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Charge to the Working Group on Kamil;r Support and Endependence

The Working Group on Family Support and Independence is charged with developing a
welfare reform plan to submit to the Domestic Palicy Council by September 3, 1993, That
plan will focus on moving people off welfare and out of poverty through increased
opportunity and responsibility, It will emphasize the need for low-income and disadvantaged
peaple to have real control over their lives, to live in dignity, and to support and nurture
their families. The plan will be based on the welfare reform agenda enunciated by the
President which includes at least four elements:

&

O

Make work pay. People who work should not be poor, They should not have 1o
worry about the cost of medical care. They ought to have access to quality child
care. They should get the support they need to ensurg that they can work and
adequately support their families,

%ze child support enfemmen@ﬁmh parents have a

respensibility fo support their children. The System ought to ensure that children
receive the support they desorve from absent parents,

Provide the edacation, training, and suppert{se rmeepie need to get off and
stay off welfare. People who want (o get ahead ant’ ieave welfare ought to have
aceess to the fraining and education to do so.  Existing programs such as JOBS and
ITPA to be expanded and improved,

Create a time-limited, transitional support system followed by work., Whes the
first three steps are in place, then we cap move o a truly transitional system where
healihy and employable people move off welfare gquickly and where those who can™t
find jobs are provided with them and expecied to support thetr families,

The Working Group will solicit input from interest groups, the Congress, state and jocal
government {including the National Governors' Association Task Force), business, and
current and former welfare recipients.

The Working Group will be comprised generally of senior, sub-cabinet level appointees from
affected Departments and Agencies. It will be coordinated by Mary Jo Bane, David
Ellwood, and Bruce Reed.



Initial Administrative Plan

The Working Group on Family Support and Independence will be announced by the

President at his first Domestic Policy Council meeting this month, lts charge will be 1o

develop a welfare reform plan fo submit to the Domestic Policy Council by Seplember@)”
1993 (See schedule below). This section describes how the Working Group will function, its
purpose and timelines.

anization and Role

The Working Group will be comprised generally of senior sub-cabinet level appointees
representing appropriate domestic agencies.  They will report (o the Domestic Policy
Courcil (DPCY which will make final recommendations o the President. The Working
Group will be coordinated by Bruce Reed, Mary Jo Bane, and David Ellwood. s role 15 10
develop a plan, with options as appropriate, for congideration by the DPC. The members
will identify the major themes and set the parameters for work 1o be conducied by agency
staff. Working Group meetings will be held roughly once gvery two weeks and last for
about three hours,

We propose beginning work assw groups, These loose and overlapping work groups
will be staffed by people from HHS, other Departments, OMB, DPC, Rational Econontic
Council (NEC), and Councit of Economic Advisors (CEA). In addition, it is expected that
experts from the varigus departments will be called on as resources from time o time as
necessary. The teams will be tasked to develop the information and daia necessary for
decisions to be made by the Working Group, A preliminary list of tssue groups is listed
below. For most groups a preliminary list of issugs is provided. These groups and their
tasks will be revised as work proceeds,



. Issue Groups

Making Work Pay /Tosewdries 4 ihrle

1. Economic Incentives and Economic Support: EITC, Other Credits and Transfers

2. Child Care

3.  Other Supports: Medical Care, Transportation, Social Supports

Enforcing Child Suppori

/4. Paternmity Establishment

5. Collecting Child Support: Central Registries, Information Reporting, Updating,
Other Methods

Ot

% ¢ & 6. Incentives, Supports and Responsibilities for Absent Parents

. 7. State versus Federal Role, State Incentive Payments

\’ 8.  Child Support Insurance or Assurance

Providing Ed won, Training and Support

9.  Education and Training Strategies, JOBS, JITPA, Links to Education, etc.

Transitional Welfare and Work

16, Employability Screening Mechanisms; Administration and Design Issues for Time-
Limits

11.  Transttional Economic Support

12, Work Sirategies After Transitional Welfare (links closely with make work pay
ot groups)

R

Child Care (same group as above}

. Qther Support Services (same group as above)

13, Ongoing Support for Those Temporarily of Partially Unable to Work



. 14, Special Cases: Child Only Cases, Relative Care Giver, others

Cress-Cutting

18, Servive Delivery, Client Focus, and Quality Management

5,};;;% ) State Demonstrations and Waivers o
%‘g‘im
%-M 17. Imteraction, Consistency, and Possible Consolidation of Multiple Transfer Programs

7 Characteristics, Dynamics, Needs, Health Status and Abilities of Welfare Recipients,
’ Single Parents, Two-Parent Familieg, Absent Parents, and other groups

15. Evaluation
20. Cost Estimation
o (;

21, Financing



MAKING WORK PAY

Economic Incentives and Economic Support: EITC, Other Credits and Transfers

Child Care

Other Supports: Medical Care, Transportation, Social Supports



. Economic Incentives and Economic ._EIT her Credits and Transfer
ISSUC§ L(M O sl M\k k{,-. EVY T e ak‘(‘i‘lc{ﬁct - u(‘-«_?
1. How can we ensure that more eligibles receive the advance payment of the EITC? Do ue wad K7

2. Should application for the advance payment of the EITC be integrated into the
provision of other services?

3. To what extent is the failure of the EITC as an advanced payment a result of:

a. lack of employer and/or employee information regarding the availability of the
advanced payment;

b. employee fears of having to repay overpayments;

c. preference of eligibles for lump-sum payments;

d. employee reluctance to ask employer to do extra work;
e. employer reluctance?

. 4. If 3.a. is true, what actions could be taken to better inform individuals of the
advanced payment?

5. If 3.b. is true, what changes in the EITC could be made to reduce the possibility
of overpayments being made?

6. If 3.c. is true, should the Federal government attempt to alter these preferences?

7. If 3.d. is true, should the Federal government attempt to reduce employee
reluctance?

8. If 3.e. is true, are there employer concerns that should be addressed, especially
for small businesses?

9.  What factors account for over-claiming of EITC? What steps should be taken to
assure that fraud and abuse are minimized in the reform proposal?

10. How can EITC and AFDC income disregards be integrated to minimize excessive tax
rates and work disincentives?

I1. How can EITC and a Child Support and Insurance payment be integrated?

. 12. Should changes be made in the treatment of the EITC for transfer programs other
than AFDC?
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Issues

1.

Child Care

How much child care is currently being used and how does that compare with the
demand that might be expected under various reform options?

How can current child care programs expand to meet the expected demand? What
are the associated costs?

What is the adequacy of supply generally, and in particular, the availability of child
care in the very low-income neighborhoods of central cities, and the availability of

child care for infants and toddlers?

Can child care be more effectively integrated with other pre-school programs,
especially head start?

Do we want to reduce the number of child care programs and consolidate them to
give States more flexibility to target the programs to reform activities?

Are the various Federal financial participation matching rates supportive of the
initiative’s objectives and do they target funds to priority activities/groups?

How should we integrate welfare reform proposals with the tax provisions?



10.

What work related services would be especially useful in helping people find and
retain jobs?

What is known about the importance of transportation services and alternative ways
of providing them?

Depending on the status and impact of health reform, what medical insurance
systems are needed o guarantee that people leaving welfare for work get coverage?

Should State flexibility in the choice of support services continue or should certain
support services be mandated?

Should States be allowed to require participation in certain support services, e.g.,
drug and alcohol treatment?

Should other support services not strictly work related but which may have positive
effects be funded, e.p., parenting skills and parent support groups?

Should funding be avatlable for support services after the individual 15 employed
{post-AFDC) ¢.g., parenting skills, other services to assist job retention?

If Federal Financial Participation (FFP) for services is broadened or mandated,
would funding at a higher match rate be necessary?

How should Hnkages at the State level among Federal services programs be
improved, e.g., the social services block grant, the alcohol and drug abuse block
grant?

How should the Federal government ensure that the appropriaie level and mix of
services are available to recipients on a timely basis?



ENFORCING CHILD SUPPORT

Paternity Establishment

Collecting Child Support; Central Registries, Information Reporting, Updating, Other
Methods :

Incentives, Supports and Responsibilities for Absent Parents
State versus Federal Raole, State Incentive Payments

Child Support Insurance or Assurance



T
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Paternity Establishment e VT VSR il Y N

What should the Federal/State roles be in paternity establishment?

Shouid States be required to establish paternity for all out-of-wedlock births,
regardiess of welfare status 7

What more can we do o promote voluniary paternity establishment?

What more can and should we do to improve cooperation in establishing paternity
when such cooperation is a condition for receipt of public assistance?

What incentives and paternity measures could be used to increase the number of
paiernities established?

Should federal mandates be used to require States 1o streamline paternity
establishment procedures?

Should the Federal government authornize the accreditation of genctic {esting
laboratories and procedures?



10.

il.

iz2.

13

z‘ Mes S

Should the use of new hire wformation be limited to wage withholding?
Should employers report new hires to a State or Federal level depository?
How should the system be designed to maximize fis effectiveness in interstate cases?

Should there be State registries or a Federul registry of child support cases that the
new hire information could be matched against?

What are the broader uses for a Federal registry of child support cases beyond
maiching with new hire data?

Should the system be universal for all employers and employees, or something short
of that?

How significantly would a new hire reporting system improve collections relative 1o
the cost of creating and maintaining it?

Which system and registry configuration would be most cost effective and efficient?
Should all child support awards be updated on & periodic basis?
What administrative or systems ¢changes would make updating simpler?

Should the Federal government mandate that States adopt additional enforcement
procedures such as suspension of drivers, professional, or other licenses for failure
to pay child support? To what extent 1s a national registry necessary to facilitate
suspension of licenses?

Should existing State enforcement techniques be strengthened through other
techniques including those mentioned in the report of the U.S. Commission on
Interstate Child Support? For example: Should we require broader access to Stale
data bases? Should ¢redit bureau reporting requirements be expanded to ensure
widespread reporting of up-to-date information?

Should the Internal Revenue Service or other Federal agencies have an expanded role
in the collection and distribution of support payments?



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

What should be the volume of cases that are enforced through Federal mechanisms,
such as the Federal criminal nonsupport statute or full collection services of the IRS?

Should the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA) be mandated at all? As a
Federal law or State law? How quickly can all States be expected to either adhere
to, or adopt, UIFSA?

How should interstate case processing activities best be accomplished during
transition from Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act (URESA) to
UIFSA-based actions?

What role would UIFSA play in a system designed to emphasize Federal-level
collection activities?

What case processing reforms - management, training, staffing standards - could be
used to improve enforcement?



15 and Responsibilities for Absent Parents

What incentives could be used to increase the payment of child support by absent
fathers?

(Can special programs for absent een parents be designed that would lead to greater
future responsibility towards the children of out-of-wedlock births?

Should work requirements be Imposed on absent parents who are not supporiing
their children?

What training and education programs could be used !0 increase the financial
ability of absent parents to pay support?

How could the payment of child support be integrated into other supports that are,
or could be, provided to absent parents?



Issues

10,

11.

State Versus Federal Role, State Incentive Payments

Should the entire child support program be federalized {even if child support
assurance is not adopted) or should the current Federal-State partnership be
maintained?

If the Federal-State partnership is maintained, should States be required to move
towards a central, unified State administration?

Should the current dual system of support enforcement be eliminated, that is should
there be any distinction between child support enforcement services provided under
title IV-D and private child support cases and should there be any distinction in
programn requirements (like tax offset thresholds) for AFDC and non-AFDC 1V-D
cases?

Shouid States be required to adopt and use administrative procedures in all cases?
Should there be an alternative funding structure for the Child Support program?

Should a minimum level of performance be expected from State Child Support
programs with respect to AFDC and Non-AFDC collections, cost effectiveness
ratios, delivery of services, staffing ratios, etc., as a condition of Federal funding?
Should States be required to increase their funding until they reach an acceptable
level of performance?

Should certain State costs, such as laboratory costs of paternity establishment and the
costs of developing statewide automated child support systems continue o be
reimbursed at 90% by the Federal government?

Should the incentive payments currently in place be changed or eliminated? Should
States be required to reinvest incentive payments in the program?

Should non-custodial parents or even non-AFDC families receiving 1V-D services be
required to shoulder more of the cost of providing services?

How are costs contained if total reliance is placed on open-ended Federal financial
participation?

If the distinction between IV-D and non-1V-D cases is removed who (States, Federali
government, individuals) should pay for providing services in all cases?



Lssues

Child Support Insurance or Assurance

-_—r - . A \i m?
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Who would be eligible? What would be the basis for determining eligibility?
What would be the structure of the guarantee? What options exist in terms of!

level of guarantee;

Siate supplementation;

ahsolute or related o award or payment levels;
tax {reatment;

benefit rules;

recoupmeent and accounting periods; and
indexing?

IR RN

How should the public transfer be financed?
What should the program’s administrative structure be?
How should the assured bengfit interact with means/income tested programs?

What are the possible behavioral responses and incentives that the program will
produce?



PROVIDING EDUCATION, TRAINING AND SUPPORT

. Education and Training Strategies, JOBS, JTPA, Links to Education, etc.



10,

b

2.

14.

PPA, Links to BEducation, elc.

ot
Lot B

b

o
What education and tralning strategics have proved most effective In the past?

Will employment and training programs be much more effective if work really does
pay? Should programs be redesigned if it does?

"y
What can be done to ensure that States use all of their AFDC-IOBS fundg?
Can the JOBS and JTPA programs be more effectively integrated?

What new public-private partnerships could be developed w0 move people into jobs
more rapidly?

What role should the schools play in providing new opportunities for educaton and
training to move people into jobs?

Should participation in activitics be mandatory or voluntary during the time set for
transitionat assistance?

What other participation options should be allowed, such as volunteer work, private
subsidized or unsubsidized employment or combinations?

How can aciivities be structured 10 minimize the number of mdividugls who
reach the two-year fimit and are unable 10 sustain themselves independently?

How flexible should the Federal government be with regard 10 State program
design?

How should the Federal government measure and ensure that the appropriate
level and mix of services are available to recipients on a timely basis?

How should the needs of teen parents and other youth be addressed?
How should the program be phased in?

Should preventive services be offered to those "at-risk” of going on AFD(C?



TRANSITIONAL WELFARE AND WORK

Employability Screening Mechanisms; Administration and Design Issues for Time-Limits

Transitional Economic Support

Work Strategies After Transitional Welfare

Child Care

Other Support Services

Ongoing Support for Those Temporanly or Partially Unable to Work

Special Cases



Issues

Employability Screening Mechanisms;
dministration and Design Issues for Time-Limits

Who should be expected to work? What groups should be targeted? What groups
would be exempt? Under what circumstances might individuals be eligible for an

extension on time limits, e.g., to complete education, training, or other treatment

goals?

What do we know about successful client assessment and targeting strategies?
How should we treat those who are unable or unwilling to work?

How can we ensure that the welfare initiative enhances successful transition of youth
from school to work?

What sanctions/incentives should there be?
How long should the time limit be? Should there be a single time-limited policy?

Should there be different strategies tailored to subgroups? Should returns to
welfare be allowed and under what circumstances?

7. Mectwand /-l(-v“e.\cf..s



Transitional Economis Support
Lu-{) " Snitnd

What level of public aid should be provided during the transition period?
Should rules correspond to existing AFDC rules or be completely revised?

Should other transfer programs be integrated and coordinated with the transitional
benefit?

Should increased earned income disregards and elimination of the 100-hour rule be
part of a make work pay strategy?

Should elimination of categorical requirements such as the AFDC-UP atachment
to work rule be part of a strengthening families agenda?

Should increasing the asset imit and the equity value of a vehicle be part of an
agenda o encourage work and savings?

Should we consider a uniform minimum benefit?

How will AFDC it together with other non-welfare components? What are the
benefit reduction rates, what offsets would there be for henefit reductions, what kinds
of ¢liffs would there be under various options?

How should the program be implemented? What components could be implemented
nationally? How should the program be phased in? For what aspeets would we want
to encourage State demonstration?



Issues

How should the post-AFDC (or post-transitional aid} jobs program be structured?
How much emphasis should be given to public jobs, community work experience
programs (CWEP), and private jobs?

What has been the experience with public service employment (PSE), CWEP, and
other job programs in the past?

What incentives for employers should be used?

How universal should these jobs be? For former welfare recipients only or for other
poor as well?

How will this program be coordinated with other employment and training/ education
programs? {applies 1o both front-end JOBS and post-welfare employment strategies)

Should jobs be traditional or adapted to the particular needs of low income parents,
especially single mothers?

How should work hour obligations, if applicable, be determined?
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What kind of support should be provided to those partially disabled?
How should those addicted to drugs or alcohol be helped?

How should those people who are partially disabled, borderline retarded, or
borderline mentally ill be treated? Should there be special support provisions made
for them?

Should those who are unable to secure employment because they are learning
disabled, functionally illiterate or otherwise have substantial barriers to
employment, be treated under special rules or given special supports?

Should those persons who are temporarily disabled be allowed to receive special
support?



2.

Special Cases: Child Only Cases, Relative Caregiver, Others

What spectal rules, if any, should be devised for special cases such as child enly
cases or relative caregivers?

What other special cases will require unique application of rules and requirements?



CROSS-CUTTING

Service Delivery, Client Focus, and Quality Management

State Demonstrations and Waivers

Interaction, Consistency, and Possible Consolidation of Multiple Transfer Programs

Characteristics, Dynamics, Needs, Health Status and Abilittes of Welfare Recipients,
Single Pareats, Two-Parent Families, Absent Parents, and Other Groups

Evaluation

Cost Bstimation

Financing



. Service Delivery, Client Focus, and Quality Management

Issues

1.  How can we ensure that recipients are treated with dignity and respect?
2. What do we know about successful service delivery?
3.  What management lessons can be applied to new or modified programs?

4.  How can the welfare system be organized to address the multiple needs of families in
a holistic approach?

5.  What are the appropriate performance measures for program workers?

6. How can we ensure community involvement and accountability?



10.

11.

State Demonstrations and Waivers

Should State demonstrations be used to test major elements of the reform plan before
it is adopted nationwide?

If so, what elements should be looked at and under what conditions; statewide, cities,

or controlled experiments?
What waiver policies should be used?
What should be the criteria for evaluation of State proposals?

What should the process be for deciding whether waiver proposals should be
approved?

What can be done to speed up the waiver approval process?

What types of input from advocacy groups or the public would be helpful and how
should that input be obtained?

How can waiver proposals be coordinated with other States so that they can be a
more effective mechanism to learn something?

Should cost-neutrality be a fixed policy?

Should there be an annual appropriation sufficient to cover the cost of worthwhile
waiver proposals that States cannot afford on their own?

What evaluation requirement should be imposed on demonstrations so that the
learning can be maximized but that do not impose an undue burden on State
administrators?



. Interaction, Consistency and Possible Consolidation of Muliiple Transfer Programs

Issues

I.  How can program simplification and consistency be achieved while providing the
appropriate level of benefits/services and cost containment?

2, Should the separate categorical, income and assets tests, and administrative
requirements of the public assistance programs be uniform?

3. Should legislation providing broad waiver authority for all programs be enacled to
permit States to test a variety of consolidated program approaches?

4.  Should simplification and consistency among programs be attempted (in view of the
difficulties} or should alternative strategies be supported?

5.  What linkages should there be with SSI, GA programs, food stamps, refugee
assistance programs, housing, etc.?



ities of Welfare Recipients,
and Other Groups

1. What are the characteristics of short, medium, and long term welfare recipients with
respect o education, employment background, health, etc.?

2. What is the pattern of monthly welfare dynamics? What portion of the caseload stays
on for 12 months, 24 months, 36 months, etc.?

3. How common are frequent movements on and off welfare? What causes these
movements?

4. What are the characteristics of intact two parent families?

5. What is the ability to pay of absent parents? What are their characteristics?



. Cost Estimation

Lssues

I, What are the costs of each of the major options?

