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Charge to Ihe Working Group on~amilY Support and Independence 

The Working Group on Family Support and Independence is charged with developing a 
welfare reform plan to submit to the Domestic Policy Council by September 3, 1993. That 
plan will foells on moving people off welfare and out of poverty through increased 
opportunity and responsibility. It wHi emphasi1-c the need for low-income and disadvantaged 
people to have real control over their lives, 10 live in dignity, and to support and nurture 
their families. The plan wHl 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 to 
worry about the cost of medical care. They ought to have access to quality child 
care. They should get the support they need to ensure that they can work and 
adequately support their families. 

o 	 Cfransro~be child support enforcemenGiste~Both parents have a 
responsibility to support their children. The system ought to ensure that children 
receive the support they deserve from absent parents. 

o 	 Provide the education, training, and SUPPOrlrs;;~Ple need to get off and 
stay off welfare. People who want (0 get ahea)ran~d-leave welfare ought to have 
access- to the training ami education to do so. Exi:;ting programs such as JOBS and 
~ to be expanded and improved. 

o 	 Create a time~limited, tran.,>itional support system followed by work. When the 
first three steps are in place, then we can move to a truly transitional system where 
heallhy and employable people move off welfare quiCkly and where those who can'l 
find jobs are provided with them and expected to support their families, 

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

The Working Group will be comprised generally of senior, sub·cabinetlevel appoinlees 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 PoJicy Council meeting this month, Its charge will be t9-~ 


develop a welfare reform plan to submit to the Domestic Policy Council by SeplemberQ,/ 

1993 (See schedule below). This section describes how the Working Group will funclion, its 

purpose and timelines. 


Organization and Role 

The Working Group wilJ be comprised generally of seniQr sub-cabinet level appoif1,tees 
representing appropriate domestic agencies. They will report to the Domestic Policy 
Council (DPC) which will make final recommendations to the President. The Working 
Group will be coordinated by Bruce Reed, Mary Jo Bane, and David Ellwood. Its role is to 
develop a plan, with options as appropriate, for consideration by the ope, The members 
will identify lhe major themes and set the parameters for work to be conducted by agency 
staff. Working Group meetings will be held roughly once every two weeks and last for 
about three bours. 

We propose beginning work or@ssue groups. These loose and overlapping work groups 
will be staffed by peeple from HHS, other Departments, OMB, DPC, National Economic 
Council (NEC), and Council of Economic Advisors (CEA), In addition, it is expected that 
experts from the various departments wHJ be calJed on as fesources from time to time as 
necessary. The teams will be tasked (0 develop the information and data necessary for 
decisions. to be made by the Working Group, A preliminary list of issue groups is listed 
below. For most groups a preliminary list of issues is provided. These groups and their 
tasks will be revised as work proceeds. 



Isslle Groups 

Making Work Pay I~+.;.' f,. ......k 

1. 	 Economic Incentives and Economic Suppon: EITe, Other Credits and Transfers 

2. 	 Child Care 

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

Enron:i!!& Child Sllllll9rt 

4. 	 Paternity Establishment 

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

~ 6. 	 Incentives, Supports and Responsibilities for Absent Parents 

7. State versus Federal Role, State Incentive Payments 

8. 	 Child Support Insurance or Assurance 

Providine Education. Traini"! and Support 

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

TfJl!lsitiQl!l!1 Welfare and Work 

10. 	 Employability Screening Mechanisms; Administration and Design Issues for Time~ 
Limits 

11. 	 Transitional Economic Support 

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

Child Care (same group as above) 

Other Support Services (same group as above) 

13, 	 Ongoing Support for Those Temporarily of Par1ially Unable to Work 



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

Cross-Cuttin; 

r/5. Service Delivery. Client Focus, and Quality Management 


\® Stale Demonstrations and Waivers 


17, Interaction, Consistency. and Possible Consolidation of Multiple Transfer Programs 

Characteristics, Dynamics, Needs, Health Status and Abilities of Welfare Recipients, 
Single Parents~ Two-Parent Families. Absent Parents, and other groups 

19. Evaluation 

20. Cost Estimation 
0>,1" ( 
--- 21. Financing 



MAKING WORK PAY 

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

Child Care 

Other Supports: Medical care, Transportation, Social Supports 



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

Issues ~~ <~ _< ....\.. \L 8= """" .~,k< ~ ....1'-' 
I. 	 How can we ensure that more eligibles receive the advance payment of the EITe? p,......t ~J h 7 

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 andlor 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 EITe 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 refonn proposal? 


10. 	 How can EITC and AFDC income disregards be integrated to minimize excessive tax 

rates and work disincentives? 


11. 	 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? 


I>. ",1....\ ,).~"''' .~ "<.~r sri'''' ,............. ,_ 8,... 1 




Child Care 

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

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

3. 	 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? 

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

5. 	 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? 

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

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



Other SUJlDQrts; Medical Care. TransUQrtatiQn. Social SUPUQTIS 

I, 	 What work related services would be especially useful in helping people find and 
retain jobs'! 

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

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

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

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

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

7. 	 Should funding be available for support services after the individual is employed 
(post-AfDC) e,g" parenting skills, other services to assist job retention? 

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

9, 	 How should linkages at the State level among Federal services programs be 
improved) e,g, > the social services block grant, the alcohol and drug abuse block 
grant'"! 

10, 	 How should the Federal government ensure that the appropriate level and mix of 
services are available to recipients on a timely basis'] 



ENFORCING CHILD SlJI'PORT 

Paternity Establishment 

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

Incentives, Supports and Responsibilities for Absent Parents 

State versus Federal Role, State Incentive Payments 

Child Support Insurance or Assurance 



Paternity Establishment 

I. What should the FederallState roles be in paternity establishment? 

2. Should States be required to establish paternity for all out-of-wedlock births, 
regardless of weI fare status? 

3, What more can we do to promote VOluntary paternity establishment? 

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

5. What incentives and paternity measures could be used to increase the number of 
paternities established? 

6. Should federal mandates he used to require States to streamline paternity 
establishment procedures? 

7, Should the Federal government authorize the accreditation of genetic testing 
laboratories and procedures? 



Collecting Child SUJlllQO: Ce!llral Regislrles. Information 
B!:llQOing, llwiilling, Qtb~r M~!hods 

l. 

,.t.l.\" ",..k.;., .\"I..\-' t.rll?
" ." '- .J J", *~ ""I-,
~ ~- k,...t.~t 7 ~~ ~. 

Shou1d the use of new hire information be limited to wage withholding? 

2. Should employers report new hires to a State or Federal level depository? 

3. How should the system be designed to maximize its effectiveness in interstate cases? 

4. Should there be State registries or a Federal registry of child support cases that the 
new hiTe information could be matched against? 

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

6. Should the system be universal for all employers and employees j 

of that? 
or something short 

7. How significantly would a new hire reporting system improve collections relative \0 

the cosl of creating and maintaining it'! 

8. Which system and registry configuration would be most cost effective and efficient? 

9. Should all child support awards be updated on II periodic basis'! 

10. What administrative or systems changes would make updating simpJer? 

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

12. 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 S~lIe 
data bases? Should credit bureau reporting requirements be expanded to ensure 
widespread reporting of up-to-date information? 

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



14. 	 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? 

15. 	 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? 

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

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

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



Incentives. Supports and Responsibilities for Absent Parents 

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

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

3. 	 Should work requirements be imposed on absent parents who are not supporting 
their children? 

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

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



State Versus Federal Role. State Incentive Payments 

I. 	 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? 

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

3. 	 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 
program requirements (like tax offset thresholds) for AFDC and non-AFDC IV-D 
cases? 

4. 	 Should States be required to adopt and use administrative procedures in all cases? 

5. 	 Should there be an alternative funding structure for the Child Support program? 

6. 	 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 re.:'1ch an acceptable 
level of performance? 

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

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

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

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

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



~hHd SUPDOrt Insurance or Assurance 

1. 	 Who would be eligible? What would be the basis for determining eligibility? 

2. 	 What would be the structure of the guarantee? What options exist in terms of: 

a. level of guarantee; 
b. State supplementation; 

c, absolute or related to award or payment leve1s; 

d. tax treatment; 
e. benelit rules; 
f. recoupment and accounting periods; and 
g. indexing? 

3. 	 How should the public transfer be financed? 

4. 	 What should the program's administrative structure be? 

5. 	 How should the assured benefit interact with means/income tested programs? 

6. 	 What are the possible behavioral responses and 10centives that the program will 
produce? 



PROVIDING EDUCATION, TRAINING AND SUl'PORT 

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



Education and Iraining StralJ:g;es. lOBS. lIrA. Links to Education~etc. 

~'''''' <~._\s 
~ ~:l.-.euAS. 

L What education and training strategies have proved most effective in the past? 

2. 	 Wilt employment and training programs be much more effective if work really does 

pay? Should programs be redesigned if it does? 


J. 	 What can be done to ensure that States use all of their AFDC-JOBS funds' -
4. 	 Can the lOBS and IIPA programs be more eff""tively integrated? 

5. 	 What new pubIic~private partnerships could be developed 10 move people into jobs 

more rapidly? 


6. 	 What role should the schools play in providing new opportunities for education and 

training to move people into jobs? 


7. 	 Should participation in activities be mandatory or voluntary during the lime set for 

transitional assistance1 


8. 	 What other participation options should be allowed, such as volunteer work, private 

subsidized or unsubsidized employment or combinations'? 


9, 	 How can activities be structured to minimize the number of individuals who 

reach the two-year limit and are unable to sustain themselves independenlly? 


10. 	 How flexibie should the Federal government be whh regard to State program 

design? 


11. 	 How should the Federal government measure and ensure that the appropriate 

level and mix of services are available to recipients on a timely basis? 


12. 	 How should the needs of teen parents and other youth be addressed? 

13. 	 How should the program be phased in? 

14. 	 Should preventive services be offered to those j'at-risk" of going on AfDC? 



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 Temporarily or Partially Unable to Work 

Special Cases 



Employability Screening Mechanisms; 

Administration and Design Issues for Time-Limits 


I. 	 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? 

2. 	 What do we know about successful client assessment and targeting strategies'! 

3. 	 How should we treat those who are unable or unwilling to work? 

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

5. 	 What sanctions/incentives should there be? 

6. 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? 



Transitional Economic SUPll9rt 

I. What level of public aid should be provided during the transition period? 

2. Should rules correspond to existing AFDC rules or be completely revised? 

3. ShouJd other transfer programs be integrated and coordinated with the transItional 
benefit? 

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

5. Should elimination of categorical requirements such as the AFDC~UP attachment 
to work rule be part of a strengthening families agenda? 

6. Should increasing the asset limit and the equity value of a vehicle he part of an 
agenda to encourage work and savings? 

1. Should we consider a uniform minimum benefit? 

8, How win AFDC fit together with other non-welfare components? What are the 
benefit reduction rates, what offsets would there be for benefit reductions, what kinds 
of cliffs would there be under various options? 

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



Work Strategies After TmsitiQllal Welfare 

I. 	 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? 

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

3. 	 What incentives for employers should be used? 

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

5. 	 How will this program be coordinated with other employment and training! education 
programs? (applies to both front-end JOBS and post-welfare employment strategies) 

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

7. How should work hour obligations, if applicable. be determined? 



Ongoing SUWOrt for Those TempoQlljI~ III l'iUliillly !.!n.!ll~ TQ Work 

L What kind of support should be provided to those partially disabled? 

