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Thank you for the opporruruty to testify here t<Xiay on this important issue. I am Jill 

Miller. Chair of the Coalition on Women and Job Training. I am also executive director of 

the National Displaced Homemakers Network which is comprised of nearly 1.300 local 

ptograms that provide a range of education. training and support services to approximately 

350.000 women annually. including many receiving public assistance benefits. 

The Coalition on Women and Job Training is committed to ensuring that all women, 

those already in ilie workforce and iliose entering or re.entering. have access to quality 

education and terining for high wage Jobs. We have forty.five member organizations which 

represent millions of women who are working and/or are in need of employment and training 

services. We also represent the expertise of professionals tbroughout ilie United States who 

have years of experience in providing employment and terining service. for women. 

The Coalition has develOped principles guiding our edvocacy on education. training 

and support services for women receiving public assistance benefits. Our overriding concern 

is that the services provided will assist women to achieve iong-tenn economic self-sufficiency 

railier than simply remove them from public assistance. I will be happy to provide each of 

the members of the Working Group with. copy of our principles. . , 

We recognize iliat welfare recipients are an important part of the American workforce. 

Most have been workers and tum to AFDC because of limited opportunities in the current 

labor market for suble employ~t in jobs iliat pay adequately. The most important welfare 

reform measures we can adopt as a nation are economic policies that will ensure economic 



opporrunities for all American work!:rs. These include raising and indexing the minimum 

wage, universal health care insurance and pursoing full employment policies. 

We are pleased that job !mining is • priority for President Clinton. In designing and 

implementing a plan to reform ~fare, we strongly believe that welfare recipients should be 

treated as workers with the same opportunities to pursue education and training as other 

workers. We should avoid the development of a new two ..tiered employment and training 

system, with separ.te systems for welfare recipients and other workers. The same high 

quality of services expected for workers displaced because of our changing economy should 

be available for welfare recipients as well. Therefore. training and training~related services 

should be provided to welfare recipients through the existing federal job training system.. not 

the income maintenance system. 

It is vital to the economic well·being of our country that welfare reform strategies 

reflect the Presiden,'s goal of strengthening and improving the skills of all workers. Welfare 

recipients should be entitled to appropriate education and training services to the extent 

necessary to achleve self-sufficiency. Their opportunities and """es. to these services should 

not be limited by arbitrary time limits. but should recognize the need for lifelong learning and 

workforce development, JUSt as we recognize this is as an important issue for others seeking 

to enter. re-enter and train for the labor market. 

When the goal of a program is long-term self-sufficiency rather than decreasing the 
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number of people receiving welfare. then the services provided must be evaluated using a 

different set of criteria usually developed by the education and tnIining system. Services 

received by welfare recipients placed in jobs should be judged by a self-sufficiency standard. 

which evaluates the quality of a job by taking intO account the economic needs of the wolter 

as well as local variations in the coSt of living. The self-sufficiency standard would include 

realistic and up-to-date housing. dependent care. health care and trnlIsportation costs. The 

Coalition strOngly urges you to incorporate into your plan H.R. 2788. the Self-Sufficiency 

Standard Ac~ This bill was recently introduced by Congresswoman Lynn Woolsey from 

California. a fonner welfare recipient who knows ftrst-hand what a family needs tOo become 

self-sufficient. 

In order to assist welfare recipients to achieve this goal, all pmgram activities should 

enhance employability and/or increase earnings. Requiring that recipients work for their 

benefits does not serve this purpese and should norbe part of the program Workfare is not 

work-based learning and has been proven to be the "least effective way to raise welfare 

recipients earnings. 

There are a nUf!1ber of specific components that quality programs include. First. 

welfare recipients must be able to choose their career goals from a broad range of 

opponunities. To ensure that this happens: 

L All programs should be required to enc?urage and pmmote opportunities to 

pursue non-traditional occupations and tnlining. Placing women in traditionally 
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female, low-wage occupations will not lead to self-sufficiency, The welfare system 

must be aggressive in their efforts to move women into high wage occupations. 
" 

, 
2. Programs sbould encourage and promote opponunities to pursue post-secondary 

and higher education, Too often higher education is overlooked as an option for low-

income women. even tho~gh many have filled the prerequisites: for entering two or 

four year programs_ 

Participants should also gain strong experience in and understanding of all aspects of 

the industry they are entering, rather than training for one job that might disappear or change 

drastically, The Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act recognizes this 

important need for today's workers and includes language which we encourage the Working 

Group to adopt. Training and education programs should nlso provide a variety of assessment 

tools. the opportunity for the individual to develop education goals and a career~life plan, 

counseling, knowledge of workers rights. and participation in suppon groups, 

The full extent of suppon services needed. including nat anly dependent care and 

transpanntion but also housing counseling. chemical dependency ttelltment and family suppon, , 

service.. must be provided both during program participation and to the extent necessary 
, 

after 

entering employment, Close coordination of these support services with training and 

education is critical to prevent participant dropout and job retention. 
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Education and trnining progrnms must take into """ount the local economy and where 
, 

unemployment is high. it should· be linked to Job creation and self-employment strategies. 
~ , 

These services cannot be designed or implemented in a vacuum. Programs for welfare , 
recipients must be intricately linked fa federal. stan: and local econontic development 

activities. 

We strongly encourage you to build on and improve the -coordination of the welfare 

education and trnining pmgrnm. with other existing' education and trnining systems. including 

community-based service delivery systems, community colleges. vo-tech schools and women's 
, ' 

progtams and other post·secondaty training as part of your plan. The primary purpose of 

coordination, such as the development of one-swp shopping, should be to make it as easy as 

possible for participants to gain access fa the full range of services for which they are 

eligible. 

There is a need for a stro~g federal role in any welfare reform strategy. The federal 
, 

government must develop minimum requirements to ensure there are universal program . , 
elements in all states. and that there is equity between recipients from different states. 

Provisions for state variations should only allow experimemation that enhances or enriches 
, , 

programs and does not reduce benefits or options for any welfare recipient or group of 

recipients. State variation that does not meet this criterion would lead to some states 
, 

lowering benefitS. 
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There must also be a strong federn! role in research, ovcrnght, technical assistance, 

and data coIiection to. document success and facilitate replication. Currently no data exists 

that show what types of training and services welfare recipients now receive under lOBS. 

Therefore, no significant evaluation of tile progntm's ability to assist recipients in aequiring 

skills and abilities leading", self-sufficiency can be uru:Iertaken. When these Idnds of data 

collection, evaluation and research activities are strengthened in your plan, the privacy and 

welfare of individuals must be protected~ 

Finally, education and training should be adequately funded 10 ensure that participants 

have access to quality, long-term training that ensures self·sufficiency. Education and training 

is an investment in the workforce that will bring mapy benefits, but only if a true investment 

for the long~tenn is made. 

The Coalition on Women and Job Training has additional information on all of these 

points and looks forward to being a partner with the WorIcing Group as you continue to 

develop your plan. 
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Congressional Black Caucus 
December 1992 

WELFARE REFORM 

The Congressional Black Caucus has always had a special interest in welfare reform, 
shares much of President-elect Clinton's vision, and would like to work closely with him on Illis 
issue. 

Disproportionately blacks, especially black women with children, have had far fewer 
opportunities than· other Americans to acquire job skills and consequently to obtain Ille benefits 
that usually accompany decent jobs. As the economy has developed structural impediments over 
the past generation, the jobs and job mObility lhat took most Americans out of poverty have 
decreased markedly. One of the consequences has been increasing joblessness among black 
males, Ille result of fewer manufactUring jobs of the kind that encouraged family stability and 
were a staple in Ille creation of Ille black middle class. Another consequence has been that our 
welfare system has been stretched to take on functions well beyond its original purposes. 

The New Deal conception of the welfare system, as a temporary or transitional vehicle 
for widows with small children who later married or went into the work force) was a brilliant 
innovation in the 1930's. Economic and social conditions tooay are vastly different; yet Ille 
welfare system has not changed nearly as much as the times. 

We welwme the notion which Governor Clinton has embraeed that the welfare system 
should be scrapped and reinvented to lIempower people 00 welfare with the education, training, 
and Ille child care Illey need" in order to become independent. Our priority has always been 
decent jobs, and we believe that Governor Clinton', vision can be the path to the employment 
that we and most people on welfare, believe is far preferabre to welfare. 

However. it is important to have a clear appreciation of the enormous cOmplexity of 
welfare issues and Ille failures that have resulted, even with approaches similar to the 
Governor's. For example, the most recent welfare refonn legis1ation contemplates some of what. 
Governor Clinton envisions, including tralning and other measures designed to help welfare 
recipients find jobs. Yet a combination of impediments have kept this approach from working 
effectively. Many on welfare are so deeply deprivoo and poorly skilled that they have needed 
considerable training, and even those with skins often have not found employment, let alone 
employment at wage levels Illat would allow them to leave the welfare system. The failure of 
the economy to produce decent jobs, as wen as widespread prejudice against those with a 
welfare background have been important factors in previous welfare reform failures. In short, 
many more Americans want to go to work than the economy has absorbed, than we have 
trained, and than employers have been willing to hire. 
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Moreover, the Governor's proposecI reform also includes a two~year time frame after 
which a person would be required to take a private sector job or perform 'community service'. 
There have been Jurisdictions where community service jobs have been linked to welfare in ways 
so successful and well thought out that they have been embraced by skeptic.al professional, and 
welfare recipient, alike. Community service jobs, even jobs that were tied to welfare checks, 
were well received in the 1970's in New York City and other jurisdiction, because those 
performing such work were treated exactly the same as other employees on the job, including 
all the trappings. Some jurisdictions, on the other hand, created a secondary work force of 
welfare recipients who were not afforded the opportunity for training and advancement that is 
often necessary if people are to liberate themselves permanently from welfare. 

lately some states have adopted approaches that have appeared punitive in order to 
encourage greater responsibility by welfare recipients. We strongly favor approaches that 
increase responsibility on the part of both the custodial and the absent parent, and we regret that 
the Bush Administration did not adequately fund strong child support enforcement. However, 
issues of responsibility are very sensitive and have yielded tiule consensus. There is increasing 
support among Americans, including those in minority communities! for action by government 
to increase responsibility by parents without punishing children in the process. We believe that 
the new administration would be well advised to work closely with us and others who migl1t be 
helpful in working through these and other sensitive issues that can undermine effective welfare 
reform. . 

, Finally, we do not think that welfare reform can be viewed apart from some of the other 
issues you have already indicated are among the Governor's priorities. If people move from 
welfare to low-paying jobs, issues, including tax credits or wage supplements, scarce quality 
child care, and especially heath care must be faced. Among the structural employment issues 
which must be taken into account is the existing and future displacement of already employed 
people that is likely unless conversion issues resulting from the dismantling of the military are 
handled at the same time. Community service and public service jobs for welfare recipients 
can and have been used to displace permanent employees have who held such jobs, many from . 
the same communities as the welfare recepients who displaced them. Trade j;.tsues. especially 
those arising from the North American Free Trade Agreement, are likely to have a profound 
errcct on welfare poliCy because worker displacement funds usually go to workers who hllltI: 
jobs; yet studies of the Agreement indicate that the jobs that are most likely to be displaced are 
lower level jobs that people on welfare would be most likely to take or qualify. Welfare reform-' 
would also require the administration to come to terms with urban distress, negJect, and 
deterioration. 

In short, we believe that, except for hc.alth care reform, welfare reform may be the mo't 
complicated reform the new administration could undertake. Inherent in welfare reform are not 
only the obvious economic issues, but major controversies of race and class that have polarized 
the this country ever since the Nixon administration. Americans often have reflex reactions to 
welfare based on the history of the way this issue has been treated and popularized. 
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We hope that we can be useful in helping the Clinton administration to achieve more 
effective welfare rcfonn, and we stand ready to be of assistance. 

CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS 

~Iht:-..r.~ 
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I run Cliff Johnson, acting director of the Programs and Policy Department for the 

Children's Defense Fund (CDF). 

CDF has long believed that major refonns of the current AFDC system are an 


important element of any comprehensive strategy to reduce the nation's tragically high rates 


. of child poverty. The work of the Task Force provides a key opportW1ity to improve AFDC. 


and we look forward to working closely with you. 

My remarks today are focused on the child care needs of AFDC families. That is 

partly because of the key role chUd care win play in any welfare reform effort - as an 

I essentiaJ support service if parents are to be available for education, training, or work and at:; a 

crucial investment in child development if we are to save our next generation of parents, 

workers and taxpayers from long-term poverty and reliance upon AFDC. 

But ( also draw your attention to the child care issue because it gives us a glimpse of 

the broader challenges we face in the welfare reform debate. In particular, it offers a glimpse 

of the very large social deficit we must overcome if we are to provide genuine opportunity 'for 
" 

AFD,C families and a sense of the damage that may be inflicted on children if we fail to 

address key child care concerns. 

What is the state of AFDC child care today? The story is one of widespread funding 

shortfalls.. despite the relatively modest demands g~nerated by current JOBS programs, \\'hile 

federal funds tor AFDC child care are available cn an entitlement basis, many states either 



cannot or \\ill not provide the matching funds necessary to secure these additional resources: 

{} 	 In states such as Florida, Pennsylvania. and Wisconsin. federal 
funds drawn down for AFDC child ,care dropped by as much as 
20 or 2S percent between FY 1991 at1!I 1992. 

o 	 In six states (CA, FL, IL. MA, ME. and WI), lawsuits have been 
filed to challenge state policies that either deny child care 
assistance to families covered by the Family Support Act's chUd 
care guarantee or instruct caseworkers not to approve 
employability plans when child care resources are not available. 

o 	 Perhaps most disturbingly. 15, states
o 
currently are using federal 

Child Care and Development Block Grant funds (which do not 
require a state match) to pay for child care for AFDC rather than 
low-income working families. and six additional states say they 
may be forced to do the same in the near future. 

o 	 In 12 states, at least some of the state funds now being used as 
the match for tederal AFDC child care dollars also have been 
shifted out of state programs intended to serve low-income 
working families. 

The rhetoric of the welfare reform debate often evokes an ,image of AFDC parents 

needing a strong push to move to'\vard edllcation, training, and work: The child care situation 

portrays another, quite different reality: in many states, highly motivated AFDC parents ar~ 

. being held back by the inability or refusal of stales to give them the child care h~)p they need. 

in the process, AFDC families are pitted against low~income working families in their often 

desperate struggles to stay in school or on the job. 

This pattern of under investment in AFDC child care is a sobering backdrop for the 

current welfare reform debate. Almost any effort to expand dramatica1ly the participation of 

AFDC parents in education, training and work activities by necessity will add major new 

strains to the AFDC child care system. And hy every indication that chi1d care system 

already is stretched far too thinly. 
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If we now were buying high-quality child care for AFOC families under the Family 

Support Act (FSA). one could imagine responding to huge new child care demands by trying 

.to make Hvailable child care dollars go farther. Yet the evidence suggests that we already arc 

buying AFDC child care "on the cheap," rclyjng heavily on the least formaJ and least reliable 

types of care while paying reimbursement rates that cannot possibly support the more 

comprehensive early childhood services that most 'AfDC children desperately need. 

o 	 Twenty~six states report that low AFDC child care rates have 

made some providers unwilling to serve AFDC families under 

FSA. 


o 	 The inability of states under current FSA regulations to pay 

providers at a rate higher than the 75th percentile of the local 

cost of care virtually ensures that AFDC families cannot gain 

access to higher quality child care programs . 


. 
o 	 Continuing state use of the child care disregard (with limits of 

$175 or $200 per month) and retrospective reimbursement of 
child care costs make it even less likely that cash"strapped AFOC 
families can afford to buy child care of decent quality under 
FSA. 

We know that most AFDC children need more than inexpensive child care 

arrangements can provide. For example, a 1991 study by Child Trends found that AFOC 

children are three times more likely than non-poor children to be in' poor health. In addition, 

AFDC children are nearly one~third more likely to suffer either from delays in growth or 

development. a "significant" emotional or behavioral problem, or a learning disability. AFDe 

children are one of the obvious groups that can and should benefit from more comprehensive 

child care and preschool programs. The Administration has recognized this need in its efforts 
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to expand Head StllTt Yet up until now the federal government's approach to AFDC child 

care has led in precisely the opposite direction. r 

CaQ, these problems in AFDC child care be overcome? Absolutely, Combined federal 

and state investments can be increased, Low ~eimbursement rates can be raised and a new 

emphasis placed on the quality of care provided to AFDC children. Stronger steps can be 

taken to ensure that child care for AFDC families does not CQrne at the expense of similar 

help for lowwincome working families. 

An of these initiatives would help to "end welfare as we know hI! ~~ they promote 

education, training and work while also responding to the needs of the next generation. But 

none of these steps are possible without substantial new resources. 

Failure to marshal new child care resources in the welfare refonn effort may do more 

than deprive large numbers of AFDC parents the chance to participate in education and 

training ac.tivities or go to work. It also may consign even larger numbers of our poorest and 

most vulnerable children to poor quality <:hiJd care arrangements that may endanger their very 

hea1th and safety, could stymie rather than promote their development. and cannot possibly 

address their pressing needs, 

If we fail to respond to the problems and risks associated with ArDe child c~. we 

may end up taking not two steps forward, but one :.iep back, along the road to genuine 

welfare reform, CDF looks forward to working with the Task Force to ensure a more 

productive outcome for AFDC children, their families, and the nation. 
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TJI8 WORUUG GROUP ON Dld'ARE REP'OlUt, FAMILY aUPPOR'l' 

AND INDBPENDENCE 


Good morning. members of the working Group. Thank you for this 
opportunity to comment on needed retcrm of the child support 
system. My name is Margaret CAmpbell ~aynes. I am testifying in 
my individual capacity I not as a representative of the American Bar 
Association. My testiaony is based on nore than ten years 
experience in the child support system AS a prosecutor, 
researcher, and trainer who has work:ed intimately with child 
support professionals in more than 35 states. I~ is also bas$d on 
2 1/2 years of public testinony and study as the Chair of the U.S. 
Commission on Interstate Child support. 

President Clinton correctly emphasizes the crucial role that child 
support plays in any welfare reform. About 30 percent of female
hoaded hQ~$ebolds live in poverty. One of the leading causes Qf 
that poverty is inadequate child s~pport. In fact, three quarters
of custodial mothers entitled to child support either lack child 
support orders or do not receive full payment under such orders. 
In other area of personal financial responsibility does this 
country tolerate such an abysmal reco~d. 

The nonpayment of child support crosses both gender and income 
levols. Enforcement is espeoially problematic when the parents
live in difforent states. For example, mother$ in intrastate 
child support cases reported receiving 70 percent of tho support 
they oxpected during 1989. Yet mothers in interstate cases 
reported receiving only 60 percent of tho support owed them in 
1989; and mothers who did not know the location o~ the father 
reported receiving only 37 p~rcent of what was expected.' 

Any reform of the child support system nust address the fol10wi09 
problems: a lack of uniformity in state laws, policies, and 
procedures; insufficient locate information;: inadequate enforcement 
remedies, particularly against t~e self-employed; inadequate 
resources: multiple, oftem conflictinq, support orders betWeen 
parties; and a lack of communica~ion among the states. 

1. Federal versus State child Support System 

Some advocates have ccncluded that the state-based system is doomed 
to failUre and tha~ ne~ded reform must occur through federalization 
of some or all of the current child support system. An example of 
a federalized approach is the proposel developed by former 
Congressman Downey and Congressman Hyde. Their proposal would 
federalize modification, enforcement, collection and distrihution 
of child support. 

! strongly agree with the conclusion of the U.S. couission on 
Interstate Child Support that federalization would ruu;. improve
chiid support services for fenilies. Not only does federalizing 
enforcement and modification fragment a case between state and 
federal jUdicial syste.n.s, it also fails to address the major
problems in the child support system. 

1 U.S. General Accounting Office, Interstate Child suppor¥i 
~Qthen Report Receiying Less support frotl..9),lt-of-State Fathers. 
HRD-92-39FS ( washington, DC: Gov't printing Office 1992) , pp. 16
18. 



A. Location 

Federalization will not improve locate capability. There already
exists a Federal Parent Locate Service, Much of the information is 
dated since most federal agencies only require quarterly or annual 
reporting. state souroes of information -- such as the Department
of Motor Vehicles, credit bureau reports, property listings, and 
quarterly wage statements -- are much nore current. 

8. Accessibility to cUstodial Parents 

lRS and Social Security officos are not located in as many looales 
as local state trial courts and child support agencies. It is also 
unlikely that an IRS agent will provide the sa~e level of custoner 
service as a local child support worker. 

c. Prompt Distribution of Money 

Based on testimony from states such as Massachusetts, I strongly 
fear that a federal system would result in greater difficulty in 
tracking dovn the correct obligee for disbursement of payments when 
there is limited case information. Additionally, one should note 
that the social security Administration is accustomed to monthly
paYlllents of a set amount. There is no 1I'.odel for the federal 
collection and distribution of potentially 10 million 
weekly/biweekly/or munthly payments which may vary depending upon
the parties' financial circumstances and visitation and custody 
schedules. 

I do oat understand the rush to embrace the IRS as the enforcement 
arm. since 1975 the IRS has had child support enforcement 
responsibilities. It has never been enthusiastic ~bout such 
responsibilities. !n fact, undQr the full IRS collection program, 
one federal IRS region returned approximately 60 percent of its 
certified cases as "ourrently uncollectible" based on a subjective
determination of undue hardship to the obligor -- despite the IV-D 
agency's verification of assets available for enforcement. Z Nor 
will tho IRS necessarily increase enforcement against self-elllployed
obli90rs. According to the IRS, an estinated 10 mUlion 
individuals and businesses do not file returns. About 64 percent
of these nanfilers are self-employed. state remediee such as 
contempt, revocation of occupatiOnal licenses, mandatory credit 
bureau reportinq, liens on property, and attachment of lump sum 
payouts are nore likely to increase enforcement from self-employed 
obligors. 

Thero are, however, four areas in which I believe the IRS' current 
role in child support enforcement could be strengthened: 

(1) strengthen the full IRS collection procedur~ by replacing 
subjective determinations by IRS agents regarding the 
appropriateness of enforcement with objective cr'::'teria, and by 
eliminating the neCG51.>ity of demonstrating that further enforcement 
teChniques would be ineffective: 

(2) Elim.inate disparities between AFDC and nonAFDC caae$! regarding
the availabilit.y of federal income tax refund intercept. The 
triggering arrearage in both cases should be less than $100, and 
arrearagQs should be collectible reqardless of the child's ago. 

(3) Require the IRS to promptly provide state child support
Aqenciaa with inco~e information for child support purposns: 

(41) Amend the federal income tax return to require obligors to 
voluntarily report any unpaid child support and to inclUde payment 

2 ~ Diane Dodson, flFUll IRS Collection and Use of Federal 
Courts," in Margaret Haynes with Diane Dodson, ed .• Interstate 
Child Support Remedies {1390j. 



towa~ such arrears along with his or her federal income taxes, In 
support of the proPQsal, tho W-2 form completed by employers should 
be amended to include information about the amount of money
withheld from an employee'S wages for purposes of support 
enforc~ment • 

In conclusion, I strongly believe that federal investment should 
n2I be in creating a new federal system that largely duplicates the 
state system or "creams" the easiest enforcement cases but rather 
in i:rr,proving tho state-based system. Reform should occur by 
mandating more uniformity among the states and ensuring that state 
child support agencies receive the resources they need. 

II. State-Based Refo~ 

A. Registries of Support Orders 

To facilitate enforcement and the review of cases, I recommend that 
Congress require every state to establish a Registry of Support 
orders. This registry should includn every support order issued in 
the state, regardless of IV-D status. Some may argue that non-IV-D 
orders should not be included since parties should not have, 
govBrnment intervention forced upon them. However, it is 
impossible to determine all outstanding orders against an obligor 
unless the system includes both IV-D and non-IV-D cases. 

In addition to state registries at' support orders which would 
contain detailed information, t~ere should be a national registry 
of support orders. This nacional registry would not duplicate or 
replace state registries. Rather, it would serve a "pointer"
function. A state seeking ~nformation about outstanding support 
orders on a particular' obl~90r could cse the national network 
described below to querj what other states had outstanding support 
orders. The national re9istry of order abstracts would have the 
minimum information -- names of parti~s, $ocial se~urity numbers, 
and state(s) that have issued an order -- needed to then direct 
specific requests to the appropriats states. 

B. National Computer Network 

"In a day of electronics where computers replace humans in every 
business, t.h(i child support system stands as a dinosaur ted by 
paper. "l Congress should expand the Federal Parent Locate Service 
to create a national locate network based upon linkages al!tOng 
statewide automated child support systems and between state systems
and federal parent locate resources. Througb the net~ork, child 
support agencies and attorneys could obtain address, income, and 
support order information for child support purposes 

ThO' netwQrk would allO\<l states to direct locate requests to a 
particular state Qt" to broadcast the request nationwid,e. State 
data bases which should be accessihle include publicly regulated 
utilities. employment records, vital statistics, motor vehicles, 
taxes, crime and corrections. When a targeted state 1s unable to 
locate the person, the expanded FPLS would also be able to 
automatically reroute the request to other states, based on 
Department of Labor studios of miqration patterns. 