2. How can we improve our ability to make cost estimations?



Issues

Financing

How much in Federal funds is needed/available to implement the President’s welfare
reform proposal?

How can Federal matching rates be structured to:
a. maximize incentives for cost-effective programs;

b. maximize incentives for State commitment of expenditures for administration
priorities; and

¢. minimize supplantation of existing State and Federal expenditures (e.g., on
programs such as general assistance (GA), Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA),
Adult Basic Education, etc.)?

Should funding be open-ended or capped?

How can private sector resources be leveraged to provide services and employment
opportunities?

What programs should be included in the proposal (e.g., JOBS, Child Care, AFDC,
Medicaid, Food Stamps, housing assistance) and should the current method of
Federal funding be altered?

Should alternative methodologies be considered for Federal matching rates for AFDC
and JOBS (and possibly other programs)? (AFDC and most of JOBS are currently
funded based on State per capita income; this has been criticized by some because it
does not take other factors, such as State poverty rates, into account.)

Should there be separate fuﬁding for experimental projects that test the proposed
approach (or test alternatives to the one implemented nationwide)? If so, how much
funding should be committed to such experimentation?

How should changes in financing the proposal be phased in?
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Initial Schedule

Ongoing
Identify outside resources: contractors, research institutes, individual consultants, ete., to
do analytic pieces that won’t be done in-house, Complete initial list of individuals and
organizations who should get calls, visits or letters soliciting their ideas on welfare reform,

As soon us pessible
Announce the formation of the Working Group on Family Support and Independence.
Hold first meeting at White House after a Domestic Policy Council meeting,

After first meeting
Contact foundations and begin work on public hearings and other external events, Begin
making phone calls, visits, and sending out letters 1o individuals and groups to solicit ideas
on welfare reform.

End of April
Make decisions on issues, groups, {asks, and membership. Begmn soliciting outside
information as needed. Announce public hearings schedule and locations.

May 10

I Complete mitial drafts of analytic papers, including early data analyses,

May 17 to June 13} Sonds Sam

Hold Public Hearings/Focus Group sesstons and site visits at & sites (1 1o 2 3 week) around
the country. For each public hearing and focus group session there will be a transcript and
summary of highlights. f

June 30
Complete final analytic papers with impact and cost data where possible.

July - August
Recetve decisions made by the Working Group and refing cost and impact estimates,

August 20
Obtain final approval of the plan from Working Group members,

September 3
Submit Welfare Reform plan to the Domestic Policy Couneil,
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. Outreach and Public Affairs

Our outreach and public affairs strategy will have at least 5 components:

1. A proactive media strategy closely coordinated with the White House designed to insure
that the message and ideas critical to the Working Group’s activities are presented
sffectively in the press, that mechanisms are in place for dealing quickly with inquiries
from the press, and plans for dealing with media problems.

2. A comprehensive strategy to solicit input from public officials (including the Congress,
State Governors and Legisiatures, mayors and county officials, and welfare
administrators}, low-income people, business leaders, ntellectuals, the advocacy
community, service providers, absent and custodial parents, and the generz] public.
This will include a vanety of formal and informal contacts and selected high visibility
public evenis,

3. A correspondence response and control strategy o ensore that the Working Group
responds quickly and appropriately to inguiries from the outside,

4, We are considering 2 working paper series which will indicate key thinking and
background ideas as a method of communicating ideas and presenting trial balloons,
. These could serve as helpful background for people secking to offer useful input. Ata
minimum, we need 2 series of materials that are produced at intervals to give a sease of
the Working Group’s direction,

5. A series of high visibility events designed to highlight and propel the launching and
legislative follow-through.

Many of the details remain to be worked out. We expect 1o hire at least one full-time
outreach person who will deal with these issues. A few highlights are clear already.

Media Strategy

The interest in welfare reform is relatively high, though in the first few months, the real
press focus is likely to be on the budget and health reform. Nonetheless, there will be
considerable activity, We have already begun developing talking points for welfare reform--
a draft of the current set is incloded. The larger questions invelve designating and
coordinating the messages of various spokespeople, providing key stories, and planning high
visibility events, such as wisits to welfare and child support offices, community-based
programs, state programs, ctc. The hearings and other methods of soliciting views discussed
below are another obvious source of attention.



Soliciting Information and Involving Outside Groups

Because the group is composed entirely of Executive Branch people, it is especially
important for us to solicit ideas and reactions of outside groups. As we begin the process,
we need to plan outreach to key constituencies. Current plans include:

o Creating a list of people who should be contacted by the Working Group to get their
views and input., These will be sorted into those who should be called by one of the
three coordinators, those who should be called by other Working Group members, those
who should be called by staff, and those who should be sent a letter.

o Identifying key members of Congress and key staff and set up a system of both formal
and informal consultation. Develop a comprehensive list of concerns and ideas of
members of Congress and develop ways to incorporate or address them as part of the
welfare reform process.

o Developing an ongoing set of meetings with key government groups, including the
National Governors Association/National Council of State Legislatures/American Public
Welfare Association panel, separate meetings with each of these groups, as well as other
groups representing mayors, and county officials.

o Identifying key advocacy and other interest groups. Set up a series of meetings and
other forms of communication. Develop a list of their concerns and develop a method
of incorporating or addressing them.

o Designing mechanisms to involve and include the business community.

o Designing mechanisms to include key service providers, including educators, trainers,
social workers, case workers, administrators, elc.

In addition to these ideas, we propose that the Working Group conduct a series of public
forums/hearings, focus groups, and site visits in at least 6 locations across the country. We
are soliciting foundation support in helping to organize and finance these events. We have
already received strong interest from foundations. Moreover, the foundations are in a better
position than we are to bring together the mix of local participants that needs to be heard by
the Working Group. We would expect a report to be prepared at each visit. A rough
proposal has already been developed.

Correspondence Response and Control
One lesson from health reform is the need to get a correspondence systen in place

immediately. (The health reform task force receives at least 1,000 letters per week.) Our
strategy calls for screening all incoming correspondence against certain criteria and handling



them using standardized procedures. HHS staff would take the lead in screening the
incoming letters and responding to all correspondence that do not involve cross-cutting issues
or require a substantive reaponse.  Additional staff, possibly temporary contracted support,
will be needed.

Letters proposing reform seem Hkely to fall into three categories; letters from members of
Congress, Governors, and other VIPs; substantive, thoughtful proposals from academics,
etc.; and all other letters, including those from the general public. Other related
correspondence could include letters promoting individuals for participation in the welfare
reform process.

Letters from members of Congress, Governors, and other VIPs will require a personalized
response tailored to the subjects raised in the incoming letter. These would be prepared for
signature by a Working Group member {depending on the issues), regardless of original
addressee.  Substantive, thoughtful proposals from academics and other experts would be
referred to a senior analyst assigned to an appropriate staff work group {or a substantive
response, These would also be prepared for signature by a Working Group member.

We expect to develop some standard paragraphs to respond to issues raised in all other
letiers, including those from the peaeral public. These would be assigned 1o staff 1o
incorporate appropriate paragraphs and signed at a lower fevel than Working Group
members.

Working Papers

While there is an understandable desire for secrecy and drama in the process, we also find
that there are many problems which arise from a lack of understanding about the broad
outlines of the Clinton strategy. Moreover, as we meet with outside groups and hold
forums, documents which enunciate broad principles, along with some possible options, can
serve o focus the discussion and reduce unnecessary anxiety, Unplanned, but inevitable,
leaks often do congiderable damage by suggesting serious consideration is being given to
controversial or very popular but infeasible options, which are either not likely to be
adopted, or which need 1o be presented with great care. In addition, we expect to develop
valuable fact-based information which would be helpful to others trying to understand the
policies being designed. Thus, a major guestion for the Working Group to congider 1s what,
if any, interim reports, thought pieces, or working papers ought to be released.

High Visibility Launch Strategy
We will need to develop a first rate launch strategy which will include support from a wide

range of groups, involvement by members of the Administration, high profile events, and the
like. Further development of this piece will come later.



Talking Points on Welfare Reform
March 30, 1993

1. Welfare reform remains very high on the Presidential Agenda.

The President has repeatedly called for welfare reform. He announced his plans to form
a welfare reform Working Group in a speech to the National Governors Association, and he
reiterated his commitment in the State of the Union Address. That group is now being
formed. It has yet to be announced, in part because of the time it took to get key
appointments cleared. One can expect an announcement in the next few weeks.

2. Welfare reform is about restoring hope and dignity and control.

The President’s call for welfare reform comes from a recognition that welfare for many
Americans has meant isolation, stigma, and humiliation. It has meant being stuck in a
system that everyone dislikes with little real hope for dignity or independence. The call to
end welfare as we know it is not a call to stop supporting the poor. Quite the contrary, the
President has repeatedly indicated a willingness to spend more. Rather, it is a call to give
people a real alternative to welfare, a genuine opportunity to regain control of their lives by
giving people the support they need to achieve real independence.

3. The President’s plans for welfare reform involve much more than tinkering with welfure.

Most previous efforts at welfare reform involved primarily changing the welfare system.
President Clinton’s proposal focuses on providing an alternative to welfare. There are four
central elements:

Make Work Pay -- The critical starting point for helping people off welfare is to insure
that people who work are not poor. The President has repeatedly stressed his belief in
this proposition and he proved his commitment in the budget by dramattcally expanding
the earned income tax credit. In addition, health reform will ensure that all people,
especially working people, can count on health coverage. Child care will be critical as
well.

Dramatically Improved Child Support Enforcement -- The current child support
enforcement system is a disgrace. The obvious starting point for supporting children is
to look for support from both parents. The fact that only 1/3 of single parents currently
receive any court-ordered child support today is a disgrace. There are many ways in
which changes can be made, ranging from paternity establishment in the hospital to a
central clearinghouse for all collections and a much greater role for the Federal
government,



Better Training and Support -- The Family Support Act of 1988 started a process of
improved employment and training services. But many states have been unable to use
all their monies (because of an inability to find the state match money). Making the
JOBS program really work will be central to welfare reform.

Transitional Time-Limited Welfare and Work -- The ultimate goal of this
Administration is to make welfare truly transitional for those who are healthy and able
to work. If our other steps make it feasible, then we can, and should, expect people 10
take advantage of opportunities and move to market work. After some limited period of
time, those who can work will be expected to go to work, either by taking a job in the
private sector or through community service. Welfare should not become a way of lite.

4. Much work remains to be done. Welfare reform will be a collaborative efforr.  States
will play a key role in innovation and reform.

The President has already gone a long way toward fulfilling the first element of welfare
reform: making work pay. But much hard work remains to be done in health reform, child
support enforcement, training and support, and moving people to jobs. That will be the
work of the welfare reform Working Group working with the Congress, States, welfare
recipients, and others. Welfare reform will be a truly collaborative effort. In Congress are
people who know as much about welfare issues as any member of this Administration. We
will work closely with them.

And perhaps most importantly, States have done most of the creative work in welfare
over the past 12 years. We must forge a welfare reform plan which encourages innovation
and experimentation by the States. We learned long ago that the Federal government does
not have all the answers. Only a genuine partnership will work.






. Staffing

Staffing for the Initiative will consist primarily of current domestic agency staff, under the
direction of the Working Group coordinaters.

We anticipate hiring for various lengths of time roughly 20 additional staff to fill identified
potential gaps in skiils and knowledge. The added staff include;

a public communications expert

several modelers

an expert on absent fathers

a data systems expert with knowledge of major systems linkages

experts on employment, including publicly supported employment programs
an expert on demongtrations

evaluators

facilitators

secretarial support.

Lo o B n i w R = R = R~ R R~

In addition to these, a variety of lower level staff we can help with analysis, correspondeace,
and logistics are needed,



. Budget Outline

We estimate the following costs for the Family Support and Independence Inifiaiive:

Additional Staffing $ 800,000
Travel 1530,00G
Computer Time and Support 200,000
Outside Services 1,704,000

(includes short-term surveys and focus groups
TRIM simulation models, data analyses, special
projects, etc.)

Publications and distribution 26,000
Materials and Supplies 10,000
$£2,880,000

. More detailed budgets for these items are avallable,

Funding will come primarily from HHS. Foundations will support the public hearings and
focus groups. Agencies will provide their own travel funds,
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Otfice of the Prass Sscratary

For Junndiate Talesae ) TAGIUATY o, 1993

REMARXS BY THX PRZSIDDNY® '
© 1O THE WATIONAL GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION WIWITR SES8ION

J.W, Marriote Hotel . ¢
samkington, L., ’ N

0100 A, 38T

THE PRESIHDENT: Thank you vary much. {(Applause.) Thank
yau vary sach. Govarndar Roner, lsdies and gantlieman. I fwle pretty
§o0d 1TTing At thst aples although that's my real place over tharg,
{TAUGEYST. ] N had a2 wondsrful ssastlng yesterday, I thought <= for a
izng time, zaybe tha jungest. tiua & Fresaidsnt has avar set with a
group 4f governors, DU ve were QLscuasliig & Tarribly laportant issue
we healtd zare. And ¢han va also 90U to 4iscuss the deficlt crisis
and the busget problams s Litile bit.

S T vanted Lo coms Bars toduy, &% you prepars te lsave, to
once again resltizm ay comaitaant €O worklng in partnsrabip vith thy
. govarnars. Tou desl with real pecple 8 & sors Sxasdists wey than,
. unfertunately, the Presidant oftan gevs to 4o, Whean 1 was a
governor, avary day T would hear direcrly fras paspls or see pacple
‘ vho bad yuffersd Irom layoffs or lad Cheir Duslhissser closed down op
. who vers afrsid of losing thely health COVETIPE OF VIIG JuSPerateiy
. vanted o luprove Thely sehocis. .

. An you and T Insrned IDOm Jset yearts eisctions, the
only pATEarY wakx nOt 3 partisan ane, 1t wvas & pattern of
deternination an thé part of tie Jaericanh pecpis o have their
politival systen snd thely governsent sddrsss thealr rwal concerns.
They don't want ¢ur process divided by partisanship av dominated by

cial intersst or Ariven DY SLOL+tATH &vantags. Thay know chlngs

£ have Lo oftan basn forgoctan bas oVer the last doxen yesss.
The valces THAT siE Sentral L0 OUD CoOuNtEY'S CHATACtSr TUst be
rentral to our governmant: work, family, Zaith, opparvunity,
ruaporaibiiivy and cuswuznity. .

Hhat T aApprecisted about this zesting is LHRT no watter
what OuUr regian or Sul party, we'rs always tapn Cogathar and tried.
- o pay serious attantion to our preblems. thiznk the governces bavs
ifisd for the Last dosen years s boid, parsistant
. axparisantation tHhat yresliant Rocssvelit oslisd fof st tha beginning
: . - of TN Great Depremwicn whan ha taok offics. And I'm hars to Tell
you that I's going to do sveryehing I <an o work with you in .
PACSDAZARLD 0 eRAre jdeas AN rescurcas and eneryy to STy to 4o vhat
wa oan uo sove this oountyy forvard. . : . .

. in v discuxesd bealth’ :s-;ra. u:gmaia poﬁc;fa;m &:M
: " deficit yestarday, I'd 1ike to spatd Just a few noments todsy thiRing
: T about m};ar.hw {naz sany of us bave besn vorking on sincs the middle
L9808, the Lssus Of WRiZRC® Isicrw.

o : I've 9ften spoXen with BAnY of you adout the need £0 and

- : + welfars ax v Xnow 1%, te maks 1% & p N thAf AUpPOLTS People vho
EAvE ZEMIST OB Bard tives or who Bave difficultiss thAt San D :

< " gespcone, Dut evantually and Witiastely. & Progras hAT helpe people

P

T e



L inpyesaive To M.

i T L LM A8

bzn

L]

’-_ - " . ' a N ' ]
. to gat on thaly feet through heslth cars, ehild care, job training

End ultimatsly & productivs job.

" Mo one Likes ths velfare systes &% it currantly sxisca,
18t of all the peopie whis ars on it. ‘The Tagaymew, the social
s6rvicea eapioyess thapEsives don't think mueh of (it Sithar. NOst
PUoplie OR welfarwm are yearning for ancther altermasative, achisg fer
e chanca to sove fron dapendenca o dignity. And we owve 2 o thar
te give thas that cChAnGe.

In tha middis 19808, vhen I was Governce i:.ur-, I vorns

with Covernoar Castle, 7w & Bkber of the LongTwas ~+ he and Saverner

CATpAr changed jabe, And in six sonths thay'rs goisg to Rava & vots
o sea Who von and who lost «= {jsugBtar} = to LYy Lo work with the
Lapgrans to &wnmt national velfare Iform Progras. With e .
MIPROTE of PeCPLle the House and ths Sesate, with ths particulsy
help o2 Senator Noynihasn, now the Chairman of the Sarate rirance
Tompitton. &%t with the support ¢f the Vhita Zouse, the Jovearnors had
an anprecadanted tola In wristing the Family Kuppore Aot of 149489,

Waich President Rsagan signed into lav shorely before ha jaft offics,.

and whilch Ssnator Noyniban said was the sost significant pieca of
sonlal vaform in this ares in the last ganagation. |

The Fruily Supprt ket anbodies & principle wiijeh 1
baiiwvae la the Dasis OF AR AMBXYINng cORRsNSUS ARODG peoPle without
o PArsSyY, or without reqard o their traditionsl paliticael

‘pk osnpiiss. Wa wust Frovids pecpiz on welifars with mexs

CPportunitisg for b training, vith tha assurance that they will
raceirs the Raalth care and child are tdsy nesd vhas thay 30 %W -
work, and witn all the opportunitiss they nesd to hwcoma selfe
sulficieant, Bur then ve have 5 aaX tias o sake tha most of thess
oppartunities and to take & job. o

: Ax all at you knov, the states never Bad the chanes o
Tuily iaplamant tha Welfars Reform ACt of 188@. for two reasdns:
Pirst bucagsa, ovezr The 13t ol yeADE, $he weifsre polle have
axploded svaryvhers and Dealth care costs Nave ¢one upb sa tAs Iop
FALEOT Lam dacliinad &rsd the econcmy Das ¢rown AT THe Slowest 7ate in
half » cuntoxy. Sacxmdly, becauss of the sconomic problaxs, :
govearnasant reavanuss Save bean down and tha CongTass and ths
sdninisteation sexe nevar abdle to fully fund thke education «ad
training paztion of tha sct.

. This was 2lesrly sanifssted not only LIn thw growth of
velfare roils, Ut in ois fast Lhat last year, for the Ziret tise
mincs the prograd hegan,. one 1o tan Amecicats waIs SR (GO0 STANQM.

. £o s the WeAR acomomy laft xillions worw in poverty,
&0 tha Wlfare rolls incressed five tises grester during thae last
four yaars than undar the previcus two sduinistrations conbined, it
sadn it more difficult T4 saks welfste Zwlorm work.