2. 	 How should those addicted to drugs or alcohol be helped? 

3. 	 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? 

4. 	 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 s.upports'] 

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



Special Cases; Child Qnly Cases. Relative Caregiver. Qthers 

I. 	 What special rules, if any, should be devised for special cases such as child only 
cases or relative caregivers? 

2. 	 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, Consistenc}" and Possible Consolidation of Multiple Transfer Programs 

Characteristics, Dynamics, Needs, Health Slatus and Abilities of Welfare Recipients, 
Single Parents, Two-Parent Families, Absent Parents, and Other Groups 

Evaluation 

Cost Estimation 

Financing 



Service Delivery. Client Focus. and Quality Management 

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? 

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

6. 	 How can we ensure community involvement and accountability? 



State Demonstrations and Waivers 

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

2. 	 If so, what elements should be looked at and under what conditions: statewide, cities, 
or controlled experiments? 

3. 	 What waiver policies should be used? 

4. 	 What should be the criteria for evaluation of State proposals? 

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

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

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

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

9. 	 Should cost-neutrality be ~ fixed policy? 

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

11. 	 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 Multiple Transfer Programs 

1. 	 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 enacted 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.? 



Characteristics. Dynamics. Needs. Health Status and Abilities of Welfare Recipients. 

Single Parents. TWQ::Parent Families. Absent ParenlS, and Other Groups 


I. 	 What are the characteristics of short, medium, and. long term welfare recipients with 
respect to education, employment background, hea1th~ etc.? 

2. 	 What is the pattern of monthly welfare dynamics? . What portion of the c.seload 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 

1. What are the costs of each of the major options? 

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



Financing 

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

2. 	 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 

c. 	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.)? 

3. 	 Should funding be open-ended or capped? 

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

5. 	 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? 

6. 	 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.) 

7. 	 Should there be separate funding 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? 

8. 	 How should changes in financing the proposal be pbased in? 



.' 



Initial Schedule 

Ongoing 
Identify outside resources: contractors, research institutes, individual consultants, etc,) to 
do analytic pieces tbat 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 as possible 

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 to individuals and groups to solicit ideas 
on welfare reform. 

End of April 

Make decisions on issues. groups, tasks, and membership. Begin soliciting outside 

information as needed. AnnQunce public hearings schedule and locations. 


May 10 

Complete initial drafts of analytic papers, including early data analyses, 


r:- 0 , ...... >­
l!"ay 17 to June 18,J 

Hold Public Heanngs/Focus Group sessions and site visits at 6 sites (I to 2 a week) around 
the country. For each public hearing and focus group session there will be a lrdflscript and 
summary of highlights. 

June 30 

Complete final analytic papers' with impact and cost data where possible, 


July. August 

Receive decisions made by the Working Group and refine coS{ and impact estimates. 


August 20 

Obtain final approval of the plan from Working Group memhers. 


September 3 

Submit Welfare Reform plan to the Domestic Policy Council. 
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Outreach and I~lblic Affairs 

OUf outreach and public affairs strategy will have at least:; components: 

I. A proactive media strategy closely coordinated with the While House designed 	1O insure 
that the message and ideas critical to tbe Working Group's activities are presented 
effectively 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 Legislatures, mayors and county officials, and welfare 
administrators), low-income peopJe, business leaders! intellectuals, the advocacy 
community, service providers, absent and custodja) parents I and the general public. 
This will include a variety of formal and informal contacts and selected high visibility 
public events, 

3. A correspondence response and control strategy to ensure that lhe Working Group 

responds quickly and appropriately to inquiries from the outside. 


4. We are considering a 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 seeking to offer useful input. At a 
minimum, we need a series of materials that are produced at intervals to give a sense 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 to 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 reaJ 
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 dnift of the current set is included. The larger questions invo]ve designating and 
coordinating the messages of various spokespeople, providjng key stories, and planning high 
visibility events, such as visits to we1fare and child support offices, community-based 
programs, state programs, etc. The hearings and other methods of soliciting views discussed 
below are another obvious source of attention. 



Soliciting Infonnation 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, etc. 

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 system 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 u,ing '1l'illdardized 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 response. Additional staff, possibly temporary cont,octed support, 
will be needen. 

utters proposing reform seem likely 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 
signatu,e 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 for 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 
letters, including those from lhe general pUblic, These would be assigned to smff to 
incorporate appropriate paragraphs and signed at a lower level 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 to focus the discussion and reduce unnecessary anxiety. Unplanned, but inevitable, 
Jeaks often do conslderabie damage by suggesting serious consideration is being given to 
controversial or very popular but infeasible options, which are either nOI likely to be 
adopted, or which need to 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 question for the Working Group to consider is what, 
jf 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 Refonn 

March 30, 1993 


I. Welfare refonn 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 look to get key 
appointments cleared. One can expect an announcement in the next few weeks. 

2. Welfare refonn 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 tinkain~ wirh w(~!!al'{~. 

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 dramatically 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 II3 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 to 
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 life. 

4. 	 Much work remains to he done. Welfare refonn will hl! a collahorative effort. States 
will playa key role in innovation aOO re/onn. 

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 coordinators. 

We anticipate hiring for various lengths of time roughly 20 additional staff to fill identifietl 
potential gaps in skills and knowledge. The added staff include: 

o a public communications expert 
o several modelers 
o an expert on absent fathers 

(1 a data systems expert with knowledge of major systems linkages 

o experts on employment, including pubhcly supported employment programs 

(1 an expert on demonstrations 

o evaluators 
o facilitators 
o ."",elarial support. 

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



Budget Outline 


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


Additional Staffmg $ 800,000 

Travel 150,000 

Computer Time and Support 200,000 

Outside Services 1,700,000 
(includes short-term surveys and focus groups 
TRIM simulation models, data analyses, special 
projects, etc,) 

Publications and distribution 20,000 

Materials and Supplies 10,000 

$2,880,000 

More detailed budgets for these items are available, 

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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Thank you~ Thank you very much/ Governor Miller and ladies and 
gentlemen. I want to say a special word "of thanks to the fine 
people who work in this peach prograt:l and to the people who 
participate in it, not only to those who are here with me but those 
with whom I met behind this building in the play yard. While you 
were out here suffering in the sun, we were playing in the sand. 
Don't you just 'resent it? Weld actually talked for a few minutes.. , . 

There were several parents and their children wh'o were either 
present participants in 'the peach program or graduates. Most of 
them are righ~ back here. Would y'all raise your hand? Let's give 
them a hand. They were very helpful to me. 

11m here today to talk about this because I believe in the kind of 
'work bei.ng done by the peach program and because I've worked with 
wonderful people back in my state/ like the people who work in this 
program, to. help move people off ,of welfare l out of dependency, to 
open their futures instead of to make them believe that life is a 

·dead end waiting'for another government check that is not enough'to 

support your children' or change your life. 


r became first involved in the work of welfare reform 'way back in 
1980', and since then I I haye believed passionately that we ought to 
~hange the welfare system as we know it. ~. 

Most'of what I have learned· about welfare I have learned from the 
people who are on welfare or those who have been on it, ,or·those 
who have worked with them. 

I share a, common belief that I heard from th'ese mothers' today and. 
the counseilors that the American people share. people on welfare 
are the people who dis~~k~ it most of.all. ~ 

Most people c"n'.welfare are dying for another alternative, willinq 
to seize it, ,and they'd like to end the welfare system as we know, 
it. 

, 
Today, I want ·to share with you ~y plan to do that. It is more 
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• irnpprtant today than it would have been a few years ago because of 

the alarming rate of increase in poverty. Here in Georgia and 
across the country there. are more people who .are workiryg poor. 

Last we'ek the Commerce Department reported that average family 
income dropped $i,lOO. last· year alone. Over the last decade~ the 
'per~entage: of hatd work low-wage jobs increa~ie.d dramatically. 

And now--listcn to this--one in every 1Q Americans is on food 
stamps. America's welfare rolls are full to bursting, increasing 
five times faster under this administration than under the previous 
~2 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 spent $8 billion 
more than we were spending three 'years ago on welfare and food' 
stamps alone. 

A big par.t of the answer is obviously an economic ~ program to put 
the American people back to work and to get our incomes 'going up 
again. And obviously that is what I have talked ~ost about in this 
_s:ampaign: 

But the changing face of welfare, and the changing nature of it, 
and the enormous barriers to people moving from welfare, to a 
productive life deserves special attention... . 
Especially now, that most ,people on welfare are young women, and 
their little children. And the fact that only half of the people 
on welfare get off quickly. 

That's just my musical background. !t proves the paint. In the .,
mid-19S0s, on behalf of all the governors, Republicans and, 
Democrats l ! 'co-chaired a welfare' reform 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 to work,:either when their children turn three I or when their 
children· are'one if ~here is available child care. 

The problem with the ,law is i as Georg"ia knows, 'it I S never been 
fully implemented, and it didn't go far enough.,. But A('kansas 

, wanted' to' be, in the forefront of that law I and so, as Governor 
Miller said, we started, Project Success, to give child ca('e, health 
care and edUcation and training I and then move people off wele"are: ' 

" 

In three years, 17,000 have moved from welfare to work, saving our',­
taxpayers_$12 million, but far more impor~antl<opening a brighter 
future to pare~ts and children. . ' , 

, 
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Independent researchers from the Manpower Demonstration Research 
Corporation concluded it'was one of the three best programs in the 
country. This peach program is doing a great job. It is not in 
every county in Georgia, and not every state in Ame>;ica has' 
implemented ~elfare reform, because the 1988 act has not been fully 
imp.lel:'lented by ~his administration. 

They talk a lot about moving people from welfare to work, but if· 
you don/t put the money in there for training, for education,. for 
child care, for transp~rtationE and you don't do it in every county 
in Arnerica t you cann~t crack the welfare p~oblem~ 

So the first thing I think every pe'rson with whom I have ever 
talked on welfare agreed that welfare ought 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 simple principles: first, people who can work 
ought to go to worK" and no one should be able to stay on welfare 
forever .. 

And second, no one who does work, and who has children i~ the home, 
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 'fat" education~ training, child care,' and 
transportation. But after two years, or after the end of an 
education-and-training program, everyone on welfare would have to 
go to work., either with a private,-sector job, or if hone is 
available, with a job provided by the state or the local government 
in community service. 

A strict time limit for AFDC recipients, coupled with a real 
commitment to help them support their children,_ provide them the 
education. and transportation they need; would literally make 
welfare,what it ought to bet a ~emporary hand to people who have 
fallen on tough times. 

This is not a conservative or a liheral idea. It's bo~h. It's 
different. And the people who have lived w,ith the present system 
know, it will work if we invest what we ought to and are firm in our 
administration' of it.' By the time we are through, we shouldn't 
have a welfare system in America; we ought ,to have a helping-hand 
program l followed by a jobs program. . . " 

The plan' that I 'have offered sets money aside, up to $'6 billion 
over the next four years, up to $6 billion a year. mounting up to 
that over' the nex~ four years, and pays for it from the cuts that 
we will make in wasteful government spending; in defensQ savings; 
and in raising taxes on. the wealthiest two percent ot Americans, 

'whose incomes went up in America while their tax rates went down, 
the direct- reverse of what happened 'to the middle class. 

