

patemity has been established -
whether or not mother has 
cooperated fuUy and whether or 
not state has made a serious effort 
to locate the father. . 

Fraud Improved information systems 
and data collection to reduce 
welfare fraud and catch those 
who owe child support. 

None. . 

Performance Interim state participation :, State Participation standards for 
Measures . standards. New stlIte work. 

performance measures based 
on outcomes rather than 
process, to be developed. 



• 

Work and Responsibility Act Personal Responsibility Act 

,, .TEEN PREGNANCY, REACHING TIlE NEXT GENERATION 
, 

: Teen Parents Mothers under 18 must live at Children born to mothers under 18 
home. identify their chHd~s (state option under 21) 
father, and stay in school to permanently denied aid for their 
gel benefits. Comprehensive entire childhood. Remain eligible 

• case management for teens, for Medicaid. 18 year olds must 
live at home. 

State option to provide no State requirement to provide no 
additional benefits for childien 

Family Caps. 
additional benefits for children 

conceived while unmarried conceived or born while unmarried .. mother is on welfare. Can be mother is on welfare. Applies only 
applied only,to children bom to children born after enactment. 
after enactment. 

. 

• 
Pregnancy Community-based teenage Fed. savings from denying benefits 
Prcventiou t pregnancy prevention to out-of-wedlock children may be 
Grants for out~of· used by state for ,orphanages, 
wedlock children 

initiatives in 500 schools. 
homes for unwed mothers, ­Comprehensive pregnancy 

prevention demonstrations . adoptions, and programs to reduce. pregnancies,. abortions excluded, 
.Phase..in Youngest recipients phased-in States encouraged to phase.-in 

first with State flexibility on recipients with oldest children, 
phasi.ng in" other groups. 

Fonding for Child Significant new investments in Removes entitlement to child care. 
.Care child care. Funding for all Funding included under aggregate 

child care increases due to spending cap ;which is below what· . training and work is currently spent. 
. requirements. Does not change 
~ current entitlement for working 
i current and former AFDC ,families. ,, 

• 
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• 
Legal Immigrants 

Nutrition Cntsl 
Block Grants 

. 

Entitlement 
Protections 

• 

Sponsors held financially 
accotmtable for legal 
immigrants under major 
entitlement programs. 

None, but States are given 
more flexibiHty in many areas. 
Many changes in AFDClfood 
stamps to streamlinet achieve 
greater confonnity and make 
work pay. 

Eligible persons can always 
.enroll. 

Personal Responsibility Act 

OTHER PROVISIONS 

Work and Responsibility Act 

Most legal immjgrant~ currenlly in 
the U.S. barred from 52 programs 
including entitlement programs, 
child nutrition and immunization. 

Food stamps, WIC, child nutrition 
programs converted into single 
block grant with very few 
conditions and cut'by 12%. 
State option for AFDC block grant. 

,Individual entitlement to' AFDC, 
SSI. and nutrition programs ended. 
Funding is capped nnd programs 
become discretionary. if annual 
budgets are exhausted, states might 
have to deny aid to tho elderly, 
persons with disabiHties. and 
children -- unless they can put in 
more state funds. 

• 
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• THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION AND WELFARE REFORM: 
THE WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1994 

WELFARE REFORM: WORK 

UndtT the President's reform plan., welfare will be about a paycheck, no! a welfare check. To rer:nforce 
and reward work. our approach is based on a simple compact. Each recipient will be required to develop a 
personal employability plan designed f() mow: her into the worliforce as quickly as possible. Support, job 
training, and child care wilt be provided 10 help people move from dependence to independence, But time 
limits will ensure that anyone who can work, must work-in the private sector ifpossible. in a temporary 
subsidized job ifnecessary. Reform will make welfare a transitional system leading to work. 

The combination of work opportunities. the Earned Income Tax Credit, child care, and improved 
child support will make the lives ofnu'Uions of women and children demonstrably better. 

Malting W.lf..... Transition to Work: Building on the JOIlS Progr"," 

Created by· the Family Support Act of 1988 and champjoned by then-Governor Clinton, the JOBS program 
offers education. training; and job placement services-bul to few families.· OUf proposal would expand and 
improve (he current program to include: 

• 
.A personal employability plan. From·the very first day, the new system will focus on 
making young mothers self-sufficient. Working with a caseworker, each woman will 
develop an emp10yability plan identifying the education, training.·and job placement services 
needed to move into the workforce. Beeause.70 percent of welfare recipients already leave 
the roUs within 24 months, and many applicants are job-ready, most plans will aim for 
employment well within two years, 

-A two--year time limit. Time limits will restrict most AFDC recipients to a Hfetime 
maximum of 24 months of cash assistance . 

• Job search firbi. Participants who are job-ready will immediately be oriented to the 
workplace. AnyOne offered a job will be required to take it. 

_Integration with mainstream education and training program.s. JOBS will be Hnked 
with job training programs offered under the Jobs Training Partnership Act, the new School­
to-Work initiative, reU Grants. and other mainstream programs. 

_Tough sanctions. Parents who refuse to stay in school, iook for work. or attend job 
training programs- will be sanctioned, genelllHy by losing their share of the AFDe grant. 

-Limited exemptions and deferrals. -Our plan wUi reduce existing exemptions and ensure­
that from day one_ even those who can!t work must meet cenain expectations. Mothers 
with disabilities and those caring for disabled children-wilt initially be exempt from the two­
year time limit, but win be required to develop employability plans that_lead to work. 

• 
Another exemption allowc(i"under current JOBS rules will be significantly narrowed: 
mothers of infant'i will receive only snorNenn deferrals (12 months for the first child, three 
months for the second). At state discretion, a very limited number of young mothers 
completing education programs may receive appropriate extensions. 

http:Beeause.70


• 
-Let states reward work. Currently, AFDC recipierns who work lose benefits dollar~fof\­
dollar. and are penalized for saving money, OUf proposal allows states to reinforce work by 
setting higher earned income.and child support disregards. We also help fund demonstration 
projects to support saving and self~employment. 

-Additional federal funding. To ease state fiscal constraints and ensure that JOBS really 
works. our proposal raises the federal-match rate and provides· additional. funding. The 
federal JOBS match will increase further in states with high unemployment, 

The WORK Program: Work Not WeJfart: Mter Two Years 

The WORK program will enable those without jobs after two years to support their families through 
subsidized emplo,ment The WORK program emphasizes: 

eWork, not "workfare." Unlike traditional "workfare." recipients will only be paid for 
hours worked. Most jobs would pay the minimum wage for between 15 and 35 hours of 
work per week, 

_Flexible, community ..based initiatives. State governments can design programs'.' 
appropriate to the loeallabor market: temporarily placing recipients in subsidized'private 
sector jobs. in public sector positions, or with communitY,organizations. 

• 
• A Transitional Program. To move people into unsubsidized private sector jobs as 
quickly as possible, participants will be required lO go through extensive job search before 
enlering the WORK program, and after each WORK assigrunenL No WORK assigrunent 
will1ast more than J2 months. Participants in subsidized jobs will not receive the EITC. 
Anyone who turns down a private sector job will be removed from the rolls. as will people 
who repeatedly refuse to make good failh effo~ to obtain available jobs. 

Supporting Working FamiUes: The EITC, Health Care,. Child Care 

To reinforce this central message about the value of work, other new incentives will make work pay and '. 
encourage AFDC recipients to leave welfare, 

-The J<:amed Income Tax Credit (EJTC). ·The expanded EITC win lift millions of 
workers out of poverty, . Already enacted by Congress, the.EITe will effectively make any 
minimum wage job pay $6,0(} an hour for a typical family with two children. ,States will be 
able to work with the Treasury Department to issue the BITe on a monthly basis, 

- Health care. Expansions in .health care coverage will anow people to Jeave welfare 
without worrying about coverage for their families. 

-Child care. To further encourage young motbers to work. our plan will guarantee child 
care during education, training. and work programs, and for one year after pal1ieipams . 
leave welfare for private sector employment. Increased funding for other federal child care 
programs win bolster more working families just above the poverty line and help them stay 
off welfare in the first place. Our plan also improves' child care quality and ensure.s parental 

• 
choice, 



W ELF ARE REF 0 R M: RES P 0 N SIB I LIT Y 

• 	 Our current welfare system often'seems at odds with core Anurican values. especially responsibility, 
Overlapping and uncoordinated programs stem almosr to invite waste and abuse. Non-custodial parents 
!tequefltly provide little or no economic or social support to their children, And the culture of welfare 
offices often seems to reinforce dependence falher than inilependence. The President's l¥t:lfare plan 
reinforces American values, while recognizing the government's role in helping those who are willing fa help 
themselves. 

Our proposal includes several provisions aimed at creating a new culture oj mutual responsibility, 
We will provide recipients with services and work opportunities, but implement tough. new requirements in 
return. 'fhese include provisions to promote parental responsibility, tflSuring that both parenfs contribute to 
their children's well-being. The plan also includes incentives directly tied to the performance of the welfare 
office; extensive efforts to detect and prevent welfare fraud,. sanctions to prevent gaming ofthe welfare 
system; anti a broad array Of incentives that Ihe states can use to eflCClurage respoltSible behavior. 

Parental Responsibility 

The Administration's plan recognim that both parents must support their children, and establishes the 
toughest child support ,enforcement program eVer proposed. In '990, ab.t;ent fathers paid only $14 billion in 
child support. But if child support orders reflecting currenl ability to pay were eslablished and enforced, 
single mothers and [heir chlJdren would ~ave received $48 billion: money for school. clothing, food, 
utilities. and child care.' As part of a'plan to reduce and prevent welfare dependency, our pJan provides for: 

-Universal paternity establismnent. Hospitals will be required to establish paternity at 

• 
birth, and each applicant will be required to name and help find her cnild's father before 
receiving benefits, 

-RegUlar awards updating. Child support payments wHl increase as fathers' itfComes rise. 

eNew penalties for those wbo refuse to pay. Wage-withholding and suspension of 
professional. occupational. and drivers' licenses will enforce compliance . 

• A national child support clearinghouse. Three registries-..coruaining child support 
awards, new hires, and locating information·~wijl catch parents who try to evade their 
responsibilities b)' fleeing across,state·lines. ,Centralized state registries will track support 
paymems automatically. 

-State initiatives Blld demoru;tration programs. States will be able to make young parents 
who fail 	to meet their obligations work off the child support they qwe. Demonstration 
grants for parenting and access'programs-~providing mediation, counseling. education. and 
visil.ation enforcement-will foster non-custodial parents' ongoing involVement in their 
children'S lives. And child support assurance demonslrations will Jet imerested,slates give 
families a measure of economic security even if child support is not collected immediately, 

-State options to encourage responsibility. States can choose to lift the special eligibility 
requir~ments for two-parent families iwarder to encourage parents to stay together, States 
will also be sHowed to limit additional benefits for children conceived by women on 

• 
welfare. 



• 


• 


• 


Accountability for Taxpayers 

To eliminate fraud and ensure thai every dollar is used productively, welfare refonn will coordinate 
programs, automate files. and monitor recipients.· New fraud control measures include: 

-State tracking SysteDlS to help reduce fraud. Stales will be required to verify the 
income, identity. alien status. and Social Security numbers of new applicants and assign 
national idenlification numbers • 

• A national public assistance clearinghouse. Using identification numbers, the 
clearinghouse will follow people whenever and wherever they use welfare. monitoring 
compliance with time limits and work. A national "new hire" registry will monitor earnings 
to chctk AFDC and EITe eligibility, and identify oon..ctlstodial parents who switch jobs or 
cross state lines to avoid paying child support. 

-Tough sancti~)Ds. Anyone who refuses to fonow the rules will face tough new sanctions, 
and anyone whQ turns down a job offer will be dropped from the rolls. Cheating the system 
will be promptly detected and swiftly punished. 

Perfonnance, Not I~ocess 

The Administration's plan demands greater responsibHity of the welfare office itself. Unfortunately, the 
current system too often focuses on simply sending out welfare checks. Instead, the welfare office mu~t 
become a place that is fundamentally about helping peopJe earn paychecks as quickly as possible. Our plan 
offers several provisions to help ageneies reduce paperwork and focus on results: 

• Program coordination and simplification. Conforming AFDC and Food Stamp 

regulations and simplifying both programs' administrative requirements will reduce 

paperwork. 


-Electronic Benefits Transfer (EB1). Under a separate plan developed by Vice President 
Gore, states will be encouraged to move away from welfare checks and food stamp coupons 
toward -Electronic Benefits Transfer, which provides benefits rhrough a tamper~proof ArM 
card. EBT systems will help reduce we1fare and food stamp fraud. and lead to substantial 
savings in administrative costs. 

-Improved incentives. Funding incentives and penalties wiiJ be directly linked to the 
perfonnance of states and caseworkers in service provision. job placement. and child 
SUppOrt collection, 



• 
WELFARE REFORM: REACHING TIlE NEXT GENERATION 

Preventing teen pregnancy and out-of-wedlock blnhs is a critical part of welfare re/orm.' Each year. 
200, (}()() teenagers aged J7 and younger have children. ,-Their children are more likely to have serious 
health problemf-..and they are much more likely to be poor, Almost 8f) percent oj the children born 10 

unmarried teenage parents who dropped out of high sdwolnow live in poverty. By contrast, only eight. 
percent of the children born to"married high school graduates aged 20 or older are poor. Welfare reform, 
will send a clRd! and unambiguous message 10 adolescents: you should-nol become a parent until you ate 
able to provide for and nurture your child. Every young person will know thai welfare has changed forever, 

Preventing Teen Pregnancy 

To prevent welfare dependency in the first place, teenagers must get the message that staying in school. 
postponing pregnancy, and preparing to work are the right things fa do, Our prevention approach includes: 

eA national campaign apinst teen pregnancy. Emphasizing the importance of delayed 
sexual activity and responsibIe parenting, the campaign will bring together local scnools, 
communities, families, and churches . 

• A national clearingbouse on ~ pregnancy prevention. The clearinghouse will provide 
communities and schools with curricula, models. materials, training. and technical,assistance 
relating to teen pregnancy prevention programs. 

-Mobilization grants and comprehensive demonstrations, Roughly 1000 middle and 

• 
high schools in disadvantaged areas will receive grants to develop innovative, ongoing teen 
pregnancy prevemion programs targeted to young men and women. Broader initiatives will 
seek to change the circumstances in which young people live and the ways that they see 
themselves, addressing health. education, safety, and economic opportunity. 

Phasing in Young People First 

initial resources are targeted to women born after December 31;1971. Phasing in the new system will 
direct limited resources to young, single mothers with the most at risk; send a strong message to teenagers 
tharwelfare as we know it bas ended; mosi effectively change the culture'ohhe welfare office to focus on 
work; and anow states to develop effective service capacity. 

A Clear Messllge for Teen Parents 


• 

Today. miMr parents'receiving welfare can form independent h()Useilolds; ofren drop out ofhigb school: 
and in many respects. are treated as if they were adults. Our plan changes the, incentives of welfare to show 

, teenagers that having children is 'an immense responsibility rather than ~ easy route to independence. 
, . 


-Supports and ~ctJons, The two-year limit will not begin ~mtil teens reach age'lS, but 
from the very first day, teen parents receiving benefits will be required tO,stay in school and 
move towanl'work. Unmarried minor mothers will be required to identify their child's 
father and live at home or with a responsible adult, while teen fathers wil1 be held 
responsible for child support and may be required to w'ork (iff what they owe. A1 the same 
time, caseworkers will offer encouragement and suppOrt; assist with living situations; and 

• help teens access services such as parenting classes and child care. Selected older welfare 
mothers wili serve as mentors to at-risk: &Chool~agc parents, States will also be allowed to 
use monetary incentives to keep teen parents in school. 
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• WORK AND WELFARE 

• 



• Comparison of Welfare to Work Strategies: 

President's Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 (WRA) 


and Republican Persona! Responsibility Act of 1995 (PRA) 


Job !north 

WRA: 	 Job~ready recipients are required to perform job search fr()m the date assistance 
begins, 

PRA: 	 State option to require job search (same as current law). 

EducaJion. Trainlng and Job Placement Servicts 

WRA: 	 Recipients can receive education, training or job placement services for up to two 
years. if needed to secure employment States are required [0 enroll 50 percent of 
recipients who have not reached the two<-year time limit (see below) in JOBS 
activities. 

• 
PRA:. States are permitted but not required to provide education, training Or job placement 

services. JOBS participation standards, scheduled to expire in FY 1996, are not 
extended, States are prohibited from providing such services to an individual for 
more than 24 months. (cumulative). Participation in education, training or job 
placement programs does not count loward the work participation rates established by 
the bill, 

Time Limits· 

WRA: Recipients are in general limited to two years of cash assistance, after which they are 
required to panidpate in the WORK program. Individuals who are willing to work 
(or who are deferred; see below) can continue to receive support,for as long as they 
are otherwise eligible for AFDC. 

PRA: 	 Slates are required to deny eligibility to all adult recipients who have received 
assistance for five years (cumulative), including those who have a disability or are 
caring for a disabled child. States ~ve the option of denying assistance to an entire 
family after a cumulative 10lai of 24 months, provided that the adult was offered al 
least one work program placement. 

WOTk Requirements 

WRA: 	 States are required to enroll 80 percent of all persons who have reached the two~year 
time limil in work activities (the WORK program) for at least 15 and no more than 35 
hours per week. The exact number of hours for each WORK assigrunent is set by tbe 
State. Persons in the WORK program are paid.a wage (generally the minimum wage) 
for each hour worked; participants who are absent are not paid for those hours. 

• 
PRA: States are required to enroll steadily increasing nwnbers of recipients in work 

activities (e.g., CWEP or work supplementation) for at least. 35 hours pet week (or 30 
hours, plus five hours of job search). The participation standard begins at 2 percent 



• 

Exemptions 

WRA: 

PRA: 

Sanctions 

WRA: 

• 
PRA: 

Chad care 

WRA: 

PRA: 

Funding 

WRA: 

• PRA: 

for FY 1996 but rises rapidly for the years outside the budget window, reaching 50 
percent of aU recipients by FY 2003. The denominator for the calculation is the 
entire caseioad, including. for example, cases with no adult recipient. 

Recipients facing serious obstacles to employment or participation in education and 
training. e.g., persons who are disabled or who are caring for a child under one, 3re 

. temporarily deferred from participation in JOBS or WORK, 

There are no exemptions from the work requirement Under the bill. an individual 
who was caring for a disabled child could be required to participate in work activities 
for 35 hours per week. 