Some have argtted that the national computer network is unrealistic. 
HoweVer, the technology is already being successfully used in the 
criminal arena. For eXample, under NLETS (National Law Enforcement 
Telecom.munie:ations Network), each state~s Iav enforcement agency is 
linked with local data bases. HLETS then serves as a conduit 
linking the 50 Sta.te computers together. States can retrieve 
information from ather states through the network in a matter of 
seconds. Therefore, ill mandated 48-hour turnaround time for 
processing support information requests is certainly feasible. In 

;) supoorting Qur Children; A Bluenrint for Ref9rm .tv.S. 
Conrmission on Intsrstate Ch.!Jd Support (19921. 



order for such a system to be effective, the Federal Office of 
Child Support Enforcement needs to identify common data elements. 
Additionally, the system will be strengthened to the extent that 
state data bases are automated and use social security numbers as 
identifiers. 

C. W-4 Reporting of New Hires 

All states now enforce child support orders through income 
withholding. Studies show, however, that in interstate cases there 
is an average of thirteen to twenty weeks between location of an 
obligor's source of income and service of the withholding order on 
the out-of-state employer.' During the delay, the obligor may move 
to new employment. 

To ensure the availability of the most current employment 
information on obligors, I recommend that Congress require 
employers to report new hires through the W-4 form. The employer 
should be required to send a copy of the W-4 information to a 
designated state entity, probably either the state Employment 
Security Commission (ESC) or the state IV-D agency. The advantage 
of the ESC is that employers are familiar with reporting wage 
information to that entity. On the other hand, there are two 
advantages to designating the state IV-D agency as the recipient of 
W-4 information. First, the state IV-D agency is most likely to be 
the registry of support orders so an automated comparison of tapes 
would be very simple. Second, it would also ensure there is a 
state office monitoring compliance with the W-4 reporting that has 
a vested interest in improving child support enforcement. 

The state IV-D agency would match orders in its Registry of Support 
Orders against the W-4 information. The IV-D agency would also 
broadcast the information nationwide through the computer network. 
If there was a match with an order maintained on any state's 
registry, the appropriate state agency (or person in non-IV-D 
cases) would immediately send a federally designed income 
withholding notice or order directly to the employer. 

I am pleased to report that at least 10 states have now enacted the 
W-4 recommendation of the Interstate commission. 5 Based on state 
experience with W-4 reporting and further discussions with employer 
groups, r would like to offer the following suggestions which 
slightly modify the Commission's recommendations. 

1. Obligors often do not know correct information about their 
support orders or to whom payments should be forwarded. Therefore, 
to require the employee to provide such information on an amended 
W-4 form means there will often be misinformation. The 
misinformation becomes problematic if employers are required to 
begin withholding based on the faulty information prior to any 
verification. Payments may be sent to the wrong location and the 
goal of prompt receipt of support by the obligee frustrated. 

What is most crucial about the W-4 reporting is the employer 
address information. I therefore suggest that the W-4 form be 
amended to only solicit information about the availability of 
employer-provided health insurance. It is not necessary to include 
information about support terms. Such information will be gained 
when the W-4 data is matched against the state registry of support 
orders and broadcast through the national network. 

To avoid confUsion, I also recommend that employers not be required 
to implement income withholding until they have received the 

~ U.S. General Accounting Office, Interstate Child Support; 
Wage Withholding Not Fulfilling Expectations, HRD 92-65BR (1992). 

5 Alaska, California, Georgia, Hawaii, Iowa, Massachusetts, 
Minnesota, Virginia, the State of Washington, and West Virginia. 



federal income withholding notice/order. That ensures accurate 
withholding. 

Finally, I recommend that federal legislation provide the employers 
with flexibility in how the W-4 informatjon is transmitted. For 
example. state laws often allow tran&mission of the data through 
m~ilin9 a copy of the W-4 forro, fa)(ing the information, or 
electronically transmitting the information. 

2. States should not be required to store the W-4 information 
indefinitely, It may be appropriate to require retention of the w
4 information for three months after its receipt. At that time, 
the information should be appearin9 on wage reports from the state 
employtlOnt security cOllll'l'lission. There is no reason to maintain 
duplicato data banks. 

3. Congress and the states need to educate the public that W-4 
reporting will not only greatly facilitate inoome withhOlding_ It 
will also provide valuable locate information. For that reason, 
the employer reporting of new hires should not be tied into payroll
periods but to a sot periOd from tho pOint of hire. Congress 
should set a uniform standard for the ti~e within which employers 
must torward th~ W-4 intormation (10 working days is suggested). 

To further facilitate income wi thholding. Congress should establish 
a universal definition of inoome SUbject to withhOlding, a uniform 
oeiling on the amount of income that can be garnished for support,
and uniform standards regarding priority of withholdings when an 
obligcr is subject to several stata withholding orders and lacks 
sufficient income to meet all of then. 

Implementation of this one reoommendation will result 1n a large
increase in support for Children. The congressional Budget Office 
estimated that the Interstate Commissionts recommendation would 
cost $SS million to l.mplanw:mt nationwide, and result in $210 
million of increased support collections. 

D. Direct Income Withholding 

In 1984 Congress required states to make income withholding 
available as an enforcement tool in interstate cases. An agency or 
attornay Sends an interstat.e incotle WithhOlding request to the 
state where the obligor derives income. That second state provides 
the obligor notica and an opportunity to contest. child support is 
usually forwarded from the (lut-of-stata Q!J'jplo},er to a collection 
point in the employer's state, than to a collection point in the 
custodial parent's state, and then finally to the custOdial parent. 

A number of child support agencies report success in sending an 
income withholding request directly to the out-of-state employer, 
despite lack of jurisdict:ion over the employer. In fact, GAO found 
that 75 percent of smployers comply with a direct withholding: 
request. 6 Congress should legalize .....hat appears to be working and 
require states to have laws that require an employer doing business 
in the state to honor an income withhOlding order or notice sent 
directly from any state. 

E. Determinat.ion of Parentage 

with the h:iqh rate of noru:tarital births in this country. it is 
crucial that states do a better job in addressing parentage
establishment. A determination of parentage establishes 
fundamental Qmotional, sQcial, legal and economic ties b$tween a 
parent and child. States need to allow paternity establishment as 
Goon as possible. They also need to eliminate the unnecessary 
stress on adversarial procedures for parentage determination. 

, 
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Congress should amend 42 U.S.C. § 666 to require states to have 
expedited procedures for parentage establishment. Current federal 
law requires states to have expedited procedures for establishment 
and enforcement of support orders, but includes parentage 
establishment only at the state's option. 

As an example of expedited procedures, I strongly support hospital 
outreach programs such as those used successfully in Washington and 
virginia. In 1991 washington was able to obtain hospital parentage 
acknowledgments in 40 percent of its nonmarital newborn cases. 
States should also be required to establish procedures for the 
voluntary acknowledgment of parentage, regardless of the child's 
age. A verified parentage acknowledgment, signed by both parents, 
should create a presumption of parentage upon which a support order 
can be based. There should also be a procedure where once the 
acknowledgment is filed with a court, and there is no contest 
within a certain time period after notice, the acknowledgment 
becomes a conclusive determination of parentage without the 
necessity of a hearing. In order to ensure acknowledgments are 
obtained knowingly and voluntarily, states should make available 
genetic testing at the hospital at state expense. Acknowledgment 
forms should also include information about the rights and 
responsibilities of parenthood and any legal rights that are being 
waived under state law by signing the acknowledgment. 

Where parentage is contested, state law should be improved in 
several ways. For example, Congress should require states to 
create a presumption of parentage if genetic test results reach a 
threshold probability of parentage or a threshold percontage of 
exclusion, as established by the state. Further, to prevent delay 
tactics, states should have laws that require a tribunal to order 
temporary support if test results create such a preSUmption of 
parentage. 

F. Elimination of Multiple, conflicting Orders 

Under current law, multiple orders can exist that set conflicting 
support amounts for the sarno child (ren) . There are two major 
reasons: First, states are not required to give full faith and 
credit to nonfinal orders, such as ongoing child support orders. 
As a result, rather than enforce another state's support order, 
many states will enter their own conflicting order. Second, the 
Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act (URESA) specifically 
provides that a URESA order exists independently from any other 
support order. 7 In order to achiove a "one order, one time" rule, 
Congress should require full faith and credit for valid ongoing 
child support orders and require state enactment of the Uniform 
Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA). 

1. Full Faith and Credit 

A 1986' amendment to Title IV-D roquired states to provide that 
past-due support installments are final judgments entitled to full 
faith and credit. The so-called "Bradley Amendment" has greatly 
enhanced the interstate enforcement of arrears. However, states 
still fail to enforce sister states' ongoing support orders and 
administrative orders. Congress should amend 28 U.S.C. § l738A by 
adding a section that requires interstate recognition and 
enforcement of any child support order, including ongoing orders 
and administrative orders, that are based on valid exercises of 
jurisdiction. 

, 
Section 31 of the 1968 Revised URESA. 



Z. Enaccment of OIFSA 

The National Conference of Commissioners on Vnifom Stat~ Laws 
(NCCUSLi last revised URESA in 1968. Although revolutionary when 
created, URESA is now drastically.in need of an overhaul. In 
cooperation with the Interstate Commission, NCCUSL has developed a 
n~w act called the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act. UIrsA 
was officially approved by NCCUSL in August 1.992, and by the 
American Bar Association in February 1992. 

UIFSA contains a number of key provisions. For example, (JIFSA 
contains a broad long arm statute that, within the confines of 
Supreme court decisions, expands the opportunity for a case to be 
heard where the custodial parent and child reside. In addition, 
UIFSA contains provisions implementing direct income withholding 
and easing evidentiary rules in interstate cases, and allowing use 
of telephonic hearings. 

One of the ~ost major revisions to L~SA 1s adoption of the ttone 
order, one time" principle. To' achieve ttone order. one til\1e," 
UlfSA creates·prioritie$ to establish or modify a support order 
involving the same parties and child{ren). 

The chanqes to ~~ESA can greatly inprove the intGrstate 
establishment and enforcement of support orders. currently, eight 
$tatea~ have enacted UIFSA, some with variation from the o£ficial 
act. In order to ensure Uniformity in the law, I recommend that 
congress require each state to adopt in identical form the uniform 
Interstate Family Support Act as a condition of receiving federal 
funding, 

G. Health Care Support 

Health care for children is vital. Yet in 1991, of the 25 million 
children wi thout e:rnployer~prov ided insurance, B. 4- rr.illion lacked 
any kind of public or private insurance.9 

Presumably. ensuring the availability of insurance is beyond the 
focus of this working group. However, where insurance is 
available, it is crucial to children's welfare that such coverage 
be effective. That is not the case today. 

Despi to a federal requirement that states in 1\1-0 cases pursue 
medical coverage when obtaining a child support order, about 60 
percent of all support orders lack provisions regarding health 
insurance. '0 Th$ l.ack Qf mandated health coverage is especially 
evident in interstate cases. seventy-fiVe percent of custodial 
mothers in interstate cases reported in 1989 that health insurance 
for children was not provided by the noncustodial father. 11 

Even whore insurance is obt<lined fot" tho. child, the custodial 
parent may lack access to the coverage. The Interstate Commission 
heard testimony of employer-provided insurance plans that 
discriminate in dependency coverage; of obligors who fail to enroll 
their chil<!ren as ot"dered; of insurance carriers that refuse to 
accept claims filed by the custodial parent on behalf of the 

II Arkansas, Ari%.ona, Colorado, Montana, Nebraska, Oregon, 
Texas and the st<lte of washington. 

9 Children's Defense Fund, Special Report: Children and 
HftI~b Insur~nQe (1992). 

10 u.s. Bureau of tho Census, Child Support and Alimony; 
~, Current population Reports, Series P-60, No. 173 (Washington, 
DC: Gov't printing OffiCe 1991) • 

11 U.S. General ACl;:oufiting Office. Interstate Child support: 
Mothers Report Receiving Less SuPPQrt from Out-pf-State Fathers, 
aRD-~2-39FS (1992). 
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employee's dependents; and of obligors who pocket insurance 
reimbursements rather than forward the money to the custodial 
parent. 

One obstacle to state efforts to enforce broad coverage is the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (ERISA).12 ERISA 
primarily deals with pension plans. However, it also preempts 
state regulation of health insurance plans where the employer bears 
the risk of loss; according to the U.S. General Accounting Office, 
56 percent of the nation's employees in 1990 were covered by self
insured ERISA plans. 13 Unfortunately, ERISA does not fill the 
state regulatory void. The result is that self-insured plans are 
subject to neither federal nor state regulation. 

This preemption has been a major impediment to states seeking to 
address the problem of, healthcare support for children. For 
example, the Commission received testimony that many self-insured 
plans refUse to provide dependency coverage unless the dependent 
resides with the employee. Such discrimination has a negative 
impact on interstate cases and nonmarital children. Yet, ERISA 
prevents states from prohibiting discrimination by self-insured 
plans. 

Congress should remove the effects 'of ERISA preemption of state 
regulation of health-care coverage for children. Once that is 
done, states should enact laws prohibiting discrimination based on 
whether a child lives with the employee or was born during a 
marriage. 

Federal and state law should encourage the insurance carrier to 
deal directly with the custodial parent. For example, when a 
parent has been ordered to provide healthcare coverage, state laws 
should require insurance carriers to accept an application for 
dependency coverage from the uninsured parent; to accept claim 
forms signed and filed by the uninsured parent on behalf of the 
insured employee's dependents; and to directly reimbUrse the parent 
who paid for the health care. 

Employers should also facilitate healthcare coverage. For example, 
laws should require employers and unions to release to the 
uninsured parent or the IV-D agency information about the 
dependency coverage, including the name of the insurance carrier; 
enroll children who are beneficiaries of ordered health coverage 
immediately upon receipt of the tribunal's order or upon the 
authorization of the employee; withhold healthcare insurance 
premiums similar to wage withholding for support; and provide 
notice of any termination or change in insurance benefits affecting 
the employee's children. 

H. National Child Support Guideline 

Although every state is required to establish presumptive support 
guidelines, there is no federal model. States have developed 
guidelines base:d on three approaches: the percentage of income 
formula, the 1ncome shares formula, and the Melson formula. 
Studies indicate that these different state guidelines can result 
in families with similar financial circumstances with the same 
number of children facing different support obligations. In order 
to ensure uniformity and equity, I recommend a national support 
guideline. A national guideline is also necessary for 
implementation of child support assurance, discussed infra. 

Although I support a national support guideline, I do not believe 
that the "perfect" guideline noW' exists. One area that guidelines 

29 U.S.C. §§ 1001-1461 (1988)." 
13 U.S. General Accounting Office, Medicaid: Ensuring that 

NonCUstodial Parents Provide Health Insurance Can Save Costs 
GAO/HRD-92-80 (June 192). 

http:ERISA).12


are particularly ineffective in addressing are multiple families. 14 
I support the creation of a National Child Support Guidelines 
Commission. The Commission's task should be to evaluate current 
state support guidelines and develop a national support guideline 
for congressional consideration. 

I. Staffing and Training 

Even the best automated system will not replace the need for an 
adequate number of trained personnel to process child support 
cases. However, child support case workers are staggering under 
the weight of overwhelming caseloads. The average FTE child 
support worker has over 1000 cases. 1S While OCSE has cited many 
states for failure to conform to the audit criteria requiring the 
processing of 75 percent of cases needing services, no staffing 
study or mandated staffi?g level has ever been imposed by OCSE. 

I join others in urging Congress to take action to ensure that the 
staffing levels in the state and local agencies are increased. The 
Secretary of Health and ,Human Services should conduct a staffing 
study in each, state -- with state input -- to determine staffing 
needs. States should then be required to implement the recommended 
caseload staff ratio. Additionally, there needs to be a stronger 
federal and state commitment to training to ensure that problems 
are better anticipated, resources are more widely used, and 
appropriate legal remedies are sought. 

J. Funding and Audits 

Currently states receive 66 percent of their funding for 
administrative costs from the federal government. States also 
receive federal incentives of 6 to 10 percent (based on collection 
efficiency) of the amount collected for both AFDC and nonAFDC 
cases. However, federal incentives are capped in nonAFDC cases at 
115 percent of the amount collected in AFDC cases. 

Some argue that the incentive program should be maintained and 
retargeted to reward states that perform well on criteria that 
reflect the program's goals. Such goals may include the 
traditional duties of child support agencies: to locate parents, 
establish parentage and support orders, and enforce orders. Others 
argue that incentives skew state case-processing priorities by 
forcing states to work only those cases that will likely meet the 
target criteria. Most persons who want to eliminate incentives 
prefer to see the incentive money shifted to enhanced federal 
administrative cost funding, which would translate to a federal 
funding rate of 80 to 90 percent of the administrative costs 
incurred by states. 

I support the Commission's recommendation that Congress fund a 
study to examine funding alternatives. In the interim, I recommend 
three immediate changes: revising the federal incentive formula to 
reflect a balanced program that serves both AFDC and nonAFOC 
families, revising the federal funding formula to provide 
incentives for healthcare'support, and requiring states to reinvest 
incentives into the child support program. 

Audits of state IV-O programs should focus more on performance 
criteria than current audit policy. The audit review should also 
be limited to current cases and recently closed cases rather than 
cases that are years old. 

14 ~ Marianne Takas, "Improving Child Support Guidelines: 
Can Simple Formulas Address Complex Families?" 26 Fam. L.O. 171 
(1992) • 

15 Center for Human services, u.s. Oep't of Health and Human 
Services, A Study to Determine Methods. Cost Factors. Policy 
Options and Incentives Essential to ImDrovina Interstate Child 
Support Collections; Final Report 36 (1985). 



K. Centralization of Child Support Services 

Just as the Social Security Act requires the Secretary of the 
Department of Health and Human Services to establish a single, 
separate organizational unit to administer the Title IV-D program, 
strong 'consideration should be given to requiring states to have 
centrally run IV-D programs. Many states now have an intrastate 
division of responsibility that hinders the progress of a support 
case. When a state system is county-focused, it faces many of the 
same problems that plague the interstate system, e.g., 
decentralized responsibility, noncooperation between different 
agencies and tribunals involved in child support services. 

Some people have advocated a mandatory placement of state IV-D 
responsibilities within a particular agency. For example, some 
suggest that placement within the Department of Revenue would 
facilitate the availability of income information. Others argue 
that placement within a State Attorney General's Office emphasizes 
the serious enforcement efforts that will be taken. There are 
strengths and weaknesses to almost any governmental placement of 
the IV-D program. Data collected by the Federal Office of Child 
Support Enforcement does not suggest that placement of the program 
determines the program's effectiveness. Rather, what is most 
important is the commitment of the state's leaders. Therefore, in 
requiring a centralized state IV-D program, states should have 
discretion to determine the most effective placement of that 
program. 

In order to ensure proper accounting, all child support payments 
should be made to a government entity, regardless of IV-D status. 
The current practice of some states to allow direct payments should 
be prohibited. There are also advantages to having a single state 
collection point. The creation of central payment depositories 
would facilitate disbursement of the $50 pass-through in AFDC 
cases; disbursement of any arrearage payments in cases where the 
children have received AFDC; income withholding for employers, 
especially nationwide employers who now must contend with hundreds 
of local jurisdictions; and ensure uniformity. Obviously, 
expeditious processing of payments under a centralized system would 
require an effective automated system and use of electronic funds 
transfer (EFT). 

III. Child Support Assurance 

Child support assurance is a federally determined amount of support 
that the government guarantees a qualifying family will timely 
receive each month, regardless of the obligor's payment pattern. 
I believe that the ever-increasing rate of single parent households 
living in poverty dictates our country's development of a child 
support assurance program. In my opinion, there are three very 
persuasive arguments for child support assurance. First, we need 
to replicate social security's safety net for children. Government 
benefits have lifted over 70. percent of elderly from poverty; by 
contrast, government benefits raise less than 15 percent of 
children from poverty. 16 Second, unlike AFDC, child support 
assurance does not provide a disincentive to work since the amount 
of earnings does not affect the amount of the assured benefit. 
Third, it properly focuses society's attention on the obligated 
parent. Rather than the public's pointing a finger at the 
custodial parent as so often occurs with welfare, the public's 
concern will be directed toward the parent who has abrogated his or 
her support responsibility. 

Because I support child support reform within a state-based system, 
I recommend that Congress fund state demonstration projects on 
child support assurance. In establishing criteria for 

U. S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, 
Series P-60, No.182RD, Measuring the Effect of Benefits and Taxes 
on Income and Poverty; 1979 to 1991. (U.S. Govt. Printing Office 
1992) • 



demonstration sites, Congress &hould speoify whether the receipt of 
child support assurance creates an assignment of support rights.
such as created by receipt of A~OC. If the federal government does 
beoOllle subrogated to 'the rights of the caretaker to enforce and 
Gollect the support orde:r up to the aDount of child support 
assurance provided, federal regulations should provide: clear 
instructions regarding distribution of any support payment received 
from the obligor. OiGtribution policies regarding AFOC and support 
arrears are a nightDare; we must avoid creating another layer of 
bureaucracy with the assured benefit. 

The evaluation reports frOm such projects "..ill be crucial in 
determining the nationwide implementation of child support 
assuranQ~. Several of the bills no~ pending in Congress list a 
number of important factors which should be studied. Although the 
effect of Various guidelines on the administration of child support 
assuranco should also be evaluated, I caution against limitinq any
conqressional study of guidelines to the context of child support 
assurance. The moat ~ffective guideline for Deeting childrenls 
needs and the various transitions that families undergo is not 
n~cesGarily goinq to be the gUideline that is "easiest" to 
adDinist~r for Qhild support assurance purposes. 

IV. Miscellaneous IV-A/IV-D Policies 

A. Distribution of Arrears Payments 

CUrrently state dlstribution priorities vary widely regarding pre
AFOC arrears and post-AFOC arrears. In almost half of the states, 
support paid above the current obligation is used to reimburse the 
state for any MDC prior to paynent of arrears owed to the 
family. It Families who are in transition from AFOC to sfllf
sufficiency are in a particularly vulnerable period. Distribution 
policies should ensure financial stability during this period and 
should promote welfare avoidance. It is therefore recQmltleoot1d that 
after the fulfillment of the current month's obligation. 
payments of support should be distributed to the family for pre
and post-AFDC arrears before the State recoups its welfare 
expenditures. 

B. Fill-the-Gap Budgeting 

Extreme poverty could also be ameliorated by allowing children in 
AFDe cases to receive support in addition to t~e $SO pass-through. 
currently eaCh state establishes a Standard of Need to determine 
how muoh it costs. for children in the state to live in minimal 
docency. only 2.. j',1r!Sdicticns actually pay AFDC grants in this 
amount. rwenty states are authorized by federal law to use fill
the-gap budgeting ~o long as their AFDC 9rant level is leso than 
their standard of Need. In those states, paid child support goes 
to the family, in addition to $50, to ma~e up some or all of the 
"g'l:I.p" between the AFDC grant level and the Standard of Need. 
Foderal law should be amended to allow any state that so desireo to 
use fill-the-gap budgeting or to require approval of any fill-the
gap budgeting waiver request. As Jerry Townsend testified b~fore 
the Mouse Ways and Means comnittee: 

tIlt is better for a family to use its own resources {including
child support) leaving AFDC as a mere supplement rather than the 
family being totally dependent on AFOC payments aven though child 
aupport"colloctions are being collected by the IV-O agency hut used 
to pay back the government for e~rlier welfare costs. I believe 
that in pursuing recoupment of AFDe grants, we waste much time and 
energy identifying and pursuing claims that will never be paid, and 
that this process does nothing to ('lssist familios in achieving 

i1 U,S. commission on lnt~rstate Child support, sypporting Our 
ChildreOj A Blueprint for Rg(Qrm 219 (1992). 
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C. aecoupment of AFDe After Family Reunification 

Another policy that undermines self-uufflciency is the practice of 
srnne states to put"sue AFDC recoupment after the separated house-hold 
:'1.3S reunited. suclt a pract.tce not only reduces the amount of 
support available to the ohild, it a ..50 can work against efforts by 
a social service agency to pronote reunification of the family in 
a foster care case. Re-cogni2ing the harshness of the practice in 
certain cases, vermont has enacted a. statute that prOhibits 
recoupment of state '.leHare expenditures (rom a reunited. family
until that family'S income is at least 225 percent of poverty. as 
defined by the U.s. Department of Health and Human Services. A 
national welfare reform policy should encourAge st~te efforts such 
as Vermont'S that support reunification of separated households. 

V. Conclusion 

Thank you, members of the workIng Group. for the apport.unity to 
testify, I have fooused my testimony on ways to strengthen support 
e:st~blishment and enforcement. Obviously, our best efforts will be 
frustrated if noncustodial parents lack the means to pay support. 
Therefore. education. traininq and support SetvlCes tor obligors
especially young parents -- also need to be addressed. 

IS ~~stimony of Jerry Townsend, Director of Geor9ia's IV-O 
program, at a hearing on August 11, 1992, before the Subcommittee 
on Human Resources of the Committee on Ways and Means, House of 
Representatives. 
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WHAT 	 NEEDS TO BE DONE TO IMPROVE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

1. 	 We must adopt a Child Support Assurance program that 
guarantees that child support will be a regular. stable source 
of income for children growing up with -an. absent parent. 
Children need a reliable and consistent source of support. 

2. 	 Responsibility for enforcing, collecting and distributing 
child support should be federalized and housed in the Internal 
Revenue Service. current state and county workers should be 
trained to work in the new federal agency or be part of the 
new and ~proved establishment of orders effort at the state 
level. 

3. 	 We must ensure that each state has in place laws for 
administrative processes to establish pat.ernity and child 
support orders. 

4. 	 ~here must be national guidelines to guarantee children a fair 
amount of support. Support should be based on the needs of 
the child and the parents income, not the state where the non
custodial parent resides. 