When you consider' 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 

'2000, you can be sure that we have to do it, and that doing it'will 

.' 




save a ·lot of money down the road. Spending a couple of thousand 
'dollars a year on a welfare recipient today; helping that person to 
become independent, to lead their children· in a different 
direction; to open up new avenues of possibility; will mean more 
incomes and more, taxes,' and less dependence in the future. 

More important, it will improve the quality of life not only for 
people on .welfare but for their friends and neighbors as welL 
We've heard a lot of talk this year about family values, and that's 
fine with me; most of us woulan't be here today. without" them~ But 
if we're going to be pro-family, we ought to be pro-child and 
pro-workE and that's what this plan is. 

Today fer people on welfare, going to work too often means taking 
,a job that' will never do anything, because 'you don't have any 
education and training; and you may lose' 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 
will keep you'mired in 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 ~yste~ ought to 
give you a refund to lift you above the poverty line. It'd be the 
cheapest thing we could ever' do to say. we are: for work and ,for 
family I 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, weIll have to take on insurance companies t the way the 
government regulates health care, the unbelievable paperwork and 
bureaucracy and waste in our system. But don't let anybody tell you 
we can't do it. Your nation spends 30 percent more of its ,income, 
than any country in the war Id on· hea1th care r and yet we don ~ t 
provide primary and preventive care, in poor rural areas in inner 
cities, and we don't do the things that other countries do to 
control health care costs~ 

We're going to do that if I win this election. 

We also need 'to find a way for poor people to get into the free 
enterprise system., There's a community development bank in Chica'go 
called "the, South Shore Development Bank I've .talked about allover 
this country that actually loans mo~ey to poor people to go into 
business for themselves or in small groups. ' 

And they've made money doing it, because they understand that poor 
. people are l'ike other people. Some are smart,. some have skills, 
. some have ideas, some can make money. And theY've made money in a 
bank loaning money 'to people who are redlined in most 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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~he next thing we have to do is be pro-savings. Earlier this year, 
the government ordered a young woman in New Haven, Connecticut, and 
her family.,' to repay welfare bef!efits because she had scrimped and 
saved money from a part-time job to put herself through college. 

I think we ought to raise the asset limit, and encourage poor 
people to save monoy for job training, for college, and for other 
paths to independence. And I recommend raising it from $1,000 to 
$10,0'00 a year to encourage people to save who are in touqh times. 

Finally if we believe in family values, we simply, have got to 
toughen up our system of child support enforcement, and launch a 
nationwide campaign to get money from deadbeat parents who can pay 
and won't • 

. I might say,one of the most impressive things to me about the 
conversation I just had back there is, a lot of these young wo~en 
who are here working in this program, taking care of their kids~ 
said, "if you want to run this program right, you're gOing to have 
to crack down on people who don't take care of their kids the way 
we do. . , 

People who usa 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 you 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 owed and unpaid child support. 

As president, I will push for the toughest child support 
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 be able to 
borrow money for yourself. 

And' last year, we collected $41 million plus 1 money that we don't 
have ~o pay in welfare and other public spending. " 

Unde:r my plan, we'11 set up "a national deadbeat parents' data bank; 
begin a" national. system of child support collections through 
automatic wage withholding;" and make an a11- out effort to 
establish paternity in the hospital when the baby is borni' not in 
the courts after the father has left. 

. . . 
'We ought to use our national data collecting systems like the IRS" 
to make ' " 
sure that "you" cannot cross the state lines and 'meet your 
court~ordered obligations to take care of your children. 

w~ ought to.challenge major credit agencies nationwide to report on 
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"all people who are seriouslY deficient in their child support+ You 
simply shouldn#t be able to borrow money for yourself if you don't 
take care of your kids. ' 

It:s time to send a clear message to 'people who bring children into 
this world: governments don't raise kids, people do. . 

',,-j. ' 

In the end, this isn't about government. This is about people 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 ~ake 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 our best by our familYi we honor the law; we 
treat our neighbor with respect; we just do the right tning.
Nobody makes us do it~ , ­

We have'got to empower people to assume that level of personal 
responsibility for themselves and' for their children~'IT is one way 
we "can bring people together. Surely every American t without 
regar"d to political party or religious faith or philosophical 
convictions, can agree that we can stop the division and blame and 
finger-pointing that has characterized welfare while things have 
gotten worse, and challenged people, then given ~hem the means to 
make the most of their .lives. That i~ what this is all about. 

I want to tell you my favorite story. A ,f~w years ago when',I. 
started work'ing on welfare reform, I brought some people. from my 
state to Washington, O~C., who had'been on welfare, and who ,had 
gone through one' of our experimental programs before we went 
statewide. 

And one of, these women was very articulate, and I was just 
questioning her. And there were'all these governors just sitting 
around just absolutely fascinated listening-to this lady talk. And 
I said, do you think that this ought to be mandatory? You think 
that people ought to have to be in this program to 'get a check? 
She said, I sure do, otherwise I might be home watching TV instead 
of up here talking to you. 

And I said,' well, now·' that you'V~' got this" job, what's the best 
thing about it: . And you could have heard a pin drop I and that lady 
looked out at that crop of governors, and she said, when, my boy 
goes to school, and they ask him, what does your momma do, for a 
living, he can give an answer. 

The Georgia Peach program is testament to the fa~t that these women 
behind and those.wornen who talked to ~e, and this fine lady over 
h~re who,now works for the state,senate, people want to'take care 

, of their kids f and they want to take care of themselves4 This is 
,a crazy old world we're liVing in, and a lot of things happen to 
people that we' wish didnlt happen. But what brings, us together 
t9day ·is. the. conviction that if we get up tomorrow, we ~an do 

/ 
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better than we're doing today, and that life is full of potentials, 
and that we need to look at these folks on welfare~ as potential, 
full blown, vibrant, active, constructive American citizens who are 
doing a great job raising their kids. And we need them~ We do not 
have. a person to wast'? in :this country. 
, So I say to; you 'wthii't:':·4!'~*pe that in the next 55 days all of you 
will reflect on this~. "Be~ause ona of the things that will chart 
the future of America as we move toward the 21st century if whether 
we can do a better job in making sure that every person lives up to 
the fullest of their potential. 

EVery person whoJs on welfare, and every kid who doesn't make it in 
school, is another person who's not out there in a job making 
America the strongest power in the world, and 4elpinq all the rest 
of us to see to our parents in their old age; our children in their 
youth; and to our own lives in their full flower. 

, , . 
This is a very important issue for every American. It's time to end' , 
the welfare system as we know it. and lift the people on welfare by 
providing more responsibility, and more opportunity. Thank you 
very rouch. 

" ' 

'. , 



GEORGE, BusH'S' 
WAR ON TIIIl WORKING POOR 

The Bush Record: More Poverty and More Welfare 

~ An explosioo of poverty, Four million more Americans are poor today than when G~rge 


Bush took office _. more than at any time since 1964. The poverty rate jumped from 13 percent 

in 1988 to 14.2 percent in 1991. (Census Bureau, 9/92) 


• A~ explosion"of welfare, The number of AFDC recipients incre3sed ~ 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 percen!. 
Today lout of to Americans is receiving food stamps .. more than ever before. (1992 Green 
Book; USDA, 7/92). 

• An explosion of costs, Between 1988 and 1991, in currerit dollars, federal spending on 
APDC increased by $2 billion, and spending on food stamps increased by $6 billion. (1992 
Green Book) , 

. . 
• Millions of AmericanS p1ayiOe by the rules and &,etting oQIhing. Five million Americans in 
families with a full~time worker are poor. One out of every five. full-time workers does not earn . 
enough to keep a family out of poverty. (David Ellwood, Poor Sunport; Census Bur""u 3/92) 

• Millions of parents wilbout Ihe child Sllpport they deserve, Two and a half million women 
receive none or only part of their child support awards -- more than ever' before. Deadbeat 
parents owe $25 billion. (1992 Green Book; David Ellwood, Poor Support) 

• Fewer Jobs. Under George Bush, the unemployment rate has risen from 5:4 percent in 
January 1989 to 7,6 percent in August of this year. Approltimately 3 million mor, people are 
out of work today than when George Bush became president., (Bureau of Labor Statistics) 

'. loWer Wages: Real earnings are d0W!l. In constant dollars,' real average houdy wages 
declined by 3 percent between January 1989 and May of this year, (Department of Labor) 

• Lower family· fncomes .. Because of George Bush's recession, median household· income 
declined, by $1,100 last year, (Ce,lSus Bureau, 9192) 

The Bush ResponSe: No Comment .Dd No Policy 

, • Goorge Bush said nothing aboul welfare reform ...; Iitemlly .- untillhe cam!)aigD began, The' 
Public Papers of the President show exaedy two references to "welfare reform" to the end of 
1991. Bush's acceptance speech in Ho~ston shows none at all. 

• . Bush vetoed 'an expansion of lhe EITe,' While Bush signed an earlier EITC increase, he 
vetoed the T.. Fairness and Growth Acceleration Act of 1992, which would have expanded the 
Earned IncOme Tax Credit. His reason: the act included a tax hike on the w..uthiest I percent. 

, (Veto Message, 3120/92) , 

I 
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Contact: George Stephanopoulos O!.:~~~.~'~ RELEASE'P 16. 1992. (SOl) 399-3900 

Creating Job~. Helping Entrepreneurs and Building Communities 

The Clinton Community Development Plan 


. 
Governor Bill Clinton today announced a national community development plan that aims to create jobs, 

provide new capital for small businesses and empower communities. 

The plan will aid communities and small busmesses across the country. particularly those inner cities " 
and rural areas hardest hit by the Reagan-Bush economic failures, The plan -- already paid for in Governor 
Clinton's economic strategy, furling l'J:Qple First -- will: . 

• Create a national network of 100 commpnity deve!opniem banks and 1,000 micro~enterpri~·l2romm~ . 
to provide capital and technical assistance to individuals who want to start or expand small businesses and help 
revitalize communitieS. . . 

• Establish Individual DevelQQmg:nt Accounts to help low~lncome Ame~cans save, and create new 

private sector opportunities. 


• Create 75~125 comprehensive enterprise zones which combine capital incentives and new Commurtity . 
Development Block Grants to help revive economieally disadvantaged areas, ' 

• Strengthen the Community ReinVestment Act to emphasize performance over paperwork and stop the 
p1acti,:e",f "redlining" in economically disadvantaged communities, 

"Our plan will give everybody -- businesspeople, homeowners and community groups -- the ""pital and" I 

tools they need to create new private sector opportunities, .. Governor Clinton said. "Neither handouts nor empty " 
promises will work. Our communities need new solutions that move beyond the old orthodoxies;, liberal and 
conservative... 

"This is what putting people ftrst is all about," he arlded, "We want to put capital in the hands of 
Americans who have the vision, energy and innovation to put it to work." . 