In #pite of that, I think 1% vould be » grear mistake to

“ ctmiiade that that ace s of 20 significansta, or That nothing good

nay oogurred. piparsisas sffoats in stata saftar stats from ¥ew
Turswy %6 Udeorgis, to Wiescnsin, and sany othars all) aurcEs s
comanYY, have rasultmd L8 lanovative approachus €5 Balp Bove pecple
off wellnre zolas and ¥Rt payreils. L .

o . IR o #TATE, TATGUGD Che RIUGYAR Ye CAll Projedt .
Bnacess, more than 17,580 pesple waved from wallface %o work, and mors
iRpGTtARtlY, &t & Cime WIAR Lhe Foles werw smaploding ouxr roliss grew
AUCA BOre Biowly than thes national avearage. Nany of ysu have youx
s SUOCASRAS to report. and § had the opportunity to w~isit in many
of tha states =+ BReIe CUPTIREntad =+ Hrolects that were terwibly

W%
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X xay taim %o maXe the following poind: "The BIll thay

iz on the books will werk, given the right sconomy ard the right kind

Sf sUppert systeas, TNt we nasd So de Bere than fully ispleseny iv,

ws nead 0 30 Lhat and ¢ beyond, . ,
N Y saluts you for forming e Stxte Officials Advisevy

Jroup an wvalfars reforE with govarnsis &nd legislatare and Hsalih and

“walfars diractors from ten staten. I vant o tall you today that

within the naat ten Gays I will announcs a waifare refoym Froup to
wark @itk yiu. I will ask cop efficials from the Waite Zouss, ths -
Ewmaloh and Ruman Searvides, and othar aganciss Lavelwed, to 3it down
with governors and cobgrusgional leadars and dsveley a wvelfare tafors

,pian that will work. 1 bava asked che Deast PeORLe in the nation on

this subisct o coma and help we 40 this,

D The day I took office I promised the American pecpis @
would fighe foar sors opparechity for s}l and dasand mars
responaib ity from ell, kN R4t (A 2 commiteest I as detarmined te
Rowp with your halp, by putting azn end to walfars az ve know it

. our warking group wAll lesrn foon and work with state
officisles, buminess and jabar folxs and leasdars from sesry walk of
Jile who carps about this issgue. On wvalfaxe raform, as on healbh cara
rafoZa. thare are no top~dawn, aade-in-~Unabington salutions that will
Yark Ior evaryons. The problens and cthe DoogTess Ale o De found in
the vompunitian of this country. -

ut, I 46 want to tell you the principles this worming

that will guids sy sdRANISLIATion s wa WOrk with y to rufoxe

waifare. Flest, velfsce alould e a secand chance, not 4 vay of

Si%e. 1 want to give panple on walferw the sducation and training

and the Sppertunitiss thsy nead to Decasa salf-wutficient.,

To sake surs they can 4o it afiar they g9 Lo wvark, they
wund: still have accass Lo Bealbtd cars and to <hild cars. 8o many
gmu AEAY An welinrs oot Desauss of the Shecks. The barmlit

WeRin, s Rany of you Xnow in real dollar Caram, are lovwr than they
wars 30 yasers £40. They 40 L% soliely Bacauss thay 42 nol want t4 put
theiy children as risk af lowing healtd care. or Secauss they do net
Bave e money Lo pAY for Cchild care out of the meager vages they can
SAZY DORiMG Tram a4 lowesducatisn base.s He have ot o deal with
Lhat .

2 balisws two yeurs aftsr a trsining program is
caapleted, Pou Ravs £0 $SX pacple o take & Job,. ultisataly, sithay
in the private sector or-in publlic searvida. Thers sust be, in
addition to the full inpladentatian of ths Velfare Xelora Aot of
1838, iz my spimien, & tiss-certain beyond which pecpis don’t drav &
chetX for doing nething whes thsy can do somethisg. And thare is s
jot of work out thare %o be done. ‘ . ‘

Senater Scren and Ssnstor Woffsyd have offersd x blil to
try €O racreAta 40 & vary iimitad basis s pilot prejact that would |
cake Lhe dbast of vhat vas dune ,

& L3Ot proiact tRAT weuld take the best of vhat vas done with the
work progeass 2f the ‘308 and Try to throw thses ilnto the context ot
tha 'S4, Ne #ast Degln now so pien for n time when paople will
WiLimAt4lY Da alls S0 wOrX fOr the CReck Tthey get. whataer the shesk
cones from & Srivets maployer of fros the Unitad BTATAR TaXDayars.
(kpplacse.} . . ' oo

Today, adbout Balf the pecple on welfurs are just the - -
paopLes waifars -m: m’: to sz.nmfy 2all onz?m t.:.:;& and the
have o Bive Public assistancs. Ay e sAgexT o]
15ivea. And sftar five oT siX sonths, of sight mcntha they’'re rignt
Dank at work sgain, srogylisg to wske thsiy way in the Angrlosn
Ibouy Ball the s of welfiyre stay an for over CVe rearx, Mt one
in mmm?.&mumtwmxmwmuuwu
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break the cyels shat is gripping chalr children and grandanildren -+
ADOUL one in POUr stays & recipient for eight yearsg of 1onger. Thess
are the folxm hat Covernsr Wilder ! kmow i{m now werkiag on, thas
TANY of you Dave Trisd co address the problesns of, and T want &5 help
¥ou with that, o .

) Sacomd, v nesd %o Nake wOTK PAY. WM& bave o sake sure
that av Annrican wha works full-time vith A ohild 4in tha hous Soss
not livs porvarty. 1f thsre ie dignaity in x1) work, thers sust be
dignity for svery workar. Thersfors, T will Proposs an sypanaton in
the eariied {ncoas tax STedit whish supplemants the incoms of the
working pocr. '

' Wa can do that, Wa ought Lo De able Lo (L% pecpls who
wOrk 4% houre a weskx vikh Eide Lr their howa out of poverty. Asd ve -
will remove tha incsntive for staying izs poverty. It #ill be much
ioss sypansive than €0 have JovarrRant direct suppiensnts o pay ‘
Pocple to Tamaln idia.  And it vwill reinforce the vork sthis. If wa
can ds that wnd At the sxas Cios 40 wBal wm discuansed yestariay -
contrsl BeAlth caze conts and sxpand covarsge &0 that no oNe DA Lo
atay on wallislw 148t 4 caxe caps of thelr ahildpsn‘s asdicsl cesds,

T thirk you will sée & dramatic Drssrtiyough Am our affopts to
libarata pedple IroR Sheir depandensy.

Third, ve neod Sougher child wpport saforgemant. An

sstianted 18 miXlion childrsn hsve parente who could pay chlld

£ e dantt. Ve npad T2 RAXe Aurs ERATY they &o. 0 Parents owe
Billions of dAollars in ¢hild wuppert What ie unpald ~- sommy taat
coldd g6 & JORY waY toverd outiing tha welfare roles «nd JIiftlng
wingie paranta out of poverty, and Racey that sould ¢o & lonyg sy
cowkrd Belping us contrel govarnmant srpanditurss ard »ducing tat
dabt. Matwe going to toughen shild suppart snforvenent by crsating a
naticasl Satabask To track down desdbest parsnts. [Applasas.)

By LAVING ths states g0 A Zarx as They poesibly can to
sstablish pataraivy at the hospital vhen childran are born ~=
tappiaumn’ =~ and, 1f T can prevali) up bers, by using the IRE o
sollevt wnpkid mupport Ln sarigusly dalinguant cases. '

I've 881l it beatore hesause it's the simple trutd)
govortmant’ s don't ralse oalidrean, peopis do.  And aven people who
aran’t sroutd ougdt 18 do thalr part to raise tha children they bring

- inta this worid, .

Fourth, va pasd TO InsouTsgs sxpurisantation in the
atatas. I will say again hat you Xnow 50 welli Thats ars sany
prowising initistives right now at IN& sTA%A and local level, and ve
will work with Lo sncourage that Xind of sxperiaantstion, I 4o
not want the £ ovsaTnant ., in pueaing walfaze rafome Dammd on
these guneral principias, to roh you of wWhs AbIlitY $o 40 morw, B¢ 4o
&iffarent tnings. } .

‘ ARG T want va tyy o fisab ouv a jittis bit of che ldes
1 == va SiACUASSE YEATAXrdAy RBAUT tha vEiverm. Ny view im that we
eught 0 give YOO Bore aldow roowm o sxperiment. T xnew L was.
parplexed QUring the recant campaign vhes I zried Lo RAks & sTACema?
That soma pevple in the press said ratiscred waffling, snd it sausad
e e to AXPIORS the resl gsnius of ths fadeyel syETam. I said thal
if 1 vave Prasidant I veuld approve valvers of sxperisants what 1 did
net  necan agres with. And ChAAY #3id you'rm Trying to hawe it .

. both vays. suid o I'm not, I'm crying to honor the f

eand Lrey
fathers. 1If we dldn't Alssgree On Anything WVRAT woulid De tha reed Lo
avparinent? IHAt {6 tha naturs Of the GXpATimAnt, is AT wne peTs
has &0 jdan AifFersut (TOR ANOLHeNr peKROn. :

And so T will stcoursys sil of us to wark togechar to
Try things that ars differemt. And the saly thing I vant ta );}' -
£o aak you LB DSTUrs is, lat us 345sUre Lhede sXparisants 2l et us

E ' " : e . 'wont
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HRANUTA Than honestly -~ o that if thay work, ve can saxe TAem the
ruls, ve can all adopt things that work. And 1f they donte, ve can
stop and try somsthing eise. That's s only thing I ask of you., If

T L wWe say, oXay, wWa're going to Bave sors waivers and you're goisg to be

able to axperimmsnt in projects that use fsderal dollszrs, Jat's
BRANUTe the experisent, istis De Bonast abeut %,  And If it works,
lat's tall svarybody it worka &0 we can all 40 ix. And if ic
dseEn D, 1et's have the Sourngs to guit and admit it didn't,
(Applouss.} '
’ I think 211 2f us Wast what BOST paOpPie O welfares wint
-« & SouRtry that glves you & hand ud, not & handesut. ¥ den't have
& pearscon to wastia. e head The talant, Uhs snsryy, the sklliis of
svary man and wvonen, svary hoy and girl in this cauntry.

OFf &1l the prapless ve pavs wilh cospetitivensss,

Vhethar it is the 4eflCit or the lavel of investusnt of anything :
alss, § SHink all of Ul Xnow 1A our DAyt of heapts Aserica’s bdigosst

probiam today is that to0 many of CuT DRGRLN NSVEr Qet & Ahot At the
Amsrican Dream., ARé tha® 1f &1} of our paopls wars lLiving up %o ths
rulleat of their potential, wa woulld sureiy Nave & Buch aasisr Patd
to solving all the ixsdas that ve cotatantly dalate sbout Xt Lhass
Beotings. . :

& All %Y AonantE as Govarner, cone I ramesber with the
most pride cecurred heare st x Natisnel Covermors Assoclstion sesting
durisg ThAr twowysar pariosd whan ve wars working on wslfers cwfovm,
ARG wa hag 8 ~— Governor Castle and { sponsorest A panal snd I think
40 governors actended. And we 2ad wallsre De¢ipiants from wll svey
the sOUNtry come in and taxlk Lo tha governors about what it vas liks
T be o2 wallars. __— )

A M b 3 Mm who waR LthsYs, vhom I knew but kad

bmt vattad for this comvversacion, etarted taiking abous her program

and Now abs'd gona ints a Lraining progrus and sba had gortan a job -
= 231l of thst. And T 414 sowethlog lLavyesrs ars told never 30 45 =g
ekt & guestion vithout knowing the anevwer. I said, do you think
this program sught o be mandatory, shouid svarybdody Javs to
participats in #nis? e osaid, I sutw 40, And T aaid, why? And she
vaid, wall, secsuse 17 It vAER't ThaIw wOuld b & 10t of peaplis liks
sa NORA WRLEhirg Gha SOEpS Desauss we don't belleve we cxn saks
anytaing of surselves saysars. 56 you've got £ sake 1t mandevory,

g And T saldd, what's the past thing adout Maving x joh?
She asid, vhes u{ oy goas to sehaci and they eay what doas your
mazaa 4o for a living s can give sn ansver,

I RALAK THAC woment #AVE sote THAR I will aver ba aver
£0 say sbout why uhis is isportant <~ rot just Laportant far tis poex
BGt LNPOTLENT foF tha rest of ua. Ve wust end paverty 2ar Asaricans:
whio VAN TO wverk. And ve miet 44 12 on tarms that Aignify sll of ths
rost of. UX, 2% wall A6 Melp Sur countIY LS WOLX DeCEer.

: T nwed Your haip and I think we San 40 it. . Thank you
Ry Ruch. {(Applauss.) : .
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. Thank you. Thank you very much, Governor Miller and ladies and
gentienan, . I want to say a special word .of thanks to the fins

A BECOND CHANCE"
REMARKS BY BILL CLINTON '
CLAYTON COUNTY OFFICE OF FAMILY AND CHILDREN’S BERVICES
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people who work in this peach program and fo the people who
participate in it, not only to those who are here with me but those
with whor 1 met behind this building in the play yard. ®While you
were out hers suffering in the sun, we were playing in the sand.
Don’t you just resent it? We’d actually talked for a few minutes,

_There vwere several parents and their children who were either

. ' present participants in the geamh program or graduates. Most of

them are right back here. Would v’all raise your hand? Let’s gzve
them & hand. They were very helpful to me. -

Ifm har@ today to talk about this becaasa T hellaVQ in the kind of

work beiny done by the peach program and because I7ve worked with

~wonderful poople back in my state, like the people who work in this

program, to help move people off of welfarve, out of dependency, to
apen thelr futures instead of to make them believe that life is a

‘dead end waiting for another government check that is not encugh to

support yvour children cr ch&nga your 112&.

B beca&e first involved in the work of walfa%@ reform way back in

198¢, and since then, I have believed pasazon&tely that we pught to
ahanqe the wazfare system as we know 1%, ., -

-

Most of what i have . learned-.about welfarsa I have laarned from the

_people whe are on welfare or those who hava been on it, or -those

R share a .common belief that I heard from these moéthers today and .

are the paople who dislxke 1t most of ail.

whe have worked thh them.

w ~

the counsellors that the American people share, people on welfare

-

| Most peogle an welfara are dyzng for another alternatlve, w1ilznq

?\: nmaaz Cs‘“a;z;"f ”wae,aa*wfs * 0 Boe 2o : o Lung Bage, 2eeangas 2283 0 Taennoes o3 IT2AU8Z2 « RAR LRI 0T N
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to seize it,.and they‘d 11ke to end the welfare system as we knaw,

it. . - . r :

-
*

Teday, I want 'to share with you ny plan to do that}'Iévis more

#
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important today than it would have been a few years ago because of |
the alarming rate of ingrease in poverty. Here in Ceorgia and
across the country there are more pesple who are working poor.

Last weaek the Commerce [Uepartment reported that average family
income dropped 51,100 last yvear alome. Over the last decade’ the

-percentage of hard work low-wage jobs increased dramatically.

And now--listen to this-~ocne in every 16 Americans is on food
stamps. America’s welfare rolls are full to bursting, increasing
five times faster under this administration than under the previous
12 years under Ronald Reagan and Jimmy Carter combined.

Three million more people have gone on welfare since 1988; three
million more are out.of work. When poverty and jobless rolls rise,
we all pay. In the past year--listen to this-~we gspent $8 billion
more than we were spending three years agoe on welfare and food:
stamgs aiane. -

& big part of the answer is obviously an sconomic program to put
the American people back to work and to gel our incomes 'going up

again. And obviously that is what I have talked most about in this
cawpa;gn,

But the changing face of welfare, and the changing nature of it,

“and the enormous barriers to people moving from welfare to a

preductive life deserves special attention.

Especially now, that most people on walfaré are young women, and
their little children. And the fact that only half of the people
on welfare get off guickly. :

That’s just my musical background. It proves the point, In the
mid~1980s, on behalf of all the governors, Republicans and.
Democrats, I co-~chaired a welfare veform task force. We worked in
1988 with the Congress and with the Reagan White House to write
something called the Family Support Act of 1988, the first major,
major reform in the welfare system in more than a generation,

The law gave the states some financial help and some marching
orders. It said try to end welfare by giving more education and
training to mothers, and then requiring those who can go to work to

. go te work,.either when their children turn three, or when their

children are -one if there is available child care.

. ? L ¥ ) . .
The problem with the law is, as Georgia knows, it’s never been
fully implemented, and it didn’t go far enough., But Arkansas

-wanted to e in the Forefront of that law, and s0, as Governor

Miller said, we started Project Success, to give child care, health
care and education and training, and then move pecple off welfare.

" In three yeaié, 17,000 have moved from welfare to work, saving our”

taxpayers $12 mzlllon, but far more important, opening a brlghter
future to parants and chlldren‘ "



Independent researchers from the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corperation concluded it was one of the three best programs in the
country. This peach program is doing & great job. It ig not in

every county in Gesrgia, and not every state in America has

implemented welfare reform, becauss the 1988 act has not been fuily
implemented by this adm;nlstratxonx‘

They talk a ict about moving pecple frow walfara to wark but if-

you don‘t put the money in there for training, for aducatznn, for
child care, for transportation, and you don’t do it in every aaunty
in America, yca cannat crack tha welfare problem.

So the first thing I think every person with whom I have ever
talked on welfare agreed that welfare cught to be a second chance,
not a way of life. It‘s time to end this system as we know it, and
to start with two sinple principles: first, people who gan work
ought to go te work, and no one should be able teo stay on welfare
forever., ' ' ’ - -

End sebond no one who does work, and who has children in the homa,
should live in poverty, as too many are today.

I am running for president on a plan that would give everyone the
funding .they need for education, =training, c¢hild care, ' and
transportation. But after two years, or after the end of an
education-and-training program, everyons on welfare would have to
go to work, either with a private-sector 4§ob, or if none is
avallable, with a job provided by the state or the 1ocal government
in comnmunity service. . .

A strict time limit for AFPDC reciplents, coupled with a vreal
commitment to help them support their c¢hildren, provide them the
education  and transportation they need, would literally nmake
wvelfare what it ought to be, a temporary hand te people whe have
fallen on tough times.

This is net a conservative or a liberal idea. It’s both. It’s
different. And the people who have lived with the present systenm

" know, it will work if we invest what we ought to and are firm in our

adpinistration of it. By the time we are through, we shouldn’t
have a welfare system in America; we ocught ﬁa have a helping~hand
program, followed hy 2 jobs pragram,

The plan that I have offerad sets money asmd&, up to $6 billion
over the next four years, up to $6 billion a year, mounting up to
that over the next four years, and pays for it from the cuts that

we Will make in wasteful government spending; in defense savings;

and tn raising taxes wn“tha wealthiest two percent of Americans,

‘whose incomes went up in America while their tax rates went down,

the dzract raverse of what hagpened to the mzddle class.,

Khen you aanﬁider that if we do not change welfare, 25 percent of

the people who are on welfare today will still be on it in the year
T 2000, you can be sure that we have to do it, and that doing it will ~

-
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save a lot of money down the roagd. Spandin§ a couplie of thousand

‘dollars a year on a welfare recipient today; helping that person to

become independent, to lead their c¢hildren. in a different
direction; to open up new avenues of possibility; will mean wore
incomes and wmore taxes, and less dependence in the future.

_ More important, it will improve the quéiity of life not only for

people on welfare but for their friends and neighbors as well.
We’ve heard a 1ot of talk this year akout family values, and that’s
fine with me; most of us wouldn’t be here today without them. But
if we're going to be pro-family, we ought t£o be pro-child &nd
pro-work, and that’s what this plan is.

Today for pesople on welfare, going to work toa often means taking

-4 Job that- will never do anything, because you don’t have any

education and training; and you wmay loge it in a couple of weeks.
It often means losing medical coverage, and child care benefits;
giving up Medicaid. It often means struggling to find a job that
wlli keep you-mired xn poverty forever.

I want to make work pay by simply expanding the earned income tax
credit for the working poor. If you work 40, hours a week and
you’ve got a child in the house, the income tax system ought to
give you a refund to 1ift you above the poverty line. It’d be the
cheapest thing we could ever do to say we are for work and for

fanily, and we’ll reward the right values in this country.

We have to provide medical coverage to working people with
children, and to control health care costs while we’'re doing it.
To do that, we’ll have to take on insurance companies, the way the
government regulates health c¢are, the unbelievable paperwork and
bureaucracy and wasteé in ouy system. But don’t let anyhody tell you
we can’t do it. Your nation spends 30 percent more of its income.
than any country in the world on- health care, and yet we donft
provide primary and preventive care, in poor rural areas in inner
cities, and we don‘t do the things that other countries do to
contrel health care costis.