The family of a recipient who refuses to aecept an offer of an unsubsidized job is 
ineligible for benefits for at least 6 months. Perso~ who refuse to participate in 
education and training or the WORK program are subject to sanctions. increasing in 
duration and severity, 

A State is pennitled to impose any 'sanction it deems appropriate on an noncompliant 
individual who has received assistance for less than 24 months. Benefits to 
individuals who have been on assistance for over 24 rno-nths and who arc required to 
work are pro~rated based on the number of hours worked. Fo( example, a recipient 
who worked only 1/2 the required number of hours: would receive 50 percent of his or 
her grant. 

Recipients are guaranteed child care if neooed to participate in JOBS or WORK 
activities or to take an unsubsidized job. Individuals who leave AFDC for . 
employment are provided with transitional child care for up tQ 12 months if neede~, 

The entitlement to chUd care for APDC recipi~nts is eliminated. Funding for child 
care is converted from entitlement to discretionary and placed under the welfare 
spending cap. which could require AFDC child care to compete,for funding with all 
other discretionary programs and especially with other programs for low~income 
persons. It is not clear how [he 'guarantee of child care could be maintained under 
these circumstances. 

-
Additional funding is provided for expansion of the JOBS program and establJshment 
of the WORK program. The Federa! match rate for JOBS is increased and there is a 
single match rate for JOBS and WORK. 

Additional funding is provided for the establishment of the work program, The match 
rate for the new work program is set higher than the JOBS match fate; the match rate 
structure is not simplified, 
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JOBS PROGRAM SUMMARY DATA: FY 1993 


• (numbers represen! monthly averages) 

Total JOBS- Total JOBS % of Adult' 
,

Adult Mandatory Active Participants Recipients 
AFDC Adult AFDC JOBS in Work in Work 

Recipients Recipients Participants ActivitIes Activities 

U,S. Total 4,604,138 2,043,357 541,995 26,552 0,6% 

Alabama 39,638 11,129 8,402 8 0,0% 

Alaska 13,339 3,470 758 2 Q,O% 

Arizona 62,485 13,734 2,803 172 0,3% 

Arkansasll 20,898 4,941 11 /I 11 
California 757,973 330,115 56,653 2,619 0,3% 
Colorado 40,543 29,147 5,591 682 1.7% 
Connecticut 53,259 34,408 5,070 111 0,2% 

Delaware 9,014 3,718 1,102 20 .0.2% 
Dist. of Columbia 20,842 6,128 2,293 81 0.4% 

.F10rida 217,408 51,813 19,082 83 0,0% 
. Georgia ' 121,973 43,878 12,454 ' 496 0.4% 

Guaml1, 1,618 357 11 /l II 
Hawaii 18,679 6,771 673 95 0,5% 

Idaho 7,073 1,720 885 1 0,0% 

lUinois 216,440 127,664 17,957 306 0,1% 

Indiana 70,568 28,391 5,243 330 0,5% 

Iowa 34,922 12,351 6,382 14 0,0% 
, Kansas 28,867 16,259 5,698 354 1.2% 

Kentucky 80,180 ' 45,391 3',643 347 0.4% 

Louisiana 74,211 33,671 7,349 103 0,1% 

Maine 25,506 13,846 2,450 .9 0,0% 

Maryland 71,514 32,229 7,457 33 0.0% 

Massachusetts 116,780 53,985 18,010 34 0.0% 
Michigan 238,218 144,019 47,460 . 1,350 0.6% 
Minnesota 65,623 19,629 5,418 46 0.1% 

Mississippi 47,597 23,160 . 3,581 378 0,8% 

Missouri 90,161 33,481 5,158 230 0,3% 

Montana 12,134 .7,041 ,2,548 28 0,2%•II Data not reported according to ACF-108 sampling requirements 



• 
JOBS PROGRAM SUMMARY DATA: FY 1993 

(numbers represent monthly averages) 

Total 
Adult 

AFDC 
Recipients 

• 

U.S. Total 

. 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Iersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhodelshmd 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
uiah 
Vermont 
Virgin Islaods 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 

4,604,138 

15,547 
10,723 
10,728 

111,110 
33,607 

414,495 

111,321 
6,548 

245,637 
43,713 
39,949 

199,891 
60,528 
21,270 
40,904 

5,890 
94,028 

236,106 
17,809 
11,018 

997 
60,890 

103,158 
45,031 
99,781 

JOBS­
.. M.odatory 
Adull AFDC 

Recipients 

2,043,357 

6,201 
3,978 
4,363 

65,394 
9,815 

189,133 
44,257 
,2,403 

109,791 
30,492 
20,232 
95,365 
26,171 
14,297 
11,851 
2,841 

19,502 
110,883 

13,061 
5,637 

394 
22,730 
36,669 
22,199 
40,266 

Total 

Active 

JOBS 


Participants 

541,995 

7,698 
928 

1,357, 
9,623 
5,535 

40,633 
8,912 
1,880 

54,037 
6,716 
6,052 

27,605 
4,166 
3,675 
8,363 
1,434 
4,776 

23,953 
7,085 
2,087 

454 
7,453 

19,013 
19,098 
14,428 

Wyoming , 5,989 2,986 914

./1 Data not reported according to ACF-108 sampling requirements ' 

JOBS % of Adult 
Participants Recipients 

in Work in Work 
Activities Activities 

26,552 0.6% 

2,477 15.9% 
205 1.9% 

8 0.1% 
231 0.2% 
202 0.6% 

1,753 ' 0.4% 
335 0.3% 
90 1.4% 

9,091 3.7% 
697 1.6% 
15 0.2% 

506 ' 0.3% 

51 0.1% 

33 0.2% 
6 0.0% 

133 2,3% 
23 ' 0,0% 

119 0,1% 
210 1.2% 

, 306 2.8% 
51 5.1% 
65 0,1% 

87 0.1% 
1,074 2.4% 

783 0.8% 

9 0.2% 



• FINDINGS ON WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS 

o.erall. many welfare-to-work programs have heen successful in increasing the 
employment and earnings of women on welfare and producing cost savings for the 
government. 

• 	 One counfj! in the evaluation of California'. GAIN program -- Riverside -- has shown 
strong results. 

~ 	 Riverside produced a 50 percent increase in earnings, a 15 percent decline in 
welfare outIays. and 26 percent increase in the number of welfare recipients 
working. Importantly, it returned to taxpayers (in rerms of reduced welfare 
outlays and increased tax payments by participants) three dollars for every 
dollar spent on the program. In 'pite of this success, only 23 percent of the 
program participants were working and ofr AI'DC at the end of the three-year 
follow-up period,indicating the challenges faced by these programs . 

.. , 	 The Riven<ide program is distinguished by a pervasive emphasis on getting a 
job quickly. a strong reHance on job search but with some use of education 
activities, tough enforcement of the particjpation requirement, close links to 
the priv~te sector, and an outcome-based management style, 

• • Many other programs have produced more modest but significant results. 

• 	 The SWIM program in San mego -- a program emphasizing job search and 
work experience followed by education and training -- increased earnings by 
15 percent and decreased welfare payments by 11 percent. The SWIM 
program saved taxpayers over two dollars for every dollar spent on the 
program, 

.. 	 The Baltimore Options program -- which allowed women to choose between 
job search, work experience, and education and training activities -- increased 
earnings by 15 percent. These gains were sustained over a five~year period. 

The Center for Education and Training (CET) in San Jose ,- providing 
immediate job training integrated with remedial education to single mothers ~~ 
increased earnings by 22 percent. 

Several studies have suggested tbat different welfare-to-work approaches achieved 
different results, 

• 	 Job search activities helped welfare recipients obtain employment quickly and saved 
taxpayers money, however, they did not improve job quality or succeed wim,the most 

• 	 disadvantaged. Including skills training led to hetter jobs -- whicb may make a 
greater long-tenn difference in earnings -- but these programs also cost taxpayers 
more. 



• • The Riverside approach suggests that programs that strongly emphasize quick 
employment bu( also include some education services can combine the benefits of 
both strategies, 

• 	 Programs providing subsidized employment to welfare recipients -- where the 
employer provides training to the welfare recipient in exchange for a wage subsidy 
and the recipient receives a wage in return for the work perfonned (such as Supported 
Work and on-the-job training programs) -- have typically produced large earnings and 
many have been cost~effective. 

• 	 Mandatory work-fQr~benefits programs ("workfare") have not generally improved the 
employment prospects of welfare recipients or paid off in budgetary terms. However, 
:welfare recipients found these programs fair and they maintained a safety' net for 
children while sending a pro-work signal to parents and producing socially useful 
work. 

• 
Programs for teen mothers on welfare have been effective in getting these young 
mothers to remain in or return to school. Because longer follow·up is needed to fully 
understand the effects of programs for YOUlh, results are nol yet available to understand 
if and how additional education translates into increased earnings and reduced welfare 
receipt. . 

• 	 The LEAP program in Ohio encourages teen mothers on welfare to stay in or retum 
to school by increasing their monthly grant when a school attendance requirement is· 
met, and decreasing the grant when it is not. , This program produced a 20 percent 
increase in school ret~ntion for those who were in school when they enrolled in 
LEAP. and a 42 percent increase in school enrollmem for those who had already 
dropped out when !hey entered LEAP. Infonnation on school completion is currently 
only available in one site -~ Cleveland. Here, LEAP increased tht: graduation rate 
from 20 percent to 29 percent (a 45 percent increase) for those who were in school 
·when they enrolled in LEAP. However. LEAP had no effect on graduation rates for 
those who had already dropped out of school when they entered the LEAP program. 

• 	 The Teen Parent Demonstration program in Camden, Chicago. and Newark required 
teen mothers to participate in educarion Or job training or become employed as a 
condition of receiving their full welfare grant. This program significantly increased 
school enrollment and modestly increased gradUation rates. Within a modest follow, 
up period. !he program increased earnings by 20 percent and lead to an g percent· 
increase in paternity establishment. 

. 
• 	 New Cbance is a vo1untary program in 16 sites providing adult education, ,training, 

• 
and parenting services to a very disadvantaged group - young mothers on welfare 
who had dropped out of schooL New Chance substantiaUy increased participation in 
education programs and the portion who received a OED. however, within the 
relatively. short foHo\\'wup period available, there was no effect on earnings or welfare 
receipt. 



• EARNINGS IMPACTS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS 
OF SELECTED WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS 

Program Service . Average AFDC Savings 
Strategy . Annual 	 • Per Dollar 

•• Earnings : Invested in Pro­· 
Impact (a) . gram (b) 

Arkansas WORK Sequence of job search and $242 $3.39 
unpaid work experience. 

·, Cook County WIN Sequence of job search and $10 $1.40
• 

unpaid work experience.•• 

Virginia ESP Sequence of job search and $206 $0.67 
unpaid work experience. 

, . 
: Baltunore 	 i Choice of job search, educa~ $350 $0.15 ,,, Options . , 

$1,805415 .'San Diego SWIM 

, 
, , , 

,• 
, 

I,California GAINI 54711 50.441 , ,S1,038 $1:75Riverside GAIN 

,, 

,$825 $0.14Center for Education , 
and Training (CET) I, 

tion, training;or work experi­
ence. 

Sequence of job search t and 
unpaid work experience fol­
lowed by education and train­
lng. 

Job search and/or 
education followed by 
assessment and 
further education, training, or 
work experience, 

Education integrated 
with job training. 

Source: 	 Friedlander et al (1985a), Friedlander et al (I985b), Riccio et aI (1986), 
Friedlander et al (1987), Friedlander and Hamilton (1993), Burghardt et al 
(1992), and Riccio et ,I (1994). 

Notes: 	 (a) ,ibe impact estimates are average differences in earnings between the 
experimental and control group and include zero earnings for those who did 
not work. They are not the difference in earnings for those who worked. 

• 
(b) Cost-effectiveness is measured by the AFDC savings produced for each 
daIIar invested in the program. A return greater than $1 indicates the program 
was cost~effective. The estimates, calculated to reflect a five-year period, is 
computed by dividing the program's AFDC savings by the net cost of program 
services. 
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EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF WOMEN ON AFOC 

Working Full-Time 2.6% 

Working Part-Time 3.9 

In JOBS or Food Stamp Training 6.2 

In self-Initiated Training 6.0 

Other (Not working or In any education 81.3 
and training--includes tnose wno are 
unemployed) 

Source: 1993 AFDC-QC 

• 
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EARNINGS AND BENEFITS FOR A MOTIIER WITH TWO CHILDREN 

- IN PENNSYLVANIA: JANUARY 1994 

AFDC and Taxes and "Disposable 
Earnings EITC Food Stamps Work Expenses Jncome" 