Clinton noted that in the 1980,' the Reag';" and Bush Administration, believed that putting more capital 
only in the hands of the wealthy rew would create economic growth, Those policies failed, he said, ,

, . . - ' 
I 

"Since George Bush took office. we haven', added a single priva~ 'sector job' to the American 
economy." he said. "I've got a new vision of economic growth that will create jobs by putting capital in the _I 

hands of the people who have been denied it for tOO long." 

The Clinton plan for community development will invest $1.5 billion a year in a- series of initiatives 
- -outlined in the attached plan to create jobs, spur small business development -and make capital more ayailabie. 

It is pan of a broader program, put fOIWard in eullin. l'J:Qple First. that will revive communities by fighting . 
supporting low-income housing. improving schools and ending welfare as we know it: 

-- 30 - . 

, ' 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPME.'iT BANKS ~'1D MICRO-ENTERPRISE PROGRAl\IS 

, businesses are the key to vital com-munities -- creating jobs. stimulating growth. and creating hope .. But 

the Bush years have been a disaster for ,mall businesses. In the first three years of the Bush Administration, : 

the numOer of new business incorporations declined for the first time since 1945; since 1988 bankruptcies have 

outnumbered ne~ jobs by a 3·1 margin. 


The lack of credit is the centr.U problem fared by small businesses. To ease the credit crunch, Bill Clinton 

will establish a ~ational network of corn.munity development banks and nticro-enterprise programs . 
. 
. Community Development Banks 

There are several models for community development banks. Those currently operating are generally holding 
. companies consisting of several subsidiaries:~ including a 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 non-profits 'that provide development services such as business 
counseling or job training. 

. , 

Community development banks a~t investment from public and private sources, which they then use ·for 

several purposes 


• To lend to new. expanding, or troubled small businesses 
• To provide finandal~ marketing, and technical assistance. 
• To lend for the community's housing and commercial space needs. 

, The Clinton/Gore Plan . 

Create a national network of 100 Community Development Banks 

• On a competitiv~ basis, distribute enough grants to adequately capitalize 100 community development banks. 

Each bank will be required to provide a match from funds raised by the bank through charitable donations or 


, , ' 

equity investments. . . . . 
• Provide technical assistance to help in setting up the banks through intensive business counseling, marketing, 

, and training. 
• Allow commercial banks to 'fulfill a small portion of their Community Reinvestment Act requirements by 

depositing money directly in community development banks. 

• Explore other ways to capitalize community development banks, including regulatory, secondary market, 

and other incentives.' , . 
 , 

· · ;Microenterprise programs . , . , 

Microenterprises are "small" small businesses -~ five 'or fewer employees, with owners that have incOmes 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 - especially for people,on welfare who 

are trying to fulfill the American Dream and start a business. . 


The Clinton/Gore Plan , 
· Develop 1000 Microenterprise Prognuns 

· , 



• Set up competitive~ grants, for states to' develop community~based microenterprise systems every year. 
, 	 will have to show that they can distribute credit, provide technical assistance. and set up peer 

effectively. . . 
• Make ,ure that self-employment training is offered in federal job training programs like Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children-JOBS and the Job Training Partnership Act. 

" 

.,. " 
" 

" 
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INDIVIDUAL DEVEWPMENT ACCOUNTS 

welfare .y.tem discourages savings and fo.ters dependence. Last week Bill Clinton announced hi. plan 

to end welfare as we know it. This week he extends that plan to encourage savings - the first necessary step 

to economic self-sufficiency. . 


. . 
The federal government spends billions to provide middle- and upper~income Americans with incentives to save 

,-- through home mortgage interest deductions and tax deductions for pension accounts t for example. lndividual 
Development Accounts will provide the same incentives to low~income Americans. 

Individual Development Accounts encourage' welfare recipients to save for a first-home purchase. post­

secondary education, business development, or retirement. They.also encourage the val",es of thrift and hard­

work which the welfare. system bas too long undermined. 


The ClintoniGore Plan .. 
Establlsli Individual Development Accouots 

• Set up Individual Development AccOunts (IDAs) for low-income Americans. IDAs ar~ optional accounts, 

held in banks for specific purpo.es: first-home purchases; post-secondary education; business development; and 

retirement. There will be penalties for withdrawing IDA money for non-designated purposes. 


Provide federal matching funds for limited amounts of money saved in IDAs. The matching mtio will vary 

";:~:~~~ on the individual's income·. The poorest poople will have an incentive to save small amounts to 

cl large matches. 


• Through competitive bidding, establish a five-year demonstration project for IDAs to begin. 

If the IDAs show immediate srn:=s 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 penalizOd for 

trying to improve their lives. " 


." 

.. · · 
, 

.. 
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COMPREHENSIVE ENTERPRISE ZONES 
. 	 . 

Enterprise zones provide tax incentives and regulatory relief to businesses located in distressed communities. 
They oreate jobs and slimulate growth in neighborhoods which would not otherwise receive it. . . 

However, as currently conceived, enterprise 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 GAO indicated that these additional factors are 


, at least as important as tax incentives when businesses decide where to locate. . . 


The Bush approach is also faulty because it allows businesses to earn profits without creating any jobs for local 
residents. Properly executed, enterprise zones will generate local jobs and empower communities to take 
control of their future. . 

The CUnton/Gore Plan 

• Create 75 to 125 urban and rural enterprise zones .to attract businesses to distressed communities across the 
country. 
• Require businesses to make jobs for local residents a top priority if they are to receive the benefits of 

. enterprise zones. . . . 
• Coordinate infrastructure imp~vements. job tnining~ and police protection with enterPrise zones. Bill 
C~~:~~will e<pand Community Development Block Grants and aid to local law enforcement and target 
• 	 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 expand the targeted jobs laX credit to create 
affordable housing and create jobs across the countty, 
• Encourage the growth of Community Development Corporations inside and outside enterprise zones, CDCs 

'combine indigenous leadership with technical know-how and priva.te sector assistance. and have created 901000 
. jobs and 300,000 housing units to date. . . 	 .. 

.: ' 

, . 

.. . . I 	 ,. 
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CREATE A MORE PROGRESSIVE COMMuNITY RElNVESTMEI'.'T ACT 

" , , 
Capital is the lifeline of. neighborhood, and banks are the key to capitaL The ComrilUnity Reinvestment Act 
(eRA) was enacted in 1979 to prevent uredlining" ~-. banks' practice of refusing to lend in minority andJor low-
income parts ,of the communities they serve. . . . . 

Despite some success, CRA has failed to fulfill its mission. Enforcement remains inadequate, 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. 

lbe ClintoniGore Plan 

Support. more progressive Community Reinvestment Act. , 
• Emphasize performance over paperwork. The current system puts a premium 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 pmctiees, but reduce needless form-filing. 
• Hire and train regulators 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 partiy fulfilling their CRA requirements, conventional banks will also help develop and 
sustain innovative lending institutions which are acutely attuned to neighborhood needs. 

Instruet financial regulators to assist tianks in developing sound community lending programs. for too long, 
!lIull.to,,, have condoned poor lending efforts but provided no direction Jor improvement. Regulators should 

as clearinghouses for information and catalysts for community development. ' 
• Uti.li2:e other means of ensuring that banks meet their affirmative obligations to the'local communities in 
which they are charterect. " , 

. " 

", 

" , 

•, 
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Reducia. Poverty By RepllciDI lielCare 
IDcome SuPPOrt SrtltclJies for tbe Nineties 

-(March 1990 Revision) , 

by 

o.vid T, ElJ'WQr()d 

For at leut 20 years, tbe rhetOric or poverty policy has; foc:used 011 WOtt Itld 
family IDd independcDc(, Yet tbe reality of poverty policy hu been welfare.. ADd 

. welfare does almosi nothing [0 promOte work Of family or iadependc&cc. Welfare almost 
Dever ~ problems. it u.l.l::.£l them with 4oUan. 

Welfare Duds 10 be replaced. Dot reformed with .. ft .... an, pro,n.ms &Dd 
requirements, DOt eliminated leavioJ poor people with little or ao support or protcc:tioD, 
but repJaced. h IIceds to be replaced witb policics which treat the C8taeS of poverty, It 
needs to be rcpl,cco with I system of income ilUppott that reinforu$ principles of work 
,nd family Ibd independence. 

In my view, three principies muSt be adopted if we are truly to replace Ih~ 

welrare system. . "' 


1. 	Peoplt wbo wotk shouldn't be poor, Thou"wbo Irt' ,,"ayin, by th~ nda should 
Col lose tbe lame. 

2. 	ODe paretlt should Dot b< expecttd 10 do the job of two, In a SiDllc parent 
ramily, children Deed support from botb pateots. 

3, Income tested support ror tbose 'who can work ought 10 be tratlsitional. 
desilDed to encourage and svpPQrt tbose who want to work to Ichieve 
economic iDde~ndencc. We ought to do more to belp people.belp tbemselyes 
and expeCt more in retutn, 

. 
Adoption or these prlnclples would 40 fir mOTt to belp our poor ehHdrelt tban SO 

years of welfare policy. J3:DOtiol Ihem dQOtIls almost IDy PQ\'trty policy to failure, 
.. 

A_ulna PO.'l't)', A.ulna PoUcy 
AmeticaJu misuodcrstand the nuure or ,poverty. Less thaa. 10lJb of poor children 

live in bia city petto neiabborhoods. At least twice 1hlt Dumkr lj,,,c ia two PlteDt 
families with a ruU ..time worker, nc reminiution of poverty is real BUI sinlle parcfll 
poyert)' js Dot confiDed to people of colot. We haye' reaehed ttu: poi.t where fht typical 

. child born in Amcric. today will spend time iD • sinlle parent bomc. Aad the poverty 

ratc: iD.sia&t~ parent f1mili~s with children is nearly SO"&. 


_ADd AmtriClDs deepl, distru.u. evea despi$e wtlfare. ollr chief ~ial poli<:y 10 

help poor families.. Libtrals deer)' the very low benefits. Coruc:rvatins If8UC tbl' it 


'-breeds depeDdeacy aad ilJcaitimaey.. The rec:ipicau of1CD hate it wont of aU. eJ.;miAI 
it JcavCJ them isolated. frustrated. aad humiliated.. No onc believes thac welfare sohes 
many problems.. At best it tides I)(:op-le over uotil they can aet back OD their feet. AI 
wont it creat¢! a dead cnd. & world orrerio, few routes to iadependence. and liule . , 

~" 	 di8nity or self respect. 

'., " 

- 1 ­
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With the medii rilled ... it.h stereotypical lad racially chlrled imales of me tUno 

poor lad wi11t welhre debate. & staple of a81J'Y talk goW$. it is DO wooder tlllt Ule 

public is skeptical. eveo cYDicI~ abouf the altioa', capacifY fO belp the poor. But 

poverty is mucb easier to undent&ad IbiD maoy people rcalix. ADd PflctiaJ aDd 


'affordable boa.....elfare SO.utiODS do exist_ 

Peoplt Who Wotk Sho.14a't If. Poor . 
People who work CID be poor in America. Over S million people Uve i. families: 


wilh a full~)'ur full~time ...orker. Several timu thu DlImbcr liyt" in familia wbere 

someone works Plrt of tbe year. And maDY more live lc htn..ilies 00 welfare where f.U~ . ' 

time work would leave tbe famjly poor aDd f'nlnci.lty ao beuer off thaD OD welfare:. ' 

Tlu:;' ruHry is tbat for milljoDs o( AmericaDS, work ,imply GOC" flOt pay. . 