We’re going to do that if I win this slection.

" We also need to find a way far‘paar people to get into the free

enterprise system. There’s a community development hank in Chicago
called the South 3hore Development Bank I‘ve talked about all over
this country that actually loans woney to poor pecple te go inte
business for thenselves or in small groups.

And they’ve made money doing it, becdauss they understand that pooy

. people are like other people. Some are smart, some hava skills,
. some have ideas, some can make money. And they‘ve made money in a

bank loaning money to people who are redlxned in moat communities
in this country.

I want to(set up a network of community development banks to bring
free enterprise to poor people in rural areas and in inner cities.
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The next thing we have to do is be pro-savings. Earlier this year,
the government ordered a young woeman in New Haven, Connecticut, and
her family, to repay welfare benefits because gﬁe had $crxﬁp&d arnd
saved money from a part-time job to put hersalf through coliege,

I think we ought to raise the asset lzmxt, and encourage pooy
people to save money for job training, for college, and for other
paths to independence. And I recommend raising it from $1,000 to

. $1¢,000 a year to enccurag& people to save who are in tough tima&.

Fxnally if we belleve in family values, we simply. have got to
toughen up our system <f child support enforcement, and launch a
naticonwide campaign to get money from deadbeal pavents who can pay
and won’t, .

£

. I might saé, one of the most impressive things to me about the

convarsation I just had kback there is, a lot of these young wamen
who are here working in this program, taking care of their kids,
said, "if vou want to run this program right, you’re going to have
to crack down on geople whe don‘t take care of thelyr kids the way
we do, .

People who use drugs instead of feeding their kids with that money,
you ought to take it away from them and take care of their kids; -

. that’s what they said, not me. I was. impressed by that.

Today an awful lot of the money yeu as taxpayers spend on welfare
goes for children whose parents should be giving them support, but
who aren’t. If we want to do something about the fact that one in
five children plus is in poverty; almost one in four children under
the age of five is in poverty; we can start by tracking down an

- estimated $25 billion in owad and unpaid ahild support.,

As president, I will push for the tauqhesz child &&pport
enforcement possible, In our state, if you fall more than $1,000
behind, we report you to every major credit agency in the state.
If you don’t take care of your kids, you shouldn’t bhe able to
boryow mongy for yourself. ‘

And- last year, we collactéd $41 millien plus, money that we don‘t
_have to pay in welfare and oOther public spending.

Under my plah,'we‘ll set up a national deadbeat pareéts’ data bank;

‘begin a national system of child support cellections through

automatic wage withholding; ' and make an all- out effort to
estaklish paternity in the hospital when the baby is born;‘ﬁot ih
the courts afier the father has left.

*

‘We ought to use our naticnal data amllac:xng systems like the IRS:
. Lo make

sure . that 'you . cannot <oross the state iznes and ‘meet yaur
court=-ordered obligations to take care of your children,

. We ought to challenge major credit agencies nationwide to report on

*



"all people who are sericusly daficient in their child support. You

gimply shouldn’t be able to borrow money fcr yourself if you don’t
take care of your kids.

It?s time to send a clear mesgsage to people who bring chaldran into
this world: governments don‘t raise kids, people do.

In the end, thig isn’t about government. This is about pecople and
their futures. There will never be a government program for every
problem, and the government can never take responsibility for

people that they ought to take for themselves,

‘The only thing that really holds us together as a nation, a free

nation, is that most of us get up every day and do the right thing.
We go to work; we do ouyr best by our family; we honor the law; we
treat our neighbor with respect; we Jjust do the right thing.
Nobody makes us do it.

We have:got to empower people to assume that level of personal
reapansibility for themselves and for their children. IT is ohe way
we ‘can bring pecple together. Surely every American, without
regard to political party or religious faith or philosophical
convictions, can agree that we can stop the division and blame and
fingsr-pointing that has characterized welfare while things have
gotten worse, and challenged people, then given them the means to
nmake the most of thezx Adives, <That is what this is all about

"I want to tell you my favorite story. A few vears ags when'.I

started working on welfare reform, I braaght some people from my
state to Washington, 0.C., who had been on welfare, and who - had
gone through one of our experimental programs before we want
statevide,

And one of these women wag very articulate, and 1 was just
guestioning her. And there were all these governors just sitting
around just absolutely fascinated iistening to this lady talk. aAnd
I said, do you think that this ought teo be mandatory? You think
that peopls ought to have te be in this program to get a check?
She said, I sure do, vtherwise I might be home watching TV instead
of up here talkxng Lo you.

And X said, w&ll, now that you’ ve got th;s job, what’sz the best
thing about it.  And you could have heard a pin drop, and that lady
looked out at that crop of governors, and shé said, when my boy
goes Lo schoel, and thay ask him, what dees youy momma do for a
living, he can give an answer. . S

The Georgia Peach program is testament to the fact that these women
behind and those women who talked o nme, and this finallaﬁy ovaer
here who now works for the state senate, people want to take care

- of their kids, and they want to take care of themselves. This is ~
.4 crazy old world we‘re living in, and a iot of things happen to

people that we wish didn‘t happen. But what brings us together
today -is, the conviction that if we get up tomorrow, we can do



better than we're doing today, and that life is full of potentials,
and that we need to lock at these folks on welfare, as potential, .
full blown, vibrant, active, constructive Ameyrican citizens who are
doing a great job raisiﬁg their kids. And we need them. we do not
have a person to waste in this country.

Sa I say to.you, thaﬁf@ pe that in the next 55 days all of you
will reflect on this. “Belauge one of the things that will chart
the future of America as we move toward the 21ist century if whether
we can do a hetter d¢b in making gure that evary person lives up to
the fuiiest of their potential.

Evexy person wha‘s on waelfare, and every kid who deesn’t make it in
school, is ancther person who’g not out there in a 3ob making
America the strongest power in the world, and helping all the rest
of us to see to our parents in their old age; our children in theirx
youth; and to our own lives in theixr full flower.
This is a very important issue for every American. It’s time te end
the welfare system as we know it, and 1ift the people on welfare by
providing more responsibility, and more opportunity. Thank you
very wmuch,

L



- GEORGE.BUSH’S :
WAR ON THE WORKING PooR

&

The Bush Record: More ?aveiti' and More Welfare

& An explosion of poverty, Four million more Americans are poor today than when George
Bush took office -~ more than at any time sin¢e 1964, The poverty rate jumped from 13 percem
in 1988 fo 14.2 percent in 1991, (Census Baz‘eau Q192)

. A An explosion of welfare, The numbar of AFDC recipients increased 3 times more in four
years of George Bush than in 12 years of Reagan and Carter.  Between 1976 and 1988, the
AFDC caseload grew by 5 percent. In four years of George Bush, it’s grown by 25 percent.

Today | out of 10 Americans is receiving food szamps -- more than ever befors, (1992 Gre:f:fa
Book; USDA, 7/92). .

s An explosion of costs, Betwee:n@%ﬂ and 1991, in current dollars, federal spending on |

AFDC increased by §2 %xilmn and spending on food smps increased by $6 bxiiz{m (1992
Green Book) ) ‘

; - sy the rule i petiing g. Five million Americans in
famzhes wxz%z a fallﬂumc m:ker are pooz* Ozze out czf every five full-time workers does not earn

enough to keep a family out of poverty. (David Ellwood, _mr_&gpmn Census Bureag 3/92)

zeca:zvc none ar cmly part cf their child szzrtawards - me than ever before. Deadbeat
parents owe $25 billion. (1992 Green Book; David Eilwood, Poor Support)

. M Under George Bush, the unemployment rate has risen from 5.4 perceat in
January 1989 10 7.6 percent in August of this year. Approxamately 3 million more people are
ot (}{ work today than when George Bush became president. {Bureau of Labor Statisucs)

"® Lower Wages. Real earnings are down. In constant dollars, real average hourly wages
dechined by 3 pcrcezzt between Iamtary 1989 and May of this year. (Departmem of Labor}

or_Fami mes,. Because of {“iwrge Bush's recession, median househaid income
' {f&hned by $1 i{}O iast year {Ceasus Bureau, 9/92)

The Bush Raspan'se: No Comment and No Paolicy

Pubhc?apersaf the ?rﬁﬁzdcat show exacﬁy tworefces ] we:ifare reforrn tcf zhe end of
. 1951, Bush’s acccptancc speech in Houston shows none at all.

® Bush vetoex ansio " While Bush signed an cariwr EITC increase, he
vetoed the Tax mees& and wath Amierazm Act of 1992, which would have expanded the -
Eamned Income Tax Credit. st reason: the act included a tax %ake on the weait!’zmst 1 pereent,
. (Veto Massage 320192 -



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE o Contact: George Stepham;muios
ptcrzzber 16, 1992 . (501) 399-3900

Cr&atmg Jobs, Helping Entrepreneurs and Building Commum{zes
The Clinton Community Development Plan

(f}qvemnr Bill Clinton today announced 2 national community development p}an that aims to create }o%}s
prow:ic new capital for small businesses and empower communities. : '

The plan will aid communities and small businesses across :.hc muntry, particulariy those inner cities
and rural areas hardest hit by tha iicagarz Bush economic fatlures, The plan -~ already paid for in Governor
Clinton’s economic stmwgy, utting People Firs ’ i .

& Create a national petwork of 100 elopment banks 3 KX : S DIOP .
to provide capital and technical assistance to individuals who want to start or :xpand small busmessas and lep
revitalize communities.

® Establish Indivi nts to help low-income Americans save, and create new

private sector eppertumnes

& (reate 73-] nprehensive ente > 701168 which combine capital incentives and new Camzmxmzy :
Development Block Grants w %zei;; revive av::ozzamzcauy disadvantaged areas.

. . Strengzhcn the mwgmmw to emphasize performance over paperwork and sch L%‘m
practice.of “redhmng" in economically disadvantaged communities.

"Cur plan w1ll give everybody -- busmssspmplc, homeowners and community groups - the ca;zmi and .,
tools télezy need to create new private sector opportunities,” Governor Clinton said. "Neither handouts nor empty
promises will work. Qur communities need new solutions that move beyond the old ctrthmioxzcs hberal and
conservative.” x

”*I"?us is what putting people i”zrst is all abczzz N he aﬂded "We want o put capital i the hands of ,
Americans who have the vision, energy and mnovatum to put it to work.

Clinton noted that in the 1980s the Reagan and Bush Administrations believed that putﬁng more capital
only in the hands of the wmithy few would create emzwzmc growth. Those policies fazia:d he said. -

”Smca Gec:rgc Bush took office, we haven't added a single pnvatez ‘sector 1ob to the American
economy,” he said. "I've got a new vision of economic gmmh that will create jobs by pumng capital o the
hands of the people who have iwcn denied it for wo long.”

\ The Clinton plan for community development will invest $1.5 billion a year in a series of initiatives
“outlined in the attached plan 1o create jobs, spur small business development and make capital more available.
It is part of a broader program, put forward in Pulting Peoole Firgt, that will revive communities by fighting | -
‘imc, supporting low-income housing, improving schools and ending welfare as we know it .

30~



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BANKS AND MICRO-ENTERPRISE PROGRAMS

mall businesses are the key to vita:i gommunities -- creating jobs, stimulating growth, and creating hope. But

the Bush years have been a disaster for small businesses. In the first three years of the Bush Adminisuation, .

the number of new business incorporations declined for the first time since 1943; since (988 bankrupteies have
outnumbered new jobs by a 3-1 margin.

The lack of credit is the central problem faved by small businesses. To ease the credit crunch, Bill Cimzon"

will establish a national network of community devs:if:xpment bazzks and micro-enterprise pwgrams
‘CZammumty Development Banks

There are several models for community development banks. Those currently opemtmg are generally holdmg
- companies consisting of several subsidiaries, including 2 federal depository institution providing traditional

banking services, a for-profit real estate development company, an SBA-approved small business development '

_ investment company, and one or more noa- pmf’iis that provide dcvclopmf:m SEIVICES suciz as busmess
gounseling or iob trammg ‘
Community deveio;}mram banis aﬁmt mvesrmcaz from public and gnvaw sources, which zhey then use for
several purposes

® To lend to new, expanding, or troubled small businesses

» To provide financial, marketing, and technical assistance.

« To lend for the community’s housing and commercial space needs.

.'* : o " The Clinton/Gore Plan

Create a national network of 100 Community Development Banks

® (n a competitive basis, distribute enough grants to adequately capitalize 100 community development banks,

Each bank will be required to provide a match from funds rais&d by the bank through chanzabie donations ot
equity invesuments.

® Provide technical assistance to help in setting up the barnks through intensive busmess wansehng, mari;ctmg,
" and training.

e Allow commercial banks to fulfill a small portion of their Community Reinvestment Act requirerments by
depositing money directly in community development banks,

® Explore other ways to capztaim: commumty development banks, including regulatory, secondary ma.riwz

an{i other incentives. i

MMieuterprise programs

Microenterprises are “small” small businesses -- five or fewer employees, with owners that have iricomes no
higher than twice the poverty level. Microenterprise loans are not profitable for commercial banks because they
are small and don’t net big gains. But they are profitable for people ~ esp@czaily for pwpie on welfare who
©are zryzng to fulfill the American Dream and start a business,

. S . The Clinton/Gore Plan A

Deveiag 1000 Mjmmterpri.se ngrams

& v
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® Set up competitive grants. for states to develop community-based MHCIOENLErprise systems every year.
ompetitors will have to show that they can &zsmbute credit, pmwde techrucal assistance, and set up pe,e:r
roups effectively,

¢ Make sure that self-employment training is offered in fedeml job training programs like Aid to Famulies mth

Dependent Children-JOBS and the Job Training Partnership Act.

o —— e
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‘ INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNTS
Q.

*

welfare svsicm discourages savings and fosters dependence. Last week Bill Clinton announced his plan ‘

to end welfare as we know it. This week he extends that plan to encourage savmgs - the first necessary step
to economic self-sufficiency,

* The federal govem ment speads billions to provide middle- and upper»izzc{}mc Americans with incentives to save
“-- through home mongage inierest deductions and tax deductions for pension accounts, for example, Individuai
i}eve!opmem Accounts will provide the same mmuv% to low-income Amencans.

Individual Development Acwunts encourage welfare recipients to save for a first -home purchase, post-
secondary education, business development, or retirement. They also cncouz‘aga the values of thrift and hard-
- work wmch zhe welfare system has wo long unéezzmmd

The Clinton/Gare Plan

Establish Individual Development Accounts

® Set up Individual Development Accounts (DAs) for Iow«vmcomc Americans. IDAs are optional accounts,

held in banks for specific purposes: first-home purchases; post-secondary education; business dcveiopment, and
retirement. There will be penalties for withdrawing IDA money for non-designated purposes.

| l* Provide federal matching funds for limited amounts of money saved in 1DAs. The matching ratio will vary

nding on the individual's income. The poorest people will have an incentive to save smﬁ amounts o
jeve large matches.

® Through competitive bidding, eszaiaiish a ﬁvevymr demonstration project for IDAS to imgm

If the IDAs show immediate success in increasing self-sufficiency, commit much further resources to them.
® Raise the asset limit for AFDC recipients from $1,000 to $10,000. People should not be perzalmed for
wying to 1mpmve their lives,

- e -
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. ' " COMPREHENSIVE ENTERPRISE ZONES

Emcrgris&‘ zones provide tax incentives and regulatory relief to businesses located in distressed communities.
They create jobs and stimulate growth in neighborhoods which would not otherwise receive it

However, as currently conceived, eaterprise zones do not generate real growth in distressed communities.
Unless they are coordinated with other improvements -- in infrastructure, in work force skills, and in public
safety - their effects are limited. In fact, a 1988 study by the GAQ indicated that these additz{mai factors are
’az least as important a8 tax incentives when bus;.zmsses decide where 1c¢aw :

The Bish approach is also faulty because it allows busmesscs to garn profits without creating any jobs for local
residents.  Properly executed, enterprise zones w&i gencrate local jobs and empower communities to ke
conrol of their future,

The Clinten/Gore Plan

® Create 75 10 125 urban and mral enterprise zones to attract businesses to distressed communities across the
country.
. ® Require businesses 1o make j(ﬁ}S for local residents a top priority if they are to receive thc: benefitg of
enterprise zones, y
s Coordinate infrastructure improvements, job training, and police protection with enterpnse ZONS. Blll
Clinton will expand Community Development Block Grants and aid to Jocal law enforcement and target
ditonal funding to enterprise zones. This comprehensive approach will increase incentives for businesses to
in distressed areas,
® Permanently extend the Low Income Housing Tax Credit and e:x;;aﬁd ih& targeted }{32}5 tax credit ¢ create
affordable housing and create jobs across the country.
#® Encourage the growth of Community Development Corporamns inside and outside enterprise zones. CDCs
“combine indigenous leadership with technical know-how and private sector assistance, and have created 56,000
" - jobs and 300,000 housmg zzmts to date.
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. . CREATE A MORE PROGRESSIVE COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT ACT

Capital i3 t;h;a lifeline of a neighborhood, and banks are the key to capital. The Comniwnity Reinvestment Act .

(CRA) was enacted in 1979 to prevent "redlining” -- banks® practice of refusing to iend in mznom} and/or low-
income parts czf the communitics they serve.

Despite some success, CRA has failed to fulfill its mission. Enforcement remains inat:lequaw, regulators fail

to provide banks with adequate assistance in developing solid community lending programs, and the CRA paper | -

trail burdens banks and still fails to promote adequate community lending.
The Clinton/Gore Plan

Support a more prﬂgl‘essi?e Community Reinthment Act. X
& Emphasize performance over paperwork. The current system puts a pwmium on banks’ ability to produce

a glossy brochure. A revised CRA will require banks to show real evidence of actual lending to homebuyers

" and entrepreneurs, consistent with safe and sound lending practices, but reduce needless form-filing.

® Hire and train reguiators who are skilled in enforcing CRA. -
@ Allow banks to fulfill a small portion of their CRA requirements by depositing money directly in community
development banks. In partly fulfilling their CRA requirements, conventional banks will also help develop and
sustain innovative lending institutions which are acutely attuned to aeighborhood needs.

I| ® [nstruct financial regulators to assist banks in developing sound community lending programs. Fcu: too long, .

ulators have condoned poor lending efforts but providéd no direction for improvement. Rﬁgxziamrs shoulci
t 85 clearinghouses for information and catalysts for community development, o
® Utilize other means of ensuring tha: banks meet thmr affirmative obligations to the {ocai communities in
which they are chartered, - :

N L
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Reducing ?éverty By Repiacing Welfare
. Income Support Strategics for the Nineties
{March 1990 Revision)
- 7 ; N L7 . , b},
David T. Ellwood

For at least 20 vears, the rhetoric of poverty policy bas focused on work snd
family sod independeace. Yot 1be reality of poverty policy hax been welfare. Asd

~welfare does almost nothing 1o promets work or family or independence. Welfare slmost

sever s0lves probiems, H salves them with doliars,

Weifare needs 1o be replaced, not reformed with & few acw programs and
reguirements, not ¢limingted eaving poor peaplie with fittle ar a6 supbort or protection,
but replaced. !t needs to be replaced with policies whick treat the causes of poverty, I
nesds to be replaces with 3 system of iRcome support thad rcmfomcs ﬁnac:plcs of work
and family and indspendence. .

®

in mv view_ thres prwcwics must be adopted if we are iruly to rcplacc the
wetare system.

1. Peopie who work shouldn’s be poor. Those who are playing by the ruies should
nol lose the game. . .

b i}nc parcm shoaid not B expected 1o do the job of two. In s single parent
family, children necd tupport {rom both parenis. .