, 
~~~~~~~~~ 

$0 $0 $7,548 $0 $7,548 
-

$5,000 1,500 4,856 1,883 9,473 

$10,000 " 2,528 2,208 3,799 10,937 

1,820$15,000 1,308 5,522 12.606 

$20,000 7,102936 0 13,834 

Soun::e: Congressional Research Service 

Tn this Pennsylvania example. a mother of two who has earnings of $10, 000, has disposable income 
only $3,389 mare than a mlJlher of two who eams nothing, For the working mother, this is 
comparable to an hourly wage oj only $1,61) an hour, 



• 	 Important Facts About. Welfare Durations 
for 	All Women BegInnIng A Spell of welfare Receipt 

The AFDC Mlcrosimulatlon Model developed by DHHS/ASPE 
shows that: 

• 	 66 percent of all women begInning a first spell,Of 
welfare,receipt will have left the welfare rolls by the 
end of twenty-four months. , 

• 	 34 percent of the women whO leave, return to the 
welfare rolls within the first year after leaving;, by the 
end of five years, 61 percent have returned. 

• • 	 When one takes into account multiple spells of welfare 
receipt, one finds that 58 percent of all women whO 
start on welfare will spend more than 24 months on the 
welfare rolls. 

• 	 When one takes into account multiple spells of welfare 
receipt, one finds that 35 percent of all women will . . 

spend more than 60 months on the welfare rolls. 

• 	 29 percent Of the women beginning. a first spell of 
welfare receipt are teenagers. However, 42 percent of 
those who will spend more than five years on the 
welfare rolls started recelving,welfare as teenagers. 
They are at greatest risk Of long-term welfare use. 

• 




• Selected Characteristics of AFDC Recipients 
by Total Time on Welfare 

, 

; Cbaracreristics at Beginning of First AFDC 
iSpell 

Education at Time of Initial R=pt 
Less <han HS 
HS or GED, 
Post-Secondary 

No Work Experience: in Year Prior (0 

Initial Receipt 

Own Disability or Health Problem 
mar LimiLS Work at Initial Receipt 

• 
Age When First Received AFDC 

Under 20 
20·24 
25·30 
Over 30 

RacclEthnicity . 
While/Other 
Black 
Hispanic 

Never Married When FirM Received AFDC 

Age of Youngest Child at First Receipt 

• 

Percent of Total in Group by Time on welfare 
Over a 25·Year- Period 

<- 24 
Months 

34,8 
45.1 
20,1 

30.2 

14.0 

17,9 
26.4 
25,4 
27.3 

64,8 
22.6 
12,6 

47.7 

25-60 
Months 

45.3 
42.2 
12.5 

37.2 

7.6 

28.5 
23.0 
28.3 
20.3 

58.1 
30.7 
11.3 

56.2 

More 
Than 60 All 
Months Rb:ipitlllS 

62.8 4<J.9 
31.8 39.8 
5.5 13.3 

, 

50.1 38.7 

7.4 10,2 

42.3 28.8 
21.3 23.9 

24,918.3 
18.0 22.5 

42.8 55.6 
33.S 28.4 
23.4 16.0 

72.2 58.2 

< =12 months 43.5 57.4 58.9 52.1 
13·36 mODths 17.5 12,6 18.2 16.6 
37-60 IlIODths 11.8 11.6 9,2 10.9 
61+ 27.3 18.4 13,8 20.5 . 

Number of CbildIeD at Time of Initial Receipt 
1 

, 
58.3 52,4 59.1 57,2 

2 32.9 37,6 30.5 33,2 
3 or More 8.8 10.0 10.4 9.7 

Disabled Child at Time of lnitial Receipt 6.4 5.6 8.4 6,9. 

Lived in Public or Subsidized Housing at Time 
of First Receipt 14.4 . 14,7 20.0 16.4 

•. of All New Recipients , 42.2 23.1 34.7 100.0 

N()fe: AU characrerislics are measured when a recipienJ first reuives welfare. Many of thes~ characteristics 
can iUId do change over ti~, HownJer. these changes are nol represented in Ihe daJQ presented here. 
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• 

• CHILD SUPPORT 

• 



• 	 THE $34 BILLION GAP IN CHILD SUPPORT 

Recent research indicates that the potential for child support collectiQIlS is apprQx:irnately '$48 billion 
per year, yer only $14 billion is actually paid. This means that there is. a gap between what is 
currently received and what could theoretically be collected of about $~4 billion dollars. There are 
three reasons for this gap: 

• 	 First. not aU existing awards are paid~~for lack of enforcement. CurrentJy. an 
additional $7.1 billion (21 percent of the gap) could be collected if the full, amount of 
child support due was enforced, 

• 	 secondly. awards are generally set too low, are not adjusted for intlation, and do not 
reflect the noncustodial parents' current ability to pay. If awards were'modified to 
reflect current guidelines, an additional $7.3 billion (22 per<:<:nt of the gap) could be 
collected. . 

• 	 Finally, many single parents lack a legal child support order, If they did have an 
order in place, an additional $19.3 billion (57 percent of the gap) could be collected, 
About half of those who do not have an award lack one because they do not have 
paternity established for their chi!d(ren). 

• 
The Gap Betw""" Actual ond Potential Cbild Sapport Collections 

(in bi!!ions) 

No Award fA Plt«: p~ 11' 

Awardt ~ iD plate. and. coU«:tcd 


($19") 


t..ow Award CW'l"CIlIJr. PotaItial U 

Awards were ModUltd and eontctcd 


. ($'7.3) 

Owed but Not Nd; C'Wld Support 


Award La I'lace but Not Punt CoIltded 

($'7.1) 


CId!d_"~"'"
($133} 

• 




• 
THE WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT· MAJOR CHILD SUPPORT PROVISIONS 

The Administration propo>al is a comprehensive plsn that reflects a growing consensus among child 
support professionals on how to reform the system. (t is based heavily on the recommendations of the 
U,S, Commission on Interstate Child Support Enforcement. state IV-D directors and best state 
practices that have already proven to be successful. Major elements include: 

1. 	 Establish Awards in Every Case -- The goal is to establish paternity for all out~of-wedlock 
births. The Administration proposal would clearly define the responsibility for paternity 
establishment ~ both for mothers and for states. 

For AFDC Applicants: 

• 	 Mothers would be required to identify the father prior to receipt of benefits. 
• 	 States would be required to establish paternity within one year or face financial penalties. 

For All Children Born Outside of Marriage: 

• 	 Legal processes: to establish paternity w~)Uld be further streamlined, allowing states to establish 
paternities much more quickl)'. In·hospital paternity establishment efforts would also be 
expanded, along with education and outreach efforts aimed at paternity establishment, 

JI. 	 Ensure Fair A"'3rd Levels·~ 

• 
• There would be periodic updating of alA'-ards through a simplifi~d adminisrrative process so 

that awards reOect the true ability of the noncustodial parent to pay support and tbe neeDs of 
the custodial family, 

• 	 A National Guidelines Commission would be createD to recommend fair levels ·of DWardS, 

In. . Conect Awards tbat are Owed -- The AdministratiOn proposal would create a modernized 
progranl for the 21 st century, Child. support enforcement would be run' more like modem 
businesses that use (;Qmputers, automation, and infonnation technology. 

• 	 A national' central registry of s.upport orders would be created so that cases could be 
effectively monitored and administrative enforccment remedies could be imposed the minute 
that a child support payment was not made, 

• 	 Interstate enforcement would be revolutionized through·, a National Clearinghouse to track 
parents across state lines coupled with the adoption of UIFSA and other .measures to make 
interstate enforcement more uniform. 

,. 	A National Directory of New Hires, -operated by the Federal government will be created to 
maintain an upwto-date data base of all new employees for purposes of detennining child 
support responsbjiity, Enforcement would be made much tougher by providing states with the 
enforcement tools they need, such as license rev?c3,1ions and access to other data bases, 

• 
IV. Performance Ba~ed Funding w~ A new funding and incentive structure would ,provide 

performance based incentives to encourage and reward states for good performance. 

V. 	 Opportunities for Non~Custodi.al Parents - Opportunities for work and training would be 
prQvided for non~custodial Parents who want to pay chUd support but cannot because they are 
unable to find or maintain employment 

http:Non~Custodi.al
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Excerpt from Detailed Summary of the Work and Responsibility Act 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

A typic.l child born in the United States tOday will spend some time in a single-parent home. 
The evidence is clear that children benefit from the financial 'support and interaction of both 
parents -- single parents cannot be expected to do the entire job of two parents. In spite of 
the concerted efforts of Federal, State, and local governments to establish and enforce child 
support orders, the current system fails to ensure that chHdren receive adequate support .from 
both parents. Recent analyses by The Urban Institute suggest that the potential for child 
support collections is approximately $48 billion per year. Yet only $20 billion in awards are 
currently in place, and only $14 billion is actually paid. 

The problem is essentially threefold. First, ror many children born out of Wedlock, a child 
support order is never established. Second, when awards are established, they are often too 
low, are not adjusted for inflation,'and are not sufficiently correlated to the earnings of the 
noncustodial parent. Aod third, of awards that are established,· the full amount of child 
support is collected in only about half the cases; OUr proposal addresses each of these 
shortcoming•. 

Establish Awards in Every Case 

TIle first step in ensuring that a child receives financial support from the noncustodial parent 
is the establishment of a child support award. Roughly 57 percent of the potential collection 
gap of $34 billion can be traced to cases where no award is in place. Paternity, a 
prerequisite to establi5hing a support award, has not been established in about half of these 
eases. States.currently establish paternity for only about one-third of the·out-of,wedlock 
births and typically try to establish paternity only after women apply for welfare. . ... 

Paternity establishment is the first crucial step toward securing an emotional and financial 
connection between the father and the child. ' Recognizing the critical importance of 
establishing paternity for every child, the Administration has already launched a· major 
initiative in this direction by the creation of in~hospital paternity establishment programs 
passed as part of tile Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 .(OBRA 1993). Research 
suggests that the number of paternities established can be increased dramatically if tile 
process begins at birth or shortly tbereafter, wben the father is mOSt likely to bo present.. 

Parenting a child must be seen as an important responsibility thet has consequences., . For 
young fathers, this means thet parenting a child will have real financial consequences for the 
support of that child. Tbe responsibility for paternity establishment should be made cle.rer 
for both the parents and the agencies. If an AFDC mother provides verifiable information 
about the father, State agencies must establish paternity within strict time!ines. 



• This proposal expands the scope and.improves the effectiveness of current State paternity 
establishment procedures. ' 

~tr'~mlinjng the Paternity fut.blishment Prog:ss. The legal process for establishing 
paternity will be streamlined '0 that States can establish paternity quickly and efficiently. 
Early voluntary acknowledgement of paternity will be encouraged by building on the present 
in-hospital paternity estabIishment programs, For those cases that remain, States will be 
given additional tools they need to process routine cases without having 10 depend so heavily 
on already over~burdened courts. 

• 

Coooeration from Mothers as a Condition of APDC Benefits. The responsibility for 
patemiCy establishment will be made clear both to parents and the agencies. Mothers who 
apply. fur APDC must cooperate fully with paternity establishment procedures prior to 
receiving benefits and will be held to a new, stricter definition of cooperation which requires 
that the mother provide the name and other verifiable infonnation that can be used to locate 
the father. The process for determining cooperation will also be changed -- "cooperation" 
will be determined by the child support worker, rather than the welfare caseworker, through 
an expedited process that makes a detennination of cooperation before an applicant is 
allowed to receive welfare benefits. Those who refuse to cooperate will be denied APDC. 
benefits. Good cause exceptions: will continue to be provided in appropriate circumstances. 
In tum, once an APDC mother has cooperated in providing information. States will have one 
year to esu,blish paternity or risk losing. a portion of their Federal mateh for benefits. 

Paternity Outreach. Outreach and public education programs aimed at voluntary paternity 
establishment will be greatly· expanded in order to begin changing the attitudes of young 
fathers and mothers. Outreach efforts at the State and Federal levels will promote the 
importance of paternity'establishment, both as a parental responsibility and as a right of the 
child to know both parents. 

Paternjty Performance and Measurement Standards. States will be encouraged to improve 
their paternity establishment rates for an out-of-wedlock births, regardless of welfare status, 
through performance-based incentives. A new paternity measure will be implemented that· is 

'based on the number of paternities established for all cases where,children are born to an 
urunamed mother . 

• 

Adminislrarjve Authgrity to Establish Orders Based on Guidelines. Establishing support 
awards is critical to ensuring that children reeeive the support they deserve. Child Support 
(IV-D) agencies will be given the administrative authority. to establish the child support 
award in appropriate cases, based on State guidelines .. 

Ensure Fair Award Levels 

• 
Fully 22 percent of the potential child support collection gap can be traced to awards that are 
either set very low initially or are not adjusted as incomes change, All States are currently 
required to use presumptive guidelines for setting and mndifying all support awards but they. 
have wide discretion in their development and the resulting award levels vary considerably 



,. , 

• across States. For example, in one study, the minimum amount of support due from low­
income noncustodial parents required to pay support for one cbild varied from $259 per 
month in Alabam., to $241 in California, $50 in Massacbusetls, and $2.5 in New York.. 
While the use of State·based guidelines has led to more uniform trcatlnent of similarly· 
situated parties witbin a State, there is still much debate concerning the adequacy of support 
awards resulHng from guidelines. 

Another concern is the failure to update awards as the circumstances of the parties change. 
Although the circumstances of both parents (including their income) and the child typically 
change over time, awards often remain at their original leveL Updating typically increases 
awards over time because the noncustodial parent's income generaHy increases after the 
award is set, while inflation reduces the value of awards. However, the noncustodial parent 
who loses his job or experiences a legitimate drop in earriings would also benefit from 
updating becau~e adjusting their awards will reduce the accumulation of arrearages. 

This proposal seek, to reduce the impact of inadequate child support awards and to provide 
distribution policies that enable families to more easily move from welfare to work. 

• 
Mndifications of Child SUPl'Qrt Orders. Universal, periodic, 'administrative updating. of 
awards will be required for both AFDC and non-AFDC cases in order to ensure that .wards 
accurately reflect the current ability of the noncostndia! parent to pay support. ,The burden 
for asking for an increase. if it is warranted,. will be lifted from the non-AFDC mother and it 
will be done automatically j unless, both parents decline a modJfication, 

Distribution of Child SUPl'0rt·Payments, Child support distribution policies. will be made 
more respo~ive to the needs of families by re-ordering child support distribution prIorities . 

. For families who leave welfare for work, pre· and post-AFDC child support arrearages will 
be paid to the family first. Families .who unite Or reunite in marriage will have any child 
suppon arrearages owed'to the State forgiven under certain circumstances; States will also' 
have the option to pay current child suppon djrectly to families who are recipients. Families 
often remain economically vulnerable for a substal\tial period of time after leaving AFDC, 
In fact, about 45 percent of those who now leave welfare return within one year. ~ore than 
70 percent return within five years. Ensuring that .11 support due to the family during this 

'critical transition period is paid to the family can mean the difference between self~ 
sufficiency or a return to welfare. 

National Commission on Child Support Guidelines. jJnder the proposal, a National 
Guidelines Commission. will·be established to study Ole issue of child support guidelines and 
make recommendations to the Administration and Co~ress on the desirability of unifonn 
national guidelines or national parameters for setting State guidelines, 

• 
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• 
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Collect Awards That Are Owed 

The full amount of child support is collected in only about half the cases. Currently, 
enforcement of support cases is too often handled on a compJaint-<iriven basis, with the IV·D 
agency ,taking enforcement action only when the custodial parent pressures the agency to do 
SQ, Many enforcement steps require court intervention, even when the case is a r(JUline one, 
And even routine enforcement measures often require individua1 case processing, as opposed 
to being able to rely on automation and mass case processing, 

This proposal includes provisions for central registries and other tools to improve both intra· 
and interstate enforcement. 

State Role. A State-based system will continue. but with bold changes which move the 
'system toward a more unifoDn. centralized, and service·oriented program. The need has 
grovlll for one central State location to collect and distribute payments in a timely manner, 
The ability to maintain accurate records that can be·centrally accessed is critical. All States 
will maintain a central registry and centralized collection and disbursement capability. The 
registry will maintain current records of all support orders and. work. in conjunction with a 
centralized payment center for the collection and .distribution of child support payments. The 
State-based central registry of support orders and centralized collection and disbursement will 
enable States to make use of economies of scale and use modem technology, such as that 
used by business -- high speed check processing equipment, automated mail and postal 
procedures, and automated billing and statement processing, 

Centralized collection will vastly simplify withholding for employers since they will only 
have.to send payments to one source. ]n addition. this change wilI.ensure accurate 
accounting and ,monitoring of payments, State staff will monitor support payments to ensure, 
that the support is heing paid; and they will be able to impose certain enforcement remedies 
at the State level administratively and automatically. Thus, routine enforcement actions that' 
can he handled on a mass or group basis will be imposed through the central State offices 
using,computers and automation.' For States that opt to use 10Cll1 offices, this will 
supplement, but not replace, local enforcement actions, . 

In addition to the current State caseload. all new and modified orders for support will be 
included in the central registry and will receive child support enforcement services 
automaticaHy. without the need for an application. Certain parents, provided that they mect 
specified conditions. can choose to make their. payment outside the. registry. 

States must move toward a child support system for the 21st century, . With 15 million cases 
and a growing caseload, this will not occur by simply adding more caseworkers. Routine 
cases bave to he bandied in volume. The central registry, centralized collection and 
disbursement system. increased administrative remedies, and overall increase in automation . 
and mass case processing are all necessary for the operation of a high performing and 
cffeetive child support enforcement system, Giving State agencies the ability to take 
enforcement action inunediately and automatically removes the burden of enforcing the 
obligation from the custedial parent, usually the mother. 
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TEENAGE PREGNANCY 

• AND 

.OUT-OF-WEDLOCK CHILDBEARING 
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• Comparison of Teen Provisions: 

President's Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 (WRA) and 