My experience as a custodial· parent dealing with the existing 
syst.em, which t.ook seven years to get support for my children; the 
experience' of ACES, the largest child support organization in the 
u.S., whose 25,000 members are typical of the 10 million single 
parent families entitled to child support; and my experiences as a 
member of the U.S. Commission on Interstate Chi~d Support, lead me 
to believe that children wouid be better served by the fundamental 
restructuring of the child support enforcement Gystem~ seventeen 
million Amsl."'ican children are owed over $20 billion in unpaid child 
support. The current child support system has failed to help these 
children in almost every way. 

ACES NATIONAL HEAOQUARTERS; 723 PHILLlPS AVE.. SUITEJ, TOLEOO, OH 436'2 
800.537·7072 419·476·2511 



Arguments have been made that we must keep the current state cQurt
based system because we have inveeted billions of dollars i and 
because state child support workers would be displaced if the 
system was federalized. This is like saying we should continue to 
make B52 b~ers even though they are obsolete because 852 bomber 
employees will lose their jobs if we stop production. We can re
train workers, we can make sure they have jobs in the new system. 
We cannot replace lost childhoods due to poverty caused by non
support; nor can we replace tax dollars wasted on an ineffective 
system. 

Protecting children, the innocent victims of family breakup, from 
poverty should be the goal of tha'child support enforcement system. 
We should adopt a child support assurance program which guarantees 
that child support will he a regular, stable source of income for 
children growing up with an absent parent. Children need regular 
payments even if the non-custodial parent cannot be found or is 
unable to pay due to unemployment. This type of system would reduce 
child poverty by 42%. It should be accessible to all children who 
have an absent parent, restrictions such as requiring the family to 
have a court order will prevent the most"vulnerable'children, those 
whose parents have never married and those who have been deserted, 
from benefiting_ 

As a single parent of two children who did not receive regular. 
child support payments, I tried to earn enough money on my own to 
support my two sons, Matt and Jake. They were ages three and six 
months at the time of the divorce. Their father made regular child 
support payments of $250 a month for only six months. Working as 
a nurse's aide for minimum wage did not produce enough income to 
support the family. I contact.ed my welfare department for help, 
only to be told that I earned too much money, about $400 a month, 
to receive aid. I was told to quit my job t.hen I would be eligible 
for aid. SOt I took on a second job in the evening. Working over 
60 hours a week with two preschool age children was very difficult~ 
I had been working both jobs for about. eight months when my four 
year old son begged me to stay home one evening rather than go to 
my second job. When I attempted to explain to him the nead for me 
to go to work, I realized that now he had no parent. I was gone all 
the time, day and night, his father had not contacted us in two 
years, no one was there to nurture, love, and care for him as he 
deserved. Babysittors day and night could not· fill the gap. I made 
a decision that night to quit my jobs and go on welfare so that my 
sons had a parent. 

I should not have had to become dependent upon government aid, I 
was willing ,and able to work~ but in addition to my earned income 
we needed the $250 a month in child support to make ends meet. 
Since the curt:'ent system of AFDe prohibits one from working to 
recieve benefits, no assistance was available to me unless our 
family became totally dependent. Child Support Assurance would have 
allowed my family to stay self-sufficient. I could have worked 
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part-time while the boys were preschoolers, then full-time when 
they started grade school if we would have been guaranteed receipt 
of a minimum amount of child support. This would have saved the 
government years of tax dollars spent t.otally supporting our 
family. All of the money given to us by the government for child 
support assurance could have been recovered since after seven years 
of non-support, when the boy's father was located, he had incame 
from workLng most of the time as an heavy equipment operator for 
the railroad. All of the approximate $12,000 in back support was 
collected. 

In order for children'to truly benefLt from Child Support Assurance 
it must a be program like social security and be used in 
conjunction with affective child support enforcement. If under 
social security we can find away for a dead parent to support their 
children surely we must be ahle to find a way for a living parent 
to support their children. 

To do this we must have a national system that sends a message that 
supporting children is as fundamental a responsibility as paying 
taxes. Child -support enforcment should be ~ederalized and housed 
in the lkS~ The IRS must be given all t.he tools it needs, 
including improved information :for locating abs(Jnt parant.s and 
improved tools for making prompt and effective collections, to 
aggressively pursue child support and medical support for children. 

Children suffer because states cannot even identify which cases 
need orders, or which cases have not received payments so that 
action can be taken to implement income withholding. This is why 
only 20% of the case's have income withholding orders eight :;roars 
after Congress passed laws making it mandat.ory upon a one-month 
default~ And four years after this law was expanded to include 
income withholding at the time an order is entered. 

,A system where W...4 Forms are use·d as self-reporti.ng toola for child 
support obligations is needed. Also 1 they should be matched with a 
national registry of orders. W-4' a can be matched to initiate 
income withholding and to locate absent parents. This has been 
effective in Washington State and in Minnesota. 

The Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement should be placed in 
the IRS. An Assistant Tax Commissioner should be appointed to be 
Director of the IRS Child Support 'Division. Initially the Division 
should take over current duties of OCBE. In one year it could be 
roquired to set up a central registry of. interstate casea orders 
and do interstate income withholding. Within two years all the new 
cases would be added to the: registry and the income withholding 
proooss l within five years the system should ba fully functioning 
and include all child support cases. Arguntents that this chango 
will cause children to go without support - due to upheaval are 
unfounded, an orderly transition could be arranged. 
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Forty-five, percent of the children do not have child support 
orders, a new system that better serves the children is needed. The 
1988 Family Support Act sought to help families establish paternity _ 
and obtain child support. orders. But st.atel:V-D agencies told 
£amiliQs they could not assist them to establish pat.ernity and 
establish orders because they did not have needed funds for genetic 
blood testing+ congress acted to solve t.his problem by providing 
90\ funding for genetic blood tests. The number of paternities 
established is only S% more after implementation of 90% funding 
(1987-1988 showed a 14% increase, 1990-1991 showed a 22% increase, 
difference = 8%). 

In orden: to ensure an efficient system to establish paternity and 
establish orders, state child support lV-D structures should be 
required to be "single" statewide. Audit failures by states show 
patterns of lack of serv~ces statewide in states which are state
supervised county-run-programs; WI, MD and PA have been found not 
to provide statewide services. CAt NJ, CO, IL, IN t MD, KI, MN, NE, 
PA, TN, OR and OU have been found t.o have problems with 
establishment of orders and collection/dfstribution of suppo::t 
payments. - ~ 

Some states have shown dramatic improvements in establishing 
paternity and obtaining support orders through an expedited 
administrative proc:ess~ These administrative processes are 
effective for children on whose behalf paternity must be 
established and for children whose paternity is not disputed and 
those who need support due to divorce, desertion or separation. 
This ends many problems families have with court case continuances 
being used as a stall tactic hy delinquent parents, and other 
technical legal maneuvers'which are used to delay justice. These 
delay tactics, common in our legal justice system! are especially 
damaging to children who suffer each day~ They go going to bed 
hungry while losing their childhood to poverty. 

Child support: enforcement and ostablisbment actions should be 
administrative rather than judicial! whenever possible. 

Jurisdiction to establish orders should be in the state where the 
child lives. This requires federal statues which place jurisdiction 
of child support action to establish andlor modify orders in the 
place where the child resides. A National Jurisdiction Act should 
have the following provisions: (1) interstate child support cases 
to be cause of action (2) the venue for the action to be where the 
child resides (3) trial court of any state should bave power to 
serve the defendant. Parental Kidnapping Prevention Act is a model 
for child state jurisdiction: 

Children need t.o be put bafore all other debts, and support: 
payments due to them need to be due until collected. Federal law 
should prohibit statute of limitations on child support cases. This 
would discourage parents from running from state to stata to avoid 
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child support ~bligations while the child is under age 18. 

Studies show that the best way to end the cycle of poverty is 
through education. Children growing up in single parent households 
entitled to support have fewer opportunities for higher education. 
A federal statute making duration of support to age 23 if the child 
is attending school is needed. 

Under t.he current system. the "choice of law" for Child Support 
Guidelines f used to determine the amount of support paid, are 
placed in the state where the non-payor lives rather than the state 
where the child lives. Orders based on the cost of raising the 
child, the cost of day caret the· cost of food and shelter, in the 
state where the non-custodial parent lives rather than the state 
where the child lives are ridiculous. 

The 1988 Family Support Act required states to adopt Child Support 
Guidelines as a rebuttable presumption. Results of the guidelines 
include states guidelines causing the amount Qf support paid to 
increase in 27 states, it decreased in 16 states and remained the 
same in 7 states. Guidelines are different" in every states. For 
example, a parent. wlio earns 30,000 in Illinois will pay $284 a 
month, a parent in New jersey who earns $30,000 a year will pay 
$475 (Source: Institute for Research On· Poverty, University of 
Wisconsin, Discussion Paper: Child Support Guidelines and their 
economic well-being of Our nations' children). 

This lack of fairness breeds state shopping and rosentment among 
non-custodial parents ordered to pay various amounts. Additionally, 
all st.ates have created exceptions to use wit.h the guidelines, 
usually this means that upper income parents pay an amount ordered 
at the judges discretion while low income parents pay a standard 
amount with little deviation. upper income parents in this 
situat.ion use threat.s of custody batt.les to coerce cust.odial 
parents, usually women who have few financial resources to use in 
a custody battle, t.o settle for less child support.. Also, some 
states allow parents to pay less child support because they have a 
second family, have college debts to payoff, or other bills. 
States have not made sure that children' B financial security is 
placed first in the divorce process. 

Children t.hroughout the nation need t.o be treated fairly and 
equally. National guidelines are needed t.o guarantee children a 
fair level of support~ Children'S support orders should be 
deter,mined by their needs and their parentIs ability to pay, not by 
where they live and which state guidelines apply. There must be a 
national process, as well t for periodically reviewing and updating 
child support orders to ensure that orders keep pace with 
children's needs and parants' income. 
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Plans are underway to connect automated state child support 
tracking systems as part of CSNET, and then to develop this system 
so that there will be a national parent locator system~ Only ten 
states have taken advantage of the 1984 Child Support Amendments 
Provision for 90% funding for statewide automated syst.ems. Thirty
nine state child support agencies told ACES in our annual survey 
that they will not have automated systems in place by the 1995 
deadline. Even if states had automated systems in place# all would 
be different and they are not being designed to interlink. state 
governments blame the Federal Office of Child Support for the lack 
of automated systems and the Federal Office of Child Support blames 
the states. This finger pointing does not help the children. Over 
$257 million has been spent by states developing automated systems, 
states are requesting an additional $863 to complete the systems, 
this totals $1.1 billion dollars. Much of the money spent 
developing these systems has been wasted according to a GAO report. 
It was reported that one state spent $17 million on a system which 
did not work before OCSE suspended funding, another spent $11 
million over three years on a non-functioning system and another $4 
million Over two years on a aystem which did not meat. federal, 
requirements. 

stat.es who have been certlfied by OCSE report t.hey need additional 
funds to update the systems. For example, New york bas received 33 
million and its system was certified by OCSE, yet they are 
requesting' an additional $25 million to update the system. ACES 
members in Naw York report that only child support workers who have 
attended classes can use the computer to determine arrearages. 
Courts have to havo child support workers on hand to determine the 
back support due~ 

An expanded Federal Parent Locator System should be developed. This 
can be done by expanding the existing Federal Parent Locator System 
and by increasing access to tho system by government child support 
agencies. Recent regulations by fUiS require states to pay for 
information from the Federal Parent Locator System. Fees for use of 
the national system by any government law enforcement agency 
working on child support cases should be prohibited. Child support 
agencies need access to NLETS, this is the system that accesses all 
state Department of Motor Vehicle records, and NCIC which lists 
criminal records. This can be accomplished by Congress deSignating 
child support agencies as law enforce~ent·agencies. 

When the U~S4 Commission on Interstate Child Support heard 
testimony from state agencies that lack of staff was the largest 
problem, average caeeload is 600 cases per worker. This lack of 
staff and funding severely hinders child support enforcement 
efforts and acts as another barrier to low income families 
attempting to utilize government. services for child support 
enforcement.. 
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A new funding structure for sta~es to ensure that they establish 
orders on a timely basis should be developed. This should includo 
elimination of the federal incentiv~ payments to states, and the 
adoption of a 90% federal match with a requirement for state 
maintenance of effort at 1993 levels. 

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

states and the Federal Government benefit through lower cost for 
AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) when child support 
is collect.ed. As of the end of 1991 all stat.es made a "profit.. on 
child support collections: 66% reimbursement. + 6% incent.ive 
payments + funds recouped for AFDC expendit.ures = more $ than what 
was spent on the child support enforcement program~ They can 
afford to pay families First. 

An Exampl;"of 'Making a "Profit .. on 'Child Support. Enforcement: 

Expenditures of $27,086,106 

Reimbursement at 66t 	 1. $17,876,830 

Collections; 	 $30,191,573 AFDC 

$57,562,494 Non-AFnC 


* Amount qualifying for incentives 

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

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

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

'rotal Income $ 30,733,688 

Total Expenses -27,086,106 

"Profit" $ 3,647,582 


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

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

Child support and visitation are separate issues. A parent who is 
unemployed and without income cannot pay supportf this parent's 
rights to visitation should be protected and enforced. ACES 
believes that it is wrong to deny visitation when support is not 
paid and we believe it is wrong to withhold support when visitation 
is denied. These actions harm the children. We know from 
experience and from studies that 13% of the parents who fai~ t~ pay 
child support state that the reason they are withholding payments 
is becaus,e they are be"ing denied visitation. '1'0 prevent this from 
happening, we need an effective custody visitation dispute 
resolution program. 

state courts should be required to have in place programs for 
resolution of custody and visitation problems. Prince George' S 
County, MD, and Washington, DC, are good models for these types of 
programs. 

American families entitled to support need an effective and fair 
enforcement system~ 'l"he children need regular f reliable child 
support payments to survive, to grow up secure and safe. It is 
time to solve the problem of non-support. We can do it, we have the 
resources and ability to do it. We need to set up a national 
system, that is administrative rather than judicial, and a child 
support assurance program to protect children from poverty~ It is 
the right thing to do for our children. 
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WHAT'S WRONG WITH THE INTERSTATE COMMISSION'S REPORT: 
14 Jurisdiction: state cou~ Based Enforcement Recommended; This 

promotes 50 different systems enforcing laws 50 different 
ways. This will provide full employment for private at.torneys, 
and continues cumbersome government processes, it will 
not provide for full oollection of support for hungry children 

2. 	 Enforcement; W-4 reporting of Dew hires as recommended by 
the commission does not help solve enforcement problems on 
interstate casas. For example, if the order is originally 
entered in New York and the non-oustodial parent moves to 
Connecticut to work, the W-4 matched with Connecticut records 
will not show a child support obligation, only New York 
records would show a match. 

3. 	 Choice of law: The commission recommends ~hat the choioe of 
law should be placed in the state where the non-payor lives 
ra~her ~han ~he state where the child lives. The court 
orders will be based on the cost of raising the child, the 
cost of day care, the cost of food and sheltert in t.he ·stat.e 
where the non-custodial parent lives rather than the state 
where the child lives. 

4. 	 Location of Absent Parents: The recommendation advises 
Congress to connect automated state child support. tracking 
systems so that there will be a national parent locator 
system. Only 8 states have automat.ed systems. Connecting a 
broken or non-existent system will not help children. 

5. 	 Funding: No additional funding was found or suggested, the 
commission side steps this issue by recommending that a study 
bo dono~ The commission only recommended staffing studies and 
funding studies, and leaves the implementation of the study 
rosults to HHS. 
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Child Support 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. I fully support the 

policy that both parents should be responsible for the well-being of their children. A 

business like approach to establishment and collection of child support payments is 

long overdue. 

It is critical, however, that efforts to strengthen child support enforcement be 

undertaken with an understanding that establishing paternity is not without risks. 

Custedial parents who have taken steps to establish paternity have made a . 
determination that the benefits outweigh the risks. Often, Under the current 

system, they do not. 

A major concern is that in the procea. of strengthening child support 

enfOrcement, we could make it tougher for custodial parents, primarily mothers, to 

obtain cash assistance and health benefits for needy children. Great care must be 

taken to see that progress toward one important social goal does not inadvertently 

set back another equally important one. Enacting additional requlrements for 

paternity establishment on the front end, as a requlrement for receiving benefits, is 

not the way te go in thet it will only further complicate an eligibility system thet 

already debilitates the spirit and dignity ofapplicants. 

Current federal law states that except for a pregnant woman applying for 

Medicaid for an unborn child, AFDC and Medicaid applicants muet cooperate with 

child support recovery. It i. well known "on the street" that if you apply for AFDC 

or Medicaid, you must be prepared for intense questioning regarding the 

identification and whereabouts of the absent parent. 



There is evidence to indicate that the child support requirement presents 

barriers to assistance, Unlike AFDC and Medicaid, there is no federal requirement 

to identii'y the absent parent when applying for Food Stamps, In a recent study in 

Georgia, eligibility workers stated that, regardless of need, many Food Stomp 

recipients will decline to apply for AFDe or Medicmd to avoid a referral ofthe 

absent parent to child support recovery. Hospital and health department stoff also 

stated that child support requirements present barriers to Medicmd eligibility. 1 

As we do not allow the behavior of adults to block a child's access to food 

assistance, we should not allow behavior of adults to block a child's access to cash 

assistance and health care benefits. 

There are many reasons why II custodial parent may not be willing or able to 

cooporate in naming and locating the absent parent. For example, they can be 

concerned about losing voluntary child support, irregnlar as it might be, with no 

guarantee of receiving child support after paternity is established. For teenagers, in 

particular, there are often a lot ofpromises made regarding informal support 

arrangements •• promises which they want to believe at the time. 

And then there is the fear of abuse. A fact that is well known "on tbe street;' 

but is not well known in policy circles is that you cannot just l:laim "Good Cause" as 

a reason not to report the absent parent .. you must prove it. Proof of"Good Cause" 

generally means that you must provide law enforcement or medical evidence or, . 
sworn statementa of individuals other than the custodial parent. All "Good Cause" 

claims must be investigated by the agency and the custodial parent must be 

prepared for the consequences of such an investigation; including the possibility of 

further physical harm to herself or her children. 

lSarah C. Shuptrine, Vicki C, Grant and Genny{f, McKenzie. An Assessment and Action Plan to 
Imnrpve Medicald Elijpbilitv. Qutrencb and Perinatal Case Management Bewes (Columbia, SC: 
Sarah Shuptrine and Associates, June 1993). ' 
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Rather than attempting ta coerce paternity establishment, I urge you ta focus 

on helping custadial parents who have established paternity and those who are able 

and willing to do so. If you can make the system work for those parents, word will 

spread quickly and will provide a powerful incentive for others to estoblish 

paternity. 

Up front, in the eligibility process, use the carrot rather than the stick. 

Provide economic incentives for states to develop effective methods and training 

programs to teach eligibility workers how to communicate to the custodial parent 

the importance ofestablishing paternity to future economic security. 

And, as recommended by the National Commission on Children on which I 

served, the most important action needed to encourage paternity estahlishment is 

enactment of government insured child support to help make the benefits of 

establisrung paternity outweigh the risks. 

Simplification 

I would also like to comment on a subject of major importance to your task to 

"end welfare as we know it." The administration of the AFDC, Medicaid and Food 

Stamp programs is generally and accurately regarded as a bureaucratic nightmare. 

Without reform) we will continue to expend valuable resources on a system which is 

designed not to work. 

One of the more serious problems with the current system is a lack of uniform 

program rules across the major poverty programs. The need for uniform program 

rules is not a new subject.' Efforts to achieve uniformity across AFDC, Medicaid and 

Food Stamps have been stymied in the past because of an iriability to gain 

agreement on income eligibility rules. If you exclude the contentious area ofincome 

Icvels, there i ••till a great deal that can be done ta simplify the administration of 
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these programs and make them more efficient as weD as more accessible to families 

who need the assistance they provide. 

Another reason for the failure of past efforts to achieve uniformity and other 

forms of simplification is the fear that to simplify the rule. that govern the 

application process will allow many more families to become eligible for assistance. 

I submit to you, that it is not fair to allow procedural barriers to restrict services to 

needy families in order to control the budget for these entitlement programs. To 

restrict access by making the eligibility process difficult results in keeping out the 

least educated and those too proud to submit themselves to the demeaning 

reqrurementa involved in filing an application, 

I am encouraged by the fact that you have established "Program 

Simplification" as a specific area for development of policy options. Your efforts can 

help to provide the leadership necessary to reduce costly administrative duplication. 

Ifyou can develop a plan to achieve uniform program rules acro.s AFDC, Medicaid 

and Food Stamps, and gain congressional support for reform, it will mean 

significant savings in current administrative costs. It will also result in savings in 

future administrative costs that would otherwise he needed to integrate computer 

systems and training. Where th.re are rew differences, there will he less need to 

spend resources on integrating systems. 

The funds which will be saved in reduced administrative costa can he 

reallocated to provide benefits for needy families who are currently being kept out of 

these programs by bureaucratic harriers. We owe it to these families to make every 
, 

effort 10 remove obstacles to services that can help them meet basic needs of their 

children. 
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TO 	 the working Group on Welfare Reform, 
Family Support and Independence 

Testimony from David L. Levy, Esquite 
President, Children's Rights Council (eRe) 

Washington, D~C" 

Our Children's Rights Council (eRC), which 
believes in welfare reform, commends the Clinton 
Administration and this group for your efforts, and 
for the opportunity to present our views to you. 

Three national organizations are affiliated with 
our Children's Rights council. They are Mothers 
without Custody (MW/OC}, representing 2 million non
custodial mothers, headed by Jennifer lsham of 
Illinois; Grandparents United for Children's Rights 
(GUCR), headed by Ethel Dunn of Madison, Wisconsin, 
with chapters in 20 states; and the Stepfamily 
Association of America (SAA), headed by Judith 
sausersfeld of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 

Our Children's Rights Council favors family 
formation, family presetvation, and if families 
break up (or are never formed), we work to assure 
children the two parents the child would normally 
have bad during a marriage. Our CRe motto, which is 
also the title of a newly-published book I have 
edi ted, is "The Best Parent is Both Parents. 11 

One of the greatest needs in this country is for 
parenting education, before marriage, during 
marriage, and parenting education in the event of 
divorce (or if parents do not marry). Our country 
also needs to demilitarize divorce where children 
are concerned, and to substitute mediation and 
conciliation for the adversarial approach. 

Parenting education is directly related to 
welfare reform, because families that know about 
parenting, and the fostering of healthy 
relationships, are good candidates to be aelf
sufficient and self-supporting. Parenting education 
is also low cost and effective. 

Last night, August 18, 1993, ABC Worldwide News 
featured the wOrk of Dick Woods of Iowa, who is 

(more) 

A NO,,*,PROFIT. TAX EXEMPT ORGANIZATION STRENGTHENING FAMILIES & ASSlSTlNG CHILDREN OF DIVORCE 
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administering a $300,000 federal access/visitation 
enforcement grant from HKS~ Our eRe is credited as 
being the catalyst for the Iowa grant and the other 
grants authorized under Sec. 504 of the 1988 Family 
Support Act~ ABC pointed out that 40\ of fathers 
have their access/visitation interfered with by 
custodial parents, to which our eRe would point out 
that non-custodial mothers also have their 
visitation interfered with. Yet there is no almost 
no attention paid to the access/parenting 
time/visitation question in this country. And this 
has a direct relationship to welfare, because the 
Census Bureau has shown that parents with access to 
their children pay far more child support, ,than 
parents who have no such access. 

Such parental involvement, I might add, also 
contributes to fewer problems for children and 
sOGiety. According to all the research, children 
with two parents are far less likely to be involved 
in drugs and crime than children with only One 
parenta 

If this panel, by its title, Strengthening Child 
Support Enforcement, is meant to include emotional 
as well as financial child support, you will be 
contributing mightily to the understanding this 
country needs about the relationship between 
parenting and financial support. 

But because the thrust of the panel is more 
likely to be limited to just financial child 
support, let me speak to that. 

First let me mention that the financial child 
support research that policymakers rely on is, as 
everyone knows, unreliable~ For example, the 
statement that this Working Group has published, 
which states that IIOnl)' one-third of single parents 
currently receive any court-ordered child support" 
is, we believe, misleading. 

The Census Bureau reports that of mothers with a 
child support order, about half receive full 
support, a quarter receive some support, and the 
rest receive none~ In other words, three quarters 
of mothers with a support order report receiving 
some or all of their support. 

The polling of what custodial fathers receive in 
support was supposedly undertaken by HHS last yeat, 
but if so, the results have not been published* And 
no reported support is matched against coutt 
records. But the problems run deeper than this. 
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America is finally beginning to realize that the 
welfare system, which has spawned a generation of 
single parent households, at tremendous publiC cost, 
needs reform. 

What is much less realized is that the child 
support system has also spawned a generation of 
single parent households, at tremendous public cost, 
and needs reform. 

In addition to creating a large federal and 
state bureaucracy! the federal government pours 
nearly a billion dollars into state coffers each 
year as nincentive ll payments, or rewards, to induce 
the states to run their child support systems. 
Aside from increasing the national debt by this 
nearly one billion dollars a year, the billion 
dollars does not reach the children the child 
support system is supposed to help. In 1991 1 for 
example, California made $81.5 million in federal 
dollars, virtually all of which went into the 
California general treasury. 

That $81.5 billion may help states like 
California with their own state debt, but increases, 
rather than reduces, the federal debt. 