3. Income testsd support for those who can work ought 1o be trapsitional,
designed 10 enconrage and support those who want ¢ work to achieve
economic independence, We ought te 40 more to helip people.heip !hcmsclvcs
and £Xpect mMOre in retusn,

Adoption of these principles would do (ar more ¢ help our poor childres than }i}

years of welfare poiicy‘ Ignoriag them dooms slmost say poverty policy 1o failure.

American Poverty, Americes Policy
Americsas misunderstand the pature of peverty. Lcss than 10% of poor childeen

five in big city ghelto neighborhoods. At least twice that number live in two parens

families with & lull-time worker. The feminization of poverty is real But sisgie perent

poverty i3 not coafined 1o poople of color. We have reached (he point where the typical
_¢hild born in Americe todsy will spend time in 3 single parent home. Aaﬂ the pcvcrty
‘rate in.singie parent § tmilics mth chiidres is nearly 30%.

_And Amcricans deeply distrust, cven despise welfare, oor chiel social policy 1o

. heip poor families. Lidberals decry the very low benefits. Conservatives srgue that it
“breeds dependency sad illegitimacy. The recipicats of tes hate it worst of all, clsimiag

it leaves them isolsted, frustrsted, and humilisted. No onc belicves that welfare solves

. many problems. At best it tides people over until they can got back on their feet At

worst it ¢reates & dead end, w;;rtd offering fzw routes to mdcpcndencc, sad little
dignity or wif respect.

P
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With the medin £illed with stercotypical and racislly charged imayges of the ghetio
pour and with welfsre debates & stapic of sagry talk shows, it is 5o wonder that the
public 1 skeptical, even cynics) sbout the astion’s cepacity to beip the poor. Bu
poverty is much exsier to undzrsmnd than many people ruiw: And grtczzc.tz and
‘affordable non-welfare solutions do exiss.

People Whe Work Showlde’t Be Poor . :
People who work ¢an be poor in America, Over § million pcopic tive in families
with a foll-year fullstime workes. Severs! times that pamber lve in familics whese

someone works part of the year, And many more live in families on welfare whare fall- -

time work wonld leave the {amily poor and financially ac better of f than on weifare.
The reality ts that for mitiions of Americans, work simply does not pxy,

. Depending on the state of the economy, between 40 and 50% of the poor children
in America live in two pares: homes. These are working famities. Table !, which is
based on tabolstions of the March 1988 Current Population Survey (the survey ased for

of ficial poverry statistics), shows thit only 9% of poor two-parent Families had two'
bealthy and aon-¢iderly parents who did not work st 31l Almost 45% (40.9% plus 2.9%)
of poor rwosparent {amilies had 1 full-year Tull-time worker, snd weli over half of the
poor. families with two healthy psrents had at leant opz full-time worker. Work is very
much the norm {or these Families. Motice also that in most families with only s part.
year worker, thar worker tsrned too littie to get the Tamily out of poverty even if 1he
Xb had insied all year.

it may scee remarkable that 3o many people are abls 10 work without being sble
10 support & family. OF course, the overwhelming majority {over 30%) of two-parent
families with one or more full-time workers do sveid poverty. But work i1 no gusrastee

of success for those at the Jower end of the wage spectrum As shown i Table 2, & fall-

. lime job paying the current minimum wage of $3.35 per hour cannot SupPOr: Sven 190
persons above the curreny poverty fine. By 1992, when the minimum wage has béen
raised to $4.28 per hour, one fuil-time minimum wags o will leave 3 family of four
$5,000 below the poverty Hipe (Oope fuli-time soad ons part-iime ob would still jesve a
Family of four $1,500 per year delow the projecied poverty line of 314,500 even if thay
have po day care expenses.)

These (amilies are working hard at some of the most woploasant jobs in America,
They ride the same economic roller coaster k3 the rest of us When roal wages for the -
middie class rise rapidly as they did in the 1960s, the wages of working poor families

rise a5 well. A srong ecogomy is very good medicine. But wages Bave boen essentislly -

stagnant Tor 20 years afier adjusting for inflation. The median resl iscome for ail fulle
time male workers in Asmerice is lower today thap in 1969, For the first time i mRny
zczxcruzwt&, sons sre earniag jess than their fathers dnd.

Aaé whes the c:anomy stumbles, the working poor fall. They have
_disproportivostely borne the brunt of cconomic changes of the past few deeades. ‘I'herc
© it now clesr evidence that the workers st the upper ead of the economic distribution
have fared far better over the recent past than those &t the bottom.. Youvng workers, the
fese well educated, and people of color were hurt more by the recession md helpcd less

by the wcavc:y

\

-
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) Table }
Distribution of Poor Hushapd-Wife Families by Heslth, i '
Work Sutus, swd Wage Rate Relatve o (e Poverty L

. _ , . Distribution of .
Heaith, Work Sutus, Wage ' Poor Families (%)
| Neither Pareat i, Dissbled or Retired and: | |
‘ At least ooe parent worked full~yez: full -time or equivalent 409%
Combined work of both parents was equivalent i
at Izast gpe full-year full-time worker . L1%
One or both parents worked, but combined hours wis
bess thun one Rull-yvear fli-time worker and:
Wige was NOT high eoovgh 0 kenp faouly ot of .
poverty if 2 person worked at the job fuli~time all yasr® 203%
Wage WAS hugh escugh to keep family out of poverty )
if & person worked at the b fuil-Ume all year® 45%
! Neither Parent Worked E 20% .
i = ) ;
Cme or Both Parests vas 1], Disabled, or Redred and: : : !
Cither parent worked full-year full-tme - : 9% i
i : E
Semenne worked, but less than full~year full-time : 6.9% :
Neithes pareat workes * 12.1% |
. % ;
“~Toul i . 100.0% |
I \ ;

-

Source! Authors* abulitions of the Mazeh 1988 Current Population Survey

- Notes: Full-year fuli-tirne work ix defined a5 1750 hours work sanually
 * Computad by delemining the average wage by dividing anous] exrnisgs by 1ol anpual
" bhouss, multiplying this aversge wage by 1750 bours @ get & potential asmval carnings and © < ) RN
- comparing these to te poverty line for the family. o ' o PRGN

¥
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. o “ : Table ¢ -
T ‘ Earnings and Income for a Family With
) ) . ) One Full-Year Full-Time Worker in 1992
A C " Lurrent Law :
| Poverty Line in 1992 will be $11.300 for n Family of Three
Poverty Line in 1992 will.he $14.500 for a Family of Four
Wage $2.35 . Woge $4.25  Woge $5.40
Earnings $ 8,970 " $8.840 3 11,230
‘Net Taxes - w
(EITC less payroll) b . 375 200
- . Disposable Income: 7AZ0 0215 11,430 -
‘e ) with no day care costs .
- . Disposable Income 5,420 7215 8,430
e 'with $2000 dey cere

Alk figures are approximnte



What de we curren:ly do to :uppon these Tomilics? Virtoally nothing - They
don’t qualify for public amistance other than f00d stamps, and many k¢ too proud to
apply for stamps. They get almost no goverament wedical benefits (those go mostly to
welfare recipientsl. In fact, after government transfery, poot two psrent fxmilies with ¢

fuli-time worker have incomes farther beiow the poverty line than iingle parent families .~

oo welfare or two parent families wite an unemployed worker ‘?he working poor are -
literally thc poorcm of the poor.

El

And iow pay is oot simply a probiem for two paresy famities’ ‘rhe asture of our

 welfare system is such that unless a single mother can {ind 2 (ull-time )b that pays st
least $5 or $6 or $7 an hour with medical hcncf ita, slopg with very wcxpczwvc day care,

she w:ll be better off on welfare.

Usnlgss we find 3 wey 1o make work pay, we oxp pever make much progress in
the fight against poverty of children. And unicass we find x way to make work pay, .
millions of children will grow up secing 1hat hard work docsn's pay of {, that work is Bot
a0 aiterastive to welfare, 'z'hcy will discover that you oan piny by the ruit.s and still
sz the game. . :

Make Work ?:y ;
I we are gamg to mkc work ;'my, two types of measures must be ndomcd

1. We must use g combination of wagc and tax policies to iasare tha: 2 full-time
wWorker tarus epough to keep hxs or her family out of povcrty (mclndmg the
cost of day carel. ) .

-

2 ¥e must :nsurt that medical prmcc:mn is avulublc to ail low ipcome families,
et just those op wclf are. . -

i m]] focus on the first item since otbers are far more expert thay Izm in the
health area, § would only empbasize that every other major industrisiized conntry

- exeept South Africa has found a way to insure that sli its oitizens hsve medicsl

protection. Angd they spend far less on health care than this country does now,  Medical
emergencies can essily destroy evervihing 8 low income family bas worked for. And we
usuatly end up paving the bills later anyway, in the Torm of bigher heaz:h insurance
costs whach are used to cmcr the bad debis of hospitals .

Ziaw ¢4t we insnrs that peopic who work will 8ot be pmr" There are two ma ;ar
types of policies: wage policies, such as raising the minimum wage, and refundable ax

" credins, such ss the Earoed Income Tax Credit (EITC). I will discuss the proposals in -

1992 dollars, szncz soy policy 11 anizkciy 10 take effect before tlz:t time.

. moagkaat :zsc iste 1950s, 1960s, and 19?0:, the minimum wage was icpt ats
ievel that would enablc & Toll-time worker to keap s Tamiiy of three out of poverty. But

during the 1980s, the minimum was not adjusted with inflation and its real value fell
sharply. If the minimoum wage were restored the level it stood at during the 60s and 708

{2 lovel sufficient 1o kecp 2 family of three ont of mvmy), it would have 1o rise to

) roughly $3.30 per bour in 1992, The recent lcg:siwon raiscs it to 34.25 stil} lowcr than

in 1956, ad;usxmg for inﬂmon.

. But a hzshcr mipimum wagc h:s costs. Al economists aarcc there will be some
job iosses among teenagers And the vast majority of people is minimum wage jobs are

aot in poor familiexs. Most estimates suggest that working poor f zmn!xcs wonic be bdp-cd _
by & b:ghcr minimum wage,. but there will be eccnamc coste

. . R . . . L8 : 4
Al . . . * |
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An alternative policy is a higher EITC. Already we have a tax credit for low
income working families. And because it is refundable, poor families get the credit even
if they owe no taxes. The current plan provides & $.14 credit for each dollar earned up
to $6.800, for 2 maximum of $953. (The credit is phased out with a $.10 reduction for
cach dotlar carned over $10,740:. 1t is like 2 psy raise for the working poor. The
curreat EITC is worth about $.50 per hour. The credit-is pow large coough to roughly
offset Social Sccumy tmres pa:d by low income workers.

A numbcr of bills havc been proposed to raise the EITC. Siace it imposes no -
costs oo employers, there are no job losses. ‘Becsuse it is dope through the tax system,
credits can be targeted to poor and near poor familier indeed, ap expanded EITC seems
like such sn attractive policy that academics and poiiticians from the far left to the far
right have endorsed it. Therc is one major problem: cost To double the existing EITC

would cost roughly 36 billion dollars per year. And it would effectively raise wages by '

only about $.50 per hour.

What would it take to insure that a full-time worker could support a family of 4
8t the poverty line ip {19927 Table 3 provides ap illustration. At 3 wage rate of $4.50
per hour,'even a doubling of the current EITC would lcave a family of 4 more than
. 34,000 below the poverty line assuming the family has no day carc costs. The table
makes clear that only the combination of a higher minimum wage and a doubling or
tripling of the current EITC could insure that families who work wouldn't be poor. If &
family must pay for care, then even more iacome would be nccdcd to keep their

spcndablc mcomc above the povcrty hnc

" This analysis suggests if we want 10 insurc that people who work are mot poor, it
will take three types of policies in combination: a higher minimum wage, expanded tax
credits for the workiag poor, and more support for day care. Sometimes in public
debate these policies are seen as substitutes for one apother. Some propose tax credits
instead of a3 higher minimum wage. Others propose day care jpstead of tax credits.
These simply cannot be substitutes. If we believe in work and families and
independence, if we want to insurc that people who play by the rules do not lose the
game, we must move ahead with all three .

. Policies to help the working poor reinforce work. They reward people Tor their
efforts. They help two parent working families. They encourage independence. They
do not lead to dependency.. .

One Parest Shoulda’t Be Expected to Do the Job of Two.

Making work pay and gusaranteeieg medical protection would help many poor
children a great deal, especially those in two parcot families. Children in single parent
families would be helped also. Low pay is a particularly serious probiem for single
parents. The job market still pays women far less thap men.

i B;lf there are two other problems that single parents face which these policies do
not address: their dual role as both nurturer and provider and a hostile welfare system,

All parents, married or single, face a difficult task of nurturing and providing
" for their children. Two parent families can balance those dutics in a variety of ways
Indeed the most common arrangement today is for both parents to work. But usually
. only the father works full-time all year. The mother usually works psrt_timc or part
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- R ' . Table J
~Disposable Income for Family with Two Chtidran .
e : “with One Full Year Full -Time Worker
Under Current Law and Various Proposals in (8992

€

Pm}fwty Line in 1992 wilt be Slﬁl.ﬂ(){)ﬁfor a Family of Three
Poverty Line in 1892 will be $14.500 fmn& F'z&mily of Four

\\’ngt $’§ 35  Wage 34 25 I‘age 35 40

. Femily With no day care costs

Lurrent Law . ?,43{} #.215 ) 11,430
Pouble Current EITC B470 [0.285 12,480

Trip%f: Current EITC o 9.520 L1316 143530 .

Family %‘uh SE{}{){} zn day care costs . k ,
Current Lew . : T 0420 7215, .44

‘Pouble Current EITC . ‘ 8.470 8.26% 10,480
Triple Current EITC | 7.520 9315 11,530

All flgurere ars spproxlmate



vear. Qniy 30% of married mothers work full-yesr fali-time. But singie parents don’t
have that kind of flexibility, They reslly only bave tws c&a;m they cxo cither vmrk
aHl the time or they can po on wellnre.

i singlc parents choose full-time work, thzy must sigouitaneously meet the
df.:zgsazaﬁs of work 359 the need {or child care, the many daily crises involvisg doctor
visits, schoo! holidays, sick children. to 32y nothing of maintsining & safe snd happy

household. Wemen from highly sdventaped backgrounds find these demands very beavy. '

For mathers with 2 limited education, with littie or 50 work cipericoce, with ‘young
thildrea, it can be sx almost impossible teak. I8 it really reslistic (or [air} 10 expect sl
sngie mothers to work more than mores than 70% of married mothers 807

The only alternative at present is welfare, And it i3 8 sot & very aftractive
aption. No Mate payvs enough in welfare and {ood stamps to kesp 2 family oot of
poverty, Adjusting for infistion, benefits sre vastly lower thap they wese 15 yeary sgo.
The welfsre system frusteates and isolstes and humiliates and stigmsatizes. Wellsre
of fices sre designed in Iarge part to prevent fraud sad abuse, to detiver 2id is the right
amoust 3t the right time. Applving for weifsre is s msjor saderiaking. A variety of
verifications must be done. Inevitably, weifare clients must return repeaisdiy 1o the
welfsre sffice. Welfare sodd food stamps and housieg snd socinl servises are separste
programs, each with its own rules, its owp demands sud sometimes ity own office,

Worse still is the way welfare treats people who try 10 play by the rules, people
who attempt 10 work their way off of welfsre. Welfare bepcfits are reduced doliar for
doBiar with cargings. Table 4 shows that 2 womsan working foll-time at $4.00 iz
essentially no betier of f thaa somzone who does ac work at ail. Even & woman with!:
very low day care costs who can carn 36 per hour, slmost twice the curresnt minimom
wage of $3.35, mav be ot much better off working. She will take bome only $2,900
more per year adgd she will lose Modiesid benefits which sre worth slmost tha: smount,
And how many disadvantaged women can find and rerain s full nme Job that payy twice

the minimum wage?

1t should come 85 0o surprise that only 5 small fraction {20-23%) of women

leaving welfare scigally "2arn® (heir way of f. And most of thewm are the berrer edncated -
©and more ¢xperiensed women who Cab command s relatively hogh wage. Other women

1ty to legve, but there is simost slways some setback, of ten something reiatively small,
such 38 ¥ sick child, which causes them to lose their job and returs to welfare, he
wondar the MOST £ommol way 1o 16ave wclf&rc pcrmncmly 1 via marm;t, a0l work.

) \Yc wouid like single parents to mpport lhcmivcs and become seif-sufficicss,
but we have made the task almost impossible. Welfare reforms begins the process of
moving the government towsrd s system which sacourages sod Tscilitates seif-support
taiber than sceming to defest it But it docsa’ alter the baszic dilemmss inherent in &
welfare system. It dossn’t make work pay. It doess't make it possibie to support s

family on soything less than a full-time job which pays xlmost twice the minimum wage

along with medics! bencfm. 1t doekn’t insure that & womao is better of [ wa:&mg than
on welfare, . ,

P

parzat 1 do the job of two. Without some sdditions] support, 3il single parenis face 2
difficult struggie. Single mothers with weak cducations asd timited work experience are

- virtually sssured of being stuck in the weilare system.

A

The renson singie parents have such a difficult time is that we are expecting one

L
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Eargings, Taxes. Beaefies and Toul Zacamc
For s Single Parent and Two Children
Lbeing In Peoansylvamiz«~ispus 1989

el -
-

Welfare aad Disposable

wc;rk Level zz;é Wagpe ’ Eamningr  Dav Care Taxes** Food Sumps Ipcerne***  Medicaid?
No jazo:‘;; , : [} ¢ e 6590 £550 Yes
Hal! Time Mmm 'v;‘;ga-' 3380 1500 28 e;sz; m © Yes

© Ful Tie Miuimu{n Wiger 670 3 - 3004 40% - 1344 505y Yes
Fuit Time 4.00 /heor 5000 43000 310 1610 6920 Yes,
Full Time 5.00 /bour 10000 000 16 1250 8410 Yes
FQ}%‘?imﬁ 6.‘00 fhour. ‘ 12000 : ‘-300() ‘*53'? | ' 9:22 9485 My
ol Time .00 fﬁc.z.;: 1400 30 - 3307 - R .‘ ' 10391 No
-

fa
wr *

Notes: ® Minimum wage raiz is 3 35 per kwr
** Taxes sre posilive ol very fow incomes due to e Esroed Izmme Tex {Zwi:t

hoe R&mmgz piuz AFDC mé foud stamps lm taxes and day care.

o
¥

Al ﬁgurcs are Spproximais. Modeled afier 2 table ig 'chkgrmd Material mé Dsts on
Programs W;ﬁzm e 3msd:ctzcn of the Commilize o Ways and Means.*

» - .
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Ansurad Thild Sepport Exforcement—A Real Welfare Alternative - '

Single parents must get somc sdditional, non-welfare support il there is soy .
realintic hope of eseaping welfare. Sisce it it 2 Inck of support from two parents that is
3 jarge part of the pwbicm‘ the sbsent fxti:cr is the paturai pisce to Jook for additiona)
imcome. , -

%

gels anv court-ordered chiid suppont from the absent parent, and the average amount is

ocly 32.20C. Ofien the problem i3 pot that the father cannot pay. By most estimites &

truiy uniform and upiversal child support system could coliees sn sdditioos) $25-30

billies frem fethers. Remember, this is not just & problem of children is ghetto

communities. The typical child born in Americs today will spend time in & single parent

home. The current system cssentinlly Iets fatbers off the hook. Wo are seading the
signal to parents and children that absent fathers have ao responsibilities

Suppose » woman could count on just $2,000 per child in child support assually.
Theo a combiration of work and child support could exsily support & fsmily st tbe
poverty iine. Indeed balf-time work at 2 36 per hour job would be enough to keep B
family of three out of povérty in' 1992, Full- -time work would provide some resl
sccm'zt} : .