Republican Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 (PRA) 


Denial of Benefits 10 Unmarried Minor Mothers 

WRA: 	The WRA does not deny benefits to teen mothers who had a nonmarital hirth. 

PRA: 	 In cases in which an unmarried mother gives birth before her 18th birthday, that child 
will not be eligible for AFDC benefits for the rest of that child's life. The mother 
and child could become eligible in the future only if the mother marries the biological 

. father or she has legal custody of the child and marries an individual who legally 
adopts the child. 

Teen Pregnancy Prevention 

WRA: 	There will be a National Campaign Against Teen Pregnancy that calls on all sectors 
of society. The Federal govenunent,' State and local govenunents, schools, non profit 
organizations, the private sector, and youth will all work together to develop a broad 

• 
. strategy including a media campaign, set goals, and creative interventions. Two grant 
programs will be funded ..The teen pregnancy prevention grants are based on the 
premise that to be most effective, a prevention strategy must begin with pre-teens, 
focus initially on the young people who are most at-risk, and emphasize school-based, 
school-linked- activities and complementary community action. The second grant 
'program is the Comprehensive Services Demonstration Grants to Prevent Teen' 
Pregnancy in High Risk Communities. 

. PRA: The PRA contains no provisions specifically designed to prevent teen pregnancy other 
than to deny AFDC benefits to children of teen mothers. The savings. from denying 
such assistance will be used to fund grants to States. States may use these grants to 
establish or expand programs to reduce out of wedlock pregnancies, to promote 
adoption, to establish and operate orphanages or closely supervised residential group 
homes for unwed mothers. 

Education 

. WRA: All custodial parents under the age of 20 who have not successfully completed high 
school (or its equivalent) would hi: required to participate in the JOBS program, 
generally in an educational activity. States would be required to ,provide case 
management to these teens: At State option, monetary incentives (which must be 
combined with sanctions) could be provided to pregnant and parenting-teens to serve. 
as an inducement to attend school. . 

• PRA: At State option, aid may be reduced by up to $75 per month for each parent under 21 
who has not completed high school (or its equivalent) and did not meet minimum 
attendance requirements at an educational institution in the, previous month. This 



• sanction can also be applied to each dependent child in a family receiving AFDC who 
did not meet minimum attendance requirements at an educational institution in the 
previous month. 

Requirement to Live at Home 

WRA: States are required to mandate that teen parents under age 18 receiving AFDC reside 
in their parents household or with a legal adult guardian or relative or in an adult 
supervised supportive living arrangement. 

PRA: 	 States are required to mandate that teen parents under 19 receiving AFDe reside in 
their parents household or with a legal gnardian or other adult relative. 

• 
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• 	 Number and Percent of Nonmarital Births by Year, Age and Race 

TOTAL 	 AGE 15·19 

YEAR 	 WHITE BLACK WHITE BLACK 

1970 	 389,200 79.300 107.800 93,200 100.500 
(100%) (20,4%) (27.7%) (24.0%) (25.8%) 

1985 	 818,788 142.131 120.378 287,458 239,366 
(100%) (17.4%) (14.7%) (35.1 %) (29.2%) 

1991 1,202,801 199.656 145,180 479,112 331,620 
(100%) (16.6%) (12.1%) (39.8%) , (27.6%) 

ote: percentages sum to S Ig Y ess 
been excluded. 

.• The number of births to unmarried mothers tripled between 1970 and 1991-from 

• 

398,700 10'1.2 million, Between 1970 and 1991, the number of nonmarital births 


'increased among both teens ages 15 to 19 and adult women ages 20 10 44, but the 

, increase was concentrated most heavily among adult women, In 1970, the number and 

proportion of nonmantal births was almost equally distributed between teens (49 percent) 

and adult women (51 percent). But in,l991 , rully 70 percent of all norunarital birihs were 

to adult women and 	30 percent were to teen WOmen. Roughly half of all noIlll1lirital 
births to .dult women owmed to women over age 25. Thus, while, nonmarital 
childbearing is often cast primarily in terms of teens, a far greater share of nonmarital 
births are, in filet, to older women. 

• 	 The racial distribution of noomarital births has also changed over time;with rhe number 
born 10 whites increasing more quickly !han the number born 10 Blacks: In 1970; over 
half (54 percent) of all nonmarital births were 10 Black women and 44 percent were 10 
white women. By 1991. this pattern hadbasieally reversed. with over half (56 percent) 

, 	of all nonmarital births occurring 10 white women and less !han half (40 percent) to Black 
women. Ibis tread beld true both among teen women and among adult women. ' 

• 	 Ahnost one half of the increase' in the number of nonrnarital births between 1970 and ' 
1991 has occutred because there are more single women compared to' married women 
than previously., More women !lllIl"l}' at a later age or do not !lllIl"l}' at,all. 
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PERCENTAGE Of OUT-Of-WEDLOCK CHILDBEARING 

Nonmarital Births as a Percentage of Total Births 
1~~I'--------------------------------------------------------------------' 

..,. 
• 

75%' 

"-. 
Black 

. . under 20 ....l~ 
. ..,.Black-c:.. 2O&upu 50% 

If 
~ 

~. 

..-----r~------­

25"'-I2~ 


White ,.".,.". 20& upunder 20 -
4" enD 0.-(3-·G ----e S 0 

Ql(.. 

fl9 I' 73 15 71 i9 8' 63 as 87 89 91 
Year 

Source: National Center for Health Statistics, Vital Statistics of the United States, annual and 
Monthly Vital Stelistics Report, Vol. 43, No. 5, Supplemen~ October 25, 1994. 
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• 	 preliminary - not for quotation or citatwu 

Excerpt. from DRAFT: 
Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention Programs: 

Interventions and Evaluations 
(forthcoming by Child Trends under contract by ASPE) 

• 	 A systematic review of the literature fmds no "silver bullet" programs to reduce 
adolescent pregnancy and childbearing. 

• 	 A rew well-designed and weU-evaluatect programs have been conducted. Most of the 
evaluations that have been conducted have been lacking in methodological and 
statistica1 rigor. 

• 

• The existing body of basic research on ectalescent sexual .od fertility behavior 
suggests the primary factOrs that are associated with early sexual initiation, ineffective 
contraception. and teenage parenthood are socioeconomic disadvantage. school failure, 
behavior problems and risk taking. ' More nebulous but also important are a set of 
family strengths including nurturan.e and love, monitoring and discipline, clear values 
and authoritative communication which instill in children and adolescents the will and 
capacity to postpone parenthood until they have themselves formed strong and stable 
families, However, the interventions mounted to prevent adolescent parenthood only 
rarely focu, on these risk factors. 

• 	 The moS! promising approach to preventing pregnancy based on the scientific 
literature'is within programs designed to provide educational and economic 
opportunities to children and .dolescents. Such program, include Tide 1, the 
Summer Youth Employment Program, lob Corps, and Head Start. 

• 	 Numerous programs have been implemented ranging from sexuality education, to 
comprehensive, multifaceted interventions offering education, counseling and a variety 
of support services. 

• 	 Studies have concluded: 

• 	 Traditional sex education increases know'edge in the short~tenn. but· seems to 
bave minimal effects on actuaJ.fertility-related bahavior. The provision of sex 
education to adolescents does not increase the risk of sexual activity. 

• 	 Theory-based sex education combined with skin-building activities demonstrate 
somewhat stronger and more suslllinad'impacts. Specifically, programs with a 
specific and narrow message. combine" with contraceptive infonnation, and 
activities concerned with social and media influences. mooeHing. communica­

• 
tion and negotiation, encourage a delay in sexual initiation sligiltly,and have 
modest effects in improving contraceptive bahavior. ' 



• 
• 

• preliminary· not for quowtWD or citation 

• Family planning services alsc have been found to reduce unwanted births, 
primarily because of pregnancy prevention, but perhaps also due to increased 
access to abortion, 

• 	 Services thaI offer tailored approaches to reduce harriers to receiving care 
among adolescents are most likely to affect contraceptive use, 

• 	 At present, there is no evidence that abstinence-alone programs delay sexual 
activity, There is evidence that programs combing abstinence education with 
contraceptIve education serve to both delay sexual initiation and improve 
contraceptive use. 

• 	 School~based clinics are a source of health care, but have not been found to 
consistently reduce sexual activity or pregnancy, with the exception of the 
Self-Center clinic in Baltimore; the Self-Center uses a case-management 
approach to link school sex education with contraceptive and other support 
services at an outside health facility. 

Other examples of promising initiatives include a program for adolescent girls 
which combines a curriculum with volunteer work and has been linked to' 
lower pregnancy rates. 

• 	 Also, the eruiched pre-school development program provided in the Perry Pre­
Sehool Program has been found to reduce teenage cbildbearing more than a 
decade later. 

• 
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• ,,, 	 COMPARISION OF STATE FISCAL CAPACITY 
AND POVERTY RATES: 1993 

State 

Alabama $17,234 17.4% 


Alaska $22.846 9.1% 


Arizona $12.986 15.4% I, 

Arkansas $16.143 20.0% 


Per Capita 
Income Poverty Rate 

. 
California $21.821 18.2% 

orado $14.868 9.9% 
.

Ii Connectiout 	 $28.110 8.5% 
. , Delaware 	 521.481 10.2%,,,, 

• 

D.C, 529.438 • 26.4% 


Florida $20.857 17.8% 


Georgia $19.278 13.5% 


Hawaii $23,354 8.0% 


Idaho 	 $17,646 13.1% 

.Illinois $22,582 13.6%. , 
Indiana . $19,203 12,2% 

Iowa S18.315 10.3% 

Kansas $20,139 13.1 % 

Kentucky $17,173 20.4% 

Louisiana $16.667 26.4% 

Maine 518,895 15.4% ' 

. 	Maryland • $24,044 9.7% 

Massachusetts $23,676 , . 10.7% 

Michigan $20,453 . 15.4% 
" 

. 

• 

II Minnesota $21.063 11.6% 


MissIssippi $9,619 , 24.7% 


Missouri $19,463 16.1 % 
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• , COMPARISION OF STATE FISCAL CAPACITY 
AND POVERTY RATES; 1993 

Per Capita 
State Poverty RAteIncome 

, 	 Montana $17,322 14.9% 

Nebraska $19,726 10.3% 

Nevada $22.729 9.8% 
, , New Hampshire $22.6~9 	 9.9% 
, 	 ,

New Jersey 	 $26,967 10.9% 
,, 

New Mexico 	 $ll,410 17.4% 
, 
, 
I New York $24.623 16.4% . 

, North Carolina $18,702 14.4%: 

, North Dakota $17,488 11.2% , 


,
, Ohio $19.688 13.0% 

,Oklahoma . $17.020 	 19,9%!. 
, 

Oregon 	 . $19,443 11.8% 

PerulSylvania 	 $21.351 13.2% 
. 

Rho<le Is1ao<l . $21.096 . 11.2% , 

, South Carolhta $16,923 . 18.7% 

, " South Didrota' $17,666 14.2% . 
, 

, 
, Teru1eS8ee $18.434 19.6% , 
,, , , Texas $19.189 

,~ 
17.4% 

,, 	Utah $16,180 10.7% 

Vennont $19.467 10.0% 

I Virginia • $21.634, 9.7% 

, Washington $21.887 12.1% 
, 
, West Virginia . $16.209 22.2% 

. 

• 
Wisconsin $19.811 12.6% 

Wyoming $19.539 13,3%. 

Sources; U.S. Bureau ofthe' Census' and U,S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 
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SELECTED MEASURES OF STATE PERFORMANCE 


• 	 Percent of Percent Percent of Percent of 
Percent of Adult AFDC of AFDC APDC Families IV-D Cases AFDC 

Adult AFDe Recipients· Families With Child With Quality 
Recipients in Work With . Support Paternity Control 

in lOBS Activities Earnings Payments Established Error Rate 
State (1993) (1993) (1992) (1993) (1991) (1991) 

Alabama 21.2% 0.0% 3.1 % 36.3% . 33.1 % 6.3% 
Alaska 5.7% 0.0% 16.9% 18.8% 21.4% 2.9% 
Arjzona 4.5% 0.3% 7.0% 3.9% 11.2% 8.3% 
Arkansas! 1 17.0% 0.1% 6.2% 29.5% 44.4% 3.8% 
California 7.5% 0.3% 7.5% 11.5% 27.9% 3.5% 
Colorado 13.8% 1.7% 8.6% '.20.7% 22.8% 2.7% . . 

,	Connecticut 9.5% 0.2% 5.9% 20.3% 39:1 % .2.7% 
Delaware 12.2% 0.2% 10.3% 22.3% 20.5% 6.7% 
Dlst. of Columbia 11.0% 0.4% 1.5% 7.6% 49.9% 6.0% 

Florida ' 8.S% 0.0% 4.9% 15.3% 27.9% 9.7% 

Georgia- 10.2% . 0,4% 7.6% 19.2% 73.5% 3.4% 

3.6% 0.5% 14.0% 17.4% . 32.2% 3.2% ..aWait 
aho 12.5% 0.0% 12.8% 52.7% .53.0% 4.2% 

Illinois 8.3% 0.1 % 5.3% 8.1% 33.5% 5.0% 

Indiana 7,4% 0.5% 6.9% 34.6% 25.9% 5.8% 

Iowa 18.3% .0.0% 19.1% 26.6% 22.0% 5.2% 

Kansas 19.7% 1.2% 11.5% • 34.9% 35.7% .4.4% 

Kentucky 4.5% 0,4% 12.6% 17.0% 49.4% 3.1% 

Louisiana 9.9% 0.1.% 3.5.% 9.3% 40.1 % ·7.1% 

Maine 9.6% 0.0% . 18.0% 34.7% 32.9% 3.3% . 

Maryland 10.4% 0.0% 4.0% 18.1 % 49.7% 6.9% 
Massachusetts 15.4% 0.0% 4.0% 11.5% 25.1 % 4.0% 

Michigan 19.9% 0.6% 13.2% 27.1% 68.3% 4.1% 

Minnesota 8.3% 0.1% 13.8% 35.1 % 51.4% 2.8% 
"	Mississippi 7.5% 0.8% 11.3% 13.3% . 65.2% 7.5% 

Missouri 5.7% 0:3% 5.7% 17.5% 92.6% . 53% 

Montana 21.0% 0.2% 16.9% 18.1% 23.4% 4.4% 

n First and second columns are based on 1992 data. 

• 
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SELECTED MEASURES OF STATE PERFORMANCE 

Percent of Percent Percent of Percent of 
Percent of AdultAFDC of AFDC AFDCPamilies IV·D Cases AFDC· 

Adult AFDC Recipients Families With Child With Quality 
Recipients in Work With Support Paternity Control 

in JOBS Activities Earnings Payments Established Error Rate 
State (l993) (1993) (1992) (1993) (1991) (1991) 

Nebrll5ka 49.5% 15.9% 14.2% 29.2% 24.7% 6.9% 
Nevada 8.1% 1.9% 4.1% 33.3% 23.6% 4.0% 

New Hampshire 12.6% 0.1% 8.1% 34.1 % 21.5% 3.7% 

New Iersey 8:7% 0.2% 2.1% 20.8% 33.1 % 4.7% 
New Mexico 16.5% 0.6% 9.3% 9.9% 15.3% 4.9% 

New York 9.8% ·0.4% 4.3% 11.7% 30.3% 6.7% 

North Carolina 8.0% 0.3% . 11.6% 19.0% .56.2% 3.7% . 

North Dakota 28.7% 1.4% . 16.2% 39.2% 47.9% 1.7% 
. Ohio 22.0% .. 3.7% 7.0% . 15.0% 41.0% 8.4% 

Oklahoma 15.4% .1.6%· 5.4% . 9.7% 38.1% 3.9% 

Oregon· 15.1% " 0.2% 12.2% 25.8% . 33.9% 3.7%.. 
.nnsytvania ' 13.8% ·0.3% 5.9% 26.2% 44.9% 4.9% 

ode Island 17.3% ·0.2% 5.8% 12.7% 18.8% 3.5% 
South Carolina 20.4% 0.0% 8.3% 25.3% 30.3% . 6.6%. 

Sculh Dakota 24.3% 2.3% 13.7% 26.5% 25.3% 1.2% 

Termessee 5.1% 0.0% 11.2% 10.7% 42.9% 6.7% 

Texas 10.1 % . 0.1 % 5.6% 6.7% ·34.7% . 8.0% 

Utab 39.8% 1.2% 14.8% 25.9%· 47.8% 3.6% 

Vermont 18.9% 2.8% 12:8% 40.1% 24.2% 2.0% 

Virginia 12.2% . 0,1% .5.2% 23.9% 58.9% 3.4% 

Washington . 18.4% 0.1% 9.1% 32.0% 43.3% 5.8% 

West Virginia 42.4% 2.4% 3.2% 11.0% 21.9% 8.2% 

Wisconsin 14.5% 0;8% 16.1% 40.6% 70.9% 4.8% 

Wyoming 15.3% 0.2% ·26.2% .24.3% 23.9% 4.3% 

U.S. ToW. ·11.8% 0.6% 7.4% 16.8% 38.8% 5.0% . 

• 




TRENDS iN ~NEFIT LEVELS . 
OVER THE PAST 25 YEARS " • 

(percentage changes reflect changes in real dollars) 	 ... 


• 

100% Federally Funded Progx:am~ 

PoodStamps 

Basic SSI 

Shared State and Federal Programs 

AFDC 
100% State Funded Programs 

SSI Supplement (elderly individuals) 

SS! Supplement (elderly couples) 

General Aasistance 

Federal Block Grants 

Title XX (1975 • 1994) 
.11 f 

... Puerto Rico Nutrition (1982 -1994) 

3% 

6% 
l: 

-47% 

-63% 

·7}% 

NA 

-58% 

-6% 

.. 	 Benefit levels in 100 % Federal entitlement programs have generally kept pace with inflation. 
Food Stamps has been a critic8.J nutrition safety net. 

.. 	 Benefit levels in programs with a heaVy. state contribution have fallen dramatically over time 
when adjusted for inflation. 

.. 	 Block grants may be more vuinerableto budget cuts . 
.. 
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• STATE OPTIONS IN THE WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1994 

I. JOBS, TIME, UMITS AND WORK 

JOBS AND TIME UMITS 

A. 	EmplQyabilitv Plag 

State agencies may ekel a variety of processes to resolve disputes regarding the: 
employability plan. ' 

B. Substance bbuse and Deferral from JOBS/WORK 
StateS may require deferred substance abusers to partielpate in tteatment and may levy 
sanctions for failure to do so. States may also r~ire JOBS participants to'~ in ' 
substanC¢. abuse tn::atment in conjunction with another JOBS activity. 

C. JOBS Services , 
.' States will have the option to require all job-r..dy new recipients, nn. jUlI! those from the 

phased-ill gIOUP, 10 perform up-front job search. 
.Q, Minimum Worl> StandarU 

StateS will have the option of inaeasing the 20 hour minimum work SfandarU 10 an 
average of 30 hoUlll per w""k. States will also have the option to set different mJnImum 
wad< stands:rdsl:o different subgroups as long as the houtS fill between 20 and 30 hours 
per week. 

• 
Eo JOBS Participation 

Stat"" will have the option of subjecting voluntoets from the not-phased-in group to the 
time limit, States may define the pll8scd-,in group mar. broadly end may ""luirc ' 
recipients not-phased-into parIlcipato in JOBS" , ' . 

F. JOBS Funding 
Beginning in FY97• • State may reallocate up to 10% of Its ""mbilled JOBS and WORK 
allotments from illl JOBS Program to its WORK program and vice versa. If a S_ is 
unabie to olaim all FederallOBSlWORK funding for • fiscal year, it may draw down 

. Federal funds JOBS operational costs In ex= of its ~d entiUement. 
G. Transitign 12 .:. 

Before taking a indlvltluale would be required to· engage In job search 
for at least 4S days. and the have Ibe optionor extending to ,90 days. .: . 

, 	 . States may provide en addlliona1 month of AFDCto those who find employment just..,. . ',,' 
their AFDQIJOBS digibility cuds. , 
Slates may provide post empInymcnl and WIlrlw support seMces. 

H. Effective Date eng !)cljnl!l9n !If PhMed-Tn ~ , 
" 	 States .... pcdtion to delay implementation for up to all. year aft", the ._. date 

(October 1, 1995) fot _stances beyond (ODtr1)1 of the Stste TV-A ag<ilcy. 
States wlU have the option to define the phased-in group molO broadly as long:.. the base 
&rOU!> (individuals barn aft« 1971) Is iI1cI';ded. 

ADMlNlSTRATION OF lQBSiWORK ' 
h: Overall Administration ' 

The Governor may designate the agellCY I. administer JOBS;WORK and·de!etmine 
whether tbe State will utilize .0 State-wide ODo-stop career center s.ysteril to implement 

• 	 1 
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• JOBS!WORK.. If the IV-A agency administers JOBS, it will have .he option of contracting 
with other entities 10 carry out all JOBS{W~RK functions. 

In States where an agency other than a lV-A agency is administering JOBS/WORK, StatC$ 

v.:ill be given fiexibiHty in determining deferral statuS; granting extensions of time limits; 

providing secondary 10BS/WORK hearings/reviews. 


WORK 
a:. WORK Funding 

States would be p<nnltlcd to rea1locale up to 10% of combined 10BSlWORK allotments 
from tho JOBS program to tbe WORK program and vi"" verso. States may also leal.locate 
up to 10% of lOBS funding for !'Yin fi>t WORK start-up cosI$, (f a State i. unable to 
claim all Federall0BSIWORK funding for a fiscal year, it m.y draw down Federal funds 
for WORK operational costS in excess' of its capped entitlement. 

·B, WORK llUgibility Criteda and Registration l'l:pc4ss 
· &ates will bave the option of requiting both AfDC-UP pare... to. porticlpare In WORK. 

·s;, Allocation of WORK ~ignmen!lllJmor!m Activities/Job Search .. 
· States will bove the option of requiting petSO!!S awaiting WORK assigmnenlS to paniclpatc 

in <iiher WORK activities, including job search, and to establish medlanism. fi>t 
monitOring: such activities, . , 

D. SUJlPOrtive ~ces(Worker Suoport 

• 
• Stat"" =y provide .upportive S<1VIees (ouchllS e1:rild <:ate. and transportation) to WORK 

participants who are engaged In coneuaent trainingledueation activities. .. . 	 ,
Ii S'l1ctiOnsiPena!rles aOBS !ll!! WORK) . 

JOBS Sanctions: To ,esolve dlsputcs oonct!lling SOBS participants. State may adopt a .. 
conciliation poliey to meet approprtate struJdnrds 0' may provide. notif\cationproeess 
whereby once conta¢t fWm • reclpi<llt is initiated, the State has the Option to resolve the 

· dispUte without imposing a sanction. 
IMUgibillty for a ·WORK.&signnt<:nt: !'Or dismissal fruin.·WORK "sigmncnt, stares 

· would be able to apply.the defl1litioo of misconduct utilized in its une,nploymcot insurance' , . 
program. 

1:. li!!l Search 
· 'The State oollld requlie WORK pnrtIclpanl$ 10 engage in job scareh while in a WORK 
· as.igmnent provided the cOmbined hours of work and job search did not excaed an average 

of 40 hours per woel<. 
· G. Messing Participation in WORK Bs;xond Two Years . 

+ 	 At the end oftwo consecutive WORK assignments. States have'the option to ~uirc 
participants, who lived in an areawhere suitable jobG <>XiS!, to ."gage In intensive job 
search. Noncooperation. or rclusid 10 apply for or .oceplavallabl. jobs, may result in (; 