I n a l;eport enti tIed IIMoving Ahead l How America 
Cam Reduce Poverty Through Work," prepared by 
Republican Representatives E. Clay Shaw, Nancy L. 
Johnson and Fred Grandy of the House Human Resources 
Subcommittee in June, 1992, those members said 
1I ••• even though the government child support 
enforcement program, subsidized by tax dollars, is 
collecting more and mote money, there has been 
virtually no change in the nation's aggregate child 
support payments in relation to the number of 
demographically eligible mothers. It is as if the 
government ptogram is pulling cases out of the 
private sector, providing them with a public 
subsidy, but not improving overall collections ... " 

What the Congressmembers mean is that the child 
support system, otiginally designed as a move to 
keep needy mothers stay aff welfare, is more and 
more acting as the collection agent for the 
conventionally divorced, middle class parents who 
tended to pay voluntarily before the government got 
into the collection business. All of which costs 
lots of federal dollars to administer. 

"From' a federal budget perspective, Child 
Support Enforcement is an expensive disaster,lI the 
Shaw/Johnson/Grandy report concludes. 

A report provided by the General Accounting 
Office for a bipartisan group of Congressmembers 
offers no better prospects. Prepared at the request 
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of congresswoman Marge Roukema , congresswoman 
Barbara Kennelly and Senator Bill Bradley, released 
January 9, 1992, 66 percent of mothers 
with a child support award who did not receive 
payment from the fathers say it is because the 
fathers were unable to pay. 

The 66 percent figure is reported by the 
custodial mothers regardless of whether the fathers 
live in the Same state or in a different state from 
the mothers. 

As ridiculous as it may sound, that same GAO 
report ackn~~ledges that the u~s. government is 
classifying deceased fathers as deadbeats, as well 
as counting children due support who are already 
emancipated. 

The welfare system is well known for keeping 
fathers out of the home, and even for promoting 
divorce, as 60 minutes has reported, because welfare 
dollars only pour in for single-parent tamilies. 
And even public housing is usually unavailable foc 
poor two-parent families, as Housing and urban 
Development Secretary Cisneros has found out to his 
dismay. 

What is less understood is that child support 
has the same disastrous underpinnings as welfare. 
Many judges and mothers are hesitant about ordering 
or agreeing to Joint custody or liberal visitation 
because of a fear of reduced child support, when 
research points in exactly the opPOSite direction-
higher child support from satisfied, involved 
fathers. 

And mace prompt payments, too~ Indeed! the 
Census Bureau reports that fathers with joint 
custOdy (shared parenting) pay 90.2% of their child 
support, fathers with visitation pay 79.1% of their 
support, while fathers with neither jOint custody 
{shared parenting} nor visitation pay only 44.5% of 
their support. 

The move to tighten the noose on child support 
through tougher enfOrcement, child support assurance 
and other measures being considered in Washington, 
then, is about as likely to succeed, as lItightening 
the qualifications" for welfare. It may appear to 
halp, but won't solve the basic problem--a hIgher 
national debt, and another generation of children 
raised without their fathers • 

. It won't be easy to fashion either welfare or 
child support policy based on the assumption that 
children need, want, and deserve two parents 
whenever possible. But unless we begin to think in 
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terms of children's genuine needs, we won't be able 
to frame the appropriate public policy responses. 

Our Children's Rights Council is among the 
country's strongest supporters of financial child 
support--because we are among the few groups that 
propose that public policy should be based on 
programs that work. We do not like failure, and we 
urge this Welfare Reform Group to shy away from the 
failed child support policies of the past and 
instead embrace policies that work. 

People need to work, and so do policies. 

x x X x x 
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Statement of 
Sarah J. Craven 

Women's Law and Public Policy Fellow 
National Women's Law Center 

on 
Strengthening Child Support 

Before the 
Working Group on Welfare Refonn, Family Support and Independence 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Working Group, I appreciate the opportunity to 

appear before you today on behalf of the National Women's Law Center. The Center is a 

non-profit organization that has been working since 1972 to advance and protect women's 

legal rights. The Center focuses on major policy areas of importance to women and their 

families, including child support, employment, education, reproductive rights and health, 

child and adult dependent care, public assistance, tax reform and Social Security -- with 

special attention given to the concern of low-income women. 

I would like to submit for the record the document, "A Vision for Child Support 

Reform," which represents the combined judgement of the National Women's Law Center, 

Ayuda, Center for Law and Social Policy, Children's Defense Fund. U.S. Catholic 

Conference, and Women's Legal Defense Fund on the changes that are needed in the current 

child support system to improve its effectiveness. Several of our organizations have been 

working together for over ten years. We strongly believe that any meaningful reform of 

welfare must aim to strengthen families through assured child support coupled with 

aggressive, imprOVed enforcement of child support obligations. Our vision statement 

provides a pragmatic blueprint for reform of the child support system in the key areas where 
: 

it is needed: enforcement; child support assurance; outreach; paternity establishment; 

uniform national guidelines; expedited processes; medical support; and provision of adequate 



resources, training and auditing procedures to make the system work. For the pUrPOses of 

today's testimony, however, I will limit my remarks to the heart of child support reform 

federalized collection and enforcement coupled with the fail safe of child support assurance. 

These hearings and the mission of this working group provide a historic opportunity 

, for dramatic improvements in the nation's child support system, and accordingly, in the lives 

of millions of single-parent families with children. During the Presidential campaign, then

candidate Bill Clinton promised to "end welfare as we know it -- not by punishing the poor 

or preaching to them, but by empowering Americans to take care of their children and 

improve their lives." In order to fulfill President Clinton'S goal of empowering Americans 

by transitioning families off welfare, overhaul of the child support system must be a top 

priority in welfare reform. As a starting point, child support collection and enforcement 

must be strengthened through federalizing child support collections and enforcement. In 

addition, when absent parents are unable to pay, the government should guarantee custodial 

parents a minimum child support payment through a program of child support assurance. 

A well developed child support component of welfare reform has the potential for 

reducing reliance on welfare benefits (thereby reducing costs) and accordingly, helping to 

make welfare truly transitional. Moreover, improved federalized child support enforcement 

coupled with child support assurance has the potential of encouraging work in the paid labor 

force. since --unlike welfare benefits --neither child support nor an assured child support 

benefit is reduced by income from work. 

The Crisis in Child Support 

As this task force is well aware I we are facing a crisis in child support. 
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In 1991, 2S percent of all children in the United States lived in a one·parent family, 

compared with 12 percent in 1970. Current projections an: that more than half of all children 

born today will spend some time in a 'ingle-parent family before reaching age 18. 

The poverty mte of children in single-parent, female-headed families is also 

dramatic --- over 50 percent. Millions of additional families live close to the poverty line. 

The dire economic strait of single~parent families is attributable, at least in part, to a lack of 

child support. In 1990, fewer than 60 percent of custodial-mother families bad a child 

support award in place, and half of these families received no support at all or less than the 

full amount due, For those families who received child support~ the average amount was 

under $3,000. 

In 1989 alone, $5.1 billion that was due in child support from noncustodial fatbers 

went uncollected. And for FY 1991, federal-state child support agencies reported that 

collections had been obtained in only 19.3 percent of their cases. Clearly our cbild support 

system is failing America's families. 

EnfQrcement 

As this taSk force well knows, many low-income custodial parents depend on welfare 

because they receive little or no financial help from non-custodial parents. Accordingly, 

improving enforcement and collection of child support obligations is key to reducing reliance 

on weIfare. 

Prior (0 1974, establishment and enforcement of child support obligations were purely 

a. matter of state law. Since that time, however, the nation's child support enforcement 

system has been undergoing a process of federalization. To date, this process has been 
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accomplished by lhe provision of substantial federal funding to the states to provide child 

support services. by the enactment of federal laws which require the 54 slates and territories 

to enact state legislation and by limited use of federal locate and enforcement mechanisms. 

This method of federalization has not achieved the deSIred results: as I stated earlier, 

. census data reveals that 40 percent of custodial mothers still do not have a child support 

award and, of those with an award, only half actually collect what is owed. These numbers 

are the same as they were in 1978. The picture for those using the state IY-D system is even 

more bleak: according to data from the Office of Child Support Enforcement. the average 

state paternity establishment rate is 45 percent and a collection of support is made in only 

19.3 percent of IY-D cases. Of particular concern are interstate cases, where 57 percent of 

custodial mothers with orders do not receive regular support. Since 30 percent of all cases 

are now interstate, this is a very serious problem. 


The current state system has also failed to become more cost~efficient. In 1991, 


$3.82 was collected per dollar of administrative expense. This is a decrease from 1988 when 

$3.94 was collected for every dollar in administrative expense. 

In short, the federal government is losing over half a billion dollar, yearly on a 

program which is failing to provide even rrunimally adequate services. The resulting direct 


and indirect costs to chHdren are beyond measure. 


The dismal record of the states has many o.uses. Chief among them are insuffident 

staff and resources al the state and local levels; a multiplicity of actors who are outside the 

control of the IY-D agency but who must act efficiently if the agency is to do its job; , 
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diverse, and frequently inconsistent state laws which mitke processing interstate cases 

particularly difficult; and a lack of automation. 

We, therefore, believe that the enforcement of <bild support obligations should b. 

moved to the rederal level. This would accomplish several things: 1) free up stale staff to 

. perform other functions (i.e., locate, paternity establishment/modification), easing Ihe current 

caseload problems; 2) provide a uniform national collection system which could reach 

obligated parents wherever they live or work; 3) greatly ease the burden on employers 

involved in income withholding, who would only have to deal with one entity with one set of 

policies and procedures, not several different entities depending on where the custodial parent 

resides. 

A federalized collection, disbursement and enforcement effort, housed at an 

experienced federal agency such as the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), WQuld ensure that the 

highest possible proportion of children receive child support payments from their 

noncustodial parents. As discussed in • A Vision for Child Support Reform", this system 

would work best when implemented with child support aSSUlllltce, a national child support 

guideline, enhanced paternity establishment and key improvements in state child support 

systems. 

Under a federal collection and enforcement system, all child support orders would be 

sent to a national registry at the same time as the initial notice of withholding is sent to the 

obligor's current employer. The registry would abs!ract the order and maintain the abstract 

with the parents' current addresses and social security numbers, as well as relevant employer 

information. In most cases, enforcement would be through wage withholding. When the 
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obligor changed jobs, he/she would be required to fill out a W-4 form stating whether or not 

there was a child support obligation and the amount owed. The employer would immediately 

begin withholding the reported amount owed and without delay send the form to the IRS to 

match for accuracy against the abstracted order. (Alternatively, employers would be able to 

. match the forms themselves against information in the registry through electronic and 

telephonic on-line access to registry data.) If the employee reported the obligation 

incorrectly, the IRS would inform the employer of the correct withholding amount. 

Payments withheld would be sent to IRS for recording and prompt disbursement to the 

custodial parent or AFDC agency. 

We believe that the IRS has both the tools and the experience to collect and enforce 


child support obligations. Use of the IRS would highlight for noncustodial parents the 


seriousness with which the government views child support obligations and bring the full 

weight of the IRS enforcement authority to bear on the collection of support. 

The IRS could also use its extensive information system to assist in locating absent 

parents and their assets, both to help states establish and modify orders and for its own 

enforcement purposes. For example, IRS data could be used to supplement data from other 

federal and state records -- including tax, deed, motor vehicle, public utilities, criminal, 

correctional. occupational/professional! recreational licensing, and vital statistics records. 

Finally, to improve collections the federal government must be given new 

enforcement tools. For example, obligors should be required to report on their federal 

income tax form and pay with their taxes (including quarterly estimated taxes, for the self

employed) any outstanding child support obligations. In addition, the federal agency should 
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be required to report to consumer credit agencies the existence of a child support obligation; 

automatically issue a lien when an asset is located and there is an arrearage; intercept lottery 

winnings and other awards/prizes; and collect child support arrears after the child reaches the 

age of majority or the age at which support is otherwise scheduled to cease under the order. 

Child SupPOrt Assurance 

Child support assurance is a bold, new strategy for addressing the problems of the 

current child support system. It reinforces parental responsibility by insisting that our 

children receive child support. At the same time, it protects children when parents are 

unable or fail to pay support. 

Under child support assuranee, the government provides an assured child support 

benefit on behalf of any child who has been awarded support but whose noncustodial parent 

fails to pay. in whole or in part, the amount owed. The assured benefit is equal to a fixed 

benefit amount that varies according to family size, Jess the amount of child support 

collected. 

Child support assuranee is a new concept, but it builds on a concept already deeply 

embedded in American social policy -- the Social Security system. Just as Social Security 

insurance protects against the inability of parents to support their families due to disabiHty. 

dea.th or retirement, child support assurance protects against the inability or failure of parents 

to support their families due to divorce or separation. 

Child support assurance provides families with the economic security that is lacking in 

the current child support system by making up the difference between the assured benefit 

amount and the amount of child support paid. The assured benefit would be available to all 
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noncustodial parents and their children, not just those who might be eligible for public 

assistance. For those families eligible for public assistance, it would provide a benefit not 

subject to work disincentives or the stigma that is unfortunately attached to the receipt of 

means-tested benefits. As such, it would afford AFDC mothers a realistic chance of moving 

. off welfare to support their families through a combination of child support, earnings from 

employment, and (if needed) the assured child support benefit. 

At the same time, child support assurance focuses attention on the responsibility of 

the noncustodial parent for children's economic insecurity. Too often only the custodial 

parent is blamed for generating insufficient income to adequately support the children. Child 

support assurance, however, is premised on much stronger child support enforcement, 

sending a message that both parents are responsible for a child's support. Moreover, the 

noncustodial parent would be encouraged to pay by the knowledge that child support 

payments made would benefit the children and be supplemented by the assured benefit in 

cases where, because of the parent's low income, the award was less than the assured benefit 

amount. 

To assure that a child support assurance program achieves its objectives, it must 

include five key components, each of which is discussed in greater detail in "A Vision for 

Child Support Reform": 

• Child support assurance cannot work without dramatically improved child support 

enforcement that ensures that noncustodial parents are held responsible for supporting their 

children to the maximum extent feasible. 
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... rt must guarantee an assured minimum benefit that is large enough to make a 

difference in a child's life -- and adequate for families with more than one child. 

>I< It must insure eligibility of all children whose parents participate in child support 

enforcement efforts or have good cause for not participating. 

>I< rt must include an assured health benefit for children who do not have access to the 

noncustodial parent's private health insurance; if the noncustodial parent does not have any 

insurance; or if the coverage fails to meet basic health care needs. 

... And finally, local and community-based outreach and public education is essential 

to help custodial parents understand that they have a stake in pursuing child support and child 

support assurance, to emphasize the economic and non-economic benefits of child support, 

and to help them navigate the system to obtain services. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, child support assurance and a federalized system for collecting, 

disbursing and enforcing child support are two critical components of needed child support 

reform, and accordingly welfare ~eform efforts. We appreciate the leadership of the working 

group on these important issues, and look forward to continuing to work with you to make 

these reforms a reality. 

- to 
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IN'rRODUCTIOS 

As advocacy groups that care deeply about the plight of single~parent families plagued by the 
epidemic of non~support, we have joined together to develop this vision for a child support system that 
-delivers on its promise to support children. ~ost of the groups submitting this joint statement have worked 
closely together as an informal. but dose~knit. task force on national chlld support policy for ten years. 

We worked hard to help shape and build consensus for child support improvements made by the 
federal Child Support Enforcement Amendments of 1984 and the child support proviSions of the Family 
Support Act of 1988. We followed this legislative work with intensive work on federal regulations 
implementing the program. Many of us have vlOrked as well on the state and local level, tsying to ensure 
that the theoretical promise of federal child support reform becomes a reality at the grassroots level. 

We are heartened by the many i,mprovements that have been made, At the same time, we are deeply 
disturbed by the continuing fallure of the chUd support system to deliver on its promise: that child suppOrt 
should provide a regular, reliable source of support for children in single-parent households. It is time for 
fundamental reform of the system. 

Our statement provides a pragmatic blueprint for that reform. We believe strongly that child 
support assurance, coupled with aggressive, improved enforcement of child support is essential. This 
statement outlines ho...· to achieve reform in key areas: improved enforcement; child supportassuranee; 
outreach; paternity establishment; uniform national guidelines; expedited processes to establish 
paternity and child support obligations and to enforce support; medical support; and provision of 
adequate resources) training, and auditing procedures to make the system work. 

Different members of our task force took responsibility for preparing seaions of this statement. 
Sections on paternity estabUshmem and medical support were drafted by Paula Roberts of the Center for Law 
and Sodal Policy, who also worked with Nancy Duff CampbeU of the National Women's Law Center to 
prepare the section on expedited processes. Nancy Duff Campbell and Sarah Craven of the National 
Women's Law Center drafted the enforcement section. Diane Dodson afthe Women's Legal Defense Fund 
drafted sections on outreach and national child support guidelines, and Nancy Ebb of the Children's Defense 
Fund drafted the sections on resources and child support assurance. 

ENFORCEMENT 

Prior to 1974, establishment and enforcement of child support obligations were purely a maUer of 
state law. Since that time, however, me nation's child support enforcement system has been undergoing a 
process of federalization, To date, this process has been accomplished by the provision of substantial federal 
funding to the states to provide child suppon services, by the enactment of federal laws which require the 
54 states and territories to. enact state legislation (e.g., immediate income withholding) and by limited use 
of federal locate and enforcement mechanisms, 

This method of federalization has not achieved the desired results: according to census data. 40 
percent of custodial mothers still do. nor have a child support award and, of those with an award, only half 
actually collect what is owed. These numbers are the same as they were in 1978. The picture (or those 



using the state IV-D system is cven morc blea).;:: according to OCSE data. the average slale paternity 
establishment rate is 45 percent and a collcction of support is made in only 19.3 percent oi IV-I) cases. Of 
particular concern are interstate cases. where 57 percent of custodial mothers with orders do not receive 

. regular support. Since 30 percent of all cases are now interstate. this is a vcry serious problem. 

The current state system has also failed to become more cost·cfficiem. In 1991. S3.82 was collected 
per dollar of administrative cxpense. This is a decrease from 1988 when $3.94 was collected for every 
dollar in administrative expense. 

In short, the federal government is losing over half a billion dollars yearly on a program which is 
failing to provide even minimally adequate services. The resulting dircct and indirect costs to children are 
beyond measure. 

The dismal record of the states has many causes. Chief among them are insufficient staff and 
resources at the state and local levels: a multiplicity of actors (e.g., judges, court clerks. district attorneys, 
process servers, sheriffs) who are outside the control of the IV-D agency but who must act efficiently if the 
agency is to do its job; diverse, and frequently inconsistent state laws which make processing interstate cases 
particularly difficult; and a lack of automation. , While the Family Support Act requires states to automate 
their systems. 42 U.S.C. § 654 (24), a recent·GAO report reveals that many states will not meet the 1995 
deadline as required by the law. More importantly, even if all 54 states become automated, they will not 
necessarily be able to interface with the automated systems in other jurisdictions. 

We, therefore, believe that the enforcement of child support obligations should be moved to the 
federal level. This would accomplish several things: 1) free up state staff to perform other functions (Le., 
locate, paternity establishment/modific'ation), easing the current caseload problems; 2) provide a uniform 
national collection system which could reach obligated parents wherever they live or work; 3) greatly ease 
the burden on employers involved in income withholding, who would only have to deal with one entity with 
one set of policies and procedures. not several different entities depending on where the custodial parent 
resides. 

TilE NEED FOR FEDERALIZATION 

A federalized collection. disbursement and enforcement effort. housed at an experienced federal 
agency such as the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), would ensure that the highest possible proportion of 
children receive child support payments from their noncustodial parents. As discussed below, this system 
would work best when implemented with child support assurance. a national child support guideline, and 
income reporting on W·4 forms. 

Under a federal system. all child support orders would be sent to a n3tional registry at the same time 
as the initial notice of withholding is sent to the obligor's current employer. The registry would abstract 
the order and maintain the abstract with the parents' current addresses and social security numbers, as well 
as relevant employer information. In most cases, enforcement would be through wage withholding. When 
the obligor changed jobs, he/she would be required to fill out a W-4 form stating whether or not there was 
a child support obligation and the amount owed. The employer would immediately begin withholding the 
reported amount owed and without delay send the form to the IRS to match for accuracy against the 
abstracted order. (Alternatively, employers would be able to match the forms themselves against information 
in the registry through electronic and telephonic on-line access to registry data.) If the employee reponed 
the obligation incorrectly, the IRS would inform the employer of the correct withholding amount. Payments 
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withheld would be sent to IRS for recording and prompt disbursement to the custodial parent or AFDe 
agency. 

We believe that the iRS has both lhe tools and the experience to coneet and enforce child suppon 
obligations. Use of the lRS woutd highlight for noncustodial parentS the seriousness with which the 
government views child support obligations and bring the fuil weight of the lRS enforcement authority to 

"bear on the collection of suppon. 

The IRS could also usc its extensive infonnation system to assist tn iocating absent parents and their 
assets, both to help states establish and modify orders and for its o\\<n enforcement purposes. for example, 
IRS data could be used to supplement data from other federal and state records - including tax, deed, motor 
vehicle, public utilities, criminal, correctional. occupational/professionall recreationai licensing, and vital 
statistics records, 

Finally. to improve collections the federal government must be given new enforcement tools. For 
example, obligors should be required to report on their federal income taX: fann and pay with their taxes 
(including quarterly estimated taxes, for the self-employed) any outstanding cbUd suppon obligation,. 
Accordingly. an individual who fails to pay child support would be prosecuted to the same extent as an 
individual who fails to pay income taxes. In addition, the federal agency should be required to I) report to 
consumer credit agencies the existence of a child suppon obligation (not juSt the existence of a delinquency); 
2) automatically issue a lien when an asset is located and there is an arrearage (as now done in 
Massachusetts); 3) intercept lottery winnings. and other awards/prizes; and 4) collect child support arrears 
after the child reaches the age of majority or the age at whicl1 support is otherwise scheduled to cease under 
the order. 

R~FQRitf AT 11m STATE LEVEl, 

Our strong p ... f....nce is for a completely federalized system, If complete federalization of the 
child support enforcement system is not feasible in the short term, immediate improvements in the 
federaJ~5tate system must nevertheless be made. As described below, necessary improvements in the state 
system would include tbe creation of both a central federal and stale registry: improved employer 
withhoiding~ greater integration with the federal income tax system of collection and enforcement: and 
enhanced state locale and enforcement tools. The interim remedial measures suggested here are effective 
steps towards achieving a fully federalized system and will improve state collection. disbursement and 
enforcement efforts as well. 

• 	 A central federa1 registry of all child support orders. In order to streamline and improve state 
enforcement efforts. a central federal registry should be established. As discussed above, the federal 
registry would contain a basic abstract of all child support orders issued or modified by a state 
including the names, social security numbers and addresses of the parties which could be matched 
against employer records. The federal registry would receive W-4 reports from employers. march 
the reports against the registry's abstracts and confirm that support is owed. to: whom it is owed, and 
in what amount, This information 'WOuld then be forwarded to the appropriate state registry which 
would collect and disburse chUd support payments. A federal registry wouId significantly enhance 
the state registry's ability to ;:olleet and enforce interstate orders in particular as it wouid allow 
individual states to access a universal data base that could quickly identify obligors' current 
employers as well as red flag the existence of orders issued in other states andlor multiple orders. 
In addition, access to a federal registry could assist SUites in locating absent parents in intra~state 
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• 	 ~'::. A centrnl state relJistry of all child support orders. E:lch state would be required to maintain a " 	 .
;'i; central registry Qf aU child support orders issued in the state. As described above. the state registry 
:ii' WQul~1 receive employment information from the federal registry and then utilize an automated system 
_:/; to receive. record and disburse payments collected through wage withholding for all orders recorded 
::".:1," in the state registry. The state registry would monitor the receipt of payments and \vQuld ;:ommencc 
',::';' approprirue enforcement actions when payments were nat received on time or notify an appropriate 
:;'~i\'\\gcncy to {Io !iO. A single state entity for collection and disbursement would streamline the 
:.!~"" <!nforccmclit process and increase the likelihood that child support payments would be made promptly 
~:(':' to custodial parents, 
,'I.
" • 	 ,;:,' Au improved system of employer withholding. To enhance and coordinate wage withholding. 
i' I,, employees would be required to report child support obligations on W-4 forms that would be 
': promptly forwarded to the federal registry. Unless and until corrected by the federal registry, the 
~,f:' W4 information would be used as the basis for the employer's Withholding and the srate registry's 
\";~'. coUection and enforcement efforts. Interfacing between the state and federal registry would boost 
';:, 'state collection efforts as the federal database would include both child support orders and 
~t, employment records from all the states. 
'., 

• 	 ,+:,Integration or collection and enforcement nith the federal income tax system. Even without 
'~ enforcement and collection by the IRS, child support coUection should be integrated to a greater 
::;':: degree with federal income tax collection. For example, child support arrears should be treated as 
:',;/ a tax liability subject to collection by the IRS with obligors required to report on their federal income 
H" tax form and pay with their taxes any outsunding child support payments, As discussed previously. 
""" such integrated efforts would improve enforcement as well as send a national message to non~ustodiai 
:f,i,. parents about the serious nature of child support obligations, 

• 	 :,; Enhanced locate and enforcement tools. States should be given the enhanced locate and 
) enforcement tools described above to expand access to state records. Thus. states should increase 
(:.' the use of automatic liens, credit bureau reporting, interception of awards/prizes. and collection of 
; . arrears beyond the child's age of majority, In addition. they should expand data bases and be 

.,", allowed to deny professiona! and recreutionallicenses to noncustodial parents with outstanding child 
','t;" suppOrt obligations, 
;,: ' 

" .. 
"" CIIIW SUPPORT ASSURANCE 

,',' 
<')' Amcrica's chlJdren need chiJd supPQrt assurancc. Families have changed dramatically in recent 

decades. so that by 1991 one in every four children lived in a family with only parent present in the home, 
Of 149 lS,7 million children living in slngle·parem families in 1991, mQrc than half were poor. Millions 
more live close 1.0 economic disaster, .,., ) " 

J 

l;:, Our cbild suppon enforcement system is failing these children, Only a slim majority (58 percent) 
of cu~todial mother families had a child support order in 1990, although the majority of custodial mothers 
without a child support order wanted one but could not get it. Even families with a child support order are 
not guaranteed support: of those due support in 1989, half (48 percent) received nO support at all or less than 
the (ul1 amount due. The absence of regular. reliable child support makes it far more likely Lhat chifdren 
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will be impoverished. and decreases the likelihood that a custodial patent can combjne his or her earnings 
with enough other income to es.cape poverty or to view work as a realistic alternative to \\'eJfare. 