=

-

An insured child suppon enforcement plan would combine tough yet reasonabic
-child suppart enforcement with an insured bepefit, Absent parcnts would be held
accountable. But whep colloctions from the absent lsther fell below some minimum -
Jevel (becanse of low sarnings of the {ather), the goverpment would insurs the
difference. The plas would include foar eicmcazs .

o ii Both pareats” Social Sccamy sumbers would be identified at birth or for those
childres who kee born abroad, upor application 15 the system -

2) Child support payments would be determined by » very sim§i¢ formuls. For
example the Wisconsin formuls requires the sbuwent g&zcnt 10 Y 2?% for ome
ch:id 24% {or two, and 30 fcmh

. '3} All payments would be collected hkc tazes by the state thraugh sutématic
wage withholding by the employer. All child support payments woild be
< coliected ip this way 3¢ all women would be in the same system

© 4) The government would insure that cach child received at least $2,000 per yesr
in child support if & child support order was in piace. Whes coliections from
the sbsent parent fell below zhau level, the govcmmnt wonid make uvp the

;v difference. . -

.o The firsi theee clements of the plan sre 0ot controversial, They bave slready
been wdopicd a3 part of the Family Support Aot {though with litile rea! incentive 10

eaforce them). The real stumbling block will be the Tourth siementthe insured beneflit,

Experiments mtiz x minimure assured benefit 3¢ now :zzmaz in Wisconsin, New Yort
and other siates, : .

'!"hc msurcd benef it is crucisl. wzthout it, child sam:z w{mm mii zzmniy ]

bcnéflt the middie ciass single mothers. Child support woold then be yet another device -

that will separate the poor and the oon-poor. Middis class women will sopport

L]

The current system of child wppo“:: is's dzsgncc Omiy ooe ungle ;mcm in three
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:h:msglvcs with s combisation of wark snd child support. Wariinﬁ cisss women will D¢
teft with only welfare, With & minimum beaefit, middle clasy and lower ¢lays mothers.
have » common stake in preserving and sxpanding the system.

‘ Some argue that » minimum child suppart benelit is simpiy wellare by another

name. 1 strongly disagres. When s woman earns an cxirs doliar while on weifare,
benefits are reduced by » doliar. When she ¢arps ap extrs dollar while coliecting child
sapporl, she keeps the whole doliar. Child support wilf not.require trips 1o the welf are
of fice. There will be no stigma, no reporting. no verification. snd no cheating. .
Moreover, if the public starts complaining sbout the money being spent os ingured child
support benslits, they will say, "Those darn [nihers wrc ant pulling iheir woight, we are
paving their child support for them!® And there wili be fights about workfare for
fathers versus training snd education. The struggies sad responsibilities of [athers will
be debated as part of our concers for the singie parent familics, just &3 they should be
.Ang perhaps most importantiy, the ssme uniform system will pmzcct working clsss, ;nd
widdle ciass, and ypper class Families.

ideally such o svstem would be part of the Social Security system. The prestest
source of insccurity in Amerion used 10 be growing old. We dramatically reduced that
probicm with Social Security which covers all American familics, where costributions”
and beoefits are selated to earsings. but where people at the botlem had extrx
protectiopn. A uniform child support sssurance plap would do ihe same. Contributions
wolld be colicceed from alt absent parsuts, std that motey wouid go directly to the
¢hildren. And there wouid be cxira protectios for those a1 the bottom.

The most remarkable feature of the system is 1hat it will oot cost very much,
Most of the payments come From the absent fathers, For women on wellnre, the
minimum benefits will simply offsct weifare pavements snd 1hus it costs nothidg extry.
Thae only real cost is for people who are of f of welfare, achicving independence by
combining work sad child suppori. Most estimares suggest that cost will be small,
Indeed, it is Likely to save mwooty in the loug run. And 37 any sdditional mopty is spent,
it will &1} be going 1o women who are working--families who are playing by the ruies
and frying to provide for themselves Thus (he system yill reinforee work snd family
and pareptal responsibility. o

With such & system. single mothers would for the First time have some money thay i

conld count o1 Money to supplemant their owp carnings. Money 1o heip them meet the.
minor” crises that often force people back on welfare. Money to make it possible to
achieve real independzoce from welfare. Money to ger oot of poverty. Without such 3
1ystem, poverty rates {m singic pareaza will slways I astronomicsl,

Teansitionnl Sapport and Jobe

Welfare soffers from schizophrenia. I wellare 2 program 1o insure the loa; term
protection of children s8d or it it 4 program to belp people temporsrily in times of
troubie? Should welfsre benefits be taised 1o reduce poverty of those getting beaefin or
lowered to encourage-their indepondence? A program of long term income support
would probably e designed very differcntly from one designed to of for transitions}
assistance, By zxying 1 il bmh roles, the current system hay done neither vcty well

ln tlm last rouad of welfsre ref ore, some of the ubcertainty scemed 16 vanish,
T Al sides sentied oo 2 conception of wellace s teansitionsl, The primary objective wu
. to hclp people over a pe:wd of bndshsy and :chzeve e re:ﬁ md:p-cndcm
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ctca: TECGRBITION 1hatl people often pneced help over o difficuls pcnod

3

Unfortunately since litile was dose to insure that work pays or (0 goarantee that single
parents could connt os some child nwport. there is little hope that the reformed welfars
will be roly trassitional.

Bm if we bed child sw;ort rssurance, W we insored tha! peopie got medics!,

protection, if we made work pay. there would be far less need for welfsre, Single - -

parents could reslistically support themseives ki the poverty lime i they were willing 1o
work haif time. even at s job paving litiic more thao the migimury wage. 1f they were
willing to work full time. they could move well above the poverty hine. Two parent
families could aveid poverty with & single full-time worker or two dstf-lime workers

With this kind of support ip place. § think one can more easily contempinte mayjor
changes 1o wellpre. There is clear evidence thas many singic parcots bave shori-ters
trapsitional problems. A divorge or separation or birth of & child takes time for
adjustment. Often womes spend & few years os welfsre before remarrying or going to
work. Indeed balf of go onte AFDC have speils Iastiog 2 years or less. The last thing
new single mothers nzeds 1y immedinze stress. They need help and suppore If & woman
has never worked before, it will 6ot be ¢asy o move right into & pew job, I she has
young children, it may be undesiradle snd impracticsl to eapeg! work right awsy, Angd
sconomic (luctustions will ipevitably crente shori-teri problems for both single parem

and swo parest familics, Thus transitional assistance wouid be pecessary.

If people can realisticaliy support themseives, thea the sotion of » time-limited,
trangitional assistatee program Tor both single parent and rwo parent familics makes
sepse. A rich set of uaining and support services ought to be included as part of the
beaefits. But the cash benefit program would be of limited durstion. There would be
ao confusion of the point of the program lor gither keneliciaries. sdministrators, of the
public. It wouid be designed 10 help people achicve iadependence. In the case of nagle
mothers, with child support and mezsures 1o make work pay. the reglistic goal weuld be
o get mozhers pzz: time or full time work,

. ‘i‘he Surstion of sssistance m:si’zz be atiowed 1o vary with &ge of youngest child
Gensrally I'd faver meking it fast |8 months 1o three vears depending on the age of
voungest child, But the key wonld de that this assistasce 15 (ragsitional Ooc could aot
re~qualify {or much more rransitionsl assistance by having ssother baby or claimieg
that ao jobs were gveilabie. The traatitiona] program would be sotiety'’s attempt o
offer short term sid and an opportupity for support sad trainiog. }1 would rcf ie¢s the

-

When benefits were used up, :m: wouiﬁ have to work far 5O0e pcnoé W re-

quaiify for more. 1 would de inclined to silow many support services—~certainty child

child suppot: with work.

care and some traibing--to Contisuc past the transitionn! period, but cash benefits would
end. Alter benclits ran out, the oaly aiteraative for support wau!d be te supplement

v

Thcr: are 3 number of concerns which must be addressed if we were 16 move 1o 8

truly transitiopal suppart system. The first invoives what woold hippen 1o peopie who

¢xhausted their transitional besefina There witl be people who canaot find work and
there will be regions where few jobs sre svgilable. If government is not willing w
provide cash support forever, it must provide Tull or purt-time joba for those whe
exhzust transitions! support, so that peopic can, is fact, support themselves. fust how

. many people would need these jobs is slmost impossible 10 predict. Half of those who go

%
g



on AFDC use it for more than 2 years. But that occurs in a world where there is no-
way 10 work part time and escape poverty, where work does sot pay well (both because
<+ wages are often low and becsuse welfare bepefits fall &3 earnings rise), and where there
-18 little help or incentive to move of f of welfare. .

My own iostincts are that only a tiny [raction wouild actually need these jobs if
the other reforms were in place. Single mothers with child support would not have to
work more than hall time to avoid poverty, And they would bave had 2 to 3 years to
adjust to their new situation, acquire training and transitional support, snd move 10 2
part-time private sector job. The program would certainly b¢ considerably smalier that
the current welfare system.

In reality, this proposal is not so different than that contained in the Family
Support Act of 1988, Under that bill, people are required to participate in some '
activity—often jobs--starting almost immediately. These proposals may of fer s workable
altcroative, especially in the short run. Yet | beticve that it would be far better 1o make
clear to all those concerned, both recipients and the public, to have two separate
programs: transitional assistance and jobs’ Both programs will do their job better if they
are separated. -

. Coasider transitional support first. Currently most of those who use welfare, use
it for relatively short term aid. Yet the first few years of welfarc is pot now considered
“transitional”. The same demands, rules. obligations, indignities are put on the new
recipicnt 83 the old one. The public does rot perceive the difference between those who
usc welfare for temporary aid and those who use it for long term lmstlncc And so
there is lmlc d:gmty cven in getuing temporary help.

. A system of transitional assistance could feel guite different. Transitional aid is
unambiguousty designed to help the recipicot get on her or his feet. It is not » program
to punish people for misbehaving nor does it of {er the hope that maaipulating the
system will lead to permanent support. Transitionsl support would be a second chance,
an opportudity to take advantage of special aid. It is a ¢hapce 10 be taken advantage of.
not another burden to get through just to gain enough aid to get by. .

Those who study management say that organizations with 3 ciear and
unambiguous goal are most successful, A system that tries to traip people and encourage
seif-support, demand work, beip the working poor, while simoltancously insuring that
peopie have yome minimal income i3 one with very mixed goals Insuring income is
- quite different thap cocouraging wlf-support. Indeed the two are diametrically opposed.
Not so for a trausitional support system. Thc clear goll would be to help peoplc bclp
.themselves. .. "

" After lnn:itionll support comes jobs. But isn’t that the same as workfare? |
believe there is something fundamentaily differenr about "working of f & welfare check®
and working »t 2 goverament job. lo the First case you seem to be working for free, ia
the latter you are being paid for your work. Indeed, although participants in workfare
programs express some satisfaction with the work, they think their employers are getting
2 very good desl. Similarly when researchers recently asked welfare recipients about
their attitudes toward workflare, they reported that *recipients like the idea that they
would be working, but disliked the fact that they would still be on welfare®. To both
public and recipients, workfare will not be s job. .

- e
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 There will ¢ much more pressure oo both the transitional program and the jobs
Program o do their b well if they sre separated. In & transitional program, it iy casy
o se¢ how many people leave your program aad when they do, 3t will #ls0 be easy 10
check and s2e how many people £6¢ up op tbe jobt program. since sdministrators would
have 1o certify that they have exhausted transitional sssistance delore they o gci the
wobs Iz 3 workfare program. if there are pot coough obs, OB just CODfibucy paying
welfare. But in 3 jobs program. il there arc ool coough jobs, onc knows immedisicly
and there i a0 instant impetons 10 Tisd more. A true jobs program will inevitably be
‘more demanding that's workfare program. s workfare, one must go through &o
claborate process of sanctions {or peopic who fail 1o show up. With ¥ b, when people
don’t work, they don'y pet mid :

Another problem wizh time-limited transitionsl aid is thst some peopie are 30
dysfunctipaal, disabied, or their life is ib such chaos that they CABnol work,
Remembering that half-rime work a: 8 minimum wage job woaid be sufficient 10 keep 2
single parent family out poverty, | doubt the number of such peopie is large. I people
really cannot work, they ought to be on the SSI program for the disabied. Saill we will
Beed some systemn for cxempling abd protecting people who really canoot work, There
will be people whoe nzed specisl, intensive services, who somehow don’t qualify for the
disability programs, but who cansor make it op their own. They need 10 be treated oo 4
casc by case basis. 5till, 1 thick it would be 3 mistske to design the entire support
system worrying only sbout thise peopie.

A fipsl sud far more difficult problem involves the period of sdjusiment as we
move from one sysiem to sanother. Since I recommend sgainst piving assured child -
suppor: benefits to wnyone for whom & court order ip ot ip place {or who has been
exempied from it {or good causc), ipitislly there will be 3 large svmber of peapie who
“do not have assured child support pavments. If we moved rapidly to transitions!
assisianse. the pressure on motbers, goverament sgencies. sugd he courts 1o get swards in
place would be ¢normous. in many ways that pressure would 2 gw& tizmg, wt wiil
fimally bave sreated a sirong iocentive for finding »il fathers. But in the lpterim, how
do we protecc mothers and childzen who do not yet bts’c chiid su;}m:z

U transitional bepefits Iasted 18-36 months, mothers and the 31316 would have

that long to seriously (ry to get awards in place. laitialiv onz mighe make the time jims,

cn transitional benefits longer 1o give more time 1o identify farhers and get swards in
piace. Stidh, ) atill worry that fathers of children borz many yesrs carhier capnot readily

be Touad.

Thus during the implementation phase, | would probably provide sn assured
beaelit 10 anyone who is coopersting io good (uith in the logation snd identification of
the father. This provision would bave to be written with considerable care, sinee it
could be & very lerge Joophole in the child support system. Fioding fathers can be
difficult and uopleusant. Mew York state haz a variant on ap assured benefir plan
whereby beacfits are only paid to people with ywards in place and there is enormous

.- preszure to reisx ihat requirement. The state and the cliemts need (0 have & very strong
.. incentive 1o 4o child support enforcement. One migh! alse force states to pick up the s

" Iarger share of the cost of any assured benefit for someone who is making good faith
efforts, but for whom no sward is in place. Ultimately | would faver phasing out the
*good faith® provision, perbaps by insisting that sew earollesx actuslly xecure an nnrd
o qa:ley for sn aswrcfs chxld support beoefit. o

i
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?mplf Who Play By the Rules Shouldn't Lose the Glmz .

My message here is a simple one, If we want 1o reinforce sur valnn of fum}y
s0d work and independence’snd responsibility, we caonot sliow working families 10 be
th2 poorest of the poor. We candot abide a tystem that rraps women who wint 1o wozk
on wel{are. We cannot let absent parents shirk their respensibilities.

We must ipsure that if p:optc work. thev reslly can schieve 3 real measure of
financial security. That means makiog work pry. And 11 messs insuring that single
parents get some child support. For too iong, the American dream has been sp cmpty
one for many of our childrea, We find geperations of peopic mired in welfare with
Hitle hope and little sense that the future cosld be better. We see the costs of the
despair in our schools sad in our factories. Yo rurn things sround, we will have 1o
iosury that peopis who pley by the ruigy do not lose the game.
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Major Issues in Time-Limited Welfare.
by
David T. Eliwood
(December 2, 1992)

’

“We will scrap the current welfare system and make welfare a second chance, not a way of
life. We will empower people on welfare with the education, training and child care they -
need for up to two years so they can break the cycle of dependency. After that. those who
can work will have to go-to work either by taking a job in the pnvare sector or through
community service." '

Bill Clinton
The President-elect has called for an “gnd'to welfare as.we know it", by empowering
people to !eavg welfare duriné, a t;vo year transitional period, followed by some sort of
mandatory work. The langua‘ge of; the carﬁpaign i consistent with a variety of strategies.’
Consider two extreme altelmazives:'

Spend modest amounts seeking to make work pay-and try to collect more child
support. Expand the existing JOBS program by adding somewhar more money for

~employment and training programs. Then mandate states to require community work
experience for people who stay on more than two years.” Work hours would ordinanly
be determined by dividing benefits by the minimum wage. - No recipient would be
expected to work more than 35 hours, and some recipients, such as those with a young
child or with a disability might have to work fewer hours or be excused from the
program altogether. :

‘Concentrate on finding ways to move people off of welfare by using non-welfare
support strategies including expanded programs to make work pay, child support
enforcement and assurance, and expanded education and training. Seek to minimize
the number of people who end up on welfare for more than two years. Terminate

" welfare for employable recipients who remain past two years and offer them some sort
of govemmcnt or publicly subsidized job.

PO T

4
L}

-

While both of these strategies are consistent with the rhetoric of the campaign, they -
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reveal a fméat@er;m% fiiffareace in emphasis. The first gzra;egy ’W?}ﬁi(i concentrate most of the
mioney and energy into the creation and supervision of the comlmyunity jobs program through
which welfare recipienss would work off their welfare cheyckn. The second would focus rn;uch
more heavily on non-welfare suppc;r‘t strategies to move people off welfare and keep them off,
would have a stricter limit o‘n welfare, and would offer peopi‘e: who exhausted their weii‘aré.
benefit a job instead of welfare. 1

In my view the ultimate gosl oz}ght to i‘x: to genuinely éa;;sfa»rr;z the welfare systen,
The st;niag point 1§ to make work pa}; and gzzaré.mee that everyone has medical protection
just as Clinton proposss. The ending point could be some s;}z*’[ of time limited welfare and
jobs progmm,_ The focus s'are@r eng’fzz to be o;: finding ways 1o empo\w'eﬂr iow inpome
families, on finding ways to eliminate the need for Weifar’é.j This seems to méke moral,
_ec;mcmiz;, and pr'acﬁvcal sense. For one thing that becomes abundantly obvious when one
looks hard at the details of any tiﬁme«timixed welfare and work program is that there will be
many weaknielssﬁs, f’be best timaiiim%ted welfate program is one in whith 5o one fz%ts the
fimit. |

Candidate Clinton made clear that the goal was to find a way 10 heip people move off

welfare first. He called for making work pay, for stricter child support enforcement, and for .

§

some form of universal medical protection. There is no doubt that, coupled with a stronger

Y

economy, these measures will reduce the welfare rolls. However, no one believes that these

measures alone can reduce the caseload more than about 25%, and even that may be quite
- M. v # "‘ \ . N - N . _A

optimistic. Thus, in the Clinton proposal, the call for nme-limits loom large.
This paper examines three koy issues in a time-limited welfare sy;mm:
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i. What is the nature of aé&;zzonai income s;zp;wrts SErVICeS, axzd trairing that accompanies

F

the tzme»%zmxtazi we fare plan?

2. Wiii t?ie work pmgram represent work in exchange for welfare or work instead of welfare?

3. Will eligibility rules for de:erm:mng who must go to work after some tlme hmn be loose
or smcz? ‘ '

There are an astonishing number of questi'bns which must also haﬁ answered, but in my view,
these are the big thre‘e‘ I lock at.gach in turn.
Additionél Services and Sapports
The impact, cés:, and z%wz:‘z% legstimacy of time-limited welfare hinge crincally on what
happens in concert with such a program. It is hard to jusnfy fime-limited wc%f‘are oa aza};
grounds if zherf: is no viahle altenative to w;éﬁ'are for many women. [, along with ma:-.ly‘
ézi—;ers, have rcpe'azeéiy eméhasizad that the current system of supports for single mothers ;fauts
them in an impossible position, |

All parents, married or single, face a difficult task of r;urmring and pmviding for' their
children. Two parent families can bf;imce these duties in a vanaty of ways. Indeed the most

common arrangement zéﬁaja is for both parents 1o work. Usually only the father works

full-time all year, while the mother works part fime or part vear, Only about a third of

N married mothers work full time all year. Single parents, on the other hand, don't have that

B

kind of flexibility. They really only have two cheices: they can either work all the time or

they can go on welfare,

T

. If single parents choose full-tims v;vork, they must simultaneously meet the demands of

5

work and the need for child care, the many daily crises involving doctor visits, schoot

N .