1)epcDdi:08 00 the state o( tbe economy, betwcea 40 lad sor. of Ihe J>OOr children 

in America bve io two l).ntH bOmtL These arc workjDI (amilies. Table J, whicb is 

based 00 tabulltions of the March 1911 CUrrCD( Popalatioo. SlI1rvey (the '\lrve)' uSiCd for 

officlaJ paverr)' Stllistics), lbows tbat obly ~ of poor rWC>-9&rctlt (Imilies bid ' ....0' 

b¢lltb~ aDd nt""':«ciderly pareDl! wbo -did Dot work It alL Almost .5<rb (~.n. plus 2.9CIrt) 

of poor two-pareat families bad I ruH~)'ear run-time worker. IDd well onr bllf or the 

poor. families: wah two beaJthy puent! bad. at -le.lI' ODe (QJj-time worter. Work is very 

mucb the norm ror tbtst families. Notic~ 1150 lhal io IDOSt families lIith oDly a Plrt~ 


yea~ worker. thar ..otker euoed too little to act the family OUI of povc:rty evc:o it' tbt 

job h~d JUted aU year. 


It may seem remarkable tbat JO maD)' people ITe able 10 wotk. witbout beiDa abJe 

to support I (amily, Of coune, the o'VerwbelmiDt majority {over goew,) .or '....Oo-parent 

famllie$ with ooe or mOrC 'full-time worli.en do avojd poven)!. But work .is no IUITlOlte 

of success for those at tbe lower end of the wa,e spectrum. As 'lhOWD in Table 2.1 tou­

, time job payiDS tbe curren: mInimum wase or $3.35 per hout cannot suppon even two 
p¢rsons .bove tbe curreDt poverty lioe. By J992 ....hen tbe miDimum ..aat hI$. b¢en 
raised to 54.25 per bOUf, oat full-time minimum .....Se- job wilIlel.YC I hmily of four 
55,000 below 'be poyerty tiDC. (One (ull-time and ODe patt--time job would still ie:a\ie • 
family or four 51.500 pet year b¢low tbe projecteo po\ietty hnc of $14,SOO eVeIl if the)' 
have Jl.Q day care npe:nsc!.) '.' . 

The$( hmilie. are working bard at some of tbe most uDPleasaot jobs in Ameri~. 

Tbey ride the same eeODOm!!; roUer COUlcr IS tbe rest of w. Wftea rul waaa fot tbe .. 

middle clau rbe rlpidly as they did in tbe 1960s. the ..ascs c.f work••1 poor famines 

rize IS well A SIrOlla ecoGomy is vcry lood mcdiciAie. S\lt WII,ct: bin bun. eue.atiaUy 

st'IUlot for 20 years after adj,utin, for iDn.tioll. nt medilD real leto'" tor .11 f.U.. 

lime male workers io America is l.ower today thaD iD 1969. For tbe tint time io maay 

.enerations. SODS arc: MrniDI less tbaa. their faCbe." did.. 
. . 

ADd wbeD tbe ecoDomy stumbles. the workina poor fill. They hive 

disproportioDltely bonae the bnllu oJ economic c:hlo,CI of tbe put few deCides.. There· 

is DOW clear ¢videtl:" that the wo.rkers a. the upper ud of tbe cconomic distribu.tioa 

ba\'e fared fit better over lbe reuftt past tblD (bose It tbe boHOID.. YOQUI worken.. the 

Ins: weU educated,. IDd peo.ple or colo.r wefC lnul more by the: rttcssiolJ and helped less 


•by the recovery•• 

.. 


• 


I 
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Table 1 

DisttfbutioD of Poor Husba:od...Wife rnnilies by Hcaltb. 


Work Sl.Itus. IJ.'Id Wage R.l.te ReJati\<t to the Povertr Lme 
, 

Distribution of 
Poor Famili", (,; i 

Neither Pan:cI nl, Disabled Of Retirod m:i: 

Combined WOrk of both pareots wu equivalent to 


.t lust oce full-yaf full-time worker 


One: or botb parents worked, but c:ombioe4 hours WI$ 

~$$ th:ln OO'! t'I.llJ~ye.tr Ml~time WOtJ:er aDd: 

Wtge ",,*1; NOT h.i&b enough to keep family 001. of 

pOvert)' if 1 petlo'O work«1 at ~ job M.i~time all yur­

W.ge WAS hlp en-cup to kup family CUI of poverty 

if. per$Ot\ worked.t the job Nij-time.all yw· . . 
Neitber Parent Worked 

One or Both P:arenu \+'u m, Disabled. or Recited aDC; 

Other parte: worked full~)'c.ar full-time 

Neither ~re:l: 'worked­

20.3% 

4.95' 

9.0% 

6.9 !I. 

. 
-12.1l. ! . 

. 100.05' 

Sou.rCe:·Authon~ tabulations ofthc Mlrtb 1983. Cuneo! Popul.tioc Survey 

. NOfU~ FuIl-yut fulI-~ WOft is ckti..ofld as' 1150 bows 'lJlVtt a.cnuaUy 
• Cowp'uf4d: by dc.tctn.i.l:Un, the 'VI!t'l.&C 'Nate by dividinl wnw ea.ra.iD,s by IOta! a.uual 

bourt. multipl)'lq: lhis .vuar WllC- by 1750 bouts to Jet a potel)tial ~ e&f"Din,s qd . 

comptriD.C tl!toso'to the. pOV,rty liz fOf tha f.mily • 
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Earn.ogs nno _Income for a Femily With, 
One FuU YCA.t" F'Hll---Tlmr.: Worker In 1992 

Current LRw., 
~ . - " 

" 

" Poverty Line in 199? \'llll h~ tl1.:100 for n Family or ·Three 
Poverty

, 
Line jn H)!,~?- will. he $14.500 for a F'l'!I!mtly of Four 

, , ­
Wage $3,35 "'"ge $4.25 "'ose $5.40 
=:::"'::"~ :C-"""" ,,-.-- ".~=,,--, . ., 

Earnings $ 6.970 $ B.040 • 11.230 

Net Texes 
'(EITC Ie •• peyroll) 4~O 375 200 

Dlapotl~ble Income" 7.1:!O 0.21:) 11.430 .' with no dey care' c()~b 

, Disposable Income [J,42:0 7.215 9,430 
'with *2000 d.,. core 

AU naur,," fin approxlmlllte 

.' 

• 




. 
WUt do ..-e curreally do to :iup~rt these fa..iliu~ Virtony DOlhi.1- . They' 

dOD't qualify for public·Ul.iltaDCC otber thaa (00<1 .lalllp$. ud malty ate too proad to 
apply for stlmps.. Tbey tel .Jmosl DO .o\'etDmeat iMdic::al .aefits (tbose 10 mostly to 
welfare rcc:ipieDtst 1n het., .ner ,overa.mcnt traalfcn., pool two parcot fa.met witll • 
fulHime worker bave: iacomcs fartber below tbe: poverty line: thaD ;iollc.pareal families 
on welfare or 'tlifO parcot families with an unemployed worker. Tbe .orkio. poor arc: 

literally the poorest of the poor 


And low pay is Dot simply _ problem for two parco! families..,' The aature of our. 
welfare system is such lbat u.nlm I si.oB~e mother ClD fiod • (lolli-time job ~I( PJ:Yl af 
least $5 or $6 or S1 an hour with medical bcocfiu. alonl WIth vcry inupcnsive day carc. 
she 	will be bettcr off Oll welfare. . . . . 

UnJess we find I _Iy [0 make ....otk pay. we caa Ikever make much PToare5S in 
tnc fiaht alailUt poverty of child:ren. And ucless we fiM .. way to make work pay, 
milhon, of chi14tefl win JIOw up 1U1CI that hard 'titort douz)"{ payoff. that work is DOl 
an altetaatJ\,c to welfare. Tbey will dilCOV¢l' tbat you CI.D pil)" by tbe n1cs IDd still 
los< 	tilt 1'..... . 

Male Work PlY 

If wt ate loinl to make :work pay. twO types of munrcs must be:: adopted: 


1. Wt must U$t; .. combination of wale and tal polic:ic£ to iusure tbat I full~timc 
worker tarus euoulh 10 ke<:p bis or ber family out or poverty (incilldina tbc 
cost of' day care:). , 

2. 	 We must insure tbat medj~l ~rotcC:tiOD is IVlill:ble to all low ior;:ome families.. 
OOt just tbose on w.cl,farc, 

I ,will focus on ,be first item since otben are' hr more expert thn I am in the 
htaltb area., J would 001)' emphasize thlt e'Very othtr mljor. iadl.Uuialized country 
UCtpt South Afric. ha! (ound a way to iDsure that III its citiuDS hlye medical 
protection.: ADd tbey speod far lcu on beahb Clue tbu this country docs IlOW. Medical 
emergcncln call easHy destroy C''o'c.rythiog • low income famil~ bu 'Worked (or. And 1Ife 
usuatly ~Dd up payiDI tbe bills later any..ay, in the form of hilber hel.hh insurance 
cons 'Wbith Ire used to cOver tbe bad debu of hO$pitals.. 

, How can we iftSlIrc that people who work ..iii tiOJ be poor? There are two major'· 
types of policin: waae"policies. such as raisin, the miaillnls 'Wal'" aud ter'lndl.bli! La.! 
credit$. SKIa: 1& Ihe Earaid lacome'Tax Credit (EITe). J will dixuu thc plopouls Us" 
1992 dollan. slBce an, polic"y is unlikely to take err«t before that time. 

: " Thioulho~t th~ late 19s&. 1960s. tau:! 1970s.. the miaianun WI.JC:, WII hpt at a 
level that would cnablc. hU·timvworkcr to keep I ramily of three out of poverty, But 
'dUriDI the 1980s. the 1Il10Jmum was Dot tdjuutd with iDflatiol1 and itt real value hU 
aharply. -If the: minimum nae were restored the level it flood at duriDS tbe 60s lad 70s' 
(I leveJ sufficient to keep. family of tbree out of poverty). it ..ould bave 10 rise to . 
rOllgh)y ".SO per bour II. 1992. The recC:llt leahlatjol:i rai. it to "'.2S~ stiD lower than 
to 19~~ IdjUSli1l1 Cor ianltiou;. 

, But I biaher miDimvm ~aac bas 'costs. All ecoaomlsti IBru there will be: $OIDC " 
job loS$t.t amoD, teC"Daaen. ADd the vast majority or people. i.e minimum Wile jobs IlC 
not in poor famma. Most estimates SUllest that ..orkin. poor Camilles woald be helped 
by ,~: 'ltightt minimum w.se. but there will be e~o4od1ic COIta. 

,
, 


, 

, 

, 
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AD IlterDltiye policy is I hi.her EfTC. Already we baye a til credit Cor low 

iDcome workiD, hmilies. Aad because it is reCuadablc. poor families act tbe credit eyCD 

i( they owe no tiles. The curreDt pliO provides I S.I" credit Cor each doUlr earned up 

to S6.SqO, (or I muimum o( $953. (The credit is pbased out with a $.10 reduclioD (or 

each doHar elroed oyer SIO,7.0i. It is like a PlY raise (or the workinl poor. The 

curreDI EJTC is ""ortb about S.SO pcr bour. Tbe credit· is DO'" larae eoouab to rouably 

o(fsel Social Security Il1eS paid by low Income worken. 