month ineligibility for either WORK or AFDC beoefits.O 

• 	 2 
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MAKE WORK PAY• 6, Child Core 
Program Slmpli/icoti{mIC(HtSisCency Issues; IV-A child care funds will concinuc to flow to 
the IV-A agency. but Stales will have the optil,m to contraCt to the lead CcnBG agency. 
Continuity of Car~: States wiil have the option 10 extend houti and weeks or cru.:e to 8SSUJe 

CODtinuity of care for children, 
!L Irnorovlng ~ ElTe 

P~rmitting Publicly Adminisrered Adwutced EaC PtlymCl( Systems: Allow fOUf States 
the option to propose a demonstration project pursuant to which advanCe EITe. 
payments would be made to elig11>le ttsidcn15 tluough a State agency. States ~y provide, 
on an advanced basis, up to 75% of the maximum credit for which the w.xpayer is eligible. 
States may include in its proposal coordination of advance me payments and other 
Federal benefits through electronic benefit technology. 

~ Income Disregards 
.•. States may establish !heir own.disregard policy on earned income above the .fedorally 

required disregaxd (a minimwnof SUD in ""';"8' indexed for inflatiOll in rounded 
incrcmenlS of $10) for appUcaots,lredpi_ and WORK participants. 
SUItes sball have flexibility in establishing fill_gap policies and in. passing-through 

. additional child suppOrt payments _e the AFDC $50. pa$$-through. 

ENHANCING RESPONSIBlLlTY AND OPPOImJNITY FOR NON-CUSTOPIAL 
PARENTS , 
A; Training and Emgl0I!!len/ f2! Hon=91stodjlll Parents 

States can spend up to 10% of lOllS and WORK funding for worl<ltfaining ac.tiviri•• {or 
non-custodial poralllS. States·00' not need to provide lb. same lOBSIWORK semccs to 
CU<toWal ""a non-eustodial parents. 
At State option, a child support obligation can be .....pendad or .!edueed wlille tha non­
custodial parent participates in a programthat·does noi provide CIlOUgh to pay. tha· CUl:ICIlt . 
older. . 

II.. 1NFORMAXlON SYSTEMS AND INFBA.STRUCTURE . 
~ State Automated Systems __. 

Multi-SlAtt Collaba",tl .. ProJectS, &aft !Md. with FeduaJ PartMrship . . 
Transitional As,istonco Support Syst= States may augincnt!hair oyOlem, 10 include 
automation of additional speclflod funcIlOIlS. 

Olild = and JOllSlWORK Case M.ntgemcnt lnformatiOll System", Stat .. may.. . . 
implement automated info_lion SJSI.em$ that ....t tha model functional speclficaticns or 
Oilld Care and JOBSIWORK cIosco1lcd In the Fedcrally....poolOred model approach. . 

• 
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• TIl. PREVENT TEEN PREGNANCY AND PROMOTE PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 
A, Incentives for Responsible BehaVior 

limiting AFDe Ben.e.fits to Additionul Children Conceived W1til~ on AFDC: States may 
limit aU or part of an: AFDC increase when an addition31 child is conceived while the 
parcDC is on welfare. 
Teen Partmr Edu.caticm tlnd ParerHiue A.ctivities State Option: StateS may use monetary 
incentives (with sanctions) as inducement for pregnant teens and (een custodial parentS 
(who receive AFOe and do not ha\'c a high school diploma or GED) to attend an 
education program. States rna)' include custodial pregnant teens and teen parents up to 
tMir 21st birthday and may limit the geographic scope of this option. 

IV. CHIW SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROPOSAL 
A. Establish Aworos in EvelY Case 

Financial Incentives for Paternity Escablishmcnt: States ma~' experiment with programs 
tMt prOvide:: financial incentives for parents to establish palemity. 
Simplifying PQt~rnity Establishriient: States truly atlow a fattler to reopen a case ia' cases 
of fraud or for tbegood of the child. 

Paternity Outreach: States may require all recipients to participate in pre-natal programs. 


• 

B. Treatment of OJild ~uppruJ fm: ~ Families =Stale Option· . . 


Distribution ofChild Support PaymentS: States may allow child support payments (to be 

counted as income) to be paid directly to ""y family teeclving AFDe. 


C. Collect Awards Th!!! Are Owed =State Role 
Option for Integrated Slat~ ~try: States may maintain a unified, i.ntcgTated Stat~ 
registry by connecting local registries through computer linkage. . 
Qmraliwl Collection and Disbwstm ..t Through D Stat. c.ntral Paytmnt Gtmtu: St.... , 
may allow cash payments at local offices or financial institutions (as. opposed to.the State 
Central Payment Centor) if tho payments are ,emitted to the SflIle ,Payment Cent.;r. fo. 
processing within 24 how:s of receipt. . 
States may fonn cooperative agreements to.pro'lide collection/disbursement functions for 
more than one State through one- "drop box" location.'. . .. 

D. 'Guaranteeing Some' Level of Support =Child ~.rr Assurance Demonstrations. 
Allow three states to implement Child Support Assuraoo: demoustra!iOIl$. , 

,create work programs for noncustodial parents with no inoome to work,ofi support 
B. WORK Ptogrnm:j for Noncustodial'Patents " . 

States may create: work programs fornollOlStodial pagnts.\v1.th no income to·work off 
<:hild sUppOrt thoy Owe. 

V. IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 
{:;, RatioMli..".n !!!!!! Simplification ,1\(>05$ Assistance Pr9""""s , 

R.acurct!S - National Unsubsitliud IDA Program: States may allow indi~idual . . 
Development Accounts to be established by I'oderally insurod finand.1 institutions to pay 
for post-=ODc!aty education o. training. tim-homes", Of business capitalization. 

• 4 
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• Filing Unit - UP Pfl)t'ision.s: States may eliminate an)' of the special eligibility 
requ,uemcnts for two-parent families. 
Filing Unit - Stepparent Deeming: StareS may increase the amount of stepparent 

disregards. 

Optional Retrospective Budgeting: Rerrospe.c(ive budgeting will-be optional for ~[ates 


without regard to whether families are required to report monthly. 


B. Regulatory RevisIons 
Verification. o/Iliformtlli<m in. ApplicatiOnS: States will have grealet flexibilitY reJative to 
the irtionnatioll sourees they use to verify identifICation Information in appticadoJlS. 

• 


! 
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Fact Sheet 


• ADMINISTRATION FOR 
CIDLDREN AND FAMILIES 

STATE WELFARE DEMONSTRATIONS 

Under section 1115 of the Social Security Act, HHS is authorized to grant states waivers of 
current laws governing the APDC and Medicaid programs. This authority is intended to give states 
the flexibility to demonstrate aItematives that better match their residents' needs. 

HHS is committed to fulfilling President Clinton's mandate to make the waiver process more 
efficient. This should give states more flexibility in their management of joint federa)Nstate progratl!S 
while maintaining quality services f~r HHS beneficiaries. 

Since January 1993; HHS has approved welfare demonstration projects in Arkansas. 
Catifomia. Colorado, Connecticut. Florida, Georgia, Hawaii. Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, 
Mississippi, New York, North Dakota, Oklahoma. "Oregon, Pennsylvania. South carolina, South 
Dakota. Vermont, Virginia, Wisoonsin, and Wyoming, 

• 

ARKANSAS 


Under Arkansas' demonstration, AFDC parents age 16 or younger will be required to nttend 
school regularly or face reductions in benefits if they fail to·dQ SQ, If appropriate, teenage parents 
can meet the requirement by attending an alternative educational program. 

In addition. Arkansas will implement a policy of not increasing AFDC benefits when 
additional children are born into a family receiving welfare. Family planning and group counseling-, . 
services focusing on the responsibilities of parenthood will be ,included in the demonstration.. . 

Arkamas' application was received on January 14. 1993, and approved on March 5, 1~, 

CALIFORNIA 

California's demonstration will encourage teenage·AFDC parents to regularly attend school by 
paying them a $100 cash bonus for maintaining a C'average, and $500 for ultimately gradllating from 
high school. Teenage parents, who fail to maintain a D average can have their AFDC payments 
reduced by up to $50 a month for two mont~s. " 

The demonstration win aiso penni! AFDC families to accumulate $2,000 in assets and have 
$4,500 equity in a car, In addition, families will be able 10 deposit $5,000 into· savings so long as the 
funds are us:ed to purchase a home, start a business, or finance a child's postsecondary education or 

• 
training. 

."""", 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

Administrafion for Children and Families(I­ 370 L'Enfant Promenade, S.W., Washington, D,C. 20447 
Phone: (202} 401·9215 \\ January 1995 
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• 
" Finally. the demomltration wUl allow recipients who work - but who have low AfDe 

benefits - to opt out of the program. They will remain· eligible for health care under Medj-CaJ as 
well as other services, such as child care. which arc_available to AFDC recipients. 

California's waiver request was received on September 29, 1993. and granted: 
February 28, 1994 . 

• 

COLORADO 

Colorado is initiating a "Personal Responsibility and Employment Program" which includes a 
number of major revisions to the State's AFDe program. The demonstration will operate in five 
counties. Under (he demonstration, parents who are able to work or able to participate in a tmining 
program must do so after receiving AFDC benefits for two years. lndividuals whQ refuse to perform 
the assignments can face a loss of AFDC benefits. 

Additionally. the demonstration will "cash out" Food Stamps for participants, meaning that 
the value of the coupons will be added to the monthly AFDC payment. Participants will be 
encouraged to' work thruugh a new fonnula which wilt enable families to keep more of the money 
they earn, Asset levels and rules pertaining to ownership of an automobile will also be cbanged so 
that participants wUl be permitted to own a car regardless of its value or their equity in it. 

Finally. the demonstration provides for payment of financial ,bonuses when participants stay in 

• 
, school 'and graduate from a secondary (high school) or GBD program, and,pemtits financial penalties 

to be assessed when parents fail to have their. children immunized. Colorado's waiver request'was 
received on June 30, 1993, and granted on January 15 j 1994, 

CONNECTICIJI' 

Connecticut's rt A Fair Chance" initiative is designed to increase supp~rts, incentives, and 
• work expectations for AFDC recipients. It has two components. Patb\\'ays and Famiiy Strength . 

• 

Pathways requires AFDC recipients to work a minimum.of 15 hours a week 'after twO years 
of AFDC. 25 hours a week after three years, and 35 h~rs a week after four years. Pathways will 
also help families leaving welfare to increase their incomes bY,paying the difference between the non­
custodiru parent's child support payments and a state.-established minimum. Family Strength 
provisions raise the resource limit for AFDC eligibility from $1.000 to $3,000 and extend transitional­
chiJd care and medical benefits' an additional year. to a total'of two years., 

Family Strength will be implemented ,statewide aruLPathwilys wiU be implemented in the New. 
Haven and Manchester areas, Connecticut's application was re<:eived on December 30. 1993, and 
approved on August 29, 1994. 

, 
FLORIDA 

• 
 Florida is implementing a *Farnily Transition Program" for AFOC recipients in two counties, 

Under the plan, most AFDC families will be limited to collecting benefits for a maximum of 24 

months in any 5-year period. 


lndividuals who exhaust their transitional AFDC benefits. but are unable to find employment,' 
will be guaranteed the opportunity to work at a job paying more than their APDC grant The 

http:minimum.of
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demonstration also provideS'a longer period of eligibility -- 36 months in any is-year period - for 
families who are at a high risk: of becoming welfare dependent. 

Medicaid and chHd care benefits will be availabJe in the demonstration. LQcal community 

boards will playa large role in -overseeing the program. 


Other elements of the demonstration include an increase in the earnings disregard formula and 
asset ceilings. as well as a statewide requirement that AFDC parents must ensure that their children 
have been immunized. Florida's waiver request was received on September 21. 1993, and granted on 
January 27, 1994. 

GEORGIA 

Georgia is initiating the ~Personal Accountability and Responsibility Project" (PAR) which 
strengthens federal work requirements that must be met in order to receive cash benefits, Georgia's 
welfare agency will now be able to exclude from an AFDC grant any abJe-bodied recipient between 
the age of 1& to 60 who has no children under the age: of 14 and who willfully refuses to work or 
who leaves employment without good cause. The rest of the family will continue to be eligible for 
AFDe benefilS. 

The plan will also allow the State to deny additional cash benefits for additional children born 
after a family has been on welfare for at least two years if the chHd was conceived wbiJe the family 
was on welfare, However. PAR would allow recipients to "Jearn back"'rhe denied benefits through 
the receipt of child support payments or earnings. 

Medicaid and Food Stamps eligibility will continue for all family members. [n addition, 
Georgia will offer familY'plaruting services and instruction in parernal skills to AFDC recipients. 
Georgia's waiver request was received on May 18, 1993, and granted on November.2. 1993. 

HAWAII 

Under Hawaii's nCreating Work Opportunities fo'r JOBS Families" (CWOJF) program. job~ 
ready JOBS recipients who would· otherwise expect to wait at least three months to be placed in a 
regular education or training activity are required (0 pursue job leads developed by lOBS program 
specialists: The positions are part-time (up to 18 houts per week), private sector jobs at minimum 
wage. and will allow participants'to gain work experience, develop their skills, and.better target· 
training needs. 

The demonstration will operate for five years, Hawaii's application was received on 
'November 3. 1993, and approved on June 25.1994.' 

ILLINOIS 

The Work Pays component. added to the previously. approved Project Fresh Start, encourages 
employment and tl1t!reby self-sufficiency by enabling recipients to keep more of their earnings ttum is 
nonnally allowed. The State will disregard two of each three dollars earned for as long as recipients 
continue working. Illinois' waiver request was received August 2, 1993. and granted on 
November 23. 1993. 
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• 
INDIANA 

Under the Indiana Manpower Placement and Comprehensive Training Program (IMPACT). at 
any point in time, up to 12,000 job·ready individuals will be assigned to a "Placement Track" and 
receive help in job search and placement. Once on this track. APDC benefits, will be limited to 24 
consecutive months. The time limit applies to adult benefits only; children's benefits will not be 
affected. Case management and supponive services will continue fcif a period after AFI?C benefits 
end. 

For aU recipients who become employed. earnings will be disregarded in determming Food 
Stamp benefits for the first six months, There will be increased sanctions for quitting a job or fot 
failure tu C?mply with program requirements. There wilt also be fewer exemptions from current 
JOBS participation requirements. Another provision will extend subsidies to employers who hire 
welfare recipients for a maximum of 24 months. 

A family benefit cap provision will disallow additional AFDC benefits for children conceived 
, while on AFDC although the child will be eligible for Medicaid. Children wUi be required to attend 

school and be immunized, IMPACT will operate for seven years, Indiana's request was received 
Iune 21, 1994, and granted. December 15, 1994. 

IOWA 

• 
Iowa is implementing a refoon plan that will encourage AFDC and Food Stamp recipients to 

, take jobs and accumulate assets through a program of "Individual Development Accounts." Funds 
deposited in'w account can only be withdrawn to pay for education, training. home ownership, 
business start-up, or family emergencies. The current law which limits eaeh family's assets to $1,000 
will be changed to allow each applicant to have up to $2,000 in assets and each AFDC famiJy to 
possess up to $$,000 in assets;' Additionally, the vehicle asset ceiling will rise from $1,500 to 
$3,000. 

Recipients wili also ,be encouraged to work under a new fonnula which disregards 50 percent 
of their earnings In the.calcutat[on of benefits. For recipients lacking in.significant work: histories. ail 
income wiH be disregarded (fining the first four months on AFD.C,· .A ·F~ily Investment Progran:t 

. will be created for most AFDC parents, requiring them to participate in training and support services 
as a condition of AFDC receipt. Only parents with a chUd un~er 6 months old at home, those 
working at least 30 hours per week. and the disabled are exempt. Individuals who choose not to 
participate in the Family Investment Agreement will have their AFDC benefits- phased out over six ~ 
months and' will not be able to reapply for another six months, Iowa's request was received 
Apri129, 1993, and granted August 13, 1993. 

MICHIGAN 

This expansion of Michigan's, HTo Strengthen Michigan Families" welfare demonstration 
requires APDC recipients to participate in either the Job OPportunit.es and Basic Skills Training 

• 
program (lOBS) or Mi~higan's "Social Contract M activities that encourage work and self-sufficiency. 
Michigan is also testing the requirement that AFDC applicants participate In job search by'actively 
s~eking employment while eligibility for AFDC is being determined . 

. 
The demonstration also requires thal pre-school-age children be inununized and disregards the 

value of one vehicle in determining eligibility. Additionally, in two cOWlties, Michigan will evaluate 
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mediation services to detennine if this increases compliance with child support. The demonstration 
will extend previously approved waivers until October 1999. It will include a rigorous evaluation. 

Michigan's request was received March 8, 1994. and granted October 5, 1994. 

MISSISSIPPI 

Mississippi's reform plan promotes health and education for children receiving welfare 
assistance and supports work efforts by their parents, The demonstration includes a wide component 
and two projects, "Work First" in six counties, and "Work Encouragement" in two counties. 

The wide component requires an children aged six through 17 to attend school and aU 
children under age six to be immunized and receive regular health checkups. It also extends AFDC 
eligibility for two-parent families by allowing mothers or fathers to work more tban 100 hours a 
month, 

The "Work First U component provides subsidized, private-sectof employment for job-ready 
participants. A special fund created from participants' AFDC and food stamp benefits will reimburse 
employers' wages, The State will provide supplemental payments to recipients when their total 
income is less than the combined AFDC and Food Stamp benefits they would otherwise receive, In 
addition. each "Work First" participant will have an "individual development account" for family 
savings, to which employers will'contribute one donae per hour of work, ·the State will also pass on 
to the family all [he child support payments it collects on its behalf. 

The "Work Encouragement~ component allows recipients to keep more of their earnings lmd ' 
still receive AFDC, by raising the earned· income limit ftom 60 to 100 percent of state-establisbed " 
need levels. Time limits on income disregards will also be waived. 

The "Work First" component wlU be impicmet1too in Adams, Harrison. Jones. Lee, Hinds. 
and Washington Counties. The "Work Encouragement" component win be implemented in Leflore 

, and Oktibbeha counties. Under both the ~Work: First H and nWork: Encouragement" components, 
courts may require unemployed, non-custodial fathers to participate in the JOBS program to meet 
child support obliga.lions. 

The demonstration will be in effect for five years ..The request was r~ceived 

December 10. 1993. and grnnted December 22. 1994. 


~WYORK 

New York's "A Jobs First Strategy" gives applicants alternatives to welfare, p'rovides new 
, incentives for recipients to find work and create businesses. and encourages the formation and 
preservation of two-parent families. 

The demonstration allows applicants otherwise eligible for Aid to FamHies with Dependent 
Children the option to receive child -care or Job Opportuniti~ and Basic Skills Training program 
services in place of AFDe. The program will also provide one~time cash assistance -or other services 