_ holidé}’s, s,ick‘ children, to say nothing of maimaiaiﬁé a safe and happy household. Women -

»



from highly advantaged backgrounds find these demands very heavy, For mothers with a

limited education, litle or no work expenience, and young children, 1t can be an almost

impossible task. Is it really realistic or fair to expect all single mothers 1o work longer hours

than more than 70% of marmed mothers do? .

The only a!zemazive at present is welfare. And it is a not a very aftractive option. No

state pays enough in welfam and food stamps 10 kcep a fm&iy out of ;}avez‘:}f Adiusting for

3

" nflation, bencﬁls are vastly lower than they were 15 years ago. The welfare system

" frustrates, isaiates, humiliates, and stigmatizes. Welfare offices are designed in large part to

prevent fraud and abuse, 1o deliver aid in the ri‘ght amount at the right time. Applying for
welfare is 3 ;zzage_r undertaking. Inevitably, welfare clients must return repeatedly-to the‘
welfare office. Welfare, food szzmp‘sﬂ heusing, z;nd social sewicés aff: seg;zrate programs,
;-.ach_ with its own rules, &&mm‘zé;s, and sometimes its own office.

Worge stibl is the way welfare ireats people whoe try 1o play by the rules, people who
attempt to work théir way off welfare. Welfare benefits are reduced dollar for dollar with
eamings In a state like Pennsylvania, a woman working fuli-zi}ne at the m%r‘liml—lm‘ wage gams

Zy $2,400 extra. ’1“1'1at 15 like working for $1.20 per hour And haif of that $2,400 comes

from the Eamc:d Income ’Z“ax Credit (ElTC)--mcney she collects only at the end of the year if
- she bothers to submit a tax retum. Oa a day to day bas:s, she s‘eems to ?)e working for 60

- cents per hour. Even if she can work full-time at $5.00 per hour, her income is only $3,400

higher and she loses her f&iec&iz‘:a%d-,-scmezhiné warth several &0%{2 dollars, No wonder ,

‘administrators in states like California and Massachusetts find that unless a woman is placed

in a full-time job which pays $6 'per hour or more, with full-medical benefuts, and low day -~

3
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care cos;s; she is lil_cely to come riéht back onto welfart-:.

It should come as no surprisc' that onlyla Sm?" fraction'(20-25%) of women leaving
\:velf'are actually i"eam" their way off, nor ;hat mc;st of that small t‘raciion are better educated
and more exﬁerience'd women wh'o can command a reiativély high walgé. Other women try to
leave. Indeed .recent evidence suggests that a very !afge fraction,_even of newly enrolled
young welfare recipi;.ms, leave welfare for work early on. But ther;'a 1s alrno‘st always slome
setback, often somethiﬁg‘relatively’ small, such as a sick child, which ;:31'.1585 them to lose their
job and retumn to welfare. Nq wonder the most common way to léave welfare permanently is

| ) _

via marriage, not work.

-r

If we a‘re truly to "end welfare as we kno“'f_ it", we must makelit realistic for single .
parents to support.themselves outside the welfare systém. 'I-'here are three basic methods for
doing so: make work pay for every low incom.e I“-fork_er, increase the earming capacity of
single parents through training programs, and insure single parer"\ti‘; have some non-welfare
support.l o |

The make work pay strategy h;is been deve.:loped in detail elsewhere. Ideally 1t uses a

combination of tax credits, higher minimum wages, and universal medical protection to ensure’

that a full-time worker can realistically support a family of four at least at the poverty line.
The medical protection is particularly important, since a host of anecdotal evidence suggests

¥

that working poor families are most concerned about their lack of medical protection. There
is both statistical and anecdotal evidence that a fear of losing Medicaid is major deterrent for

women considenng’ leaving welfare for work. Making work bay and universal medical .

coverage were central elements in the Clinton proposals. One element that was talked about



but not addreségé with much specificity was ncreased support for child care. Though the

current poverty line does not deduct child care costs from income, the cost of child care

-

reduces the real income of families. Again, both anecdotal and statistical evidence suggest

" that child care costs play a crucial role in the lives of many working or would-be wotking

DOOF famiiics..

iﬁ;;rcasgzzg garning capacity via educm;on and training has long b'ean the darling of
social ze{{srmatsf If ;:;wpie can get sufficient training to raise their eamings o a level where
zh'ey can maiiszizzaﬁ;: gzzgz;;érz themselves through work, they have no need for weifare, and '

they achieve real control and independence. There has been seme demonstrated success with

gmpéayz_nem and im%nizzg programs for single parents. Annual eamings gains of from $100 w0

51000 have been found in vanious programs, depending on the pature and mtensity of the

program. However, most programs with a moderate per recipient cost rarely increase samings

more than $300.$300 per vear, and most cfwt_he eamings gains come from increased w&v{iv:, 0!
higher pay, -

These employment and trainilng gain's are useful and impeortant, but we have yet o find
a training pmgram which alters the fundamental economlcs ef single-parenthood and wa%fare
Iz st I takes a fu!l«timc Job at 50-100% above the minimum wage with good medlcai heaeﬁts

ami low éay care costs to allow a single mother to support her family and be better off than

welfare in fnost states. 1t is possible that the expansion of the EITC, indexing of the
- minpmum wage, and ihe expansinn ef medical ccvcrage wiiI improve the af’f‘actiwnass of

. xzrammg ;};‘egrams n gctimg women off welfare. Sdll, it i5 hard to see how any program -

Eastmg eniy & f&w months can ma&e 2 pmfauné dxﬁe:ence for 2 woman whc has fared peoﬁy

R ]
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.\in c;ther_:educaltional sysiems. And it will stil} requi‘r_zz: full-time work ‘f"or a woman o
adequately .s-upp.o_rp her family. Is such a r“equir.emem realistic' for a young, pever marvied
mother without any previous work experience?

~ The third strategy is to provide some additional income 51:;3:;::{::‘1 té single mothers in

some form. One plan ts to increase work incentives within the welfare sysiem,

£

Unfortunately; experience to date suggests that such plans have hinle impact on work and that ‘

women find mixing work and welfare to be the worst of all worlds, offering neither
independence and control, nor much improvement in income. The other major strategy that

Zzas bezn proposed is child suppont enforcement and assurance. Clinton has endorsed

* Y

dramatically improved enforcement, but not the assured benefit,

e
-

If single parents could count on some sort of child support or other non-welfare

" income s{z;:pcri, then it becomes quite possible for them to work even pan-time at the

»

minimum wage and do better off than on welfare. This level of work seems realistic and fair,
Unfortunately, improved enforcement alone cannot guarantee that single mothers will get
support at a reasonable level and in a timely fashion in many cases which, of course, is the

a:gamex%! in favor of an assured benefit. Recall that an assured benefit that is fully offset

againgt welfare offers no net gain in income to the non-working mother on welfare, [t merely

changes the form of the payment (more from child support, less from welfare) What an

‘assured benefit does on net is to dramatically change the position of someone who goes ©

work, for that. person can keep the assured benefit along wath their eamnings. .

Ultimately | believe that we will have to use all three strategies together. Training

programs will work much better if recipients don't need to work full time at $0% above the

4
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minimum wage to escape welfare and poverty. Child support enforcement and assurance

alone cannot do the trick, but together they could make real the principle that all healthy,

-

employable single rnothe:}'s reatly can support themﬁe?vcs and their children without welfare. -

| Palicymakers who ignore the need for services and non-welfare income supports witl
find a time Jimited plan far less viable. Effectiveness, cost, a.r}& maral legitimacy are atl
undermined witizout Strong supports. '_Consider effectiveness first. The easier it is for people
to leave welfare fQ{ \w;k, the more likely it will be that sraining programs will be successlful.

Past training programs have shown a capacity to increase work hours, but not wages. If

‘increased work hours make work a vigbie alternative to weifarég‘z?zanx wm:k is hkely o

increase. 1t is ikely that the make work pa}; tdeas 3i§ae will incréase the via&:iii;y of work

for an important segment of the welfare papu?azion: Hi;wevsr, a3 %:mé as self-support requires
full-nme work and day care costs, many women will be unable or unwiiii;zg 1 move from

welfare to work, That's why a combination of all three strategies {(make work pay, trauning,

and non-welfare income sources) seem likely to create the greatest effect.

Consider also the impact on cost. If only a few women are able to move from welfare ’

1o work, then the number of peoplé who will need 10 be put 10 work will be massive. At

El

least-3 million women have probably been on welfare for two years ornmore‘ If half of these
are required 1o work, the cost and mechanics could be staggering. Also recall: all these

women would stll be in the public support system. At the same time, providing services and

+ * *

non-welfare income supports costs money. No one has any clear ides of the tradeoffs

Il

between spending more on supports and the cost of creating jobs, but surely these 1radecfTs

deserve very close study. A strategy that costs the same but puts people to work in private,

- ¥
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non-subsidized jobs should surely be preferred 16 one which places people in long term

govemnment jobs, .

Finally, one comes to the question of moral lzgitimacy. Some, such as Larry Mead,
argue that it is morally legitimate and socially desirable to insist on work even if there are -
few viable alternatives to welfare. Sull, the moral basis for a time-limited welfare program is

significantly greater if single mothers can unambiguously support themselves through a

: rcalis:i'c level of work outside the system. If only 173 of all married mothers work full year

full ume, is it fair to ask all single mothers to work fully in order to réaiistically support their

family out of poverty? If a woman can realistically suppon her family through a cambination

*

of half or two-thirds time work and child support ar some other form of support,.then one hag

a very strong basis for tme-limiting welfare in many cases. On the other hand, if onerous or

. unreahistic demands are p!ace;:i on peaple who are highly disadvantaged, who clearly will i}é&é

real support to reach independence, claims of moral legitimacy are severely reduced.
Work In Exchange for Welfare or Work Instead of Welfare

The second major design question concerns the form of the work program, will

welfare recipients work off their welfare checks or will the plan be one where recipients are

cut off welfare cc;mpiat;iy after some period and are offered jc:’t;s which pay a wage far\

‘sﬁwiﬁes\ re‘n;ﬁfcreﬁ, the way jobs traditionally do. | |
Worﬁlﬁ;r-lfi';e{{are, This ispfsen'c-ailed u;crkfare.;. = Wérk-fm-\{&ifart; is quite simple in

theory, az‘ici aadiess‘iy complex in practice.- Persﬁns receiving public asrsistanyce ‘must work in

arder t{:: ;ccaivé ’thei*r be;lef"zts( The usual formuld is that the ex?egtcd hours of work ig

x calc'uigted by tfividing t!;e benefits received by the minimum wage. In prbittcipia‘, the person is

¥ ¥
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"working off" or "working for* their wetfare check. Thus depending on the welfare benefits

paid in the state and on other income which the welfare recipient has, the mandatory work

csuizi range from a few hours to fa!i»{ime work. Some work-for-welfare plans limit the
number of m'ap;:latory we&l‘.kly work hours to som;zhing less than 40 depending on
circumstance. In general such plans fimit not only the ginimnm aumber of hours, but also
the maximum. These are not jobs that one caz; work at for 40 hours i::ar waek band eam extra

mf:zwy 'Efﬁ’ze welfare payment is covered by working just 10 hours.

The jobs provided under such plans could ranga from public to private, but the most
obvious and best undersioad strategy uses "community work experience” program (CWEP),

whaereby jobs are created in the non-profit or the public sector. -

“

Work-Instead-of-Welfare. Work-instead-of-welfare sugaests a fundamcnially differerit

sort of support system. For at least some group of people, weifare would no longer be

available after some period. Instead, they would be guaranteed some sort of government
jcreateé or subsidized job. iz{;}riacjipi&, these would bs more i%ke_ "traditional® jobs, with well
defined hours éfuil-or part-time} and work expectations. ‘There' would be 1o aniﬁci;al limits on
maximum and minimum ‘hcurs \fforkcd. The nature of such public jclhs might range from'

soraething like the work of the Civilian Conservation Corps to community service jobs, not so

different fwm CWEP.

The major distinction between the two types of work plans can be summed up by the

" words used to i:an:icatqre them: workfare and public jobs. While these are properly considered

*

“two ideal types, there are quite naturally a wide range of intermediate cases, Work-for-

welfare need not limit the maximum number of hours worked, The jobs provided may be
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. much _work any parti'cula;' employee will deliver. In additior:1, the cost of creating and
administering jobs, boften with small oblig_ations; co_ul}.l Be very:};igh relatiw;: tc; the benefits,

Sécond., workfare normally imposesla fixed work obligation. If".the welf.'are ré'ci.pient 1s
highly r'notivated'an'd wants to work more hours, that is not allowed--an unfortunate and
awkward signal regarding work.

Third, p'rec-isely because thelwork is.linked to welfare receipt and any sanctions w:ll
be subject to elaborate fiue-prbcess protectio‘h_s. there ils likely to be hale of the ngor of a real
work pla.ce. In.the New York State workfare program for employable general a:ssistance
recipients, court orders n_c;w require that the state demonstrate that the reci.pient in'tentionally
soug_ht to avoid work without good cause before any sanction can be applied. "I"he clos;er the
program is tied to welfare, with worlf a par:' of the ol;ligation for receivinlg weifare, the less
. likely ordinary obligations associated with ‘regular employment will be applied. There will be.;

a significant portion of the caseload that learns to game the system to avoid the obligation.
Fourth, because something less than a regular job ts being offered, and because the
~ person wiil still receive a wel'f?,re check rather t}}an a'p;ycheck, recipients will not get nearly
the s'a‘tisfaction or feeling of accomblisl}meﬁt nor the useful work experience tha£ a "real” job
would offer. . Welfare recipients in cu;rem CWEP programs report l;lat they think'i.l is fair
that the;y wor](. but that t;yey f‘eel like the employers are genin-g a much be-ner deal since tﬁey
: :'work fc‘Jr f_rele';. QOutside employers will not regard workfare employment as-real
emplo;'mé‘nt._ ‘Rightly.so. The inevitably loose nature of the jobs, which must ac.colrﬁrnodate
. the differences in obligations across recipients and over time, coupled with the variety of

exemptions and protections, will render the jobs very different from traditional private sector

i ' r - .
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wili have to be excused from work. If day care is unavailable, persons will have to be

excused from work. The client need not fear loss of income in such cases.

Fifth, it is relatively easy;f to phase in such a plan, One can start by requiring work for-

1

welfare from a relatively few persons. As capacity expands and administrative knowledge
grows, one can lower the threshold gradually and require work of more and more beOpia.
Finally, while administering such a program on a farge scale wiil be a massive

undertaking, we have considerable experience with smaller scale community work expenence

programs (CWEP). Thus, there would be a reasonable basis for irutial program design,

At the same time, however, there are several real disadvamages'with’ this sort of piap.
Firsi, precisely bccam“se W{:)fi( hours .arg tied 10 benéﬁts, a variety of troubling queﬁti;)ns arise.
In some states, such as Mississippi, required hours zv;igbt be very tow, 8 or 10 hours per
week. For pé'_'-opie with eu%s%;:%t sources of iaco‘me such as child 3115;;30{*, some outside
egmings. Of ,beneﬁlts from other programs, wo;k hours may alse ;i}é rei#?z’veiy short aven ig
high benefit states. . People with one child will be working fewer hours than those with mwa.
z\‘a’ rise in the welfare benefit level of the saatc:: would immediately translate into the need to
expand &;erk hours for all obligees. High benefit states will require more work than low
%ep;ﬁz cnés‘ %;’z}rsé yeg, since a:aiside income often fluciuates considerably month z§ month,
n;a;xdazo;y work hours will fluctuate,

Deslignin‘g jobs ﬂiat are so flexiole that they can accommodate some people ;wiziz 2
jarg; number Kof mandati)r'g work hours and others with very limited hours will severely
" influence the ;ype of job an;ci its administration. The j;:;bs arelunlikcily to be ones of real

content of import, for the employer of administering agency will riot be able to predict how

12
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employment.
Fifth, major questions arise as to how the program interacts with other programs.
Assume that the work-for-welfare program is for AFDC recifaients. Do AFDC recip'ientsb who

have food stamps have to work off that benefit also? If so, there are serious horizontal equity

questions if other food stamp recipients are not required to do so. “If not, states with low

benefits are rewarded with a much smaller work program to administer, and recipients in low
benefit states are partially advantaged sin'ce they gél more from food stamps (since food |
stamp§ are reduced as .welfare' benefits rise) and less in AFDC payments and thus must work
off a smaller portion of their total goverlnment benefits. Silmilar questions. arise with housing
subsidies.

Sixth, CWEP has been repeatedly demonstrated and evaluated. The 'de;non‘strations'

uniformly show that there are little or no private gains to recipients from CWEP. That is,

‘earning capacity is not increased by working in 2 CWERP job, nor is there much impact on the

likelihood of finding or retaining a private sector job. Nor is there any evidence of a welfare

deterrent effect from current CWEP programs, In short, it is an obligation which carries no

. discemable long term benefit to either the recipient or the government..

Finally; and verg.( importantly, the public perception of welfare may be little affected.

Since CWEP jobs may not really look or feel like real jobs, there is a high likelihood that the

&

public will regard the program as something of a sham. i{ecipients_arc still on.welfare,

-

* though some are working somewhat._‘Exemptions'are likely to be legion. Stories wiil abound

™ about people not really won.'king, "Ieéning on shovels" and just putti'ng‘in their time. This .-

may be perceived as another form of welfare fraud. If workfare jobs are seen as different

.
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from "real” jobs, the workfarc' program will doﬁ%izt‘ia to reduce the sense of us versus them
which is s0 &a‘mag‘ifzg to the welifare system and its clients. Xk:'mbwe%fare reci.pients may not
get the respect they deserve. They may not be c;:unted among the working poor. |

In sum, the advantages and disadvantages of a wtork off wcif:a;rc program fevol'ge
largely around the fact that workfare jobs almost certainly will be very different from

traditional private sector jobs. Hours, obligations, protections, expectations wall all be very

different. These plans may be less expensive to mount, but they have severe limitations. |

They mainly appear to be a way 10 impose some additional obligations on welfare recipients.

What ‘z‘s being offered is nol an alternative o wéﬂ'am, but an c;dzfirigna! rule for receiving it.
Work-instead-ofvwelfare also carries significant pluées and minuses. The mast»obvi%}us .

advantage is that one cao siet11ip a sylstern of real jobs with regular hours and ordinary work

rules. Welfare has ended for soms recipients, and they ére :}?fez'eé # Ia‘;.t‘ reso;z sols. Becauge

this is rot & program of obligations in ea;change for azs entitlemnent, far less due process will

be involved in the s;verk part of the program. "{éwse can be something akin to private jobs,

Last-resort jobs may not have rules as rigid as traditional private sector jobs perhups,

bus since the person is paid a paycheck, can be docked pay, and should have a fixed set of

work hours, this will look and feel like work for pay, More motivated workers can work '
longer hours so Ic;ﬁg as work is available. Léw income péople i fow benefif states would

have the same opportunity t6 work part or full-time and eam money to support their family as

- . <

- those in high benefit states. . ) - LT, ,

" A related advantage is that there will be no elaborate caleulation about hours worked,”

+
-

Persons who have gxhausted their welfare benefits must find a job or come to government

LS

»
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sabsédized p;iv§§e 'ar public joﬁs, Wor*k hburs are set by the em'ploycr. not based on other
sozzrce:s of incomé or the ;zcifara};emﬁt ii;vei af" the state. . ‘

Sirﬁiiariy z%;e question of interaction with other programs is strasghtforward. Eamings
frcm'thex fast ;escrz jobs a;m z;ea‘md the same ag earnings frezz:z‘vazz? ‘}‘ob when calouiating
eligibility and 1beneﬁzs for other programs.