A Dumber o( bills haye been proposed to raise the EITC. Sioce it imposes no . 

costs 00 employers, there are DO job losses. "Because il is done tbrouab the tax iystem. 

credits can be laraeted to poor lod oear poor families.. ladua, 10 eIP1nded EJTC seems 

like sucb 10 aurlctive policy tbat Icademics aod politicians (rom tbe far left to tbe far 


'risbt bave eodorled iL There is ODe major problem: ~l To double tbe eIistiDI EITC 

would COst rOlllhly 56 billioD dollars per year. ADd it would e((ectively raise waacs by 

only about $.50 per bour. . 


,
What would it like: to insure tbat I (Ull-time worker could support I family of." 


at the poyerty line in J992? Table 3 pray ides an illustration. At a wale rate or $.<C.SO 

per bour: eyeD I doublinl of the current EITC would leave a family of .. more thin 


, $.,000 below tbe poyerty line assumiDa the (Imily bas DO day care costs. ,Tbe table 
makes clear tbal only the combination o( I biaber minimum wale and I doublinl or 
trip1iol of tbe currenl EITC could insure thlt rlmilies who .....ork WOUldn't be poor. If I 

(amily must pay for care, then even more income would be: needed to keep their 
spendable income above tbe poverty line. 

'. . 

. T~is'aoalysis suuests if we ""Int'to insure that people who work are nOI'poor, it 

will lake three types o( policies in combiDltioo: I hiaher minimum wI,e, eIplnded til 

credits for tbe workiDI poor. and more support for day care. Sometimes in public 

debate these policies arc seen as substitutes (or one aDotber. Some propose til credits 

igstead o( a hisher miDimum wage. Otbers propose dlY care instead of tu credits. 

Tbese simply ClonOI be substitutes. If we believe in work. and families and 

independence. i( 1Iie wlnt to insure tbl' people who play by the rules do not lose tbe 

aame, we must moye Ibead with aU tbree. 


Policies to belp the work ins poor reinforce work. They reward people for tbeir 

efforts. They belp two parent workiDI (amilies. Tbey eacouraie independence. They 

do Dot lead to depel!dency .. _ 


0 •• Par••• Slauld.'t Ik [xp.ele' to Do U•• Jo~ .1 Two. 
Makin, work pay and luaranteeiDI medical protection would belp many poor 


cbiJdren a ,rcat dell, especially tbose in IWO parent Camilies. Children in SiDI-le parent 

families would be belped also. Low pay is I particularly serious probJem for sinlle 

parcnts.. Tbe job market still pays women f,:r iess tban meD. 


. B~i tbere are two otber problems tba" Sinllc pareDIS face wbicb tbese policies do 

DOt address: their dual role IS botb nurturer aDd provider and a bostile welCare system.. 


" All parents., married or single, face I difficult tast or nurturilliud proyidiol 

ror tbeir cbildren. Two parent families can bllince tbose duties in • variety or ways. 
 ,Indeed tbe most common arrangemeol todlY is ror both parents to work. But usually 
only.the Catber worb rull-time all year. The motber usa.lly works part time or par•. t 
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,Dispo~abl~ Income tor fhmily wit.h Two Childr~n 

, with One Full Yent" .'ul) --Time W'ork~r" ' 

Under-Currf'!nt l.ftW find VArious Propos8.l:;t in 1992 

Poverty Line in 1992 wilt be $1).:100 for l'\ Fa.mily of Three 

Poverty Line ,in 1992 will be $14,500 for'" Family of l"on1'" 


1\'08e $3,35-,-.- -=-0=== W.g. $4,25
;==-'--=:=::--, 

' 11'°8. $5,40 
"""-,-"'~.---

, fcmily Wilh no dey cflre <::ost~ 

Current Law 7,4Z0 9.215 11.4~O 

Double Current EITC 6.470 IO.2fl5 12ARO 

Triple Current EIre ~.520 11.315 1~.5~O 

FemUy With 12000 in dny c1!r.f> r(lst:o:. 

Curren~ Law :,,.120 7.215, ll,1:IO 

. Double Current EITC 6,1'170 6.265 10.41)0 


Tripi. CUrrent EITe 7.520 9.315 11.5:10 


AU tlauf'" ne eppn'l1:lmlltl'!' 

, 
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year. Ooly)OClt o( married mothers work (uliRycar hllwtimc, BIn siDlle pareDU dOD'•. 
have tbat tiDe of flexibility, Toe), rcally oaJ)' bue Uro c.oioes: tbey caD either "ork 
all the: time or ttuy caD ,0 Oft welfare. ' 

If siOBle parcnt$ choose fuU-time work. tb!!)' mUSI sim\1Jutleously meet the 
demands of work nd tbe Deed for cbild care. the DOy daily crises ievo)\<ia, doctor 
visits. school holidays, ,iet cbildrell. to say Dotbin, of maiouiaiDJ I safe lad happy 
no use hold. Women rrom bi3bl~" advtDtaCed. btClc,touods fiad these demaadJ very beavy. 
for mOIDcn. with I limited educltion, witb little or GO wori uperic.Dcc. witb 'youal 
children. it can be an almost impossible ta,k., b it really real'istic (Of rait) \0 expcct .n 
'logic mo.bers to work more tbaa more thaD 70~ of married mothers do? ' 

Tbe ooly alternative at prt,cnt if welfare.. A.nd it is a Dot a very 'attractive 
OPtion. No S(:r.te 'pay$: CDoullh in welfare atld fOOd stamps to keep a famiiy out of 
poyerly, Adjustin, ,for inflation. bcDefiu arc vastly lower thl. tbey werc is )'C-In a,o, 
The welfare system frustrates and isolates and humiliates Ind stilmali:zel. 'Welfare 
ofnce! are designed in luae part to prevcnl frlud lad abusc,.- to deliver aid in tbe riabt 
amount II tbe ri,hl lim,;, AppJyift, for wclhre is. Ibjor uaden,kia., A variety of 
verifications CD"'t be dODc, lncvltably. ,..eJfarc CHCDU musl rctura repeltedly to the 
welflft office. Welfare aDd food .ulmp-$ and bO\lsl(tllnd social serviees Ire se~rale 
programs, each witb its O"'D rules, in. owo demudl, lad somctitM$ hs own office. 

Worst ,tin is the w,y welfare trcats people who try 10 play by tbe rules. peoplc 
who attempt to work their way off of welhte. Welfare beaerits arc reduced doHar for 
dollar witb carDiDJ~ Table 4 'bows: tbat I woman' workiDI (uU·time It ~.OO is 
essentially DO belter off than wm¢one ll/ho does DD work at aiL Even a woman witb: 
very low day care costs wbo CaD earn $6 per bour, Ilmost tll/ice the curreat Enioimom 
wage or S.3.3'. may be not much bener off workill". She .-il1 take home on1y $2.900 
more per yeat ud she 'NiH lose Mcdi~lid benefits wblcb are ..orth almost that amount. 
And hOw many disadvantaged \itj'OmeD caD find lOd tel.in a (uU-dmc job tbat plys twice 
tbe minimum 'Wa~e? 

h' should ~ome 3$ no !l:urpris:e that only. uuH (uc-tiOD (20-25%) or ....cmn 
leaviDS "elfare actually -eua- tbeit way orr. And m'ost of them are the beuet cdtlclted 
and more nperienced women who can command a relltively bi,b wllc, Other womeD 
tty to leave. b\lt then is Ilmost Il ....ys tOme selbltk. oCten somC:lhillS relatively smlH, 
such U 1 sic'k child. whic:h cauSC$ them to 10K their job aDd ,elu,o to welrare, No 
wonder tbe 4lm commoo WIY to iea\lc welfare permloently is,vil marrjll~ Dot wort. 

We would like sinaJc parull to lupport Ibemsclv¢$ IDd become scU""uffieicJu" 

but we nve made the tast almost imJ)OSlible. Welfare rdorm' belins tbc ptoctts of 

Dlovin, the aoven,.nfint loward I tystem which eru~ourales. and hc:iliratcs :seJf,.,upport 

tather than seemiDI to defeat h. But it doesn·t alter tbe ba,ic dilemmas iahclCDt ia a 

welfare system.. It docm·, make work pay. It doemo( mIke it possible to ,upport a 


. family on aoytbin8 less tban • fuU-time job whicb pays almOSI twicc tbe minimum W'le 
11001 wilh medicII benefits:. It doeso't insure thlt I ....omao is better off workiD' tbaa 
on welfare. 

The ,elson sinale pareDts hive tuch • difficult time is that we are expeetinJ oac· 
,arent to do tbe job or two. Without ~me IdditiODI. tupport. til tinlle parcnts face • 
diCficuh nrugak. Sinate mothers with weak educalioDs aad limited work upc:rieoc:c arc 
virluilly lUured or bein. stud. io the welfare sysrc:m. 

,.. .. 

• 
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T.ble" 

E.mings, TUe$, Benefits and Toal u.e.omc: 


For , Sin~le Puellt Ulc! Two ChllOrUl 


Uv:.eg I.e ?eD.Ilsylv.::tia:~-laDw:;' 19.89 


W~:f.are W Disposable 

Work Level and Waft EArning': Day Cue Taxes·· Fooe: Sa:noS', Income..•• 

No Work 0 0 0 6590 ~ 

Hal! Tim~ Mtnimutn v,'lge."" 3350 -150) lIS 45Sj 6648 

Fu.l,; Time Mi.Wm~ W'ge­ 6700 -3000 40S IS4-I 5951 

Fu!; Time 4.00 !hour ,000 -3000 11O ;6)0 6920 

Fuli Time 5.00 /hour 10000 -3000 I&~ '1250 !410 

rull·Time 6.00 !hOUt. 12000 -3000 -457 921 2465 

F:..:H Tio!" ': ,00 !hOi;: ;4OC~; -JOCV -:20'7 • !=9i . 10391 

Now: 	• Muumum wage ra;~ is 3.35 pe~ hOUT• 

... TU(t$ U~ J'Ofil.iv~ al very low iocomc.s due to the Earned lneome Tax Credit 

... £AmiD", plw AFOC acd food su.mps leu t.utJ. and day euc... 
, '-. 

All figures 'n'.lpprox.ima~ MOOt:led after' table'in -Backgrout:i<i Mal.crW 'and Data 00 

ProgaQU Witb.i.n tbeo luri$dietioQ of the Commiuu on Way" ..ad MUllS,· 
- .' 	 '.' . 

., 

.' .. 