necessary to remedy a temporary emergency which has resulted. or may result. in job loss or ' 
impoverishment. 

The demonstration allows children in AFDC families to receive AFDC for up to two years 



. . 

6 


• 
after a caretaker parent marries and the new spouse's income makes the fami!y ineligible, SO long as 
(he household's income does not exeeed ISO percent of the federal poverty guidelines. It extends to a 
full year transitional child care benefits for employed recipients who leave the' rolls because of child 
support payments, In addition, client<i are encouraged to develop their own business enterprises by 
excluding certain business income and resources, including vehicles. 

The demonstration will be implemented in six sites in four counties (Broome, Onondaga, 
Erie, and up to three sites in Brooklyn). and will operate for five years. 

The request was received June 7, 1994, and granted October 19, 1994. 

NORTH DAKOTA 

North,Dakata's demonstration will provide federal AFDC matching funds to the,State for 
low·incorne women during the initial six months of pregnancy with their first child, Such payments 
are US\1l1Uy not available until the last trimester of the pregnancy. 

In addition, the demonstration links AFDC to a requirement tbat individuals enroll in the 
State's welfare~tfrwork program and pursue education or training activities both during the first six 
months of pregnancy and after their child is three months of age. 

• 
North Dakota's waiver application was received on August 19, 1993, and approved on 

April 12. 1994. 

OKLAHOMA 

Oklahoma'5 demonstration seeks to encourage welfare recipients to attend school regularly 
and ultimately graduate from a high school or equivalenteducational program, 

The demonstration proviiics,that AFDC,reciplents between the ages of 13 and 18 need,to 
remain in school or face a reduction in benefits if they drop out. The plan applies to teenage parents 
as well as children." Oklahoma's request was received December 28, .1992, and granted 
January 25, 1993. 

OREGON 

Oregon's'JOBS Plus demonstration provides individuals with short-term (up to nine months) 
, subsidized pllblic or private employment at minimwn wage or bener, The State wiH provide· . 

supplementa.t payments if an individual's income is less-than the combined AFDC and· Food Stamps 
benefits, Participants will continue to be eligible for Medicaid and will receive workplace menroring 
and 'support services. The State also will pass on to the family all the chUd support paYlrn?nts it 
collects on til. family's behalf. 

, Each JOBS Plus participant wiU also have an Individual Education Account (IEA). 'to which 
employ~rs win contribute one doUar per- hour of work. Atter a participant begins working in a non~ 

• 
subsidized position. the Stare wi1l transfer the lEA to the Scholarship Commission, The 
Commission will then make funds available to the participant or the inunediate family for continuing 
education and training at any State community college or institution of higher ieami,ng. 

Oregon's request was received on October 28. 1993. and granted September 19. 1994. 
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PENNSYLVANIA 

PClUlSylvania's "Pathways to Independence" project provides incentives and support for single 
and two~parent families moving from welfare to self~sufficiency. It increases earned income 
disregards so that recipients can keep more of what they earn before they become eligible for public 
assistance. AdditionaJly, it raises AFDC resource limits, including the value of a family's vehicle, 
and increases the time that a family is eligible for transitional child :care and Medicaid after the family 
leaves welfare due to earnings. It wHi operate in Lancaster County. 

To further aId the transition to work. Pathways extends case management counseling and 
referral services to up to one year after the family leaves welfare. Families will be able to deposit 
money into retirement savings and education accounts without penalty. Furthermore, after two 
months of employment, recipient familtes can also choose to receive cash payment of their monthly 
Food Stamp benefit. The demonstration will operate for five years. 

The request was received on February 18, 1994. and approved November 3, 1994. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

South Carolina's Self.-Sufficiency and PersoiUll Responsibility Program sets work requirements 
and provides transitional assistance for program participants.· After completing Individual Self~ 
Sufficiency Plans (lSSP's) to help prepare them to become self·sufficient. AFDC recipients have 30 
days to find :t job in a designated vocational area. If they fail to secure such employment, recipients 
receive an additional 30 days on AFDC to find any p:-ivate sector job; after which time they must 
participate in a community work experience progra.m in order to continue to receive AFDC benefits,' 
Progressive sanctions for non-compliance. up to and including removal of the entire family from 
assistance, are components of this program. 

To aid in the transition to work; recipients who would otherwise no longer be eHgible for 
AFDC because of employment can receive reduced benefits for up to 12 months, Families remain 
eligible for Medicaid and child care during this phase.<lown period, and regular transitional Medicaid 
and child care benefits begin at the end of this period. 

TIle program also raises resource Hmi~ to $3,000 and exempts the cash value of life 
insurance policies. one v~ic!e and interest and divld~ pa~ts, Children of recipients are 
required to auend school regularly and obtain appropriate immunizations. 

The demonstration will operate in Berkeley,' Dorchester. Charleston. and Barnwell Counties 
for a period of five years, South Carolina's request was received on June 13.' 1994."and approv~ on 
January 9, 1995, 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

South Dakota is initiating its ~Strengthening of Souih Dakota Families Initiative", that 
encourages welfare recipients to undertake ehher employment or education activities, The program 
assigns AFDC panicipants to either an employment or educa.~ion track that enables them to move 
from dependency to self·sufficlency. Individuals enrolled in the employment track will receive up to 
24 months of AFDC benefits; those participating in the education track will receive up to 60 months 
of AFDC benefits, 
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Upon completion of either track:, participants will be expected to find employment, or failing 

tbat, will be enrolled in approved community service activities, Individuals who refuse to perform 
the required conununity service without good cause will have their benefits reduced until they 
comply. 

In addition. in conformance with the Food Stamp program. AFDC benefits can be denied to 
any family in which an adult parent quits a job without good cause. "The sanction period will fast 
three months, or until the parent acquires a comparable job, . 

The demonstration also enads new rules pertaining to the employment and earnings of 
children receiving AFDC. Under current law. income earned by children can reduce the family's 
overall AFDC payment. The South Dakota demon.~tration will disregard such earnings for children 
who are attending school at least part-time, Children will be permitted to have a savings account of 
up to $1,000. Additionally, APDC children 14 and over, who are employed parHiIne, will be 
permitted to own an automobile worth up to 52,500.. 

The South D*ota demonstration will involve a rigorous evaluation that utilizes random 
assignment to experimental and control groups., 

South Dakota'S request was received August 6, 1993. and approved March 14. 1994, 

VERMONT 

• 
Vermont's "Family Independence Project" (FIP) promotes work by enabling AFDC 

, recipients to retain more income and accumulate more assets than is normally allowed. FIP also 
, requires AFDe recipients to participate in community or public service jobs after they have received 
AFDC for 30 months for most APDe families or J5 months for families' participating ill the 
unemployed parent component of AFDC. CUrrent child support payments- will now go directly to 
families emitted to them. Vermont's request was received October 27, 1992, and granted 
April [2. [993 .. 

VIRGINIA 

Virginia's MWelfare Reform Project" will encourage employment by identifYing employers 
who commit to hire AFDC recipients for j£lbs that pay'between $15.000 and $18.000 a year and by 

. providing additional months of transitional chHd care and health care benefits. A second statewide 
project wilJ enable AFDC families t£l save for education or home purchases by allowing the 
accwnulation of up to $5,000 for such purposes, encourage famiJy formation by changing the way a 
stepparent's' income is counted. and allow fuU·.f:ime high school students to continue to receive AFDC 
benefits until age 21. Further, in up to four counties; AFDC recipients who successfully leave 
welfare for work may be eJigible.to receive transitional benefits for chiJd and health care for an 
additional 24 months. for a total of 36 months. In One location, Virginia will £lffer a guaranteed child 
support "insurance~ payment to AFDe families who leave welfare because of employment to assist 
the family in maintaining economic self-sufficiency. Virginia's request was received July 13, 1993. 
and granted November 23, 1993. 

• 
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WISCONSI:II 

Wisconsin's rcfonn plan, "Work Not Welfare," will require that most AFDC recipients either 
work or look: for jobs, The plan provides case management, employment activities, and work 
experience to facilitate employment. Receipt of AFDC benefits will be limited to 24 months in' a 
4-year period, except under certain conditions. such as an inability to find employment in the local 
area due to a lack of appropriate jobs, Upon exhaustion of benefits; recipients become ineligible for 
36 months, 

With exceptions. children born while a mother receives AFDC will not be counted in 
detcnnining a family's AFDC grant. In addition, child support will now be paid directly to the 
AFDC custodial parent in cases where the funds are collected by the Slate. Wisconsin's request was 
received July 14, 1993, and granted November I, 1993. 

WYOMING 

Wyoming's reform plan will encourage AFDC recipients to enroU"in school, undertake a 
training program, or enter the workforce. Wyoming's plan will al10w AFDC families with an 
employed parent to <1crumulate $2,500 in asSets, rather than the current ceiling of $1000. 

Wyoming will promote compliance with work and school requirements with tough penalties: 
AFDC minor children who refuse to stay in school or accept suitable employment could have their 

• 
,momhly benefit reduced by $40; and adult AFDC recipients who are required to work or pennon 
community service, but refuse to do so, face a $100 cut in their monthly benefit. Also, Wyoming 
will severely restrict eligibility for adults who have compleled a postsecondary educational program 
while on welfare, and will deny payment to recipients who have confessed to or been convicted of 
program fraud until fun restitution is made to the State. 

Unemployed. non·cllstodial parents of AFDC children who are not paying child support can 
now be ordered. by the courts, into Wyoming's JOBS program. Wyoming's request was'received 
May 20, 1993, and granted September 7, 1993.. 

, 

• 
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POLL RESULTS 




U,S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

IaDlIan: 1995 

FACTS RELATED TO WELFARE REFORM 

Public Support for President Clinton's Welfare Refonn Plan 

Public views and values. A recent survey by the Henry J. Kaiser Family Fouodation explored 
public views on welfare reform iri depth.· The study identified the core beliefs and values 
shaping public opinion on welfare, and found most voters reject the stiuus qUQ welfare system 
be<:anse they believe it does more harm than good by diScouragirig work and family stability. 
However. voters see iridividtuds and government sharing responsibility iri a reformed. system, 
and they are concerned that welfare ",form not leave peeple without b"'lic support.· 

Widespread support for Clinton approach. Given these .rlDdings, it is not surprisirig that 
Amerlcans overwbelmingly support the Administration's approach to welfare reform. Public 
opinion surveys sbow that Americans of all races, all political persuasions, and all iricome levels 
support welfare reform that emphasizes work and responsibility. 

A comprehensive Los Angeles nines survey demonstrates the depth of support' In April 1994, 
pollsters asked 1,682 American adults whetbar they favored a welfare reform proposal that 
resembled the Cliriton plan. The question was: 

One proposal currently beirig discussed to reform welfare would h:quire all able­
bodied welfare recipients, iricluding women with preschool children, to go to 
school for two years to learn a skill while receiving benefit>. Aller that, they 
would be required to either get a job or take • job the government would give 
them aad their welfare benefits would be discontiriued. Child care would be 
provided for the children of working mothers. Do you favor or oppose this 
proposal? . 

An overwhelming 91 % of those polled favored this approach to welfare reform. Sixty-five 
percent favored this proposal "strongly: and only 7% opposed it, 

Allegiance to. this approach·-essentially the Clinton modei--crossed all demographic lines, 
African Americans (96% support) aad peopie of Hispanic descent (95% support) were even 
more positive than whites (90% support~. Similarly, support spanned an income categories: 

IKaiser Family Foondation survey of 1,200 adults in December of 1994. The margin of error was +/M 3%, 

lLos Angell'S Times survey of 1,682 adul!s in April, 1994. The margin of error was +1- 3%. 



90% of those earning less than $20,000 were supportive, and middle- and upper-income 
Americans: were even more positive. 

Worth the price. Americans are willing to pay subslrultially more for welfare reform than the 
estimated coot of the Clinton proposal. III a follow-up question, the Los IIngele.r Times survey 
assessed willingness to pay for reform: 

Some estimate that this kind of comprehensive welfare reform-including job 
training and child care for working parenls-<:Ould end UP costing over $50 billion 
in a reD-year period. If that's true, do you think the cost of this comprehensive 
welfare reform is worth the price or not worth the price? 

More than two-thirds (69%) of respondents said that comprehensive welfare reform is worth this 
investment. (Again, the actual Administration proposal has. much lower price tag.) Support 
was strong across all demographic categories, with no less than 66% support from any sub­
group. 

Other surveys have uncovered a ,indlar willingness to pay for reform. Au April 1994 
CNNIUSA Today/Gallup poll found two-thirds (68%) of respondents favored "replacing the 
current welfare system willi a completely new system to help poor people get off welfare [evelL] 
if that new system would cost the government more moJLey. in the next few years than the current 
sysrem.·' Only 27% opposed this proposal. 

Agreement on the problem and the solution. These results are not a surprise. For many 
months, poblic opinion surveys bave shown that Americans agree on hoth the problems of the 
welfare system and the necessary solutions. Americans believe that the current welfare system 
is failing and must be changed to emphssize work and responsibility. Respondents of different 
races, economic and educational levels, and regional backgrounds support t!me-lindred benefits 
combined with work skills training and job assistance. 

Strong support for llleasure; to enable and encourage work. The April Los Angeles Times 
survey found oearly three in four (73 %) people agreeing that the main goal of any welfare 
reform plan should be 'to get people in the workforce.' Only 6% said that the goal should be 
'to cut costs,· and just 11% said the goal should he 'to cut dowo on illegitimacy." 

Americans recognize that supportive services can help recipients enter the workplace and attain 
self-sufficiency. The Kaiser Family Foundation survey found overwhelming majorities in 
support of the government providing:4 

• job training for people on welfare (87 % to 10%). 
• public service jobs for people on welfare (74% to 21 %). and 

lGallup survey of (,002 adults in April, 1994 for USA Today and CNN, The margin of error was +!~ 3%. 

tKaiser Family Foundation survey of 1.200 adults: in December of 1994. The margin of errQr was +f~ 3%. 



• 	 child care to low income mothers on welfare who take jobs or are in job training 
(85% to 13%). 

Strong Support for time JJmIts. At the same time, Americans believe that welfare must be 
transitional assistance, and support time limits like those in the President's proposal. 

A U.S. News.and World Report survey found 69% ofre,spondenlS favored.'limiting the time 
families can Stayon welfare or Aid to Families with Dependent Children."' Only 16% of 
respondents opposed such limits. Again, support for this aspect of reform spanned all 
demographic sub-groups. More than 60% of African Americans, whites, and members of all 
income categories supported limits. Time-limits also united differing political perspectives, 
gaining support from Democrats (65%), Republicans (74%), and ticket-splitters (68%). 

In more recent surveys the questions bave grown toughor but support for time-limited benefits 
has not diminished. The Kaiser Family Foundation survey found 68% in support of "ending 
welfare payments to nhle-bndied welfare recipients, including women with pre-school children, 
after two years, and requiring them to take a job." 

Benetit outs, grollp homes, and orphanages. Recent surveys have demonstrated over and over 
again that there is little public support for extreme positions that threaten to leave people without 
basic means of support. Majorities reject "denying beneftts· to unmarried women on welfare 
under 18 who have children' (54% opposed, to 42% fuvor) and 'denying or substantially 
reducing benefits to children when it is not possible to establish fatberbood' (67% to 27%).1 
Large majorities of voters say they would be "very upset' or 'somewhat upset' if "many poor 
mothers have to send their kids to orphanages or foster bomes' (78%), 'limits on welfare cut 
off benefits to poor families even when no work is available" (73%). or if 'cuts in benefits for 
illegal immigrants lead to discrimination against legal itnmigraolS who work and pay taxes' 
(64%)' 

The findings on group home,. foster homes, and orphanages have been remarkably steady in a 
large number of surveys. By huge majorities, voters oppose greater reliance on orphanages and 
they expect orphanages to cost them more as taxpayers. Even though time-limits on benefits are 
extremely popnlar by themselves, a proposal that requires mothera on welfare to "find a job and 
get off wdfare within 2 years and if they can't take care of their children at that time, give them 

1Survey of 1.000 "likely votetsM conducted in Det:ember, 1993 for U.S. News and World Report by The 
Tarrance Group and Mellman, Lazarus, lake. The margin of error was +1-3.1 $. 

"Kaiser Family Foundation survey of 1,200 adults in December of 1994. The margin of elTUr was +/- 3%. 

"Yank.elovich Partners for Time and CNN telephone survey of 800 adults in Deeember 1994. The margin of 
error was +/- 3.5%, 

tNewsweek survey of 728 adults in December, 1994. The margin of enor was +t- 4%. 



to an orphanage" is rejected by voters by a three-to-one margin (72% opposed to 24% support). 
Even Republicans reject this proposal by a two-Io..,ne margin (61% opposed It) 28.% favor).' 

The public also rejects orphanages for children of young mothers. Again by a better than three­
to-one margin (72% to 20%) voters believe it is better for children of unwed mg.t!iers under the 
age of 21 to live with their mothers than ~o go into foster care or an orphanage. -They also 
believe (60% to 30%) that relying on the family will eost the govermnent less money. Again 
these result' hoiil for voters of all political persuasions." : .. 

tvankelovich Pa.t"'tnen: for Time and CNN survey of 800 adults in December. 1994. The margin of error was 
+1· 3.5%. 

lOCBSlNtw York Tim~ survey of 1.147 adults in December, 1994. The margin of error was +/~ 3%. 



RESULTS FROM THE LQS ANGELES TIMES POLL OF JANUARY 21 

• 	 "Survey Finds Backing for Clinton on Crime, Welfare and Taxes" 
abe L9s An!!el~ limes, 1124(95). 

TimeUmits 

• 	 Those surveyed were asked about which kind of approach to time limits they prefer: 
President Clinton's plan which would require ".recipients to work after two years on the rolls 