Moreover, for the public, progran; that actually ends welfare benefits and offers a2

.job in its st.ead will feel and ook like & fundamenta! change in the welfare system. This

really would appear to be an “end to welfare as we know it."

Nonetheless, these plans carry major limitations. The biggest one is cost and scale. |If

one really is going to offer a set of genuine last resont jobs, the program might be very large |

indeed, especiatly if there were few additional non-welfare sﬁppoﬁs, If there were rather few

Hmits on work hours, the cost could be considerably greater than the current welfare system |

or a CWEP plan. The extreme case is a last resort jobs program for all comers, regardless of
welfare, f:frnily; or income status. Mickey Kaus recommends such 2 plan, and suggests the

cost would be 540 or 50 billion doltars or more. Mounting and funding a large scale jobs

program seems almost impossible. There seems little suppon for such a massive program.
[ recommand z very different plan whereby people qualify for the jobs only after they
have exhausted their time-limited welfare. Moreover, if there are sufficient non-welfare*

supports, relatively few people might need last resort jobs, Properly administered, relatively

*y ‘x\_ N

few public sector jobs would be needad. It is without non-welfare support and tight rules for

»

participation that public sector jobs seem unworkable, "Another way to limit costs is to limit

the number of available jobé. The obvious problem then is that people who cannot find

x ®
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.v 'Apfis}a{e jobs are i;f’: without a means of support. Again, this probiez.n i_s most serious when
there ém few non-welfare supports available 10 a family. !
‘A z:eiaZeé p'rc;%iem izw{}is;es displacement--drawing people who ozheMs& wcuid‘ have
been working in private jobs into the public work force. The magnitude of displacement
depends on the desimbiii'ty of the last-resort jobs relanve to private jobs. If the last resort

-

jobs pay the minimum wage, then private jobs would seem at least as attractive. Sull, since

. the last resort jobs would be available to ai% welfare e'xbzaszees, they might ép;}éar less
rigareas and easier 1o retan ;ban private jobs. On the other hand, since the possibility for
advancement ?vozziaf presumably be greater in prisr:ate jobs, there would be :; good reason 10
prefer them.

{lmthar problem involves displacement of: pijb%icj ‘se‘ctcr Ecbs ‘aﬁd z‘?’ze ?aiemiéi'

. 6ppfasitian by labor unions and govemment workers, The more real and reasonable z?;e jobs
are,-thé r;wre they will be seen as competin:ﬂ; with tradional empléymem for warkers who
.eam considers;bly above tﬁe mini-mnm wage, This could lead to pressure 1o raise the effective
wage an(; expand eligibility which would drive up costs and raise fears of private job '“

‘ displacement, - *

finally and perhaps mo.st' importantly, nothing like a truly !Eme«iimitad‘weffam sj.:stém
h.%;s evé;r been tried in Qlis country. Other countries have systems somewhat like this, but we

. have no experience with it. Administrative ana equity questions loom large,

. T§1is discussion highlights the severe Iimitations‘ to any time-limited welfarefjobs

system. The design issues are ga'rgantuan." While the theory of work-instead-of-welfare has .

great appeal, in practice it has never really been tried, and many issues remain, espectally if it

.
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.. calendar years mighl be assumed lo received welfare for al least 24 different months.

w ’ . .. - = §

is to be mounted on a large scale. Work-in-exchange-for-welfare is easier to implement, but
its appeal and im;z‘act are much more dubious, |
‘Indesd, the mces; important lesson f;om this disa;assion may be that before we

concentrats (oo héa{fiiy on how to time limit welfare, we shcn‘éd work very hard t¢ find out
what !bcsz moves people from welfare to work f;;;r’ore 3 zi'me li;ni: ends. I‘I‘he prei‘err;z:i zi_me-'
limited welfare system &v{;aié be one wh‘cze ‘no.body came. That requiresx far gmzzer aftenfion
1o mn»-w;sifam supports. If é;fa do not find more and better way*s to move people frez:n '
weff‘a:z}a work, tin{&iimiz-e:d welfare will pese‘ very serigus dilemmas.
L#ase VErsus Tight’ Rules Absut Who is Time-Limited

The third and equally cmr:_:iat elemant in ;a; t%mewi'imitecl welfare schezﬁe involves the
question of who s expected to work,” A program that requires work from 10% of the
';:z;zseicad which has been o;a xx;&i?aré for more than two yelars\ is vefy.dé,f?‘af@ni from ez;c w};ich ‘
- requires work from 80%. One obvious difference is cost, but tﬁuch more fundamental
:questions are raised as one obligates work for a larger an;d larger portion of the caseload.

My estimate is that with a steady sigie of 5 million AFD(_; cases, at least 3 mithon

have been on welfare for 2 years or more 10 date.' If the economy improves or if make work

& number of people have looked al my figures for lhe distribulion of lotal time on
wellare for those on welfare al a point in time {o infer that over 85% of Lthe cases on welfare
would be affecled by time limited welfare. There are lwo problems with that approach. The -
first is thal the data | report are for the number of calendar vears in which the persenwill  ~ 7 i
receive welfare for at least two months. That is quite different from the total tmeon - . =
welfare since some people on in two years, may only have a few months welfare in each year. N
A reasonable approximation might be that persons who receive welfare in three different

Secondly, and more imporiantly, the proper measure for cost purposesis the fraclion of .
peoplé who have a/eedyreceive welfare for more than 2 years, nol {he fraction whe will . -4
eventually do s0. Thus whal one wants is the uncompleted tolal time on welfare for those on

i8



pay proposals and non.welfare supports are 'ad%mm{i’ zhes? ﬁgureg are Hkely to fall. On the
other hand ﬁia c&‘ﬁtinﬁed'increase in single pafsm famifies wili cause caseiézads to rise. If the
caseload %am‘ained at 5 milfion, the number of jobs required would be 300,000 if just 10% of |
the twa vear plus cas:a]oad was mandatory, but 2.4 million if 80% was mandatory, Paul
Offner estimates thét CWEP and day care costs would be $3,500 per case, leading 10 a cost
estimate of §1 te' $8 billion., While it is hard w imagine a program which required work
- from Si}%, haif sgc%z 3 nz;mber conidﬁ certainly be affected, and it would not be at all difficult
't{; z:zea:e; a set of exzmptions zﬁm lead to jz;st 10% of the caseload i}egng required 1o wor‘k,’

it iz much harder 1o estimate costs for a work‘»instaadvof-'welfarc program. Fewer
,peopl'e would probably actually enroll 1o the privat; jobs, but when they‘z‘ aid. the costs would
.bc higher in low benefit states since one is allowing panicipaﬁts to work m<’}re hours Iih;m .
would be requirc& 10 work o;;‘f‘ welfare benefits in that state.

The m,t;yé difficilt iszues invc;lve who should and should not be ‘expec:cd to wozij
What sort of exclusion should there i';e for women with young chiidren? %haZ'abo;t people
already .wcrking part time? What a&mi people ;Vhé ¥i;fe more than 1 hour from the job site?
What sorts of rules will apply in the case of iiE:n,essﬂ or diéabiiixy‘? ‘How are short-term |
‘disabiii:ies i;andirzd? Toughest nfiail., what about people in families that have trouble
functioning and mping with day-to«(‘iay exis.tence in their often exceptionally complex and-
‘crisils-_l'fl'den worlds? Are the)? to have additional i?L;l‘déka placed on zﬂem?

T, A . .,

It is not hard to determine the impact of relatively objective sxemptions like the age of Bk

" welfare al 2 point in lime. | did not report ihat table, though it is éasi]}* derived from he
- {ables I did publish. Thal data show thal roughly 60% of recipients on welfare at a pointin

" lime have collected welfare in three different calendar years. ‘ -
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youngest child, but no one has z clear idea of how many people are in 2 poor position to

work because of their physical, social; or mental status. Making rules wo f!;:xib]e will lead to

casy possibilities for gaming the system. Making them too strict could significantly ncrease
homelessness and stress for people living right at the margin, Indeed both outcomes are likely ‘_
tn any Serigus system.

For me, the greatest fear is that desperatzly needy people will be cut off welfare and

hurt. If some people are terminated from welfare and told where o report for work if they

desire to earn money, there is a much greater probability that some people will fall through

the cracks. Some people who are terminated may nat be able to work, may suffer some

-

ternporary cisis, or face some other complication in their lives. The moral legitimacy of such
a plan is open to serious question unless very careful protections are built into the process of
determining who 15 expected to leave welfare and go to work.

+

One could imagine designing non-income and emergency support systems for people

.who have been ;ﬁut in last reson jobs and for those who left welfare for work. The dangers

are reduced and the moral legitimacy increased if there are many non-welfare sources of
income suppart. Still, one would have to be much more careful t6 build dus process and
other protections into the decisions sbout who i3 actually 1aken off welfare, especially in 2

welfare-instead-of-work plan. SN o

i N ,
¥ . -

Observers-différ in their assessment of the fraction of the caseload which i

.
- - -

+

employable. We are aware of no good studies that are very helpful in determining how

3

realistic work is for various parts of the caseload. The morality and efficacy of a time-limited

welfare program hinges critically on who is determined to be employable and how it is done.

o
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Maoreover, workers who are given disermian wiil inavizably exempt ¥azge numbers of

m;:zgnems The z:ag;c reallty of p{}vem' in Amema today 1s one of ¢risis, stress amé despaxr

»

It will seem unfair to insist on work ina famz]y that has nadergone real tragedy, whcre
children are at nsk, arxci where mothers plead that they need to be home to profect zhmr

children. This is not do-goedism. This is confronting the complexity of life on the wrong

N *

sidé of the tracks, "

" Yetif the goal is ultimately w- find a ‘wenuine alternative %oj cash vwclfare‘ then ong
must make some attemnpt to push beyond the easy cases and i;mpose Serigus demaﬁ@_s on some
© irportant 'segmem of the‘weifaré poot, War# i§ %mpom;qt to dignity and indcpm&eﬁce in our
saciety. Furthermore, the welfare program will not finally command even the n";odestb p;ﬁiticai

“support it now has, if few recipients work.

&

Here again, | believe the choices regarding ather supports and type of work program

C 4

* influence the economic, political; and moral logic of expenmenting with tough work rules. If

suffitient supports are in place so that anyone can be better off working part time than being

an welfare, then there is strong logic to moving some distance beyond the easy cases when
considering rule for work, If people who go 1o work really can effectively provide for and.
nurture their families, then a strong moral case exiss for time limiting welfare for many |

people. However, if the level of work and pay necessary to be benter off than when on

+
-
¥ "

welfare, and to stay out of poverty, are excessive, then it seems unlikely that one can justify
* st

tough workfare. |~ . ..

Where Does It All Lead? ii& i’rgfxqml for the Next Steps L

* President slect Clinton has called for bold changes in the weli‘axg sysiém, Yet his

" . *
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ri:ct{)ric i§ consistent with two very different types of appr{)aéhes. "Z'%zz'easiest and éwbabl% -
least expensi’xf& course in z?z:e short run is 1o have modest ﬁﬁn;wgifi&lre supports, a CWEP type
workfare prografz&. a;zd fairly lopse e%igibfiity rules. A true tr.;msfﬁrmazica of welifare,
- however, w-i{i almost certainly require significantly more non-welfare suppnr;s; a time-limited
program f;siloweci-by fast resort jobs 2:02‘ some, and relatively strict eligibility rules.

Some are éa!ling for a vast expansion of the CWEP pmgras:a creating upwards of 1.3
million jobs. Given what we know about CWEP, I think this would be a real mistake. It'
- ywould do littie o help welfare recipients or reduce caseloads, and ;here will be‘st‘wz}g
pressures to keep the partigipation rate low m’ start with. Creating évea h:;i{a miliioin jei;s
will be no smalf problem. | find it almost inconceivable that 2 CWEP type national program

-

initiated by a Democratic President and Congress would ever teach more than 20-30% of the

o +

post two year caseload--that translates into 12-18% of the total caseload. The rha;grﬁc of an N

“gnd 1o ;mifare as we know it” suggems: strongly that the program wlli touch mare than a

. _;ha'mifzzi of welfare clients. It seems unlikely that a program where only 2 mc:desz gacﬁon of

-the caseload is expected ta( work will be perceived as a transformation, j D - N
| In my view, a far stroniger alternative would be to phase in ;Ciiimim’s plan using mzzch_ .

balaar v;eifam alternative plans in a modest number of states, and gradually 3{2;2 more states

w

over time. Participating states would get more federal suppert in exchange for radical reforms ..

¥

in their weifgr},‘system.- In the 5rs_t’ period, up to & c;ozen' states would be a‘Eiaweé m_cr;a.;e ‘ Z
n'zajo: we.ifafe:»aitequivzs., Later more states would be gxpected to join and §yar'an exgzzdgd ‘
© period, ail’ statas would“be reax;zzifad 10 ‘panicipaze, S:ate; who choose to ;»tari garly 'évcled' get“ 2
a tmzcix I’zig?ze_.r Federal match. T-hey would havg ’considexrabiy n{dre‘ﬂexibiiity.avler i‘undi{;g ; ;
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and support strategies than they do now, but all plans would be required to have several key

elements: . X ' P

-
¥

1. All participating states would be requiéreri 1o destgn a set of policies to reduce the

‘fraction of recipients who feceive welfare for greater than 2 or 3 vears by at least 25%

(or some other figure) without cutting walfare benefits. In other words, they are .
forced to come up with credible policies ¢ move paople from welfare to work in far .
larger numbers than have besa moved in the past. Stares will be given considerable -
tatitude in redirecting existing funds for AFDC, food stamps, housing assistance and .
other aid, so fong as the plan clearly will engourage work and independence without

reducing the mmcomes of the bulk of recipienis, Such policies could include altemative

traming programs, child care, integrared services, child support enforcement and
assurance, altered work incentives, subsidized private employment, ete,

2. All participating states would be required to design some system for tracking
welfare recipients' participstion in various employment and training activities and for
setting up a system of determining who is employable after several vears of welfare
receipt. Some states would be allowed 1o adopt very sirigt definitions of
employability, while others would'be given more latitude.

3. All participating states would be required to adopt soms form of time-limited cash
assistance for the employable. Some siaies would be allowed 10 adopt 2 CWEP type
work-for-welfare plan, while athers would he expected w mpierrzent true tme-
limited w&ifa:e fa!lowed by public/private jobs program.

4 ;&Zk states would be required 1o dramaticaﬁy improve thair child support
enforcement system. Some would be allowed and encouraged to adopt a system of .
child support enforcement and assurance, but all would ha\e 0 move raptdly to adopt
a series of major reforms .

5. A camprehensive evaluation plan will have 10 accom;}azzy,!he state proposal.

6, Federal matches far these programs wauld be high--in the range of 90% of even

more.

+ T
%

’ T'he reality is'that we simply do not have all the answers about how o transfemz the

&

welfare system: - Serious tlme i;mzzcd welfare fe%iawcd by ias: resort jobs has never bcen

v

tried. Even warkfare has never really bean seriously zmpleman;cé far this group.. The

strategy of phasing in the new p!ans whi%e Ecaming about them will %ike%y avoid maay costly .
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mistakes. Tt also’offers a far greater chance of 'moving the Sysiem in an appropriate direction.
One major advantage of this strategy is that the new adminis:rationxcﬁm pick and c

N

choose its experimental states. - The best states always do an excelient 1ob of implementing ™ .

- +

new plans.  Moreover, by asking states to voluntarily design new programs and compete for
scarce federal dollars and flexibility, a great deal of excellent thinking will go into the design

of the transformed welfare systems. By contrast, if all states are-forced 1o implement a

mandatory national %IWSR'piogram, most will approach the task waih far less enthusiasm and

' ' many wili consciously resist attempts 10 f{;z’cé ada;;tion §f the pmgria_.m. : ce
Another ma:io{ advantage to this strategy is z?z;;z state pia;s can and ws:ii be much ’ L

bolder thas some form of natfazaail plan could be. 'I’h’tsm are a‘numbct of states that would

feap at the opportunity to make very dramatic chaz'zgsé in welfare if the financing and political -
- support were available from Washington, _The politics of the Congress and the unce_naiz{ty _

about the impact and appropriateness of various‘changes will force a national program 10 be
pale and cautious. On the other hand, some states will be willing to be guite bold. From

them, we ¢an leam about a true transformation of the welfare system. .

&

Yet another advantage is cost. If one r;tansyin perhaps g dozen states, the same money © .

will go much funther. Then wath the lessons of the mitial states, more cost effective plans can © 7 -

-

o
- . "'f’.s'-

be adopted in other states.

There'is some ‘éang‘er; that a sfa%a»by-state: phase-in will appear to be backing off on

.

the Clinton promises of the campaign. That would be an unfair perceprion. . If the states S

involved reajly try &r:agnatli(:, c}t;n'ges, C!inton'car; riéﬁ&ully' point ta the expér%mental states as' :
i?aevkin'd of zran&forn{afia:fi h; e’;zvi;i'oas’_‘fcr tf;é.'sn{hoie coamry,‘ C‘;fv_en the budget ﬁeﬁcit and ‘ ' $
.-».*._ .‘e aef’ ,‘,,.*-'_" | ‘ ?:
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the difficulty of adopting such a bold new program, a state-by-state pigasetén strategy is a

- * .

natural way to move 1o full scale implementation. States can fry even bolder strategies than

were talked about in the campaign. Any goverhor knows the limitations of having '

Washington dictate the details of a new welfare system and the'importance of leaming what

.

_ works and does not work before we spend a fortune on welfare reforms. Clinton waould not

be backing off of major welfare changes. Q{Izii& the contrary, this is the only Qigizia;stmwgy‘

for achieving them: x C . .
I think there is vastly moré pciit%cal dangér from trying to gf; wizh a'f‘ulbscaie
CWEF;’W&{X?&{@ type program The odds of success in 3-4 years is very iow I wz{i he

contrcversxat in the Cmgress the adm[mstmzmn and the press. In the en{i a wzzcred down

plan s likely to be adz}pied. No mnejwili believe that welfare has been zrmsfcrmed if 3 ziny '

fraction of people are actually forced to work, nor if a great deal .of money is spént with no

noticeable effect on anything other than government payrolls. Governors and state officials

will strongly prefer a state-by-state phase-in. They want more, not less, flexability.

Still the most fmportant reason 10 go with a2 state-by-state pha&e in is that it z&

R ¥

ec0nomma¥iy and morafly the t;g,hz dtrectwn (0 g0 . Sem}as refmm whscb znva%veg millions

of the most vulnerable Amencans should, zndaad must, proceed slowiy at first. The daﬁget of

. -
»

missteps ham are i&gzcn Thcre are Iierally hundzeés of key quesné;zs v«,hlch musz be
answered. We wil! r}é\}cr tmsfarm welfare by fegestating national changes of policies that
have never been fully tried at the state level. Thus we will not be bold if we try 10 move

L o M . “ e, =+ "

naiéem!iy too fast. More im;';_ortamiy, we will hurt pecp}é é.n;i waste {éderai doilars, °

A3 ' JE s ' E R e, e x" -
- Let me close by emphasizing one point. The best time-limited welfare system i1s one

§

ey

o g



N ¥
#

where no one reaches the limit.* I hope the new administration concentrates m

-

energy on ﬁndingxwa‘y‘s to help all employable recipients mm;g o

exploring much abo}de% ways to move people off of welfare.
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‘Rather than putling most of our money or atiention on thie work component; let us begin by

N

[

-

»

+

ff welfare wiah'in a few years.” |
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