Medicaid? 

y", 

Ya 

Yet 

Yet, 

y" 

No 

No 

, . 
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. , .1•••rH Cldl4 Sa,,.,. lafofu.t.t-A leal Welf.,. Alter.atb. 
Siolle parents must aet some additiooal. Dou·welfare ,,,pport ir there: is laY' 

realistic hope or ,escapiac welfare. Since it is a lack of lupporl from two parnt! tbat is 
3 large ~rt of the problem. the absenl father is tbe Datural place to look for additioD:aJ 
lDeome, 

, , 
. The curreot system of child JUPpO'tt; IS" discrace, Oafy ooe ,iDale parnt ill three: 

ge~s any couTt"'Ordered chUd SUpport from the absent parCDt. and tbe avulJC imOUDt is 
only U.2OC, OftCJ) tbe problcm is aot that the father canoot PlY 8y most es,imates Ii 
[rui~ uniform ttld univ'enlJ chi,d iuppoort system couid. coll¢ct ID a<toitioatl S2S~JO ' 
billion from rathen, Remember, this: is: oot just a problem of childreo i. pctto 
commuDlties.. The typical child born in America today wHi s:C)C'od time ill: a ticalt paren! 
home:.· The CUtrelH Jys:tem essel1tially leu htbers orr thc hook" We arc scadiD, the 
siSDal to pa"rt::nu aad children Ib.l abseot fatber, bavc DO raponsibiHtiel-

Suppost • womlD could count OD just S~OOO pcr -child ill. cbild npport lDnually_ 
Then a combin.tiol'l of work aDd child support covld easily support a- fuuly It (he 
po"'cny IiDe, ll'ld"d balf-time work it I S6 per bour job would b¢: CDoulb-to keep a 
family of tbree out of poverty iD' 199:. Full-time work would provide some real 
securirj. . 

AD iDsured child supporl -enforcement plaa would combine touah yet reasoDahl:­
. cbild support enforcemelH with. an insured benefit. AKeDt pa-rCIU$ would be held 
account.blt, But ,.,hen collections from the abseDt (uber fell.bclow SODX m.inimum 
level {bc:cII,lJe of tow CarDtn,s of t})c father}. tbe aOVUDtDCDt would insure tbe 
differencc. Tbe plln would incll,lde four element!: 

I J Botb parents' Social Security numbers would be: identified at birth Or for those 
childree who. arc bore lb~oad, UPOD appUcation 10 tbe systcm.. 

2) Child support paymcnts would be det~rmjoed by a \.ery simple forlllula. For 
example the WiscoosiD fo-rmula requires tbe abSC:IH parcnt to pay J7~ for one .' 
child:, 24% for ,two. and SO ~orth. 

3) All paymcnts would be collected like taxes by tbe Sllte thtoup automatic. 
wale withholding by the employer, All child support plymeftU waldd be 
coHeettd in this way so all women would be in rbe s.am-e systtllL 

<4) The &oytnmcnl would iDsure: tbat eacb chjld rtceivcd at least 52.000 ptr year 
ie ebiJ.d support if a child support order was in pJace_ WbCD coUcctiollS from 
tbt abseDt parellt fell below thai level. tbe IOVCfaIDCnt would make up tbe 
diff¢reD"_ 

, Thc fifst thlu elements or the plaa arc Dot coAtrovc"ia!. Tiley uvc airtady 
beett adopted as part of the Famiiy Support Act (tbouSh with 'little real .iocentive: 10 
enforce them). Tlte ral ,tumbtinl hlock wm be the rourt~ tJemellt-thc iuurcd Modic. ' 
E.lJ)(.rimenu with a. minimum usured benefit are now .tartinc ill Wiscoum. New York. 
lad other states. . 

, .-. . 'The'iosu.red bencfit is crucial Without it. cbild support reform win maialy , 
bencnt the middle class siolle mothc-tS_ Child support woold thOD be yet aaother device' 
tbat will separatc th¢ poor aad the Don-poor. Middle. cllss womea will supPort 

". , ..', 
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themselves. whh • combicatioD of work IDd child SUpporL "orkins ella wo_n wi11 be 
left with only .-etrare, With 1 minim\ltD benefit. midd.1e diu and lower clus mothers. 
have. common stake ie ptes.ervia. lad upaadiol the tystelll1" •• 

J 

Sott'le 'f8ue that a minim~m child'support benefit is simply welfafe by IDother 

Dame. 1 stroogJy disagree. 'When I "'OIUD elrD' aD e.ttn dollar while OD wclfare; 

benefits Ire reduced by I doBar, When Jbe earDs In uttl dollar while coll«tiDg child 

support. she ke:ep$ the wbole doHar. Child SUpport -wiU oocrequJrc trips 10 tbe ..elfan 

office;. There .... iII be DO s1iama. no reportioa. flO verifiCltioc. aDd DO CbUliDI,' 

Moreover. if tbe public start! compliiaici abour the mODey beial ,peat OD iuun:d cbild 

support beoefits, the~ will say. "'bo$e darn [ltheU Ite aot puHiOI tbeir "aipt. we Ire 

pay in, their cbild support for tbem!,' ADd there .. iii be fiJhts about workfare for 

fathers versus training atld education. The strl,lgg!u anel rQpoosibHilie, o( rllben will 

be debated as part of our concern for tbe siolJe pareDt families.. just l:$ tbey sbould be. 

ADd perhaps mO!i1 importantly. tbc same: uuirorm systcm "ill protect "arkia, CllU, Ind 

middle class. Iud upper 'lIS! hmilies.. 


Ideally such a sys,tem would be put of tbe Socill Sc~urity i),stem. Tile arellest 

source or in,ecurit>' in America uted to be Jrowin, oid. We dramatically redue¢d that 

problem with Social Security wbich co...ers III Amerieac familici..... here eosuribulions· 

ud benefiu are rellted to l!:3Tnioss. but wbere people t1 'he bonom bid uln 

protectiOD. A uniform child suppon assurance pliO' w'Ould dO' the same, COJuributioos 

would be collected from all abs.e-ol patents, IO-d tblt money woulo ,0 directly to the 

children. And tbere would be utn proleetion (or tbm.e l1 tbe bottom. 


The most remark.ble feature of tbe ,y~lem is Iblt it will not co,r very much. 
Mon of the paymeots come from'the· tbtear fathers. For women OD weiralC. the 
minimum benefits "m !Imply offset ...elfare paymctm and Ibus i1 costS OOtilio& e:un:. 
The only real con is for people who are off of welfare, IcbieviDI independence by 
combining work and ch.ild support Most estimatcs sUlleSI that cos; will be small. , " 

Indeed. it is tikdy (0 save mooty in thc Song run. ADd if aD)' additioatJ moncy is spent, 
it will .. ll be loiDI 10 women wbo are workiDI--fammes. who are playifJi by tbe rules 
and trying to provide fOT.themselvcs Tbus the system will reinforce work and family 
and pareetal responsibility" ' 

With sucb I system., siogle mothcn would for the: first time ha"e Mime money they 

cou.ld count OfJ: MODey to lupp)emcot their OWII carnillp.· Mooey to help them meel the. 

·minor· crises that ofteD (orce people blck on ..elf.r~ Money to make it pouiblc to 

achieve real independeo(:.C from welfare.. Money to le1 oot of poverty. Without sucli a 

system. poverty ~ltCJ; for siolle PUeD!S wilt ItwlYS be uttotlomic:al. 


TtI.lltlolil s.pport u4 ,10M _ 
Welfare surten from schizopbrenia. Is welfarc I. prolram to iosure the Jonllerm 

protection or children Jnd or is it a ptO&rI.m co help people temporarily in limn or ,,trouble'? Sbould welfate benefits be: l'Iised to rcdute poverty of tbose aettiDa benefits or 

lowered to eaeourl8e"tbcir iDOCpeodeocc? A prelrla of lonl term income .upport 

'IlVouhS probably be detilncd very differently frem ODe desi,Ded to ofrer lrIB.itioaal 

as.stSClnce. By tryio& to fill both roles" the current systcm has dooe neither very well 


In the JIst found or wettlte rerorm, rome or tbe UDCerlainlY seemed to VlDish. 

All ,ide~ Killed OD a eooceptiotl or wc:lfare as trlnsitional The primary objective was 


. to he.lp people over. period of hardship and achieve lOme rea) iodepc:ndeoce. 
 " 

" 

,
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UnfortuDately liate linle was dODe 10 insure. tbat work pays or co ,uatlDI" tblt .iDlte 
, , 	 parenu eould tODot 00 somt cbild lU9DOrt. tbere is little Uprc that lae fef armed welhre 

wiil be: truly IrlDshioDlt 

But if Wt bed cbild supJ)Ort USUtlDCC. ir ....e iuured Qat people JOt medical. 
prote-eliaA, if we mlde work PlY. there would be far less Deed for welftre. Sialle 
parents could realishcaHy support tbemu.Jvcs &1 the 'PO"tTty liae if tbey 'Were .. min. to 
"'ork haif time. even It • job !)ayia, little mon tban ttlt mJDimutil' waBe, If they wcre 
willin, to work fvll time: tbey could move well abo.e lK poverty Hae. Two parCOl 
f:imilies could ayoid po~erty with I liaBle fuU~lime WOrker Of two h.lf·lim~ ..othrs. 

Wilh thil kind of !nIppon ill place':. I lhjai oDe caD mort easiJy CODumptaie major 
<:htnges In welfare, Tbere b cltu evidence than many ticJlc pareDts bave lbort~term 
transitional problems. A dhor~ or JeparatioD or birtb of I ebild takeJ tlze for 
adjustmeDt Qftcn ....omen spend a few years 00 welfare beiore fcmarryilll or ,oiol to 
work... Indted half of ,0 onto ArOC bave spells lutia. l yean or leu. The last tbin, 
ne", sil:llle Dlotbcn nccds is immedit.e strca.. Tbcy Dced lle~J) 111<1 '\ipporL If I womln 
bas Dever wnrked before. it will not be easy 1.0 move rilnt into' DeW job. ~f Jhc bas 
young chjldren, it may be undesirabk ud impractical to C1pet;t work. riahe IWly. ADd 
economic fluctuatlons wHi inevitably crcatc sbort~term probletm for both siDlle partat 
and l~O pareat families. Thus 'raotJlional assistance wouJd be nccessary. 

If peoplc eu realistically support lhemsdve5., lhen the notio,O of a timc~limit¢d. 
lransilionaJ assistance program for both single paren( aDd ''''0 parent families mak.es 
sense. A rich set nf training and support services OVlht to be included as ~rt or the 
benefitS. But tbe tash beoefh progrlm ....ould be of lizi1ed duratioD, There would b¢ 
DO confusion of the polnt of tbe program for either bcadiciuies. administrltors, or tbe 
public, Jt ...ould be deSJ8ncd to hclp penple acbieve ladepc.tldUtc. In the cut' of !insle 
mothen. wjth cbild support and meuures 10 make work pay. the realistic ,oal ..ould be" 
to 8et mothers part lime or full time work . 

. The duration or assistaoce might be allowed IO vary ..dtb a,e of youo,eU cbild. 
Gen<:rally I'd favor making if lut II months to three yun depc-Ddina 00 -the l,e of . 
youngest child, BUI the ke), would be thu this assiStaDCe J$ Ifj1Q'jJiOQIl. Oae could /lCt 
re-quallfy rOt mucb more transitioDl1 assistance by hlViD& notber baby or claiming 
that no jobs were: lvailable, The trlDsilioDal program 1frould be society's attempt to 
offer shorl term lid aDd an opport",olty for support and t!liniol. it would rcfleet tbe 
clear recosnitiOD tbal people often ac.ed belp oyer I difficu!t pcri~. 