Child support assurance rewatds t.'1e efforts of families to help themselves by emphasizing parental 
responsibility, coupling a secure economk base with aggressive efforts to hold noncustodial parents to their 
obligation to support their children . .It encourages work effort and offers families a way to suppOrt their 
children without welfare. And, unlike welfare. it helps all children who need it ~* not just those who are 
poor. Child support assurance is one vital part of a new agenda to ensure that every child's family has the 
resourCes to provide for his or her basic needs. 

Key components of child support assurance include: 

• Dramatically improved child support enforcemenL Child support assurance cannot work 
\ovithout strong, aggressive enforcement that ensures that noncustodial parents are held responsible for 
supporting their children to the maximum extent feasible, Other sections in this document outline key 
improvements that should be made, including improved enforcement, shifting key enforcement elements to 
the federal level, improved resources and training. outreach, and better medical support enforcement. 

• An assured minimum benefit that is large enough to make a difference in a child's life -- and 
adequate for families with more than one child. A $3,000 minimum assured benefit for one child -- and 
a larger one for larger families ~~ would ha\'e a modest but significant impact on children. According to 
estimates by the t:' ,So Department of Agriculture, single parents with incomes of less than $30.000 spent an 
average of $5.030 to cover one child's expenses in 1990~ higher-income families spent an average of $9~330 
for one child. A $3.000 minimum benefit for a single child is therefore extremely modest in light of actual 
expenditures, It is vital that families receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children see a benefit from 
child support assurance. rather than a dollar-for~dollar reduction, in order to give them a stake in pursuing 
child support and the motivation to pursue job training and child support as a viable alternative to welfare. 
Particularly if welfare is time-limited, the costs of such a pass-through are limited and the long-term benefits 
great. 

• Child support assurance should reach all children whose parents participate in child support 
enforcement efforts. While eligibiHty should in general be restricted to children with a child support order. 
in limited instances children should be deemed eligible if there is good cause nO[ to pursue paternity or 
support (e,g,. in cases of rape or incest) and in cases where the child does not have an order because the 
system has failed to obtain one despite the custodial parent's cooperation. 

• The assured child support benefit should include an assured health benefit. Health insurance 
coverage should be provided to poor and near~poor children eligible for child support assurance if they do 
not have access to their noncustodial parents' private health Insurance; if their noncustodial parents do not 
have any insurance; or if the coverage available to them fails to meet basic health care needs such as 
preventive health care. 

• The program should inc1~de strong outreach to custodial and noncustodial parents. Local 
and eommunity-based outreach and public education is essential to help custodial parents understand that they 
have a stake in pursuing child support and child support assurance, to emphasize the economic and non· 
economic benefits of child support, and to help them navigate the system to obtain services, 
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ijll',\Ve strongly suppor' a uni\'ersal national child support m;:snraucc Vl'ogrmn !'alher than limited 
dcmonsiratlons. We have seen a national sea change in familks: in 1959.9\ p.;rccnt of children lived in 
11 tw<?~~arcnt family. By \992, this number had plummeted to 7,~ percent. Despite our best efforts to make 
'chlldtS,upport cllshion the economic !oss caused by the absence of a second parent. in too many Cases it 
simply does not provide a regular. reliable source of income to the child's household, We can - and must 
~ improve our efforts to collect child support. but children should not be asked to bear the burden of our 
f3l1uOls, Universal child suPPOrt assur.:mte should be put into plao: nuw so that another generation of 

"children d.ocs flot have 1(1 wait for national policy to catch up with changed ol..-eds and changed demographics . 
.',t" ,
C " 
~, ' 

',\


.?':, A univef3al child support assurance program can be phased in (the practice that was followed in 
exteti~,iog Medicaid coverage to non-welfare low-income children}. Such a phase~in would logically begin 
with(~e youngest children whose custodial parents face the greatest barriers to full-time work and therefore 
the rrio'::;t acute need for income from the second parent. Implementation could be phased in over a five year 
period,' building experience and capacity to serve a universal population of all children.

,', 

'" 
;~,,(, Our strong preference is ror a universal, phased-in system. It such a universal system is not 

put -','i 'place, however, we recommend Ihat there be a significant number of broad~based 
demonstrations that establish. the viability of the approach t that expand rapidly to serve a greater 
pop~~~tion as program success is docu.mented, and thnt test out strategies for replicating the program 
and:expanding it to national scale. 

~.: 
::;\: The selection process for demonstration projects should place a heavy emphasis on a successfullrack 

reco~~" of child support assurance, both to keep program costs do\1,'O and to emphasi:re that private 
resJl(?nslbillty precedes public responsibility. There should also be a heavy emphasis on programs that can 
be replicated on a national scale. States willing to explore multi-state approaches that can advance national 
replj~ation should be given priority, 

'.,! 

.:,":'; If demonstrations rather than a universal program are authorized, the following criteria should 
appJt:,to the choice and structure of demonstration projects: 

'1 " 

<'" • Pdority in selection of demonstration sites be given 10 states that have demonstrated pr~·eminence 
in establishment of paternity and chHd support orders and child suppOrt enforcement or a recent history of 
significant improvement in these areas: to states that have a demonstrated record of effective automation: 
and 'fo' stares that have r.1ade efforts to link child support systems with other service delivery systems; 

.''': 
~:: ... Demonstrations include the key elements outlined above; 

~',~' • The state commit ilself to improvements in establishment of paternlfY and child support orders and 
'" child" support enforcement as a condition of continuing federal financial support for the child support 

assur~ce demonstration; 
, , 

, " 
'.I;.,: '. There should be a lwo~tier federal match provision, with federal financial participation increasing 

as d~~onstration sites reach a given performance threshQld in establishment of paternity and child support 
orders and child suppOrt collection: 

, " 
'" 

,"';~ '. The demonstradon should include provision for an interim and final evaluation of effectiveness~ 
:[-." 
!i::' ',: 
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• Panicip3ting states should be required to commit themselves to a demonstration of signit1cant size 
in order to meaningfully measure the impact of child suppOrt assurance. and further commit themselves to 

. a pian to expand the program to a statewide one if interim reports indicate that the program is successful. 
Criteria for effecti .... eness should include increased famHy income: increased income or hours of work by 
custodial parems; and improvement of state performance in establishing paternity and child suppon 
obligations and collecting child support; and 

• Enhanced federal funds that are more favorable than the basic t\\fo~tier match rate should bemade 
available to encourage submission of a mulrj~state demonstralion proposal, 

In addition to this demonstration authority, there should be federal authority and matching 
funds provided to states thatcltoose to phase in a non...tJemon5tration~statewide child supportassuranee 
program as soon as interim reports in demonstration states indicate program success. Federal marching 
funds should be provided at the lower of the two basic match rates provided to demonstration states, This 
ensures: that demonstration sites are rewarded for initiative and innovation by being able to achieve a more 
favorable match rate. but also encourages expansion of child support assurance to other states as soon as 
evaluations establish its success, This program design, while less desirable than a universal approach, helps 
ensure that the successful lessons of child support assurance are translated into national help for children. 

OUTREACH AND ACCESSIBILITY 

A chUd support award is a precondition for the receipt of child support for most children of single 
parents. Many of the child support assurance schemes proposed to date would provide assured benefits only 
on behalf of children with awards. Yet, two out of five single mothers in the U,S. lack child support awards 
for their children, And, three out of five single mothers with household incomes below the poverty level 
lack such awards. Low income minority and never married single mothers are most likely to lack awards,l 

Many of these parents lack child support awards because they have never sought help from the chUd 
suppOrt system.-often because they are unaware of how to do so or the benefits of doing so. Many others 
reach the child support system. but the system fails them by failing to obtain a support award for their 
children, 

It is clear that tbe child support system must improve ils outreach and accessibility if the first 
problem is to be overcome. In order to do so, federal law should require the following: 

• 	 That a unironn federal application rorm be used by aJl states~~wrinen in a language and format 
useable by low literacy individuals. This federal application form should be translated into 
commonly used languages and made available to Slate and local agencies. 

• 	 That eacb child support agency identiry groups which are undfrserved by its programs and 
consult ",;th representatives of thnse groups 10 identify barriers to their successful utilization 

1 Census Bureau data is available only on percentages of single mothers with chHd support awards, 
However. the data the Census Bureau is currently gathering on this subject will cover single fathers as 
well. 
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of child support services. Outreach efforts should be targeted to these groups and detailed in 3 plan 
:0 be submitted by the state to the J)epanmcm 01 Health and Human Service:) fer approval. 

• 	 'nlat load child support prognuns reach agreements wilh local food stamp, head start, and 
maternal and child health programs to ensure Ihat infurmation about child support services is 
made Q\'nilable to clients of these other programs. 

• 	 That aU state child support agencies establish a 24 hour a day, 7 day a week 800 number to 
provjde gcncrai information and to provide information on individuals' cases. For example, the 
District of Columbia currently provides information by telephone on the paymem status of chUd 
support cases to parties wben they key in their personal identification numbers. 

• 	 That all child support agencies ~tablish weekend and evening hours. 

• 	 That each child support agency make its services available throughout the geographicaJ area 
it serves either by providing transportation for clients when no public transportation is available 
or by providing services in locations near clients' homes-for example by tllobi1e intake units, 
co.-location of offices \\l.h other agencies, or by a system of telephone in lake. 

• 	 lbat each local agency make its services accessible in each language used by a significant 
population group in its community and assure that services are accessible to persons with 
disabilities. In addition to providing the federal application form in the languages commonly used 
in its community, Interpreters should be available to translate in ail ianguages commonly used in the 
communl:yuincluding. American sign language. 

• 	 .' That each stale coordinate IV~A and IV»D intake to ensure that each AFDC applicant will 
receive accurate and understandable information on the child support program, dient 
responsi,bilities in it, how to pursue a child support case and his or her right to daim a. good 
cause exception. This information must be provided by the lime information is gathered for 
pursuing a child suppon case, AFDe workers must be trained to provide inforrnmioo 00 the child 
support program or IV-D staff must be outstationed al IV-A intake locations [0 provide this 
information. 

PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT 

Last year. almost 30 percent of the babies born in America were born to unmarried parents. Untcss 
paternity is legally established, these chitdren will never have the right to receive child support or to inherit 
from their fathers. The}' will also be ineligible for Social Security Survivors' benefits. veterans benefits and 
the like. They are likely to grow up in poverty, further increasing our unconscionably high rate of childhood 
poverty. 

, Unfortunately. moSt states still have antiquated paternity establ ishment procedures. President 
Clinton's FY 1994 blJdgtt contains several solid proposals for moving to a more streamlined system. 
These include proposals to require states to adopt l) a simple affidavit process for establishing paternity 
voluntarily at the hospital or birthing facility where the baby is born; 2) simple procedures for establishing 
paternity voluntarily at the state birth records office for those who did not have the hospital procedures . 	 . 
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available (e,g., those with older children") and those who did not use the in-hospital process: and 3) state laws 

setting up a rebuttable presumption of paternity in contested cases when genetic teSt results yield a high 


. probability of paternity. We also appl~ud the use of enhanced paternity performance standards for the state 

IV~D agencies. 

Iii conjunction with these ~fonnst we suggest two other steps be taken. First, federal financial 
.participation should be made avaUable to offset the cost of voluntary paternity establishment in all 
cases, not just those handled by the iV·D agency. While this would email some iederal cost in the shan 
run, we believe it would be sound policy and would save money in the long run because: 

• 	 many unmarried mothers. and especially firsHime mothers. are not IV-D clients at the time of their 
baby's binh. Yet, the chances are very good thar they will eventually be in the IV-D system. For 
example. in Washington's in-hospita1 paternity program only one-quarter of the mothers were IV-D 
clients at the time of the birth: a year tater, nearly half were. ' 

• 	 research by Esther Wattenberg and others suggests that fathers frequently come to the hospital at the 
time of the baby's birth. Two years later, the parents are likely to have lost contact with one 
another. Then. expensive services like parent locate. genetic tests and jury trials may be necessary 
to establish paternity. If the mother is then a IY-D client, the state may have to absorb several 
hundred dollars in COsts to obtain a paternity finding. 

Our second recommendation is that states be required to have quasi~judicial Or administrative 
processes available for establishing paternity in contested cases. Federal Jaw now makes this optional. 
42 U.S.C. §666(a)(3)(8). We believe it should be mandatory as clients in many states report lengthy delays 
in getting courts to calendar and hear contested paternity cases. For example, a four-state study found that 
mothers needing paternity established frequently waited more than one year for the order to be issued. 

After requiring the states to enact expedited processes for paternity cases, the current federal 
regulations, 45 C.F,R. §303.IOI(b){2), should be expanded and lbe case processing standards COII!ained 
therein should apply to paternity actions. 

NATIONAL CIIIW SUPPORT GUIDELINES 

When Congress adopted the initial Slate guidelines requirements of the Child Support Enforcement 
Amendments of 1984, concern was expressed by members over the Jack: of uniformity in the treatment of 
similarly sItUated obligors and over low award levels which resulted in unfairly reduced living standards and 
often poverty for children. While no minimum standards were set for state guidelines, it was hoped these 
problems would be addressed by the states in devising their support guidelines, 

rt IS now clear that the state-by-state guideline approach has resulted in orders that are stm often 100 

low to meet the needs of children and which vary significantly from state to state, even though they should 
lead to some increase in award levels. The state guidelines requirements of the CSEA and the Family 
Support Act have Jed to a useful period of experimentation among the states. This has increased our 
understanding of alternative approaches to child support guidelines. Now is the time to correct the inequities 
that result from state efforts to date. 

A national child support guideline which requires significantly higher award payments than the 
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:·,~y'(!rage state guideline requires today is an ("Sscntial component of a system ill which child support 
:.assurance benefits arc provided by the federal government and in which the ft'tlcral government 
.,u'.ldcrtakes to collect child support awards. A child support assurance system will bt! prohibitively 
,expensive unless children':; ahsent parents are asked to pay a fair share of the cost of maintaining them in 
'd<:cency. !f a uniform na1ional guiddine is not followed. the f..:deral government would subsidjze the 
:obligatiol1s of absent parents in some states (0 a gr<:3tcr degree than those in other states because of 
:,:r-onuniform state guidelines. Similarly. the iRS would be involved in tnforcing different award levels 
;iJgainst similarly situated non.;ustodial parents in the absence of a national guideline . .'.., . ,, 
,;. However. a national guideline or new federal minimum standard for state child support 

\·aiuidclil1cs should be adopted even if we do not move direcUy to a national thild support 8.1i$urance 
.' scheme and f.ederal collection of child support. This should lead to a reduction in child poverty and a 
:'savings on public benefits even under the current system, 
" , . 	 . 
.; 

';,' We have reached considerable agreement, but not consensus an the precise contents of a national 
;guideUne. We all believe that a nationai guideline generally should achieve higher award levels than is 
·:typical under the current State guidelines" Legislation should require the establishment of a national child 
;S,upport guideline commission to develop a national child suppon guideline. 

'\: 'That group should include economists, lawyers or judges. and representatives of public child support 
·'agencies. It should also include representatives of organizations which represent the interests of both 
::custodial and noncustodial parents, organizations whkh represent the interests of children. and academic, 
'·governmental and other researchers on the costs of raising children and comparative living standards in 
; households of different sizes and compositions. 
':\, 	 ,
",
'i, A number of us support a guideline based on the principles described below: 

• 	 Award levels under the guidet;ne sbould ensure that children will enjoy a minimum det:ent 
Jiving standard (at least J.5 times .he federal poverty level) if it is possible to provide this 
without placing the noncustodial parent at a lower living standard: when there is insufficient 
family income to reach this goal. at least a poverty level living standard should be provided to 
children when this is possible without impoverishing the noncustodial parent. ~ominal support 
should be required in any event to establish the principle of the obligation. create a habit of payment 
and provide a basis for increased collections as income increases. 

Once above a minimum decent living standard, award levels under ihe guideline should ensure 
Ihat children will enjoy a living standard which is compurable to that of the higher income 

;', parent. (This might, for example, be based on assuring that both households were in the same 
.' quintile of family income. rather than on assuring precise equality,) 

• 	 Award levels should represent a "progressive tax ll structure for paymenl of child support: both 
parents' inromes should be tonsidered and the parent with lhe higher income should be asked 
to pay a higher percentage or her or his income toward supporting the child than the lower 
income parent. This principle should cover both a basic child support award and coverage of child 
care costs. health costs. and special needs of the child(ren). This will result in award levels which 
are sensitive to the needs of children in low income custodial parent households by requiring 
significantly higher payments from the noncustodial parent when the custodial parent has lower 
income and permitting lower payments when the custodial parent's income is higher. 

to 



• 	 So long as the costs of health care and child care are borne primarily by individual families and 
so long as their actual cost to different families continues to vary dramatically, child support 
awards should take into account the actual cost of these items in' each family. The same 
principle should apply to the costs of meeting children's special needs, 

• 	 No paying pare-nt should be asked to pay child support at a level which would put her or his 
Hving standard below the- living standard provided by AFDC and other public henefits to the 
custodial household. However. a parent with income below tllis level may be required to pay a 
nominal level of support or m'ay participate in an appropriate and agreed upon employment and 
training program. 

• 	 The presence of additional children of either parent should result in further examination of the 
support award level. Guidelines should ensure that the children in the two hous~holds are treared 
in a comparable way. 

Two members favor the percentage<>of~inrome approach, believing that its simplicity is a virtue. 
Since it requires a court or administrative agency to obtain information from only one parent (to enter a basic 
support award), it should ease the process for establishing and periodically modifying awards. rndeed, if 
awards were set as a percentage of income, rather than a donar amount, extensive modification proceedings 
would be unnecessary. 

However, they believe that the percentages now in use in the states which use the percentage-of
income approach are too (ow and should be increased in a national system, Also, the basic guideline amount 
should be supplemented to pay for child care costs and medical expenses for f~mes which (ace these costs. 
This would require information from both parents, 

EXPEDITED PROCESSES 

In cliild support cases, speed is of the essence, The longer it takes to obtain or enforce an order. 
the greater the chance that children will go hungry or lack: medical care, Despite a requirement in the law 
since 1984 that states use "expedited processes" In obtaining and enforcing ehild suppon orders. 42 U,S,c. 
§666(a)(3)(A), cases still are not being processed in a timely way once a case is prepared for filing, Few 
states are in compliance with the federal standards for processing cases, 

Federal law requires states to use expedited processes within the state judicial system or under 
administrative processes for obtaining and enforcing child support orders, lit.. The federal regulations. in 
rum, require that under expedited processes 90 percent of actions to establish or enforce support obligations 
must be completed within three months of service of process, 98 percent must be completed within six 
months and.1l must be completed within a year. 45 C,F.R. §303.101(b)(2). 

Unfortunately, many states are not in compliance wilh these standards. Nor has HHS collected data 
to ascenain the source of problems states are having in meeting tlle standards, Accordingly> our ability to 
suggest remedies for the states' widespread failure to meet the standards bas been hampered. 

Some of us believe that the problem lies in the failure of States to adopt administrative processes for 
obtaining and enforcing suppcn orders: The advantage of a wholly administrative process is that it places 
within the e:tecutive branch the ability to keep the process moving expeditiously. It does not make 
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processing dependent on placement on a court calendar or the ability to hire more judges 01' COUrt clerks 10 
process cases. Fur these reasons. many states that llse 3.dministrative procbsses report that they are faster. 
I~ss costly and less furmal. Indeed. in a rccent survey nine states cited ndministrative process~s as the best 
feature of their state's system. Equally tciUng perhaps. 10 percent of the states surveyed identified a ba.cklog 
o!'court cases andlor lack: of an administrative process as the most serious flaw in their state's system. 

t.. , Others of l.IS are not convinced that the simple adoption of administrative processes wHl resolve 
,naies' inability [0 meet the case processing standards. i1ctause some states with expedited j~ldici31 processes 
lnOVe cases quickly and some states with administrative processes move cases slowly, It appears that either 
sy~tcm can be made to work. In our view the way to improve the speed with which the states process cases 
is to strictly enforce compliance with th¢ processing standards . . . ' 

Those of us who believe the failure to adopt an administrative process is the basis for the states' 
':roblems recommend that states that do not currently meet the case processing standards be required 
.,'. enact and implement ndministrath'e processes for obt.aining and enrorcing chUd support orders. 

Those or us who believe the failure to enforce the processing standards is the basi.IIi for the 
states' problems recommend that states that do not currently meet the standards be strictly audited 
l!" their compliance with the expedited processes regulations. If they are not in compliance. they should 
be required to develop a corrective action plan which could include. if appropriate. a required shift to an 
Mministrative process. As part of the audit review. HHS should be required to examine the states' use of 
ixpedited processes to determine whether differences exist in speed of processing between states with 
administrative processes and states with expedited judicial processes. and whether those differences are 
~ttributabJe to the processes used. 

, . 
Although we have posed different approaches to solving the problems of case processing, we are 

united in our belief that states must be required to process cases more quickly. Under either approach, 
that goal must be rcached. 

MEDICAL SUPPORT ENFQRCEME:-IT 

According [0 the GAO, 13 percent of those who lack health insurance are children. This number 
would be much higher were it not for Medicaid. Yet. Medicaid represents the expenditure of tax dollars 
on a population. some of whom could he covered by private health insurance. The President'S budget 
_'itimates that $15 million in Medicaid costs could be saved in rIO 1994 through better medical support 
:nforcement. Thus. greater attention to establishing and enforcing medical support obligations could both 
help children :md reduce Medicaid cosu. 

To dJte. this has not been done. According to the Census Bureau. only 39 percent of existing 
suppon awards provide for health insurance coverage: the number is even lower (32 %) for families whose 
Income is below poverty. Within the,lV..D system, there have been efforts in the last two years to give 
medical support greater attention~ This emphasis should continue. lIowever, the current incentive 
payment system does not reward state efforts in this regard and this Jeads many stales to ignOl'e 
medical support. The current audit criteria also do not emphasize the need to enhance effort'i in this 
area. Roth audit reform and a different incentive system are needed. 

" However. making sure medical support orders are obtained is only half the battle. Orders also need 
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to be enforced. As the President recognized in his budget. employer's insurance plans which covel' children 
must offer the coverage even if the children are not living in the noncustodial parent's household. Such 

"plans must also allow open enrollment at any time for health insurance coverage required by a court or 
administrative order. 

There are three additionai issues which need to be addressed: I) requiring the employer to enroll 
. the children or former spouse in the company's health insurance plan when the court or administrative 

agency orders. this and the obligor does not quickly or voluntarily do so; 2) granting the obligee access to 
information about the plan coverage and claim forms: and 3) honoring the obligee's signarure on the claim 
forms so that (s)he can be directly reimbursed. Five states have enacted legislation to deal with all three 
issues in recent years. Eight others have addressed some but not aU the issues. A federal mandate that all 
StateS adopt legislation covering all three problem would be highly desirable. 

Unforrunate1y. such state laws do not reach employers covered by ERISA. Thus, it is also very 
important 10 amend ERISA for the limited purpose or making insurance plans ofTered by employers 
who are self-insured subject to tbe state laws recommended above. 

Each of thes. recommendations is supported by the GAO in its Iune 1992 ,epan. MEDICAID: 
Ensuring Thai Noncustodial Parents Provide Health Insurance Saves Costs. 

Also in the medical support area, a number of issues may arise as health care reform is implemented, 
We lOOk: forward to addressing these issues as they arise. 

REsoURCES 

RESOUllCf.5 IN A FEDERALIZED SYSTEM 

As we discuss in the section on enforcement of support. federalizing collection and enforcement of 
support is vital to the long·term success of the child suppon system, Under our proposed scheme. a federal 
agency would perform most enforcement functions, while state systems would continue to establish paternity 
.and child support obligations, This scheme uses the federal government to do what it does best -- to deal 
with enforcement issues that frequently cross state lines -- and focuses state agencies on cases that may 
require more intensive work: and more persona! contact at the time a support order is initially established 
or paternity determined. This proposal frees up resources in overburdened state agencies .and allows them 
to concentrate on what they have the potential to do best. 

This structure has the greatest promise for making the child support system work. Even such a 
strUcrure will not work. however. unless adequate resources are allocated at both the federal and state levels. 
Without these resources, the efficiencies gained by a national approach to enforcement will not be enough 
to dramatically improve performante. To ensure that the federal component of the program has 
sufficient resources, the Secretary of the federal agency responsible for enforcement should be required 
to establish timelines for provision or federal services, report to the Executive and Congress on federal 
staffing levels necessary to comply ,,,"ith these timelines, and request a budget that assures that such 
levels will be achieved. 