but would provide public service jobs if none are available in the private sector.· or the 
House RepubUtMS' plan which would "let states cut off recipientS after two years without 
guaranteeing a job... 

• 	 By 66 percenl to 19 percent, <hose surveyed preferred <he Clinton approach. According to 
The Times, "a majority of both Republicans and conservatives preferred Clinton', policy. " 

Oul-of-Wedlock Cblldbearing .. . • 

• 	 Those surveyed were also asked about their preferred approach to reducing out-of-wedlock 
childbearing. They were told that President Clinton wants to require that teen mothers live at 
home as a condition of receiving ald, and that House Republicans "want to cut off all welfare 
henefllS to girl. under 18 who hear childree out-of-wedlock." 

• 	 By 58 perteDl to 28 per«lll, <ho•• surveyed preferred <he Clinton approach. 



POLL WATCH: 

According 10. CIINf\JSAiCaliup poll of 1,014 adults conducted Decembo,2·5: 
On welfare reform;: 

10% say -the am~unt 01 ta;, money now being spenl kK weJJare programs 10 help Iow.fficOme tamilies 
should be ended allogelher;" 36% say. should be reduced. 34% say il should be kepi al ii, prosenl_ 

and 14% say it should be increased. ' 

56% favor a move to "cui all aid 10 immigranls who have entered the United States illegally until they 

have lilted here at least five years," While 40% are oppCJSeli ' 

88% favor a move to "help.provide cfliJd care $0- a parent on welfare can work Of look for wod(.tI while 

10% ",e opposed. 

~ 	 A move to 'provide job training 10 !each welfare recipients new uldlls' i, favOied by 92% and oppOsed 
by1%. 
54% fav<tr a move to 'provide a 9""ernment-pald job to welfare recipients wilen Ihere are nol enough' 
privale sedor jobs ..ailabler and 42% are opposed.. 
S6%oppose"endingweUale payments to unmarried mothers who have children."while 40~ favor ending' 
lhe paymenls, 

58% !avor a move 10 'cuI oft anbenelils 10 people Who had nol touod a job or become seU-sulficient after . 

two vears" and 37% are opposed. 

~ . 	 A mo•• to ~im" an adulls 10 a ,o,al oj live years at welfare benelils' is lavored by 62% and opposed by 
34%. .. 

46% favor a move .to "end jr'lCfease~ in welfare Payments to women who give birth lo children whihron 
welfare,lI whae SN,are opposed. ' 

I 
lin a new weUare system werepassoo in which the gO\lefflment cuts off welfare benefits to recipients alier . i 

: two yean;,' 78% say "the go.emmenl shoutd provide sep8iate benefils 10 children; even lhough lheir 
parents' benefits have been cui ofr and t 7% say the governmenl-shouSd oot provide separate benefitS 
fo( children. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In light of the recent midterm elections, many Americans are 
wondering whether the electoral shift signifies a Io.s 01 support for 
government efforts 10 flQht poverty, many 01 which began in ,the 
1900$ War on Poverty. A stud~ of American public atlitvdes on 
fighting poverty was conducted by!lhe Center for the Study of Policy 
Attitudes in consultation with the Americans Talk Issues Foundation. 
II included: 

- a nationwide poll 01 900 tandomly chosen Americans 

conducted October 13-16 (margin 01 error plus or minus 3,5% 

-4,0%) 

- a comprehensive analysis of polls conducted by other 

otgani::zations 
- two focus groups with a demographlcally-balanced sample 
of Americans 
.... in..<fepth tnterviews with 23 Americans from across the 
country. 

In traditional political terms \he findings of \he study .re 
paradoxical, On one hend, among the American public there is a 

'widespread and strongly 10K lnusfJllUon with govemmem performance 
which extends 10 govemmem poverty programs. At tho same time, 
this does not signify a mandate 10 eliminate or even cut back such 
programs: Mos1 Americans. continue to .embrace the vaiues that 
have prompted such programs and do not want to reduce spending 
on them, a consensus that cuts acrossjdeologlcal demographic and 
political lines, Rather, such f",_ leads Americans to want to 
see poverty programs conducted more effectively, especially to see 
,the poor more effectively Integrated into the wor1< force. 

More precisely the study fouod: 

1. The AmeriCan pubHc shongly supports the effort to fight poverty ..• 
They think poverty Is getting wors., and \hey are concerned about it. .. 
An overwhelming majorily beHeves that >;ociety is morally obliged to 
try to etimlnate poverty and that such efforts are a good. economic 
itiveSlment' Support lor fighting poverty does not appear to be any 
weaker than It was during the 1960s War on Poverty and may be 
stronger.

\ 
j 


2, The majority ha. a very negative aHitude toward the governmenfs 

performance In poverty programs, This attitude seems to re,tlargely 

on the mistaken belief that wasteful bureaucracy and fraud are so • ","'=., 

rampant in government programs that only 31 % 01 poverty program 
funds are uttimatety used to help the poor. This negative attitude 
also extends to the War on Poverty which is incolTectly viewed as 
having failed to reduce poverty. 



3. Despite negative lmpressions about government performance, the 
majority wants to maintain or increase spending on poverty programs 
overall and strongly favors increasing spending on some specific 
programs and some poor populations. Despite the negative view of 
the War 00 Poverty. programs that grew out of it are some of the 
most popular candidates for spending increases. 

4. The public overwhelmingly supports program. that emphasize 
moving poor people into productive wofl<. WeHsr. ellcils strong 
negative feetings and there is much support for setting time limits. 
HoweVer. there is virtually no support for simply euminaling welfare 
and little support tor culling spending on it. Raiher, there is very 
strong support for job training and large·scale jobs programs, not 
only for current welfare recipients but for all abfe--b9died Americans 
wilijng to work. 

5. The majority is ready 11> give more s~pport to the working poor 
through raising the minimum wage and indexing Kto inflation, whlIe a 
plurality is ready 11> give more benefits to the working poor. 

·6. In contrast to the low levels of confidence in government to fight 
poverty, the public has a high level of confidence in volunteer 
organizations, churches; charities and crganlzations of poor people 
·	WorkIng in Iheir eommuMy. A majority also wants business to play a 
larger role in, fighting poverty. 

, 7. The majority feels that weaHhy Americans should pay more in 
taxes for poverty programs, This view"is driven mote by a desire to 
reduce the number of Americans living In poverty than ~ is to reduce 

· the gap between \he rich and poor, 

8. The majolily hes numerous misperceptions aboul the poor and . , 
about poverty programs. Some of Ihese' misperceptions correlate 
with negalive aHitudes about efforts to reduce poverty. 

9. The public as a whole perceives the public. (I.e. the pub~c 
perceives itself) as more resistant to spending money ,on the poor 
than is actuatly the case 
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PossmLE EXAMPLES OF PEOPLE 


WHO COULD BE AFFECTED BY 


ENACTMENT OF THE PERSONAL RESPONSmILITY ACT 
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Possible Situations That Real Families May Face After 

Enactment of the House Republican Proposal 

H.R. 4 • Personal Responsibility Act (PRA) 


Section 101 - PJuemi'Y Establishment 

11lis proWs/on deni..AIDe Imtt<fi" to any child for whom PIJurnity is not established. (!hue is a 
limited set of exceptions in CfJSes ofrapt or incest or when eSJabliJhing paternity would endanger the 
mother.) Ifthe _ has t:OfJjJ<1'Q1ed fully In helping Idmtify IJnd 10000te the falher. she CIJII be 
tl/gible for AFDC, ..... ifpalernity has 1IJ)/ been l!'SUlbIished. ~ child, ho_er, is denied aid rmtil 
palernity is a<tun1ly <rIIJblished. 11lis provision applies to all persons who apply or reapply for 
wdjare qfter the ejftcti.. date of this act. ChIldren IJnd mothl!1'S denied aid under this provision 
would still be eligible for Medicaid. 

.1bls provision would pnnIsb dl!Idron nod families nod would _te agaiDst 

dl!Idron based on their parents' behavior, Families would be pnnIshtd due to the 


.. tnnb!lily or _ 10 process pnte.rnily. clalms. Families denied assIstonce might face 

sev.... hardship and family break-up. 


Kathy Green. age 35: Supi>oi1ed hemlf ruld Iler 10 y=-old doupr. Amy, for the past 15 years by 
working odd jobs and part-time employment. Smc. recession hither lOW!' she has been unable to 

. fmll work and has used up her meager savings. She·and Amy', father never married, and he 
provides no support. Kathy applles for AFDe on Amy's·hebslf. and Ibe stale infonns her that'until 
paternity is actually established, her family can receive no aid. TO' help the state establish paternity, 
Kalby does everything she could and was expected to do. The state. hewever. falls to ott fur 9 
months. When !he bearing is finally scheduled. it is'12 months after Kalhy applied for assistance" 
A1l1>ougb Kathy shows up to testifY, the famer doesn't. In !he meantime, she and ·ber child have 
received no aid. Although Kathy and Amy have endured hardship and may face eviction from their 
apartment. any future applications will also be denied until paternity is established. 

li<:!;tion lOS - D<nia) of AFDC III Children Born Out-Qf-WedlQ,ck 

11lis section prohil>ilS Im!t<fit.J to chlldr"" and their jJlJrent when the cJdld."". born _-of-wedlock 
while the parent was llJ'I.t!4r 18 (or UNier 21. at stale, option). The ban applies for the entire 
childhood Of (he child unless the mother marries the biological father or another man legally adoplS 
the child. A portion of the federal money saved under this provision is returned to .the sIma for use 
in p"snoncy prtv<ntion programs and group ClUe settings including orphonogts. ChIldren IJnd 
mothers denied AFDC under this proWsion are $/11/ eligible for Medicaid. 

• 	 As above, this provision would punish dl!Idron DOd families. and would discriminate 
agaiDst dl!Idron based on their parents' behavior, Families denied assistance might face 
severe banlship nod family break-up. 

Karen bad her daughter. Rebecca. when she was IS, and with the help of her psrents. managed to 
finish school. She's worked for the past 10 years, but was Jaid off from her most recent job when 
her company was downsized, When her unemployment insurance runs out. she applies for APDC. 
Karen is lold that her child is ineligible for AFDC because she was not married at the time of the 
birth. PQ.r this reason, her daughter will remain ineligible for her entire childhood. 



Mrs. Susan Grant is a 30 year old woman who recently applied for AFDC for her two sons after ber 

• 
husband of 13 years abandoned tbe family. She had her tint clllld, Brian, when she was an 
unmarried teenager at age 16. After finishing high school, she married another man and had her 
second child, Johu. Sbe has no work "perienee since sbe and her husband agreed that she would 
stay at home (0 raise their two children. Her ex-husband never adopted Brian. and he has refused to 

. pay cbild support for Johu. 5inee she has no means of support, Mrs. Orant applies for AFDe for her 
two sons. While she and her son lohn are digible. she discovers that Brian is not eligible for aid 
since he was hom out"'f-wcdlock (after 1M date of enact:ment). 

• As • I'eS1I!I of these provisions tho state would pi.... parents in tho position of baving 10 
make declsloos .0 family should bave to face. Also, no exceptions would be DIede for 
rapoor_. 

Chrissy was 17 wbas she was raped in an ally near her hunte. As. result. she became pregnant and 
ele<:ted to have the clllid rl!ther than have an shumon. Her low-wage job will not be sufficient to 
support both her and her expected clllid. She is only able to work part-time since she is CUITeIllly 
attending high school. Under 1M Republican plan, she and her cbild are ineligible for AFDC 
assiswlce since she is not married, even though she bas established paternlty for 1M clllid and the 
pregnancy was 1M mult of rape. This leaves her with ..veraI options. She can tum her cbild over 
to the state to live in a statc--run orphanage andIor'to be put up for adoption, Or. she can quit school 
and attempt to support her and her new clllid on her meager sahuy. • 

Section 107 - State Qp!ioo !Q Deny Al'DC !Q Cbilllren 9f Mgthe!ll aged 18-20 

• 
:111. stipulotionslor dtnying AFDC beMji1s described lUUier SeCiion lOS may 1>. extended to mothers 
through age 20, GlIhe SIGle's discrl!t/()n. 111< state also has the discretion to deny housing benefits 
v.trdu 1M same pl'Ol'isions. 

• These provisions are punitive aru1 would not affeot behavior; they would merely punlsb 
vulnerable famllles. 

Judith is 20 yean old and her cbild,. Samuel, is 6 months old•.She bas lived on her own for several' 
yeatS and receives rental assistance. Tbe swc in which -she resides exercises its option under the 
Republican plan to deny Al'DC and housing benefits t. children born out",f-wedlock to individuals 
aged 18, 19, or 20, and /0 the parents of these ehildren. Since Judith is only 20 year. old, the state 
stupped her rentat-assiswlce Payments. She is unable to pay her rent from her low-wage salary and 
is forced to move into an unsafe, crifl1e..infestcd tenement house with her young child•. When she 
applies for AFDC to supplmn~ her income, she is 4~nied,assistance due to her age. 

Section 202 ~ Work Proru:!W 

JOBS The sttJte may net provide subsidized rum-work tu:tivities - such as education' and training (i.e. 
JOBS) - to an AFDC ietip/entlor nwre than a total of 24 monJlts (whether or /Wt colUecutive). 
.There is no requireml!1ll for the state to operaJe a JOBS program and there are no participation 
. requirements for the JOBS program. 

WORK Statts art required to establish a werk program. A state may rtquirt!.t}1fY odult ndplent. 
regardless of the length Of time on assistance. to participate in the work program. 

• 

2 




monthJy payments to parents who adopt low-income children. would not be available to anyone who 
adopts him. 

• 	 State and local governments would fa"" potentiaUy large in<....... In public assistance 
costs Cor legal immigrants. 

Mana, who is pregnant, is a recent immigrant who has just lost her job and subsequently her health 
care. Under the Republican plan, she is neither eligible for Medicaid nor any services offered by her 
local community bealth center or !he Special Supplemenial Food Program for Women, luCants. and 
Children (WIC). With no medical services provided during her pregnancy. Marta gives birth 
prcmarurely to • low birth weight baby who requires a lengthy hospital stay. covered by Medicaid 
(since !he cbild is a U.S. citizen). Marta's baby is subsequently diagnosed as having a learning 
disability and will require substantial state and local assistance. 

• 	 These policies promote negative soda! effects. 

Timmy and Laura are citizens and receive free lunches at school. but Vong. who was born in 
Vietnam. does not. Tinuny and Laura ask !heir parents why !heir classmate has to pay for bis lunch, 
They arc told that it's because he is different than they afe - he isn't an American. 

Eduardo legally immigrated to the U.S. and is cumnlly living in. low·income farming community in 
Southern california. His community has farmed a homeowner's association to promote selfwbelp 
efforts to·improve!heir bousing and living environments. Since Eduardo is an immigmnt, they had to 
eXclude him from this group in order to"be eligible far aid under such programs as the Rural Self~ 
Help Housing Technical Assistance Program and !he Rurai HoUsing Site Loans Program. 

Section SOl - Food Assistance Block Grant Program 

All fOod assistance programs would be repu.ud wiJh a FOod·As.tlmw:e Block Grant Program.. 

Funding for Fiscal Year (Fl') 1996 is set at $35.6 billion • .Fw!tfing for subsequentyeors would be 

adjusted for foad price infiaJia. and poJJllfaJi<m _/!S. Fanding would be apportioned among 

statts based on the proportion ofth<economicaJIy disadwJntnged popuIaJion living in each state. VI., 

proposal repeals all existing aUlhority for foad assisltmce programs, all tmtIwrity 10 mub/ish nutrition . 

standards for these programs. and all authority to provUk IWtrition education to anyolU!. other than 

women, infants and their young children. 


,. 	 Families would be denied nutrition assistance due to a lack of resources; benefIts would 
be poorly targeted. Stat.. would have no ...."....., sim:e additional federal dollars would 
not be available without a special appropriation. 

The state of Florida is experiencing a mild recession. The $tate administers a nutritional assistance 
program that is funded primarily from federal block gran! dollars with some state dollars. However, 
due to the recession and due to the federal government's desite to cut spending. this year's allocation 
is somewhat lower than the demands placed on the program. 

Mr. Blankley is a retiree living in Florida. He and his wife Uve off a very meager pension that is 
barely enough to cover living expenses. Later in the year, when he applies for food stamp assistance:. 
he is told that although he qualities he will be unable to receive benefits sinee the state has exhausted 
its food assistance budget. In the meantime,' the state is forced to tum away hundreds of needy 
families for the same reason, even though all these families are deserving and qualifY for aid. 
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In Coral Gables. Johnny and his two sisters go to school every day and eat lunch in the cafeteria with 
all the other children. Their parents are employed as seasonal farmers and only make: a small 
income. Because they qualify for school lunch assistance they are able to receive breakfast and lunch 
at a reduced cost. When the state exhausts its nutrition budget. the school lunch program in Johnny's 
school is terminated and the reduced cost lunch is no. longer available. Since Johnny's parents cannot 
afford the full priced meal, Johnny and his sisters face ongoing hunger. 

Section 503 ~ Authority (0. Sell Federal Sum(us Commodities 

1his provision would replace USDA's auJhcrity under current law to purchgsc. ct1l7ll1fOdities and 
dtmate l~ to states and institutions with the authority to sell surplus commodities to stales. 

• 	 Otber provisI.... would alfea pri.al~ clwiU.. thaI ...... needy families. Under lb. 
FHA, !be USDA would no longer be able 10 denat. commodities for puryoses of direct 
nutritional assistance. 

In downtown Miami, Julio Salazar, a priest, operateS a food shelter program for homeless children, 
the elderly. and other needy families. A1lhoogh il is funded primarily from private donations, it relics 
beavily on commodities donated by the USDA. When this portion of the nutrition assistance program 
is terminated, Father Salazar is forced to scaI",back the opetations of his food shelter. Many families 
that received assistance from Father Salazar are turned away, 
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Benefits, Expenditures, Recipients & Child Poverty In 1993, By State 

T..., P.ro.nt Child 
IoFDC Af1)C + /\FCC 01 Pow..,......" ........ All ChlJdren
Food Raw (%) 

PAId onloFDC 5-17 
• ...... "- Stom "-....... '" ' ~ v • .,.......&:t 0tiI1IHn 1I.fcIhtt .. t ~'tIWllNq)1"' ­- $17. $95.g 9.3 22.' 

9G3 1,lEn 110.7 to.. , 10.3 
AIizono 357 6'. 200.6 11.8 23.' 

2t. 509 59.5 8.3 23.2 
California 617 797 5,997.' 19,4 24.2 

Colorado 366 621 164,0 9.0 11.1 
C<m_eut 690 848 388.3 13,' '16.1 
DoIa...... 348 60& 39.7 12.0 12.8 
Dtstrid of ColumbIa 430 666 110.7 . 38.' 40.8 
Florida 313 584 930.' 13.8 :/4.5 

Georgia 290 568 433.9 14.6 22.9 
Guam 340 770 U 2.3 

. H.wall 722 1,097 143.5 12.1 ".8
Idllho 327 594 28.5 4.3 17.4 

387 641 899.5 15.4 19.8111­
Indl_ 298 573 221.2 9.1 12.0 
Iowa 436 670 163.• 9.5 13,0 

439 699 125.9 8.5 14.1 
Ko<1tud<y 237 531 . 210.5 15.2 24.4 -
N_ 

louisiana 200 000 117.5 18.0 38.0 

Mal... 428 664 117.1 I •.• 17.2 
383 648 318.5 11,8 14.8 
599 m 75Q.3 10.8 17.6 

MlcIligan f!N1ItfM Co.) 469 893 1,192.1 17,8 21.2 
542 744 385.8 10.2 14.8 

~• -..­"1uiuIpp1 137 432 87.2 17.1 31.0 
302 57. 288.1 12.' 19.5..­11_ 428 553 47.0 8.9 14.7 
37. 627 65.9 7.6 14.0 

N_ 358 615 44.0 6.3 16.' 
New HampshIre 560 757 56.0 6.0 11.6 
Now.l!ln>ey 209 504 . 533.6 13.1 14.9 
NewMclxloo , 391 639 118.5 11.$ 23.6 
N .... Vo" (N.V.C.) 587 7s:! 2,831.• 16.s 24.3 
North carolina 282 562 357.0. 12.' 20.9 

NoM Dokota 441 670 28.1 7,2 11.5 
OhIo 351 611 960.8 17.7 t8.7 
OIdahoma 334 599 112.6 101 21.S 
Otogon 470 729 202.6 10.,1 13.2 
PoMsyIvMl. 431 667 !11M 13.6 16.3 

Puo!to Rico 190 190 n.O 3.7 
Rhodo Island 564 796 135.0. 17.1 20.3 
South Carolina 210 505 118.0 10..7 27.4 
South Dakota 440 613 25.0. 60 16.7 
T_ 194 499 220.$ 13.9 23.9 
To_ 198 400 533.8 23"'0.'Utah .24 862 76.0 5.3 13.4 
V","",", (j6Q 827 65.9 12.0 13.2 

• ­
Virgin IolMda 250 612 3.5 2.7 