Additionally, it win he important to ensure tbat state agencies have the resources to establish 
paternity and child support obligations in a timely fashion~ As outlined in the discussion below. states 
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shOuld,'ibe subject 10 slaffing and traming ~equircmc:nts. :.ll10 should b~ held accountable for meeting 
regulatory timelines for prompt establishment of paternity and child support obligations, Simiiarly, funding 
fQrmui~s should be revised along the lines discussed below. to provide states with <10 adequate funding base 
and to:reward states that provide timely services and meet pcrform:mce-bascd outcome measures. 

',. 
RF-&OVRCES IN A S'rA1TAIASEf) SYSTE':! 

'·:)tven if the present system of delivering services is retained. enhanced resources are essential. 
Providing the resources to enable states to do it better job requires improvements in rour areas: 
ensurin'g tbM'e is adequate statt to do the j()b~ training staff to provide h;gh~quality and effective 
services, ensuring sufficient program funding, and revising the audit process • 

.. Staffing Problems. High state agency caseioads reflect the fact that HHS has never issued staffing 
.uidelines despite a longstanding statutory requirement that the Secretary establis.h minimum staffing 
otandards for states (42 u.s.c. Sec. 652(.)(1)). Many ,tate child suppOrt enforcement agencies have such 
high worker caseloads that workers cannot provide timely, effective services, no matter how dedicated and 
well-intentioned they may be, While increased automation should enable workers to handle larger o;aseloads 
more efficiently. in many states caseloads are so high that automation alone cannot possibly provide a 
solution. For example, in 1990, the federal Office of Child SuPPOtt Enforcement conducted an informal 
review of sample child support cases and found that one West Virginia office had three paralegals to work 
3,500"cases, One study found that the average PTE child support worker has over 1,000 cases. Center for 
Human Services, U.S. Department of Health and Human Servkes, A Study to Determine Methods. Cost 
FactQr~. t?Qlipy Options and Incentives Essential to [mproving Interstate Child Suppprt Collections; Final 
Report. 36 (1985). 

':1:. Staffing Recommendations. The Secretary should, after consultation with state 
administrators, program operations experts, and affected groups, promulgate a federal methodology 
and outcome expectations for determining state staffing requirements. Final regulations should take 
effect no later than September 30. 1994. Because staffing levels are likely to vary_depending on a state's 
$yste~ and its level of automation, establishing a federal methodology seems preferable to a single federal 
staffing standard. Using this methodology. each state should be required to evaluate its child support system 
and to report to the Secretary on l1S existing staffing levels and the level of staffing required to meet federal 
staifing expectations. This report should include a plan for steps the state will take to ensure that staffing 
expectatlons are met by September 30. 1996 (one year after the date states are expected to be automated). 

, Federal audits after September 30, 1996 should measure compliance with these staffing standards. 
States that fall audits for p-eriods before m:li.t after September 30. 1996 should be required to meet staffing 
standards as part of their corrective action plan . .' . 

• Training Problems. The poor service that results from high caseloads is exacerhated by the lack: 
of effective training programs for workers. For example, a 1990 informal OCSE review of Okla.1oma found 
that staff providing child support services in one site are "usually hired with very limited credentials 
including nO formal education or training, and the (child support I training program is not adequate to equip 
these workers with the skills necessary to do their jobs." Administrators across the country have reported 
similar training concerns in other contexts . 

. ' • Training Recommendations. The Secretary shouid establish natiol1aiexpeetations for training 
of ch~l~ support workers. Compliance with training requirements should be measured as part of the audit 
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process, The Secretary already has authority to establish such a standard as part of the statutory directive 
that the Secretary establish minimum organil.ational and staffing requirements. Section 452(a)(2) of the 

. Social Security Act 

• Funding Problems. High caseloads also reflect the fact that states have not been wiliing 10 invest 
sufficient state funds to draw doy.'Il the federal matching funds necessary to hire adequate staff. Although 
the combination of federal administrative matching funds and incentive payments results in a relatively rich 
federal reimhursement package. advocates and administrators report that the funding scheme is complex and 
difficult to explain to state legislators: in order to convince them of the favorable returns for increased state 
investments. Moreover. in~ntive payments. which total over a quarter of a billion doIlars nationally, are 
earned by state child support efforts but are not necessarily reinvested in child suppon. Rather, in a number 
of states. incentives are used either for other human services or are returned to the general treasury. 

• Funding Recommendations. The current federal administrative match (66 percent FFP) and 
incentive payment system should be replru:ed with a consolidated administrative match rate of 82.S 
percent. This rate. which roughly approximates the current value of matChing funds and incentive 
payments. win ensure that federal funds are invested in thUd suppon services rather than in other programs, 
enabling states to expand resources for enforcement. It will encourage states to invest more in enforcement 
because it wilt be easier for administrators to make the <:ase that limited state investments leverage significant 
program resources. 

If a state fails a program audit and fails to submit or to compJy with an approved corrective action 
plan designed to eliminate audit failures" this consolidated administratIve matching rate should be reduced 
by I - 5 percent. depending on the severity of the non-compliance. This penalty would rep!ace the reduction 
of federa! AFDe matching funds as a penalty for 1Y-D non-compliance. A penalty against IY-D matching 
funds more directly holds the IV-D agency responsible for its failures and does not have the effect of 
penalizing AFDC children for systems failures beyond their control. 

To encourage states to improve performance, the match should be increased to 90 percent for states 
that demonstrate through the audit process that they have: 

(a) 	 achieved a paternity establishment rate of 75 percem (using the formula outlined in Section 452(g) 
of the Soci.1 Secutity Act); 

(b) 	 met state perfonnance standards published by the Setrerary pursuant to Section 452(h) and (i) in 75 
percent of cases~ 

(c) 	 collected child suppan. or taken another step to enforce support (including but not limited to 
imposition of a lien; a successfully prosecuted action for contempt; certification of a case for IRS 
full collection services: referral of the case for income tax refund intercepts) in 75 percent of cases 
with an established child support obligation; 

(d) 	 established and, when necessary. enforced medica! support in 75 percent of cases where medical 
coverage is avaiiable to the absent parent at reasonable cost; and 

{e) 	 complied with steps outlined in an approved plan to reach required staffing levels (see staffing 
recommendation above). 
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,~,:,:. To enSure that the altered federal match does Iwt result in a reduction of ilwCSlment in child 
S~Pport, or a shift of state and local resources from other programs that have benefitted from incentive 
,ricorne. there must be a maintenance of {'{Tort requirement. This. maintenance of effort should apply to
bk'ih Slate and local funding, and should apply to both child support funding and to Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children. Tn some states. child support incentives have been used to fund hllman resources 
p.fograms such as AFDe; changing the child support matChing formula should not have tbe effect of 
penalizing AFDC recipients hy reducing funding available for AFDC once stateS no longer hav!.! incentives , ,
to allocate to AFDC funding. 

['.( 

~;'. , ' 
:.{\ • Audit Problems. The current auditing scheme. which consumes huge propol1ions of the federal 

agency's personnel time. is burdensome on states. Despite the cumbersome nature of the process, it 
produces information that is so dated that it is of little usc in measuring or improving current state 
performance. The audit process should be streamlined so that it reduces the burden 00 slates that are doing 
a'~good job. produces timely analysis of troubled synems. and frees up staff to do technicai assistance that 
~ilI help states improve, 

<: • Audit Recommendations. The current audit schedule should be revised to eliminate burdens 
nri states that are satisractorily complying. This wil1 enable the federal agency to emphasize timely audit 
,:\sults and to focus attention 00 troubled programs: 

'h." 
[f a state passes a federal audit, it should be put on a three·year audit cycle. 

If state compliance with audit criteria is marginal (based on criteria established by the Secretary), 

the state should be audited every two years. 


,< < 


'~,:' If a state fails a federal audit. it should be required to submit a corrective action plan for federal 

,', '
.'< 

approval. It should be audited twelve months from the dare of approval of the corrective action plan, 
,.;" and annually thereafter for a period of three years, Until an audit shows that the state bas achieved 

substa:1tial compliance. the federal IV-D match rate should be reduced (see above). At the end of 
the three-year audit cycle. if the state has nOt complied with its corrective action plans and shows 
continuing. substantial non-compliance with audit criteria. then the program should be placed In 

federal mceivership. 

CONCLUSION 

We are heartened by the Administration's stated commitment to child support reform, and by the 
_n\.!merous child 5Upport legislative proposals that evidence Congress' concern with the issue, ~luch of the 
p~ndiog legislation is constructive nod thoughtful. What is needed in the process is a comprehensive vehicle 
that pulls together the system,wlde changes that must be made to make chUd support work for children. 
This document represents an effort to layout such a Vision for systemic change. drawing on the strengths 
~d insights of pending proposats. We look forward to working to make it a teality, 
'i., 
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Members of the Working Group, thank you for inviting me to submit 
this statement. I would like to make one point in the time that I have with 
you: The increases in work-related benefits that would be necessary to 
draw most long~term AFDC recipients off welfare would be prohibitively 
expensive and would cause other distortions and inequities, In other words. 
it will not be possible for you to achieve your stated purpose, that is, to 
"make work pay," unless you adopt an approach that seeks to prevent the 
conditions that lead to welfare dependency in the first place. 

The bulk of long-term welfare recipients are young, unmarried 
mothers, most of whom had their first baby as unwed teenagers. With poor 
prospects to begin with, these young women have further limited their life 
chances by systematically underinvesting in themselves~~by dropping out of 
school, by having a baby out of wedlock. and by not workjng. As a result, 
they do not have the education, practical skills. or work habits needed to 
earn a satisfactory living. 

About 50 percent of all unwed teen moth~rs go on welfare within one 
year of the birth of their first child; 77 percent gO' on within five years, 
according to the Congressional Budget Office, (See Table L) 

Table I 

Percent of Adolescent Mothers on AFDC 
By Time of First Birth l 

Bv 1st birth Within 1 year Within 5 vcars 
of birth of birth 

All Mothers 7 28 49 
:>Iarried 2 7 24 
U (l.Inarried 13 50 77 
White 7 22 39 
White, unmarried 17 53 72 
Black 9 44 76 
Black. unmarried 10 49 84 

*all figures in pereentages 
*maritnl status is at birth of first child 

As Table 1 indicates, n mother's age and marital status at the birth 
of her first child are stronger determinants of welfare dependency than is 
her race. One year after the birth of their first child. white and black 
unmarried. adolescent mothers have about the same welfare rate. After five· 
years, black mothers have a somewhat higher rate (84 percent versus 72 



" 

percent), but various demographic factors account for this relatively small 
difference, 

Since the late 19605, the federal government and many state and 
local agencies have tried various approaches to reducing long*term welfare 
dependency among these young mothers. Even richly funded demonstration 
programs find it exceedingly difficult to improve the ability of these mothers 
to care for their children. let alone to become economically self-sufficient. 
Earnings improvements in the rerum of six percent are considered successes. 
(Most programs don't even try to do something with the young fathers.) 

The best known of these efforts were the job training and education 
demonstrations funded in the early 1980s and evaluated by the Mnnpower 
Demonstration Research Corporation C'vlDRC), California's welfare~to·work 

, program is a case in point. In 1985, the state established the Greater 

Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program, an education and trnining 

project for women on welfare, A six~county evuluat.ion found that, over two 

years, average earnings for single parents increased by 20 percent ($266 in 

the first year of the study and $519 in the second), but total annual 

earnings reached only $4,620. The county with the greatest improvement, 

Riverside. was able to increase earnings by $2,099. Average total annun] 

earnings over two years, however, were still less than $6.000 u not neady 

enough to lift these single mothers off welfrH'e, The welfare rolls declined by 

onty five percent in Riverside, and by a statistically insignificant amount 

across all of the other counties. {See Graph L) 


Earned Income of High School Dropouts and Graduates 
and GAIN Participants 

HS DropoutlWorJl:s Full-lime, Full-year 1,033 

GAIN 
E.perlmental 

GAIN Workers 
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Why haven't these efforts been mQre successful? Although they 
suffered from a number of design flaws and administrative weaknesses, the 
main problem is that such programs come too lute in the lives of the young 
people involved. Let me explain. 

These young people reach adolescence with poor life prospects 
because of syStematic undennvestment in them-by their parents, by 
society, and. yes, by themselves. This, in turn. leads them to have a much 
more reckIess attitude about sexuality and childbearing than more affiuent 
u!enagers. Combined with the other social factors. the result is too often a 
birth to a young couple with no imaginable means of supporting the child. 
After the birth Qf one child to an unwed teen. the die begins to be cast. By 
the birth of a second child, 01' a third, the young woman is now in such a 
hole that getting her out is many times more dlfficult, morc expensive, and 
more problematic than if the intervention had occurred before the birth of 
her first child. 

The financial mathematics of the situation leads almost inexorably to 

long-term dependence; ml).st single mothers do not have the job skills needed 
to earn enough money to make their families economically viable. As Sar 
Levitan of George Washington University explains; "Twenty-five to 44 year
old women .....+ith less than a high school education on average do not earn 
enough to ma.intain a family of three above the poverty line. The nearly 
one-third of female AFDC adults who are youngor thun age 25 of course face 
even bleaker prospects. ":t 

Average annual earnings for female high school dropouts are 
extremely low. In 1990, 18- to 24-year-old dropouts working full· time 
earned about $11,033; 25· to 34-yeur·old, earned $13,385, (Note that, in 
1990, the poverty line for a family of three was $10.419.1' Even with the 
assistance of that year's Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), these earnings 
{minus taxes) only rose to $11.557 and $1.'J.252 respectively, (See Table 2,) 

The recent increases in the EITC would raise these numbet's 
significantly--to $13,506 and $14.955~~but even this dramatic increase will 
not be enough to break the hold of AFDC. (Note: This pnper uses the EITC 
expansion as passed by the House of Representatives in August, 1993. The 
actual EITC was determined in the conference committee and, although not 
available to the author at this writing, was not substantially different from 
the House version.) 

, 
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Table 2 

Mean Earnings of Female High School Dropouts 

Working Full-Time (1990)' 


Combined with Enlarged EITC 


1993 ErrC' 1993 Total House EITC Fllturll Total 

$1,511 $11,557 $3,460 $13,506 
1,346 13,252 3,049 $14,955 

Note: Totals reflect after tax income. 

Table 3 illustrates the problem. Even if we ignore the $4,440 in 
Medicaid benefits, the l{)wer~salaried mother with two children will only 
earn S2.038 more a year ($1. 13 an hour) than a mother on welfare. The 
highcN;alaried mother will earn $2,236 mote tI. yenr ($1.24 an hour) than 
the welfare mother. This is without considering the imputed value of 
leisure time. which the welfare mothers may well be using to hold down a 
job in the informal economy. or. many recipients do,~ 

The House expansion of the EITe puts both mothers in a much beUer 
position if they work, at $3,987 and $3,939, respectively, After deducting 
benefit loses and the costs of going to work, that would give them an hourly 
wnge of only about $2.20 an hour" (See Table 3.) It a young parent were to 
go to work under these circumstances. it still would not be for the money. 

Under this anaiysis l "making work pay" would be prohibitively 
expensive, because it would require un EITC many times larger than the 
expanded one and, probably, an increase in the minimum wage. And doing 
either would create other distortions and inequities. My point, the-refore, is 
that. if we want to make work pay, we have to adopt il preventive"approach 
that keeps young people in school~~!earning--and which discourages child 
bil''th~untH the parents arc financially and emotionally ready for the 
responsibilities involved. 

Thank you. 
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Table 3 

WELFARE VS. WORK" 


(Under Current Lnw) 


WelfQr~ Lower~Salaried 
($11,033) 

AJrDC $ 4,656 $ 0 
Food Stamp 2,561 2,089 
Medicaid 4,440 0 
WlC 372 372 
Housing 4,603 3,752 
Earnings 0 11,033 
SITC 0 1,511 
Fed Income Tax 0 0 
State Income Tax 0 ·147 
FICA 0 ·840 
Child Care 0 ·2,580 
Other Work Expenses 0 ·960 

Tot.o.1 $16,6.12 $14,230 
minus Medicaid ·4,440 

$12.192 

Table 4 
WELFARE VS. WORK" 

(House Bill ..EITC expansion) 

Welfare LowerwSalari~g 
($11,033) 

AFDC $ 4.656 $ 0 
Food Stamp 2.561 2.089 
Medicaid 4,440 0 
WIC 372 372 
Housing 4,603 3,752 
Earnings 0 11.033 
EITC 0 3,460 
Fed Income Tux 0 0 
State Income 'fax 0 ·147 
FICA 0 -840 
Child Care 0 ·2,580 
Other Work Expenses 0 ·960 

Total $16,632 $16,179 
minus Medicaid -4,440 

$12,192 
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Higher-Salaried 
($13,385) 

$ 0 

1,692 


0 

372 

3,216 
13,385 

' 1,346 
·186 
·269 

·1,024 
·3,144 

·960 

$14,428 

Higher~Snlari~d 
($13,385) 

$ 0 

1,692 


0 

372 

3,216 

13,385 

3,049 

·186 

·269 


·1,024 

·3,144 


·960 


$16,131 
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3. House Committee on Ways nnd Means, 1992 Green Book (Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing OffiCII, Moy 1992), p. 1481. 

4, U.S. Burenu of the Censlla, Monev Income or HOUMhold!!, Families, nnd Persons in the 
Unitfld Sl:4lt~; 1990 {W4:!lhingmo, D,C.: G<!vernm~nt Printing Offiee, 1991), p, 159. All 
amountb in CUITtlllt dollars. 

5, Corman Soloman, Policy Anfllyst, Congressional Re$eUTCh Service, te~ophone internew 
with Lisa Luufllnnn, 28 JUne 1993, 'The 1993 EITC figure rnthf!T t~nn the 1000 one is 
ua...-d because thore WQ$ {) sharp increase in EITe between Hmo ilnd 19{}2. TIIUS, the 1993 
ligura is B better es~imnte fur our cnlcu:a'ions. 

S. A study "r 152 welfare recipients in Chicago, Chnrleeron, and Cambridge by Knthryn 
Edin and Chriswph"r Jencks found that AF'Oc tlnd food !>tamps accflunted for only 57 
p*rej)nt (jrtheir income. The Nist came from friends, relntives, nnd lIbsl.mt fothers (21 
percent), unrnported WQTk (10 per;::entl, Supplemental Security Income Rnd foster care (6 
percent), illegal activities (3 percent), and other (3 pt:lrN!!".t), Kathryn Edin, "Monthly 
Expenditures of Welfnre Mothers in Chicago, Charleston and Cambridge" (unpublii>hed 
table), 

7. In calculating the amounts in the various categaries, we hnve selm::ted either the last 
year for which statistics ut·e tlvailahle (If the year that mrodmi<;es the mfithor's cnsh Clnd 
non.enah benefits. Unless atherwiM indlcated, the figures aN from 1993, Thtl AFDC 
figure i& bused on the medinn MDe payment to n mother with two children. Cormen 
Solomon, Policy Anl)lyst. C<ing'l'eSf>iono.l Research Service. 28 June 1993, We calculated the 
food utnmp benefits for the two mothers under the assumption that they both dmiutt their 
t<ltai thUd utre crn>ts from th",ir gross earnings. Hou$(! Committeu on Ways nnd Menns, 
199.1 Green Book (Washington, D.C,: u.s. Govermmmt Printing Office. July 1993), PI', 
16UI.·LG40, The Medicaid figure is the ...stimnt.ed value aftha Medicaid benefit for n family 
of thr*e in 1000. The actual C4$t of medieal sl'!rviees would pmbably be considerably :ower, 
Harold Boooout, fmplit:ntinfls of integ-noted Serviees for Pnrti~ipobm Levois in Low.lncome 
As~sthnro Prnlj!f1ms (Washingt()n. D,C.: Muthemnti<:n Poli~y Research, Inc., Murch. 1993). 
p.l!). Th* WIC figure is fot 1993, Carmen Solomon, Policy Analyst, CfJl1greasilmal 
Research Service, 27 June 1993. For the housing cn!culaU,.,n, we assurn..d thnt the 
average low-incomo rental urr:t f{ir 0. family (lfthree CIISts about $500 ~er month, Carmen 
Solomon, Congrcs;!10l1oJ Reseurch Service, All thrae mot.hers are eligiblo for h,)lJsing 
assistance. However, only aoout 20 to 25 percent of those aiil:,>ible nctuolly rocolve 
assisillnc(!. Lnog.term AFDe reciplenta are the most hkely to receive houslng assistance, 
bewus& they ho.~ b"en on th& wnitlng li..us fnr the longest p ..rind of ~it1le, Fur thilll renson, 
we hnvtl included the amount of the benefit. Kote that, ninell the housing beOilfit is about 
the Silm0 in all three .columns, Its indusion does not affect the relationship among the 
three t<ltnla:. Housing recipient.a nt'll! ull required to pay about 30 percent oftneir udjustod 
in~ome as runt. 'The working mothers ean deduct $960 from their earned inetmHt f<'ir their 
two children and Il rensonnbl~ amount for child care. The AFDC mother's n:mt i. simply 
30 percent of her AFDe benefit value {$1,400i. Rnbert Lennard, Housing Policy Analyst. 
Housing and Urban Development. telephone interview with Usn. Lnumonn, 21 April lD93, 
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The state tax ligul"aS Ilre from Ceraldine Whiting, C¢ntr(lller of Treasury, Department of 
Tax. Arlington County, Virginia, ttllephcne interview v.rith Lisa l..aumann. 21 April 199'3. 

The earning figuru nrtl th.e: menn earnings of femaltiJhi;";'.~h~'i';h~""~I~~~;~W~'~'~ki;";n~g,:f:U:lI:"
time, fun·year in 1990. U$, Bureau of th;.~~~~~;; 

p. under eurrent law were calculated by 
Carmen Solomon, Policy AnAlyst, Research Service. The child rora ligures 
Ar!) rrl>m 1990. Sandra Hoffarth, ot (WtlshinQton. 
D,C,; The Urban Institute Press, lOOn. work 
clothes and transportation) are based on one particular working mother, Jason DeParle, 
"WhM Giving Up Welftu"lJ for n Job Just Doesn't Pay," New Yl'lrk Times, 8 July 1992. p. 
AI. 

8. In calculating the amQunts in the various cntegones, we htl ...", selected either the last 
year for which statistics are available or the year that max:imizes the. mother's cash and 
non~eo.sh benefits. Unles& {)thllrwise indicated, the figures are from 1993. Th(! AFDe 
figure is based on the median AFDe payment to a mother with two children. Carmen 
Solomon, P(Jliey Analyst, C()ngr(i$simtP\ Research StirviUt. 28 Jun~ 1993, We calculated the 
food stamp benelita f<Jr the two mo~hers under the aS5umptlor: that they both deduct their 
:ot.nl chlld cara coats from their gTIlSl! ..arningg, HnuS;') CtHnmltt0!1 on Way", and Mcal1s, 
1993 Grefl'n B<J()k (WashingUln. D.C,: U,S, GO'o'ernmtmt Printing Ofiice, July 1993), pp. 
H>13.1640. Thll Medicaid lifturtl is the estimn'.;ed value of the M0dlcaid benefit for n f'nmily 
(!fthrfl'e it) 1990, Thu aetual «1st ofroedical services would be considernbly low~r, 

Af:si~umce Progrnms 
Harold &ebout.~~~~I~!~~;~~~~~~~~;~~~~~~~p,19. Th.. WIC figure is fof Ctlrmen Solomon. P():1icy 
Resetireh Service, 27 June 1993, For the housing calculation. w& that tha 
aVCTage low·in(:t)fllO rentnJ unit for a family nf three costs About $500 pH month. Carmen 
Solomon. Congressional RCi4:!MCh Service, All th.8e mothers are 0ligible for hausing 
llSSistnnce. However, only otmut 20 to 25 percent of those eli/:.<ible nctu.nlly re{:eiva 
assistance, Lnng·tenn AFDC nidpients are the most likdy t;; r&e(liv(! hn1)o;ing nssisWl.nctl, 
be(:ause they have been on thO?' waiting lists for the longest period of time. For this remson, 
we have included the amount of the benefit.. Nnte tIm:, since tho housing benefit is about 
th& same in all three columns, its inclusion dr.-(!s not affect the relationship among the 
three totals. Housing recipients nre all required to pay about 30 parcant of the:r ncjustod 
incomll! as rent, Th~ working m()thers CAn deduct $960 from ~heir ellrned income fOT their 
two children and n reasonable amount for child care. The AFDC mother's rent is simply 
30 perc(!nt of her AFDe benefit vnlue ($1.400). Robert LeMord, Housing Policy Anaiyst. 
Housing nnd Urban Development, t(o;leph()ne interview with Usa Laumann, 21 April 1993. 
The stnte tax figures are from Gernldimt Whiting, Controller of1'reasury, Ikpnrtment flf 
Tux, Arlington C(Junty, Virginia, telephone interview with LiSA Laumann. 21 April 1993. 
The earning ngure3 are the mean earnings offemule high school drtlptluta w(trking full· 
tim!!, full.yotu' in 1000. U.s. BuY(lou of the Comma, Mnney [nwme ()fHfluseholds, 
Families, and Per!lOns in the United States: IDeo (Washington, D,C.: U.S. Government 
Printing OffiwJ. p. 159. The EITC figures under the House BiJi were calculated by 
Carmol'! Solomon. Poliey AnlllY;$t, Cnnb'Tesl>lonal RllseUTch S~lrvice, Thoi' child cure ligures 
an~ from 1990. Sandra Hofferth, l)t aL, Natlonlll Child Core Survoy, 19M. (Wnshil".botoo,
D,c., 'The Urban InstituUl Press, 1991). "Other work expen!k!$" figurfl'lI (lndud~s work 
tloth(!s and trMsportution) Me bosed on (tne particular wQrking mother, Jll!lOn DeParle, 
"When Giving Up Welfare for a Job Just IXlesn't Pay: N@w ¥nrk Times, 8: July 1992, p. 
AI. 
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That Other Clinton Promise-Ending 'Welfare as We Know It' 

By DOUGUS J, SSSUtWlV 

Durin&. his presidential campalp. Bill 
CUntt'ltl pledged "the end of welfare as we 
know It." He prvmlsed W "provide ;JOOpl~ 
wJlh the educalktrl. training, job !Aaee
men! assistance and duM care !hey need 
(or t,..., years - so that fbey can break the 
cycle of de~ndeocy. ABer two years, 
those whata» \\"(lrk will be requited 10 go to 
Wot\(, either in the private sector (If ill 
meaningful rommunity servlte jobs.-' 

Naw, as Mr. (:IlnlOn's fIt!igling admtn" 
Istration grapples with how to Implemelll 
these words, key elemenls of tilt presj
den(-fl~l's Ijboeraj constituency aft try· 
lug to water them down. Signs or this 
discuni emerged at Donna Shaln!s', ron
flrmathm hearings last week, when Demo' 
cratu: senators. noting how little she has 
saldnn the subjm:1 since being nomlnaled. 
questhmed It..r commitment to welfare 
reform. Bul even if Mr. CUnt(;m's choke- to 
head the Oepartmenl of Healtb IWd Hu: 
mao Sel'Vlces Supports his welfare plan (as 
she has promised tadoJ, her tast;, and Mr. 
Clinlon's, will M enormtl\lsly f1lffkllU, 

The hulk of long-term welfare r«ipi· 
enis are unmarried motbers, most of 
whom had their first baby as unwed teen
agt'rs. These young moth('1"S do not han' 
lhe educatlau, pnlctkal stills Of work 
habits' needed ~o earn a satlS-factory IIv, 
ing. AboUt half of all unwed l~ll mothers 
go on welfare within one year of the birth 
or Illt-ir child; 1M,. go 00 within five yeanl, 
scrorrllng to Ihe Congrf'SSionlil Budget 
OUice. Nick zm of Cblkt TNnds Inc. 
t:alrlliates rhal .~ 01 welfare nciplenlson 
the rolls fQf 10 years or lllOfe started Iheir 
families as unwed teens. 

Steatly Inereues in unwed parenthOOd 

among iII·prepared young people po~i;l the 

tentttl.1 Challenge to ronlemporary eflorts 

10 figlit poverty. II is within Ihis COUle-xt 

that Ihe fight over hOW 10 Implement 

Mr. Clinton's promise will be waged. 


Those reCipients motivated to improve 
tlleir lives, SUCh as mos! dlv(.Irtfti molhet$, 
'Will probably do well tmder tdr. Clin
ton's plan_ alll, 10 make a real dent in wei· 
fare dependency, Ihe plan will have ttl 
a{1I!1), tuunwed l00the;s, wlw (UfllI Itte hulk 

of Iong·lel1l1 welfare rcdplents. 
That \Till! not be fasy. Years of Inactiv· 

Ity leave lhelrmanc E¥f>n In a strong rom· 
Crlly, breakln!! pallerns 01 b<'havlru- trikes 
ye31'$. Richly funded dt'lwlIlstraliOfi jlflJ

grams, lor examp!l:. tillil it f>xueoingly 
dlfflcull In improve Ihe abilil)' oi thest' 
women to (itre for thl'lr dlildren. let aklne 
to bKOJlle ecillllVmiculir seU-suUidt'flt. 
Earnings improvements in the tealm [If 6'JIi: 
are considered SlKceSSt'S fnr poorly edu· 
CJlted )'oung inothef1; woo have sporadic 
wort hlsturies. (Most programs don', even 
tty to do something wilh the fa lheN.) 

Calir(Jfnia's welf"te tu·wnrkprogram hi 
a ca$1' in polo!. III 19£). the state eslab
lished the Greah'r Avenues for lndepefld· 
ellCt (GAIN) pwgram, all cducalion al1d 
training !"wjeet for welfare recip(t>nts. A 
si.l--a\unlYeYuluation found that, for slllgle 
parents. averagr year!}' earnlllJ!S In
creased hy only U11. nuI:!1 yearly earn· 
Ings a~eraged S1.902'i, 

Thill>. after 1Wl) )'ears of Ifill serviCes 
lhal Mr. t.1intOfl would give wtltare redpi· 
ent9'. nmst unwed molhers will .'lUll not he 
able 10 supporl themselves. Imposing a 
work reqllinmenl 00 tlwm would m(mn 
thai a large pfilportion wi!! end up In 
~elUlpt'rm:mt'nt "tmmllunily sl'rvice 
}<Ius." ill!Uplll!lllism f(lr flilVIlI1! Ihf'M wllrk 
10 eal"n their ~'eIMIt' tJt~JI~'l!!s (Usually al 
Ibe minimulll wage). 

The (linton fampaig!! t'Stima[e$ UliIl 
abottl 1.5 mill«m YHl.lIIg m!llhers wouhl b< 
reqtmt'd III p<1rl!rljl>fle ill sUfh PfOl;rams. 
Mosl will not !·U!Ut' willingl)', and [\Ian), 
will drr)1l out. l11f t'tperience of 1~'I1· 
l1lot~r dl"monSlralion pw"tams operated 
In NCWilrk and Camd .. n.. N_l.. and in 
Chicago between 1987 and 1991 suggt'sls 
thaI. (0 maintain high levels o! program 
paUkipatinn. about half the mothers will 
have 10 be ~oalit,td with a reduction uf 
hent'!i!s at I('ast line-/.'. 

This kind [If "wurkfilre" progr.ufI. he
eatlre 01 addt-d ("(Isis fot eddl-atiG!I and Job 
training, rhild tale Iwllile the mothers 
world, t!.lUi :\dministmtitln ilO esl:lt\ilsh 
and mooillir pl;u·t'menlsJ, is Ollich more 
expensive Iha!!!llt' currerI! sy~lem, alleast 
If! the short nm. t'tilllml sl;tfI<'fs eslilnate 

that monllorll1, each Job woold cool 12,100 
annually; child cart lor the cl:tildrefl 01 
each moUier lltanda~ed tii wort wooJd add 
SI"loo. Thill's $3.400 for overhead costs - a
bout tht' same as tM average AM· to 
Families With Dependent Chlh1ren granl 
!a families. 

Slrnng oppoSJHuli to Mr. t.1fntun's pro-
posals is already formlnc Tlte welfare 
polky establishment has nt'yl!t like;! 
strong work requirement!> lhal tQt('e poor 
mol hers to work lU vef}',llIw'paying jobs. 
even if only parNime. Efforts to Impost 
work requirements during the Nham and 
Carlt'r years were deta)led hy labeling 
them as "slavefare." Surh argumen15 
strike a responsive ctlOrrl among some 
Americans. . 

Moroover, man)' teal quesUons remaln 
ltnanswered aboUllnstitHt-ing anationwide 
workllUe program; Can wtlfare agencitS 
I;'nforce wwl requirements wtthout being
ovnly punllive? What about tho$t reCipi
ents who are prel1ented from respondlnu: 
becallseo[ psychotogl<,a) problems Qr drua 
and alrolwl addiftkm? Wllllhf'y be penna' 
f)enUy penallred. or, as some have sug-· 
geslt'd, will they be e,;tmpted from work 
because IIf Illeit "dlsllbUitles"? can we 
avflld tht' mt1inhlgless, makt'''wock jobs nf 
11111 p:lSI. or will this slmli!Y be CErA U? 
Cm adrtluatl; rhlld cate be provided fur 
milliHHsof children? And, most IntpOflanl. 
;:an all !his be dune In a way that 
ultlmalr!y redtlCt's ~aseloads-ratbef Ihall 
lurnlaS€S ttll'lH' 

Tilesc laugh qllestit:»lS call (or (ttUlklfl 
il~ PllrSHitlg Mr> t1ioton"s promise, nol a 

wholesale relrea t from it The tl:mptatkln, 

i C(WI'St' ill be to xempf the masl 


o '_ w.. >t . 
depeUtient }Ollng UlHloed mollle!"s. The 
openlng would be hIs phrase "ltlOSe who 
can wllrk will be required ttl go towort~" it I 
would he easy 10 say Ihal mntlleNl with 
young dlildren ('allool wnrk. Th.is would be 
11 misiake_ 

FirSI, a wmk noquiretOenl Is one of the 
hest ways to tedtu:e the Iluractlon of 
weUare fut young peopl~ witb poet earn' 
iogs IIp),\lpecIS. If young IlWpte Imow Ilia! 
Ibe wrlfare ag~'fl("y is Sf'rloos about fnan> 
dalilljl; \\.urk. !Iw)' will he Jess likely Ie view 

JMII-term AJo-OC·rnlplency as a possible 
life optJ011. 

Set:t.md. IJWlda..l.ed community service 
ma), be the only way tn build lbe Job ollis 
ond wurk habits ot t~ whO cannol 
$uppcrt tbemsdves In lbe regular lob 
market. (nactlvlly is bad fot everyone; it 
can lie deyasta.ting rut Uto6e- loosely con· 
neeled to the labot market. Child abUst, 
drug abuse and a whOle host of sodal 
problems are aS$OCialed with tong-leon 
wcHare dependency_ A 'Pori; requiremenl 
will help to reduce their levels. 

The problems -of Stunt YOW'lf mothers 
will P~yent them from ntlsfyln. even this 
mInimal obtigallon_ These )'flUng people 
may ne-ed II. modern ¥erslon of the 19tb 
Cefllury selUement bouse, where roultlJel· 
Inr, educaUotl and other actlviUes to struc· 
ture otherwl$e Idle time are aU proYided 
under one roof. The base for such a 
program could be the expanded Head Start 
program that everytlne S11emt to support. 
Head Start professionals caU this approach 
"two-generational" programming. 

Tbose )'OOll' people whO bad a thUd out 
of wiStlOCk - with no means to support It 
and largf!y unprepared tu urtfor It-have 
demonslrated lbat, on their own, they do 
nol ma~ the w1sft;l dectsloll$. Tltelr UVts 
desperately net<! the sltuc:(U~ that only 
lhe larger society can proVide. PaJ11c1pa' 
tJon mandates such as ume Mr, ainton 
has proposed cooId end welfare as we mow 
it - tor tILe good of society. lhe: children 
anti, yes, tbe mothers:. 

_. 
Mr. BtshnfOv l~ (1 rm~l scholar .a~ ~he 

Ammcan Enterpnse ./!Utit~te 41Ida t!!'S!lmg
prl)jesror (It the (hItveTSlly cf Marylalld
SChooIofPllbUcA/fai A Fb.ojAEI
he fS. my
lped~th.Ua.rUde. 
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NOW LOEE Presentation to the Wl1IkiO& GrOJlp on Welfare Reform. 


Eamil)! Support and Indl;Jlendence 


The NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund is a legal advocacy organization 

committed to ensuring women's rights. A separate organization from NOW, we were founded 

by members of the National Organization for Women in 1970. NOW LDEF is • national 

leader in efforts to ensure that the AFDC program and other anti-poverty programs = 
women and help Ihem move up and out of poverty without violating their constitutional rights 

to privacy, equal protection, due process, and freedom from unethical human experimentation. 

In the past few weeks, President Clinton has repeatedly referred to welfare recipients as 

the "idle" poor, pathOlogically "dependent" on government largesse. For the great majority of 

women receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children, nothing could be farther from the 

truth. 

The "idle" women that the President referred to are, in fact, raising their families, 


seeing that their children are fed, clothoo\ attend school and do their homework. They are 


"	caring for sick children and other relatives. They are keeping track of and trying to comply 

with a myriad of welfare regulations that eontrol their lives. If they have been called ul' as 

particil'ants in the federal JOBS program, they are attending. mandatory educational or training 

programs, or working in part-time jobs. Even if they haven't been required to participate in 

the JOBS program, chances are that they are, or recently have been, working on a part-time 

basis. 

Why are these women poor'! It is clearly not because they are "idle" .- and a welfare 

policy that is based on this erroneous assumption will certainly fail. Nor are poor women on 

welfare because they have "too many' children; their fertility rate is 1= than the national 

1 

) 



average, and their average family size .. 1.9 children _. is right in line with the rest of the 

nation. 

In fact, women are poor because they lack the education and skills that are required in 

today's workplace. Women are poor beeause violence against them -- batlering, assault and 

rape .. forces them to flee their homes with few resources and little self-esteem. A Jarge 

percentage of homeless women are past victims of incest and wife-battering. Women are poor 

because they have dependent children and no partner to share the economic burden. Women 

are])ClOT because they, rather than the children"s fathers, almost always assume childcare 

responsibilities when a couple splits up: Women stay poor because federal and state public 

assistance benefits and supportive services are insufficient to give them a base from which to 

move up and out of poverty. 

Sound welfare reform should focus on eliminating these impediments. The best 

approach ~~ one thai preserves human dignity while giving poor women access to a better 

future ~~ IS to offer education, job training opportunities. language instruction, and supportive 

services. rather than impose punitive measures. The states may well be "laboratories for 

federal policy," but they should not be torture chambers. New Jersey's Family Development 

Act is intended to curb poor women's reproductive choices and mandate arbitrary'time limits, 

making enforcement of the program convenient for state officials while ignoring lhe 

circumstances of individual women's situations. We believe that federal welfare reform policy 

must not duplicate New Jersey's hasty and harmful experiment. 

Time and time again, poor women have demonstrated that they want to improve their 

lot through education or 'real jobs. Education is one of the· most significant factors in moving 

individuals out of poverty. For example, a 1989 survey in New York State found that of those 

welfare recipients who entered and gradu.ted from college, 89% obtained employment and left 



welfare, And women are anxious to obtain job training tbat will prepare them for the 

workforce. For example. 15~OOO AFDC recipients are currently on the waiting list for 

Georgia's PEACH program, which implements the job training component of the Family 

Support Act. These women volunJeered for the program, At any point in time, 113 of welfare 

mothers are working outside the home, combining work and welfare to support their families; 

over time, fully In of all welfare mothers work outside the home for at least some of the time 

that they are welfare, 

If you want this program to succeed, whether or nQt you impose strict time limits on 

recipients, it is imperative to put in place methods for providing job training and jobs to poor 

women who seek work experience. The best method is by providing education and training 

that qualifies women for mll jobs, and assisting women in getting and keeping those jobs by 

providing adequate transitional benefits and supportive services, Government-sponsored 

workfare programs have historically failed, Whalever tbe theoretical model, tbey have 

invariably bereme make·work, dead-end jobs, with no fUlure, Poor women's lives should not 

be sacrificed on this altar once again, 

While we disagree witb the mandatory and punitive aspects of the Family Support Act, 

that legislation held out SOme promise that women could move up and out of poverty through 

education and job training, with supportive services. Rather than mandatory time limits, the 

FSA relied on individualized time lines to chart out a course for women to leave welfare. The 

arbitrary, mandatory time limits currently on the table are antithetical to this approach, 

In fact, the approach taken under lhe Family Support Act of 1988 has not failed -- in 

most states. it has not even been fully implemented or evaluated! The women struggling to 

participate in these programs have not failed either they have not been given a fair shotl¥w 



Many slales have been unable or unwilling to draw down the entire amount of !he federal 

funding available to them to implement necessary supportive services; job training schemes 

have been ill-conceived; educational programs have been inadequate, focusing on limiled 

vocational training rather than the longer-term education that would be a permanent antidote to 

poverty. Surely, before we embark on yet another ·welfare reform, • we should as",ss and 

build upon !he education and job training components of the FSA. Improving the quality and 

funding levels of these ~.iilinll programs would go a long way to addressing the issues that !his 

Task Force cares about, and without more punitive measures. 

By way of example, NOW LDEF has been involved in efforts 10 assess New York 

City's JOBS program -- called BEGIN -- with particular emphasis on how the program works 

for low-literate, Spanish-speaking women. Some of the implementation barriers !hat we have 

identified are; 

(\) short, arbitmry time-lines; (2) the lack of English classes appropriate for low lilerate 

participants; and, (3) the failure to provide partiCipants with basic education classes. 

The women who we have interviewed want desperately to gel an education, so that they 

can get good jobs and provide. better life for their children. Their determination is admirable 

in ·light of the obstacles !hey f.ce. Many of !hem received only. couple of years of schooling, 

if any, in their native countries. Thus, they cannot read well in their native language and have 

little experience with the classroom setting. Despite the obstacles, these women are very 

excited when they first hear about BEGIN, The BEGIN program, however, too often turns 

these women's hopes into frustrations. The English as a Second Language (ESL) program 

provides 8 weeks of classes (soon to change to 12 weeks), followed by 5 months' part-time 

classes/part-time work experience. The classes are taught at the beginning, intermediate and 

advanced levels. However, when someone completes the beginning class, she does not move 



into intermediate -- she moves on to the five month class/work period and then out of the 

program, Even under the best circumstances, this is a very short time to expect someone who 

speaks no English to learn enough to function in a work setting. 

For women who are low~literate. it is impossible to learn in these classes because the 

classes are taught through reading and writing and grammalical concepts. In fact, these classes 

are so ill-suited to women without literacy skills that some are simply exempted from BEGIN 

and denied the opportunity to learn English. Not only are low-literate women unable to learn 

English in the program~ they are never given any basic: education classes. Yet, without basic 

Iitemey skills they will never be able to obtain a decem-paying job. 

Some of the women we met are lucky. After going through the BEGIN program and 

being pushed into the job market without English or literacy skills, some women have found 

community based programs, such as University Settlement in Manhatlan's Lower East Side and 

El Barrio in Spanish Harlem. These programs teach women literacy in their native language, 

as well as leaching English. Because the community-based programs do not have BEGIN's 

unrealistic time-Hnes, these women are progressing toward their dreams. OUf government~ 

sponsored programs should be doing the same thing -- providing a reat education -- instead of 

simply cycling large numbers of people through a "program' in as little timc as possible. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. I would be happy to answer 

questions that you have, and want it noted for the record that we will submit more in~depth 

written testimony to the Welfare Reform working group within the next few weeks. 
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INTRODUCTION 

President Clinton has promised to "end welfare as we currently know it". In making this 

bold commitment, the President acknowledges that the War on Poverty has failed. We are today 

spending five times as much in constant dollars or means-tested welfare as when the War on 

Poverty started in 1965. Overall we have spent 3.5 Irlllio. dollars on welfare since Lyndon 

Johnson launched his "War", an amount greater than the cost of defeating Germany and Japan 

in World War II. 

President Johnson declared his "War" would be a great investment which would return 

its cost 10 society manyfold, and the average American household has already "invested" around 

$50,000 in taxes in fighting the War on Poverty. But in many respects the f.Ite of lower income 

Americans has become worse, rot better, in the last quarter century. Today, one child in eight 

is being raised on welfare through the AFDC program. When the War on Poverty began 

roughly one black child in four in the U.S. was born out of wedlock. Today two out of three 

black children are born out of wedlock. And similar increases in illegitimacy are occurring 

among low income whites. 

Single parent homes dependent on welfare are poor environments for raising children. 

Children brought up in such circumstances have limited prospects for succeeding in mainstream 

society; they are far more likely to fail in school, get caught up in crime, and end up on welf.lte 
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themselves as adults. It is vital to "end welfare as we know it. ~ 

Lessons from lb. Past As we begin this task, we must learn from mistakes of the past. 

In transforming welfare we must avoid repeating the 1988 welfare reform debacle. The 1985 

"reforms· were essentially a public relations clulrade in wbich the Wasbington establishment lied 

to the American public. The public was told that most welfare recipienl, were going to be 

required to work in excbange for their benefits. In reality, the Family Suppurt Act of 1988 

required little or no cbange in the existing system. Today, nearly five years after the "reforms· 

were enacted, less than one percent of AFDC parents are performing community service in 

e.cbange for their benefit,. As Table I shows, only seven percent of AFDC pureots are required 

to perform Irnining, job search, or work experience activities for more than twenty hours per 

week. 

The conventional excuse for the lacl< of impact of the 1988 reforms is a sbortage of 

funding for training and workfare under the JOBS program. This excuse falls short on two 

counts. First, the funds that were expended onder JOBS were spent very ineffectively on 

programs that had little or no impact 00 dependence. Second, Congress provided billions of 

additional dollars in welfare, hot provided little or no money for JOBS/workfare. The expansion 

of welfare programs since 1988, particularly Medicaid and public housing, IuIve been more than 

sufficient to fund work programs for most AFDC parents. The simple fact is that Congress, 

after telling the American public that it was going to require welfare recipients to work for their 

benefits, did everything else but that. Congress cbose to limit funding on workfare programs 
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Table 1: 

Percent of Adult AF'DC Recipients Participating in 


Man~atory Job Search, Community Service Work, or Training: FY1992 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California* 
colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
rndiana* 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan*
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

7.2% 
3.8t 
2.8% 
9.6% 
4.8% 

11.1% 
14.6% 

8.0% 
6.0% 
3.8% 
4.7% 
0.7% 
8.4% 
6.6% 
1.2% 
3.8% 
9.2% 
5.1% 
4.0% 
5.2% 
4.6% 

16.5% 
6.9% 
5.1% 
2.5% 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
west Virginia 
wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Nationwide Average 

3.8% 
15.1% 
31. 5% 

9.0% 
9.8% 
8.9% 
7.6% 
6.8% 
5.1% 

13.0t 
9.6% 

24.6% 
10.4% 

5.9% 
10.9% 

5.4% 
8.6% 
4.2% 
5.2% 

30.0% 
7.4% 
6.7% 

11.2% 
6.9% 

18.1% 
11. 7% 

6.9% 

Source: Office of Family Assistance, Department of Health and Human 
Services. All data are monthly averages of recipients who 
participated in programs more than 20 hours per week. In states 
with asterisks, data represent participants as percentage of full 
AFDC caseload for 1991. 



while expanding conventional welfare dramatically. 

IfIQ S;:liuloll Record to Date So far the actions of the Clinton Administration have an 

ominous resemblance to the welfare "reforms" of 1988. President Clinton campaigned (lll 

"ending welfare as we currently know il". He promised to remove welfilre recipients from 

welfare after two years on the roHs~ or require them to perform community service work in 

exchange for their benefits. 

But since assuming office, President Clinton has done exactly the opposite. His proposed 

budget submitted in the spring of this year contained $110 billion in expansions for conventional 

welfare programs over live years bUI not one !bin dime for eJWiIIlllin~ worJdjw;. The proposed 

add-ons to the Food Stamp program alone could more than double funding for JOBS/workfare. 

The ract that no additional funding for workfare was ""Iuested in this year's budget means that 

the Clinton welfare reform will not even begin until 1995. 

True, some $26 billion of this new welfare spending was to expand the Earned Income 

Tax Credit (EITC). As part of this welfare reform strategy, the President has proposed to "make 

work pay" relative to welfare. The EITC by supplementing the earnings of low wage working 

parents meets this goal. I applaud the expansion of the EITC, and I favor an additinnal credit 

to working, married couples to partially offset the anti-marriage penaIIies imposed by welfare. 

But the President has correctly promised a welfilre reform of both carrots (positive incentives for 

constructive bebavior) ami sticks (sanctions or limits on negative bebavior). Following the 

J 




pattern which has become almo,1 habitual, the carrots have appeared promptly bot tile stick is 

nowhere in sight, 

Equally ominous has been tile Clinton Administration's efforts to mil back existing work 

requirements. Under tile 1981! Welfare Reform Act only one group of welfare recipients was 

actually required to work in exchange for benefits. That group was fatllers in two parent families 

re<:eiving benelits from tile Aid To Families with Dependent Cbildren-Unemployed Parent 

(AFDC·UP) program. Ac<ording to the Family Support Act, fathers in two parent AFDC-UP 

families would be required to work in community service programs for sixteen hours per week. 

In its zeal for workfare, Congress limited this requirement to only 4()% of AFI)(;·UP fathers and 

postpOned tile effe<:tive date of the work requirement until 1994. Note tile minimal nature of this 

requirement: two parent AFDC-UP families are 9 percent of tile AFI)(; caseload; 4() percent of 

9 percent comes to 3.6 percent. So tile 1981! act required about 3,6 percent of tile AFI)(; 

caseload 10 work for benefits a few hours per week and delayed even that requirement for six 

years! 

The Clinlon Administration's actions with regard to this minimal work requirement have 

been baffling. As part of tile Omnibus Budget Reeonciliation Act, tile Clinton Administration 

sought to postpOne the AFDC·UP work requirement effe<:tive date from 1994 to 1996. Since 

tile entire work provisions of tile AFI)(; program will undoubtedly by completely rewritten 

before 1996. tile Clinton Administration was proposing to effectively kill tile only real work 

provision in existing law. The Clinton Administration lamely elaimed that it was postpOning 
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work requirements on AFDC·UP fathers because there were no funds to operate such workfare 

programs. Even assuming this dubious argument is correct, there were no funds to implement 

these workfare programs precisely because the Clinton Administration requested none. 

Thus, the present track record of the Clinton Administration on workf.,.., is very poor. 

After campaigning on the theme of "ending welfare" and requiring welfare recipients to work, 

Clinton has expanded conventional welfare spending, requested no funds for workfare. and 

sought to aholish the only real work requirement in existing law. Scarcely an auspicious start 

for "ending welfare as we currently know it." 