Virginia 3&4 820 231.7 61 13.0_.
Washlngton 5S6 780 12.9 13.4 
West Virginia 263 549 122.2 17.6 31.6 

527 134 441.6 12.8 ".9 
Wyoming 370 62. 26.5 g.Q 11.9 
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January 1995 	 contact: ACF Press Office 
(202) 401-9215 

neTS IIJILA~IID 'l'O ~ RDORII 
AiG to raai1ie. with DepeD4eDt Chi1GreD (arDe) 

(Figures are for 1993,. arcep~ where noted) 

Beneti~s 

• 	 AFOC benefit levels range from $120 per month for a family
of three in Mississippi to $950 per month in Alaska, with 
the median state paying $365 in AFDC benefits. Food stamp 
benefits fall as AFDC benefits increase, however, offsetting 
to some degree the disparity in AFDC benefit levels among 
the different states. 

After accounting for inflation, the average monthly benefit• 
for a mother and two children with no earnings bas shrunk 
from $690 in 1972 to $395 in 1993, a 43 percent decline •. 

• 	 This decline has been partly offset by an increase in food 
stamp benefits, such that the combination of AFOC and food 
stamps for a mother and two children with no earnings 
declined. by 26 percent between 1972 and 1993. 

• 	 In alISO states and the District of Columbia, AFDC benefits 
are below the Census Bureau's poverty threshold, varying 
from 12 percent of the threshold in Mississippi to 75 
percent in Alaska (median of 38 percent). ' 

Caseloads, 

• 	 The number of persons receiving AFDC increased significantly 
between 1975 and 1993. In 1975, 11.1 million individuals 
received benefits, and in 1993, 14.2 million persons 
received AFDC (up from 12.6'million in 1991). Over the same 
period, the average size of AFDC families has fallen, from 
3.3 persons in 1975 to 2.8 persons in 1993. 

Recipiency rates, defined as the total number of AFDC 
recipients divided by the state population, have not 
followed a uniform trend among all states. While rates in 
some 	states increased substantially between 1975 and 1992, 
22 states experienced a decline in monthly recipiency rates 
over that time period. 	 . 
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• Page 2 -- MOC facts 

• 	 TWO-thirds of AFDC recipients are children. During an 
average month in. FY 1993, 9.7 million children received APOC 
benefits. 

• 	 Despite the increase in the number of recipients over the 
time period, total APOC benefit expenditures have remained . 
relatively constant in real terms between 1975 ($22.6
billion) and 1993 ($22.3 billion). Real spending on AFDC 
benefits apart from AFDC-Ill> (aid for certain poor _parent
families) has actually fallen since 1975, from $21.6 billion 
in 1975 to $20.0 billion in 1993. (Figures shown are 
constant 1993 dollars.) 

• 	 contrary to the general conception, not. all states have 
experienced an increase in total AFDC expenditures. While 
the national average between 1985 and 1993 was a 14 percent
increase, state-by-state figures varied from an increase of 
206 percent in Arizona to a decrease of 41 percent in 

• 
Wisconsin. 	 ­

The share of federal spending devoted to AFDC has declined• 
from 1.6 percent in 1975 to 1.0 percent in 1993. 

• 	 For FY 1995, it is estimated that APOC spending will total 
$22.8 billion, including $10.3 billion by states and $12.5 
billion by the federal government. 

Becip1f>llt Characteristics 

• 	 Thirty-eight.percent of AFDC parents in 1993 were white, 37 
percent were black and 19 percent Hispanic, as compared ~o 
1973, when 38' percent of' APOC parents were white, 46 percent 

. black and 13 percent Hispanic. 

• At any point in time, only 21 percent of AFOC families 
report any non-AFDC income; only 7 percent report earnings. 

• 	 Forty percent of female welfare recipients gave birth to 
their first child before the age of 19. seven percent of 
children (about 650,000) now receiving AFDC Were born to 
unmarried mothers under the age of 18; 21 percent (almost 2 
million children) were born to unmarried mothers under 21. 

Fifty-five percent of children (5.3 million) receiving AFDC 
were 	born out-ot-wedlock, and 33 percent (3.2 million) of 
AFDC 	 child recipients do not have paternity established. 

• 	 Fifty-four percent of APOC adult recipients have a high
school degree, and 49 percent had not worked in the 12 
months prior to receiving AFOC benefits. 
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• 	 On an average monthly basis, 17 percent of adult non-exempt
AFDC recipients n~tionwide were enrolled in the JOBS program
in 1993. Only californi~, Hawaii, ~nd Guam failed to reach 
the 11 percent participation rate mandated in the Family
Support Act fcr fiscal year 1993. 

• 	 F1scal year 1993 federal funding for the JOBS program vas 
capped at $I billion. However, state spending was only
sufficient to drav down about three-fourths of the available 
federal fundin9 for fiseal, year 1993, and only 17 states 

'(plUS 	the Vir9in Islands) claimed their'full allocation of 
federal JOSS funds. 

Lim51' A.!:'ranql!llM!1lts or Ch,U4.mn 

• 	 While the total child population in the United States vas 
approximately the same in 1960 as in 1993, the percent of 
children livin9 with a sin9le parent increased from 9 
percent to 27 percent. The majority of children born today
vill spend some time in a sin9le-parent family. 

Labor Force participation or WOlDen 

• 	 The percent of vomen who work in the wSge labor market has 
increased dramatically in recent decades. Between 1950 and 
1993, the labor force participation of wollen vith children 
under age 6 increased from 14 percent to 58 percent. 

Cbild Povertv 

• 	 In 1993, 23 percent of all children lived in poverty. Amon9 
children in female-headed families, the rate was 55 percent; 
amon9 children in families with a mals present, the rate vas 
13 percent. 

Child: SUpport BlI.forc<!ll!!lnt 

• 	 Of the 10 million families with children with an absent 
father in 1989, 58 percent bad a child support order in 
place. Of those vith child support payment due, 51 percent
received full payment, an additional 24 percent received 
partial payment, and 25 percent did not receive any payment. 
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Federal Role. The Federal role will be expanded to ensure efficient location and 
enforcement. particularly in interstate cases. fn order to coordinate activity at the Federal 
level. a National Clearinghouse (NC) will be establisbed. consisting of three components: an 
expanded Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS). the National Child Support Registry. and 
the National Directory of New Hires. 

Interstate Enforcement. New provisions will be enacted to improve State efforts to work 
interstate child support cases and to make interstate procedures more uniform throughout the 
country. The fragmented system of State child support enforcement has caused tremendous 
problems in collecting support across State lines. Given the fact that 30 percent of the 
current caseload involves interstate cases, and the fact that we live in an increasingly mobile 
society. the need for a stronger Federal role in interstate location and enforcement has 
grown. Many of the recommendations of the U.S. Commission on Interstate Child Support 
will be included to improve the handling of interstate cases, sucb as the mandatory adoption 
of the Uniform Interstate Pamily Support Act (UIFSA) and other measures to make the 
handling of interstate cases more uniform. 

, License Susw;;nsion. States will be required to use the threat of revoking professional. 
occupational, and drivers' licenses to make delinquent parents pay child support. This threat 
has been extremely effective in Maine, California. and other States. . . . 

Qthet Tougb Enfo=ent Measures. To insure that people do not escape their legal and 
moml obligation to support their children. States will be given the enforcement tools they 
need, especially to reach the self-employed and other individuals who have often been able to 
beat the system in the past. Some of these to,?ls include universal wage withholding. 
improved use of income and asset information. easier reversal of fraudulent transfers of 
assets, interest and late penalties on arrearages. expanded use of credit reporting. easing 
bankruptcy-related obstacles, and authority to use the same wage garnishment procedures for 
Federal and non-Federal employees. 

Training and Employment p[og!)!llls for NQ1Jcustodia! Parenl§. States will bave the option of 
developing JOBS andlor work programs for ncncustodial parents who have cbildren receiving 
AFDC or who have child support arrearages owed to the State from prior periods of AFDC 
receipt by tbeir children. A Stale could allocate a portion of its JOBS and WORK funding 
for training. work readiness. and work opportunities for noncustodial parents. Requiring 
noncustodial parents to train or work off the child support they owe appears to increase 
collections dramatically -- most noncustodial parents pay their support rather than perform 
court-ordered commnnity service .. For those without job skills or jobs, these programs 
provide the opportunity for noncustodial parents to fulfill their child support obligations. 

Perfonnanee-Sased System. The entire fmancing and incentive scbeme will be 
reconstructed, offering States new performance-based incentive payments geared _toward 
desired outcomes. Federal technical assistance will be expanded to prevent deficiencies 
before they occur. While penalties will still be available to ensure that States meet program 
requirements••he audit process will emphasize a performance-based. 'State-friendly' 
approach. There is almost universal agreement that the current funding and incentive . . 
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structure fails to achieve the right objectives. These new tools can only be used effectively if 
States have the necessary funding and incent~ves to run good programs. 

Child Support Enrorcement and Assurance (CSEA) Demonstrations 

Children need and deserve support from both parents. Yet collections are often sporadic. 
Often no money is received for several months, sometimes followed by a large arrearage 
payment. In other ca~es. the father is unemployed and cannot pay that month. In still other 
cases. the State simply fails in its duties to collect money owed. The proposal calls for a 
limited number of time-limited Child .Support Enforcement and Assurance demonstrations 
which will attempt to link expanded efforts at child support collections to some level of 
guarantee that a child will receive a child support payment on a consistent basis. Under this 
experiment, persons with an award in place would be guaranteed a minimum level of support 
-- for example, $2,000 annually for one child and $3,000 ror two. This does not relieve the 
noncustodial parent of any obligations. It simply ensures that the child will get some money 
even if the State fails to collect it immediately. 

Child support enforcement and assurance is meant to test ways to ease the difficult task of 
moving people from welfare to work. It is designed to allow single parents to count on some 
child support, usually from the noncustodial parent, but from the assured child support 
payment if the noncustodial parent becomes unemployed or cannot pay child support. States 
that try this demonstration will have the option to link it with programs that require the 
noncustodial parent to work off the amount owed. 

CSEA protection will be provided only to custodial parents who have a child support award 
in place, so mothers should have more incentive to cooperate in the identification and 
location of the noncustodial father, since they will be able to count on receiving benefits. 
CSEA benefits will nonnally be subtracted dollar ror dollar rrom welrare payments. In most 
States, a woman on welfare will be no better off with CSEA, but if she leaves welfare for 
work, she can still count on her child support payments. Thus, work should be much more 
feasible and attractive. 

Enhance ResponsibilitY and Opportunity for Noncustodial Parents 

There is considerable overlap between issues concerning child support enforcement and 
issues concerning noncustodial parents. The well-being of children who live with only one 
parent will be enhanced if emotional and financial support is provided by both or their 
parents. Yet, the current child support enforcement system is ill-equipped to handle cases in 
which noncustodial parents cite unemployment as the reason for their failure to make court­
ordered support payments. It also pays scant attention to the needs and concerns of 
noncustodial parents - instead of encouraging noncustodial parents to remain involved in 
their children's lives, the system often drives them away. 
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We need to make sure that all parents live up to their responsibilities. If we are going to 
expect more of mothers in welfare cefonn. we must not let fathers just walk away. A 
number of programs show considerable promise in helping noncustodial parents reconnect 
with their children and fulfill their financial responsibilities to support them. Some programs 
OOlp parents do more by seeing that they get the skills they need to bold down a job and 
support their children. Other programs require noncustodial parents to work off the support. 
they owe. It is also important to show parents who get involved in their children's lives 
again that wOOn they pay child support, they restore a connection they and their children 
need. 

This proposal will focus more attention on noncustodial parents and send a message that 
"fathers matter.' The child support system, while getting tougher on those who can pay 
support but ~efuse to do so, will also be fair to those noncustodial parents who show 
responsibility toward their children. 

Work and Trainin. for NODcu.tndial PareDts. States will have the option to use a portion of 
JOBS and WORK program funding for training, work readiness, educational remediation, 
and mandatory work programs for noricustodial parents of AFDe recipient children who . 
cannot pay child suppon due to unemployment, underemployment or other employability 
problems. States will be able to choose to make participation by noncustodial parents 
mandatory or voluntary and will have considerable flexibility in designing their own 
programs. 

Demonstration Grants for Patemitv and Parenting Programs. Paternity and Parenting 
Demonstration grants will be made to States andlor conununity-based organizations to 
develop and implement noncustodial parent components in conjunction with existing 
programs for high-risk families (e.g., Head Start, Healthy Start, family preservation, teen 
pregnancy. and prevention). These grants will promote responsible parenting, emphasize the 
importance of paternity establishment and economic security for children, and develop 
parenting skills. 

Access and Visitation Grants to States. Paternity actions will stress the importance of getting 
fathers involved earlier in their children's: lives, These grants will be made to States for 
programs which reinforce the desirability of children having continued access to and 
visitation by both parents .. 'lbese programs include mediation (both voluntary and 
mandatory), counseling, education, development of parenting plans, visitation enforcement 
including monitoring, supervision and neutral drop-off and pick-up, and development of 
guidelines for visitation and alternative custody arrangements. 
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Ten Key Welfare Faots 

1. Welfare benefits are small and declining•.' 

In 1993; the average falllily on wel.fare (one parent, two. children)
received $373/month in Arne -- about $4,500/year. If one 
includes Food Stamps, which are paid to over th=ee-quarters 0= 
AFDC households, the average annual benefit increases to about 
$6,900/year -- still only' 60% of the Federal poverty qu1deline
for a three-person household. Between 1970 and 1993, realAFDC 
benefits declined by 43%. State benefit levels vary widely. 
{The 1993 average benefit in California J for example" was 
$5.68htonth, while in MississiW.i it was $120/:nonth.) , 

2. There is no evidence that welfare causes out-of-wedlock 
,nirths _ 

Numerous studies have looked 'at a variety of factors that ~iqht 
have contributed to the r'ise in out~of-'We:dlock births and " 

• 
concluded .that welfare benefits have either no or very $mall 
effects. Nonetheless, some experts (Charles Murray in 
particular) believe that the availability of welfare has made it 

," easier for young ~omen to become single parents. 
" 

3. Most welfare families stay less than two years. 

Only about 9% of all AFDC reCipients stay on the rolls 
• continuously' for eight or more years. The :najority -- over 70%,­

- leave,AFDC Within two years. (Many of these may come back on, 
,the rolls, stay awhile, then leave again.) 

4~ Training pr09!a~ work. 

,A range of welfare-to-work programs have increased employment and 
earnings for single we.lfare parents. An evaluat.ion of " 
California's GAIN programl 'for example, found :an average ·increase 
o~ 22% in the earnin9s of single parents and a reduction of 
welfare payments of 6~ over three years. In one county . 
(Riverside) the pro~ram produced a 50% increase in earnings and, a 
15% decline in welfare outlays. 

5. Jobs are available. 

• 
The Bureau of Labor Statistics predicts rapid job growth over th€ 
next 20 years, with employment increasing by IIlore than 25 million 
jobs by the year 2005. At least 10 of the 15 occupations
expected to grow most quickly do not require' advanced education . 

. a I 
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In addition, because of normal turnover, there 'are at least 30 
million job openings a year, a very large proportion of them in 
entry-level jobs. Under a two-year limit, welfare recipien~s 
would likely represent less than 5,percent of the women seeking 
new entry-level jobs every year. 

6. 	 The jobs that are available pay enough to support a family. 

The expanded EITC, once fully implemented, will effectively make 
any ~nimum wage job pay $6 an hour for a typical family with two 
children. A full-time ~orking moth~r with two children who ~lso 
receives Food stamps will have income and benefits of almost 
$15,000 if she works at a minim~~ wage. Since most AFDC mothers 
work at wages that are a dollar or two above the minimum, .they . 
will typically have incomes in the neighborhood of $16,000 to 
$18,OQO a year. If c~n9re$$ increases the minimum wage.to $5 an 
hour 	this would add another $1,500. 

i. 	 A relatively small share of the Federal budget 15 soent on 
welfare recipients. 

Welfare spending can be defined in many ways. Defining "welfare" 
to include AFDC and the portions of related subsistence programs
that 	serve AFDC reCipients (such as Food StaNps, Medicaid, 
housing assistance, and a few others) combined Federal and state 

• 
welfare spending totalled $72 billion in 1993. The Federal share 
of this amount was $49 billion, or only approximately 3.5% of the 
$1.5 trillion Federal budget. Some higher figures guoted as 
yelfare spending include Federal and state funds for cash and 
medical assistance for the elderly and disabled, assistance for 

. workers l such as through ~he Earned Income Tax .Credit, and 
education programs for disadvantaged children. 

8. Vp to $34 billion more could be collected if all deadbeat 
dads 	paid child sUEEort. 

The Urban Institute estimates that an additional $34 billion 
could potentially be collected in child support. (This includes 
all children, not-just those receiving AFDC.) Of women living
alone with their Children, only 43% of them receive any pa}~ent. 
In the public child support enforcement system the figures are 
worse, with only 18% of the cases receiving any payment. The 
state-run child support enforca~ent system shows wide variance in 
effectiveness, however, with some states doing muCh better then 
others. In Minnesota~ for example, 33% Of the cases receive some 
payment, while in Illinois only 10% do. 

9. 	 Births to teenagers have decl{ned over timet but fewer 
te~nagers marry. 

• 
Birth rates among teenagers hit a post-World War II low around 
1986, and have ticked up a-little since. The key difference is 
that many more teens are having babies outside marriage: Single 
parents receiving AfDC do not have significantly larger families 
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than non-AFDC households. 

lO~ Aliens do not ,use more welfare than citi~ens. 

Illegal aliens currently cannot receive public assistance except
in unusual circumstances (such as disasters, public health 
needs). In general, legal immigrants utilize public assistance 
at the same rate as the general population with two exceptions.
There are high rates of welfare use ~ong refugees and high rates 
of SSI use among elderly immigrants • 
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