TIMB UMITS AND WORK REQUIREMENTS 

This panel has been asked to discuss "time limits', eg., requiring recipients who buve 

received AFDC benefits for over two years to obtain private sector employment, or if they 

remain on the rolls after two years to perform community service work in exchange for the 

benefits they receive. There are l1!aIly other important reform topics; requiring paternity as a 

condition of receiving AFDC; limiting cash entidements to unwed teenage mothers; and 

empowering loeal churches to kindle moral renewal within inner city communities. However. 

I will limit my remarks here latgely to work requirements or "time omits". 

Welfare should not be a one way hand out; recipients should be expected 10 contribute 

something back in exchange for the benefits they receive. Moreover. rigorous work programs 
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can greatly reduce dependency and welfare caseloads. Finally. and most importantly. work 

requirements in AFDC can have a pro-marriage effect. AFDC serves largely as a surrogate and 

competitor to marriage; serious work requirements reduce the economic utility of AFDC. This 

should discourage women from having children out of wedlock and should encourage some 

mothers already on AFDC to marry and leave the rolls. This poinl is very important. The ~a1 

of WJ!lfare reform must be to reduce Ulej:jtinw;y and sin&k jllW:othood. and to promote 

mao:iaI:e. The gua! should nol be to have millions of single moms working hard while their 

children are raised in government daycare centers. If I did not believe that work requirements 

or time limits would ultimately have a strong pro-marriage effect ! would have little interest in 

the idea. 

With that said I believe there are 6 rules which should be followed in establishing work 

requirements within the welfare system. 

Rule #1 Require single males, fathers on welfare. and single mothers with older children 

to work before requiring mothers with pre-school children to work. 

Rule #2 - Require at least half of all AFDC parents to work in exchange for existing 

benefits. 

Rule #3 "" Do not provide a two year exemption from work requirements. 
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Rule #4 -- F_llablish effective workfare programs requiring continuous fulltime 

patticipation and linking payment of welfare benefits to successful work performance. 

Rule #S _. Recognize the ineffectiveness of government training prograrus. 

Rule #6 -- Cap the growth of total welfare spending in conjunction with establishing work 

requirements. 

The following discusses each of these rules in greater delaiL 

RIlle II - Place PrioriI)' ill Workfare Pm&Dlms on those Most Able to Work. As 

a general principle, welfare should not be • one-way handout. Able-bodied welfare recipients 

should be required to obtain private sector employment. If they cannot find • job, they should 

be required to perform community service work in exchange for the benefl!S they receive. 

However, in implementing a workfare strategy, not all welfure recipients should be 

treated identically. Priority should be placed on requiring work from individuals who are best 

able to be self-sufficient and bave!be least justification for remaining out of !he Iahor force. At 

present !here is an undue emphasis on requiting single mothers on welfare to work to the 

exclusion of o!her groups. 

A reasonable strategy would place highest priority 00 requiring able-bodied single persons 
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on welfare to work first and single mothers with pre-school children to work 1&.\1. I recommend 

the following workfare priority categories he established. All of the individuals in the higher 

priority groups should actively participate in community work programs before any work 

requirements are imposed on individuals in lower priority groups. From highest to lowest, the 

priority groups should he: 

I) All able·bodied, non-elderly single persons receiving 

Food Stamps. 


2) All fathers in two parent families in the AFDC·UP program. 


3) AU absent parents who claim they can't provide child 


support payments because they cannot obtain employment. 


4) Single mothers on MDC who do not have children onder 


the age of 5. 


5) Single mothers on AFDC who' have children onder the 


the age of 5. 


It is important to note that 9 percent of AFDC families have hoth a father and a mother 

present, and roughly half of the current 5 mmion AFDC bouseholds do not have any children 

onder age 5. Thus, it is feasible \0 expand current worIcfare programs by several thousand 

percent without involving any single mothers with pre-school children. 

However, if this approach toward workfare were followed, it would he necessaJy to adopt 
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rules that would prevent welfare mothers from baving additional children in order 10 avoid 

workfare obligations. This could he done by stipulating that a child born after a mother's initial 

enrollment in AFDC would not qualify the mother for an exemption from work requirements 

even If the child was under age five. 

Requiring workfare for fathers and mothers with older children hefore mothers with pre

school children is not only sound social policy, it is more efficient. Because of lower daycare 

costs, work programs for fathers and mothers with older children will he 60 to SO percent less 

expensive 10 operate than would work requirements for mothers with younger children. 

Rill, n Require atLearil Half of AEDC Parents to \Vork {or lJeDefits Rocdml. 

In the past the public bas been deluged with empty political slogans about requiring welfare 

recipients In work for henefits while, in fact, little change occurs. The key in sepanlting public 

relation maneuvers from sincere efforts 10 transform the welfare system is the percen'lllge of 

welfare recipient, who are actually required 10 work 30 or more hours per week in exchange for 

henefits. 

If we ore sincere ahoot tr'IUL<forming welfare I would suggest the following as minimum 

goals. First, all AFDC-UP fathers should he required In participate full-time in community 

workfare programs by 1994. Half of all single mothers on AFDC should he required In 

participate fuU-time in community work programs by 1996. (The basis for measuring 

participation rates should be the number of recipients who actively work in • given week, !lOt, 

9 




for example, the number who have worked one or two weeks in the prior six months}. These 

workfare participation rates would significantly transform the nature of welfare, but would 

remain compatible with a strategy placing priority in workfare on mothers with older children. 

Rule # 3 Do oot Proyide a Two Year Exemption from Work ReQuirements. The 

most effective means of reducing dependency is to deter individuals from enrolling in welfare 

to begin with. Work or job search requirements which are imposed "at the front door", when 

an individual first enrolls for welfare benefits, can have the effect of dramatically reducing the 

number of individuals seeking to receive welfare. Such "up front" work requirements are 

potentially the most cost-effective of all dependency reducing measures. Thus, the Clinton 

Administration's proposal to exempt all AFDC parents from work requirements for the flfSt two 

years they receive welfare is unwise. It would be far more effective to impose job searcb, work, 

or training requirements at the onset of welfare enrollment on the groups most capable of being 

self-sufticient, e.g., single able-bodied individuals, fathers in the AFDC-UP program, and 

AFDC single mothers without pre-school children. 

Rule #4 Establish Continuous agd Effectiye Work Requirements. Successful 

programs aimed at reducing dependency would have the following components. a) The 

requirement to work or participate in other activities should be permanent, not temporary. Once 

started, it should last as long as the recipient receives welfare. b) TIte requirement to work or 

participate in other activities should be continuous, not intermittent. 1ltere should be no intervals 

of inactivity as recipients are sbuttled between different sulH:omponents of the program. c) TIte 
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emphasis should be on mandatory community service work; job search and training should be 

de-emphasized. d) Recipients should be required to work or perform other activities for a 

minimum of 30 hours per week. e) Welfare binefits should be contingent on and paid only after 

the fully successful completion of relevant performance requirements. f) The ethos of the 

welfare office is very important; caseworkers must sincerely and persistently inform recipients 

that they have a moral obligation to themselves and the community to get a private sector job or, 

if jobs are not available, to perform community service work. 

Rule'S Beeoe-oire the lneffectiyeness of Goyernment Traipjn& Promms There 

is an enormous amount of unwarranted enthusiasm of government training and its role in 

reducing welfare dependence. Many believe that training and education programs will propel 

welfare recipients into higher paying jobs and make them self-sufficient. All available evidence 

shows that this is not the case. 

A recent study of the Job Training Partnersbip Act, for example, shows that the program 

raised earnings among trainees by between 0% and 7.9% depending on the group trained. 

(Bloom, 1993) However, much of the increase was merely a result of increasing the number of 

hours worked; increases in actual hourly wage rates as a result of training were between 0% and 

3.4 %. These results are fairly typical of government training programs, and are better than 

many in fact. Other studies have shown that training programs have at best very modest effects 

on earnings and hourly wage rates. (Grossman and Mirsky, 1985, pp.17 and 18; Grossman and 

Maynard, October 1985, pp. 67, 73; Congressional Budget Office, 1982, p. XVII.) No 
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government training program has been able to substantially increase the earnings capacity of 

trainees and move them into better paying jobs. 

The continuing lack of effectiveness of government training programs is especially 

regrettable given the nature of the AFOC population. A recent study by Child Trends, Inc. 

(ZiIl, 1991) finds that mothers in the Aid to families with Dependent Children program have 

low levels of basic cognitive skills. When evaluated by the Armed Forces Qualification Test 

(AfQT) welfare mothers were found to have significantly lower math and verbal abilities than 

were other women of the same ethnic group who were not enrolled in welfare programs. The 

aptitude levels of long term recipients were lower than those of short term recipients. Over half 

of welfare mothers were found to have cognitive skill levels placing them in the bottom fiftb of 

the overall population. The average aptitude or achievement scores of welfare mothers were 

significantly below the mean of even the lowest of the occupational classes. 

There is no present system of interveotion which will dramatically alter these skill levels. 

This unpleasant fact underscores the wisdom of using the BITC to supplemeot the wages of low 

skiUed but working parents as opposed to expecting most welfare recipien~' to leap upward into 

•good jobs.' More importantly the ZiU stedy underscores the importance of reducing 

illegitimacy and promming marriage as opposed to merely trying to equip young, low skilled 

single moms to go it alone. 

Despite the dismal record of performance of government training programs, such 
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programs will probably again playa role in welfare reform. To the extent training is provided, 

aU programs should undergo scientific evaluation similar to recent study of JTPA; programs 

which do oot produce significant increase in hourly wage rates should be terminated. 

Rule 16 Cap the GrQwtb Of Total Welfare Sj!euine The federal government runs 

over 75 means-tested welfare programs. These programs provide cash, food, housing, medical 

CJIre, training, and social services to poor and low income persons. Total federal, state and local 

spending on means-tested programs approached $300 billion in 1993. 

The most effective way to reduce dependency would be to impose a cap on the growlll 

of toral welfare spending. Growlh in aggregate federal welfare spending should be limited to 

2~ or 3~ per annum. Individual programs would be permitted to grow at more or less !han this 

rate, according to annual Congressional priorities but aggregate spending should be allowed to 

expand by no more !han 2 or 3 percent per annum. Such. policy, ending the auto-pilot 

entitlement ..rure of welfare programs and putting a brake on lIIe hemorrhage of welfare 

spending. is essential to "ending welfare as we know it". 

"Time limits' or work requirements which are imposed without a real cap 011 the growlh 

of welfare expenditures will certainly result in higher spending and caseload increases rather !han 

the opposite. All too often in the past federal and >tIte welfare bureaucrats have been willing 

to go Ihrough the motions of promotiog work and training programs which have been known to 

fail in the past. 'New' initiatives are launched, press releases issued, hot the welfare rolls 



continue to grow. Only by disrupting !he endless expanding stream of welfare dollars can we 

break this cyde of inaction and failure. By limiting the growth of welfare spending, we will 

create rea) incentives for welfare bureaucracies to develop serious policies to cut illegitimacy and 

reduce dependeru:y for the first time. 

EXAMINING CURRENT PROGRAMS 

The current generation of training, job search, and work .>perienee programs have had 

less than spectacular success in reducing dependence among the small numher of recipients who 

participate. Well-known evaluations have been conducted by Manpower Demonstration Researcb 

Corporation (MDRC) in nearly a dozen sites. The least effective programs evaluated by MDRC 

sbow little or no reduction in welfare caseloads and costs. The heller programs, such as San 

I);.go's Saturation Work Initiative Model (SWIM) require up to. third of adult AFDC recipients 

to participate in some manner, and result i •• two to three percent reduction in AFDC caseloads 

and a five percent cut in welfare costs. (Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989, p. S2). While !he 

helter programs save several dollars in reduced welfare benefits for each dollar of operating 

expense, they bold little prospect for a substantial revolution in welfare policy. 

The lack of success of these programs should not he surprising. Most require only 

temporary activity by • few recipients fur a rew hours per week. Even !he "rigorous" programs 

such as San Diego's SWIM require, at best, intermittent, low-level activity by recipien!S. In 

SWIM, one-lhird of adolt AFDC recipients were required 10 participate. Of those required to 
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participate, only 66 percent engaged in even one hour of mandatory job search, work. or !f1!ining 

during the twelve months after their obligation began. And of all those required to participate, 

less than a fifth were engaged in "continuous activity"! defined as participating in some 

mandatory activity fur at least one day during each month of eligibility (Hamilllln and 

Friedlander, 1989, p. 15). The general impression is one of large numbers of case workers 

busily engaged in assessing. monitoring, and assigning cljent~ to queues for services - and little 

activity on the pan of recipients. 

B&awples of Successful Prouams However, there are lesser known work programs 

that do substaotially reduce dependency. These programs generally impose more rigorous work 

requirements along the lines suggested in Rule #5 above. Recently published research on pilot 

projects in Druo shows that rigorous workfare programs can dramatically reduce welfare 

dependence. (Sehiller and Brasher, 1993) In the Ohio programs, primary emphasis was placed 

on co0111lunity service work rather than job search or training. At any given point in time up 

rougItiy two thirds of participants were performing mandatory community service work for up 

to 40 hours per week. Work requirements were continued as long as the individual received 

welfare henefits; this approach differed greatly from conventional short term workfare progtlIms 

which require recipients to work for a few months but then suspend the work obligation and 

allow the recipient III continue III receive benefits without further work obligation. 

Around 2S percent of single mothers on AFOC were required III perform community 

service work in exchange for the welf.... benefits they received; the requirement resulted in an 
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overall reduction in the AFDC single mother caseillad of 1 L3 percent. For every 100 AFDC 

single mOlhers placed in the workfare program, the AFDC rolls were reduced by some 45 cases. 

Similar reductions were seen in the Aid to Families with Dependent Children-Unemployed Parent 

progrnm (AFDC,UP) which provides welfare to two parent families. Eighty percent of AFDC, 

UP rathers were required to panicipate in workfare, resulting in a 34 percent reduction in the 

AFDC-UP caseload. For every 100 AFDC-UP fathers required to work, the AFDC-UP rolls 

were reduced by some 42 co."",. The Ohio workfare program., are, by far, the most successful 

dependency redu<i:ion progrnms so far evaluated. The effects on hO!h AFDC and AFDC-UP 

caseloads are four to five times greater tban the effects repor!<'d for conventional job search and 

training progrnms elsewhere in the country. 

Workfare in Utab Other states bave shown that work requirements can dramatically 

reduce welfare dependence. [n 1983, Utah established the Emergeney Work Program (EWP) 

in place of lnlditional AFDC,UP program for two parent families. (Janzen and Taylor, 1991) 

EWP established one of the most stringent and comprehensive workfare systems yet known. 

Male parents of welfare families were required to participate in organized activities for 40 boors 

per week: 8 boors of job search and 32 bours of community service wod< or education and 

lnIining. These requirements were rigorously enforced, some 20 percent of families are 

terminated each year for non-eompliance. Among the remaining male parents, EWP achieved 

an effective participation rate in mandatory activities of 100 percent. As noted, BWP offeted 

some education and skills lnIining in addition to community """ice wort and job search, 

However, education and training did oot increa.'ie tha employability of welfare recipients relative 

16 




to participation in other activities. 

The Utah experience shows me dear effectiveness of serious work requirements, in 

dissuading individuals from enrolling in welfare and becoming dependent, De',!,it. eligibility 

criteria which were identical to Utab's prior AFDC·UP program, average monthly caseload 

during the first fOW' years of EWP was 194 compared to an average caseload of I.SOO under 

AFDC·l)P. These dramatic cascload differences were acbieved despite the overall similarity in 

""Gnomic conditions between periods of comparison. EWP also sbows the effect of required 

war!< in promoting quick exits among families who become enrolled in welfare, The average 

length of stay of families on EWP was 2.5 months compared to 10 months in Utab's AFDC·UP 

program. Overall, the EWP program with it' finn work and job search requirements reduced 

welfare costs by 92 percent compared the prior AFDC·UP program wbich bad only minimal 

work requirements. 

Job Search ill WashiolAAJ! State The imponance of establishing performance 

requirements "at the front door" when an individual first enrolls in welfare can be seen in an 

experiment conducted in Washington state in the early eighties, (Fiedler, 1983) Under the 

Intensive Applicant Employment Services (IAES) project new applicants '" AFDC were placed 

immediately in organized job search for up '" 30 days before the initial AFDC grant was 

awarded, Those applicanll> who failed '" obtain employment during the initial month were 

subsequemly enrolled in AFDC, The project sent a clear mesaage that work was expected and 

that welfare was to be a last resort. 

17 



IAES was carefully evaluated as a pilot project, Some filly counties and other 

jurisdictions were sorted into pairs in which each county was matched with another county as 

similar as possible demographically, socially, and economically. Randum assignment was then 

used to designate an experimental and a control county within each matched pair. Within the 

experimental counties some eighty percent of new applicants were exempted from the IAES job 

search requirements because they were mothers with children under three or because the family'. 

financial straits made postponing the initial welfare check impossible. Despite the fact !hat the 

number of new applicants who were required to search for work before receiving welfure was 

limited, the IAES requirements and the moral message they conveyed had a suiking affect in 

di<rouraging new AFOC applications. During the evaluation period. the number of AFOC 

applications rose sharply throughout Washington state, but the increase was far less in IAES 

counties. When compared to control counties without the IAES program, the job search 

requirement was found to have reduced new AFDC applications by 15 percent. 

The message conveyed hy the IAES program also appeared ro linger in the minds of new 

welfare applicants even after they were enrolled in AFOC and the IAES requirements were 

terminated. New AFOC enrollees in IAF..5 counties were more likely to leave AFOC within the 

fU'Sl year after enrolling, reducing the new applicant caseload by another 7 percent. The total 

effect of the IAES program cut first year welfare com of new applicants to AFOC by one fifth 

overall. 

Wort ProWlms in WiliCOosig Many absent fathers claim they cannot pay child sopport 
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payment' because they cannot find employment. Requiring full time community service for 

absent fathers who are not paying child support will induce the father to find a real job. 

Experiment' with this policy in Wisconsin caused a 130 percent increase in child support 

payments amcng fathers subject to the work requirement. The federal government should require 

work from all non·supporting fathers before requiring mothers with young children to work. 

CONCLUSION 

Some 80 to 90 percent of the American public believe that welfare recipients should be 

required to work in exchange for benefits received. It is indeed time to end welfare as we nave 

known it for the last 30 years. The question before us, however, is whether we will truly reform 

welfare, or whether we will repeat the pattern of the last welfare reform debate in 1988, in 

which the public was sold a policy which bristled with tough, Altila the HUn style rhetoric hut 

which was devoid of substance. 
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The American Jewish. Committee is pleased to participate in the 

public forum of the Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support 

and Independence~ We firmly believe that all communities in our 

country have a vital stake in the success of welfare reform and the 

achievenent of independence. Last yea~, we collaborated with the 

National Jewish Community Relations Advisory Council, the Jewish 

Community Relations Council of Greater Boston and the UJA

Fe-deration of Jewish Philanthropies of New York in holding a 

landmark conference for our corr,::n.mity to rededicate ou,;:selves to 

~he alleviation of poverty in the United States. In the past year, 

tae American Jewish Committee has placed new emphasis on efforts to 

combat poverty and achieve self-sufficiency. This working 

Committee will find strong interest in its work within the Jewish 

cowmunity and a desire to cooperate with you in achieving goals we 

both share. 

My two major themes for this session on time-limited 

assistance apply to other aspects of welfare reform as well. 

First, we must adopt programs and strategies that integrate the 

poor into our society rather than exacerbating their separat.ion 

from tho mainstream. Programs that isolate the poor t set up 

inadequate responses to their needs or do not take sufficient 

account of their talents and strengths will worsen their plight and 

impede the attai~~ng of personal or financial independence. In 

almost every instance of welfare reform, from job training to 

fanily supports to tirne-linited assistance; programs can be 
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developed that have e~ther isolating or integrating effects. We 

must consistently choose those strategies that identify clients 

with other Americans and break down their social isolation. This 

point applies with special force to the sUbject of today's panel, 

time-limited assistance. 

second, in pursuing the necessary goal of independence, we can 

not forget the poorest Americans who will always need help. With 

a reformed system, many more Americans can attain self-sufficiency. 

But as they move off the welfare rolls, We need to remember that 

others will remain in need of some form of assistance. As their 

numbers dwindle, there could be less attention to' their plight. 

Yet, a caring society is defined both by how we assist those who 

can to achieve independence and how we respond to the needs of 

those who still require our support for themselves and their 

fanilies~ 

The Administration f s budge...: plan, as passed by Congress I 

provides sone necessary assistance to poor and near-poor families 

to achieve self-sufficiency. In particular, the expansion of the 

earned income tax credit and the increase in allocations to the 

food stamp program will enable many fai:\ilies to i:rr.prove their 

financial standing and make their work meaningfully pay for their 

needs_ In addition, the food stamps program addresses the needs of 

our poorest families. 
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Some of the issues discussed in previous pa~els of this forum 

also have the potential. to further self-sufficiency and family 

i!1depe:-:dence if h~ndled wisely. Job training programs are vital to 

the development of an adequately skilled workforce, for exa~ple, 

but they will be useful to the degree that they avoid the 

temptation to pad their SucCess rates by creaming the most job 

ready car-didates for program participation. They should instead I 

as does the Job Corps, focus on parti9ipants n:.ost in need of 

training. Simila~lYI family support programs from absent parents 

are necessary but they need to be struct'-;lred in ways the:': make 

family support a normal expectation of all parents, not a special 

punitive program for "deadbeat dads" or other pejoratively 

designated groups.. It is important to identify and address 

consensus needs I but how we design and carry ou~ prog:=ams to lr,eet 

them is as important as the process of problem identification. 

This principle applies with special force to the issue of 

time-limi~ed assistance and work requirements. A broad consensus 

exists that welfare, for those recipients capable of getting off 

it, should not become a permanent or long term way of life. Indeed

for mos~ recipients, welfare is a short term experience. Time 

spent on welfare should b~ used, where possible. to upgrade skills 

with effective training programs, along with services such as child 

care and transportation to make the training available. At the end 

of a reasonable period of support and training, ~we should expect 

that reCipients will work. 
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But what kind of work we expect and how it is made available 

are the key issues that need to be addressed. All analysts would 

agree that work in the private sector would be preferable for newly 

trained former welfare recipients. But we need to be realistic 

about the fact that employment may not be available in low-skill 

jobs that will form the bulk of employment opportunities for this 

population. Particularly in depressed areas of the country where 

a significant segment of public assistance recipients live, or 

during slow economic times, it may not be possible for even 

ambitious and competent workers to find jobs. Requiring work of 

them will necessarily entail involving government as the employer 

of last resort. 

What sort of jobs government will offer to public assistance 

recipients reaching their time limit on welfare is the crucial 

question. If these positions turn out to be degrading, make-work 

jobs, paid significantly below the minimum wage -- or simply work 

requirements to continue to receive the welfare grant -- they will 

further separate the recipient population from the rest of America 

and subvert the very purpose of work requirements. The whole idea 

of time limits to assistance and work requirements is to assure 

that the recipient population enter into rnainstrean society by 

supporting themselves. But if the only jobs available to 

recipients coming off welfare are meaningless and pay substantially 

below what other Americans can expect to make, these jobs will 

themselves serve only as a further barrier isolating recipients 
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from the rest of society. The problem that work requirements 

sought to solve will only be made worse~ 

Of course, decent jobs( including those offered by the 

government as employer of last resort, are expensive. Actual 

policy will involve tradeoffs between budget availability and the 

provision of decen~ jobs. But if the quality of jobs is not taken 

seriouslY in this tradeoff, the program is simply not worth doing. 

It would be senseless to spend ~ore money on make-work jobs only to 

reach the result of further isolation of the recipient population,' 

In any case l the provision of decent jobs.by government as 

employer of last resort can have positive economic effects. In 

good economic times, it is likely that newly trained recipients 

coming off welfare will find emplo}~ent in the private sector. The 

government jobs program would playa larger role in slack periods~ 

This could be a factor in positive pUblic counter-cyclical activity 

in which the government plays a more active role during slow times 

in order to stimulate the economy' to recovery ~ For economic as 

well as social reasons, it is wise to have the public sector as 

employer of last resort pay decent wages and provide acceptable 

working conditions. 

Finally r it is necessary to protect the interests- of the 

poorest Americans who will never be able to work due to sot!\e 

physical or mental disability, as well as the interests of their 
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children. Ironically. as welfa're reform succeeds, the poorest 

Americans will beco~e increasingly at risk. As work requirements 

and training put more former re~ipients to work, as job training 

improves the skills and' attractiveness to employers of more. 

trainees, as child support progra~s bring.in additional income from 

absent parents I the number of truly needy Americans will fall. 

This is obviously a desirable result, but it will become easier to 

ignore the severe proble~s of those who cannot hold jobs or whose 

absent spouse is not: enployed and So cannot, pay additional support 

or who do net meet the criteria for .training programs. We ~ust 

surely work for the achievement of independence of all those able 

t~ support themselves, but we cannot forget that some will still be 

dependent on our public institutions and programs. We cannot call 

ourselves a caring society if we forget their plight. 

Tr.ere exists perhaps more interest and expertise in welfare 

reform and salf-sufficiency today than at any tine in the past 

three decades. We need to seize this moment to stimulate 

independence for every individual.who can achieve itt .to care for 
•

those who need special help and to reaffirm our identity as one 

interdep~ndent society. 
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