Whcri benefits werC" ,uscd ap, o~e ....ould hive to _ork for somt period to rt· 
qualify for mOre. I would be: ilH:'lincd to allow mlny SViPport $trviccs"","rtlinly child 
care and some trainhl'-to eotUiDliC past tbe traositional JX'fiod. b\lt cash benefiu would.. 
end. AftC"r benefits ran out, the ooly alternative (or Jupport would be to .supplement 
child support witb work,_ 

There Ife a number of eoOCtrns wbich mUlt be addr¢SSed if WC" we-re to man tn * 
,truly transilional support system.. The tirst involvu what .ould happen to peoplt: wbo 
exhavsled thcir ttlDsitional bc:QC"Ciu. There, witl be people wbo CaDnot find work ud 
Ibere will be re,ioQs whe,re fe_ jobs arc a"ailable.. If lonrnmetu is oot _minI to 
provide cash sup.POrl (orcver, it muu provide fuU or pan"time jot». (Ot those wbo 
uhaust transitioalJ suppOr4 so Ihat people caa.. in fact.. support themse!vCI. Just bow 

.. maGy people would Dud (hese jobs i, almost impossible to predict. Hilf of those who 80 

". 
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on AFDC 1lSe iI (or more tbln 2 yean. But tbll oceun ia ••orld where tbere is no· 

""IY to ""ark PI" time .nd e,"pc poverty, wbere wort doa .01 PlY well (both because 

""I,es are often 10"" aad bcctuse welrare bcDefitJ (all u ear-.iDp· rise), lad where there 


. is lillie help or iacentive to move off of ...elfare. 

My'own instiaclS are thll oaly a tiay r,.ctioa ...ould Ictually nc'cd these jobs if 

the other reforms were in place. Sia,le motbers witb cbild support would aot bave to 

work more than half time to avoid poverty. And they would bave bad 2 to 3 years to 

adjust to tbeir DeW situation. acquire traininl and trlnsitional support, aad move to a 

part-lime privlle sector job. The prolram would certainly be considerably smaller tbu: 

the current welfare system: . 

In reality, Ibis proposal is not so different tban that contained in tbe Family 

Support Act of 1988. Uader tbat biH. people arc required to participate in some 

aClivity-oftea jobs--stanjD, almost immcd.iately. Tbeac proposals may o(Cer a workable 

alternative. especially in tbe sbort run. Yct I believe tbat it would be Car bettcr.to mike 

clcar to III those concerned.. botb recipicDU and tbe public, to h .... e twO separate 


~ 	 programs: transitionll assistance Ind jobs: Both prolrams will do tbeir job bencr if tbey 

arc scpar~ted. 


. Consider uansitional Support first. Currently most or'tbose who usc wei Care. usc 

it for relarively sbort term aid. Yet tbe first few years of welflre is not now considered 

-transitiona'-. Tbe Slme demands. rules. obligations. indilDities are put on the new 

recipient IS tbe old one. Tbe public (joes not perceive tbe dirference between tbose who 

use welfare Cor temporary aiet and tbose ... no use it ror lonltc:rm assistl~cc. And so 

there is tittle di.nity even in ,ening temporary belp. 


A system of transitional assistance could reet Quite difrerent. Transitional lid is 

unambiguously designed to help the recipicnt get on ber or bis feet. It is nOl a program 

to punish. people for misbebaving nor does it orrer tbe hope tblt manipulating tbe 

system will lead to permanent support. Transitional support woulet be i. second chance, 

an opportunity to take advantage of special aid. It is a chance to be taken advantage of. 

not anOlner burden to set through just to saic enouah aid to ,et b~. 


Tbose wbo study managcmeot say that organizations witb I clear and 

unambiguous goal are most successful. A s)'Slem that triC1 10 IraiD people and encourage 

self-support. demand work. help tbe: ...orkins poor. while similiuneously insuriollbat 

people bave some minimal income is one witb very mil.ed Joals. Insuring income is 


. quite dirferent llian enCQUraliDg selr -support. Indeed tbe two are: diametrically opposed. 

Not so (or a transitional support system. Tbe clelr 1011 would be to help people help 


. themselves. . 


After transitional support comes jobs. But isn"t that the same as workfare? I .. 
believe tbere is somethiDJ fundamentally differeDt aOOu't -workin. of( a welCare cbeck­
and workin, I. I ,overnmeDI job. In tbe first case you seem to be woikin, Cor Cree, in 
the laner you arc beinl paid Cor your wort.' Indeed, altboulb participlou io workfare 
programs e1press some salisfactioD ... itb the work. they cbiDk (beir employers arc getting 
a very 1000. deal Similarly wbeD researchers reccDlly asked .elCare recipieDts about 
their attitudes toward worHare. they reported tblt -recipients lite tbe idea tbat tbey 

-- would be ...orkin&. but disliked tbe fact tbat tbey would slm be 00 welfare-. To botb 
public aDd recipients, workfare will not be • job. 
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,Therc ... ilI be'mucb 1001'( pressure 08 both 'be tnuitiollal proarllD aDd tbe jobS 
pro.Tlm 10 do their jab.•eli it they arc separated.. ID a traDliliooal prO,Hm. it is casy 
to $tC how may people lcaw your pro8ram aDd _heD they do, It wiIJ also be casy 10 . 
ched: and lee bow maDy PCop'e eed up on tbe jobs protnm. liDee adm;ulslralors would 
have: to certify that tbey blve nhlullcd transitional uaistatu::c bcJore tbcy calli act t~c 
.iob~ In a workfare: prOlrlm. if there: are Dot COOUIU jobs. onc just cooiiDUC1: Plying 
~'eJ(are. But in a jobs pro,ram.. if there arc DOl eoou.h jobs., one cnows immedi.lrely 
and tneu: is an instant impoetoull 10 find more, A Ul,lC jobs prOJrlm wiU inevitably be' 
'more demanding lna,', workflre: program, In workfarc. one lDUSl 10 throulb It) 
elaborate I)rocess of unctiOftl for pc:opic who fail to show up.•'ilb a job. wben people 
don'l work. tbey don', let pai~. 

AnotbcT I)Toblem wilt! time-limited traasitioDll aid u 'uat SCtme people' are S{) 

dysfunctional: disabled, or theil life is ia sucb chaos that they caanot wort, 
Rc:memberial 'ba.t bllf-time work .~ • minimum .I.C job would be suffici,nt 10 tecp a 
single PJrCIH ramily OUI po'Yert)', ) doubt tbe Dumber of allCD people is laflt, If pc:ople 
Tccall)' ClnDot work. they oupt 10 be oa the SSI"proaram for Ult disabled. Scill ..e will 
need romc system for nemcuiG, ud prolcetina people who reany ¢:Innot work.. Thclc 
willlx: peopJe ... bo need specill. intensive services, wbo $O.IlJehow don't quaHCy for thc 
dis.ability prolrams. but who ClGrlor make it on Iheir owa. They Deed 10 be ueated On a 
~a$( by ease buis, SHU, J thiai. it "Would be a mistake to de$ilJl tbe entire support 
system wOHyta. only about thcu people. . 

A final IDd far more difficult problem involves tbe period of adjustment as we 
move from onc systcm to Inotber, Since I recommend alai.nst livial Inured child ' 
support bc:ncfiu to Inyotlt for trrbom • eourl order in not in placc (or wbo b~ been 
exemtHed hom it for.ood caUK1, ioitiaUy there wiU be I lal,< ovmber of peoplt wbo 

-'do DOl bayc assured child lIuppon payments. If,..e moved rlPidly to transitional 
assis"raocc. tbt I)ressur¢ on mothers. aOvCrnment aacnci¢s, Ina tbe ;:ourU 10 s-ct Iw.rds III 
place: would bt Ctlormous. In maD)" ways thaI prC$sure ,..auld bt I aood.tbiaa...e will 
finally bave :n::at¢d I SUDol iacctnive for finainl IU htb¢u, But iD the interim, hoy.
do we protee. motbers and children who do not yet 'have chBd supPOrt. 

If transitional bencfiu lasted' t&·)6 months,"molhers aDd tbe s-tale wouk1 have 
that 10l:lS to seriously try to let awards iD place, IDittall~ on¢ migbt mike the time jimJL 
OD lr.3nsitiooal b¢tI¢fm loo.er 10 live more time to idc.atify fatbers and set ''A'ards 1n 
place. Stili.) nil! worry that fathers or children born many yean earlier ('l!lnot readily 
be fo~ad" " 

Tbus durina tbc implementation phatoe, I would probably provide aD Issured 
benefit to IDYOOC wbo it: eoopeutin, io .ood faitb io lbe localion aDd ideDliricltioD o( 
tbc flther. This provision woald have 10 be: written _itb c:ooside:rabJc care, siace it 
eould be:: .. very tarae loophole 10 the child support s-y,tcm. Fiadift& rUhen caD be 
dif(icult lad unpleasaDL Nt. YOtk state bat I variaDt OD aD u,sured bc:ocfit plao 
whereby beadits arc only paid to people with '.Irds io pllce: lad there is eaormoul 
pleuure to rtill. that requirtlDtnL The state IDd the clicots Deed to bave .. "¥Cry stroD, 
incentivt to do child Jupport carorcement. Onc miaht abo (01'" states to pid:;" up the a 

- luger shlfe ot the COSt or any a$luled beadit for someone who is mak.in, ,GOd failh 
efforts., but (or whom no a_.rd is in pll«_ Ultimately I ....0014 (avof pbuial .out tbe 
·.000 bith· ·previlioD. perhaps by iosistio. that new enrollees.ctvIlly seCure: aD award> 
co qualify ror 10 ISJUred child: SUPPOlt benefit. . 
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PtopJ-f Wbo Play., tbe R.I., S"o.l•• 't LoH tll. C••,• My mesu.lf: here is I limpte OD(., If we ...aat to re.:nforce our vllues of flmHy . 
and work and iadepeDdcDce'aDd responsibility. we "oaot allow workiul families: 10'. be 
th.! poorest of the: ):lOOt. ","e canDor abide I system thlt triPS women who WIDI to work 
on welfare. Vr~ CIDDOI let Ibsent parents sbirl their resporuibihties. 

We must insure that if peoph:: wO'rk. they reaUy gn Icbieve a rtal measure or 
financial security. Thai meaDs maldog work PlY. And It mc.tl"lS: insudDI thlt siogle 
parenrs get some c.hild suppon. For 100 100", tbe American aream,bas becc IC empty 
one for many of oui children. ,,"'e nnd ,enerations or pcoph: mired 1n wc:lf.re with 
little hOpe- IIDd lIttk UCst tbat the future eouJd be better, ~'e see the cosu of the ' 
despair in our schools and in our factori¢!. To turn tbinas around. we wiU hive to' 
iosure tbat people who pilY by the rules a? not lOU' the Slme, 

' . .. 
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Major issues in Ti~e-Limited Welfare . 
. by 

Davi~ T. Ellwood 
(December 2, 1992) 

"We will scrap the current welfare system and make welfare a second chimcc, nor a way of 
life. We will empower people on welfare with the education, training and child care they' 
need for up to fWD years so they can break the cycle of dependency. After that. those who 
can work will have 10 g~.to work, either by taking a job in the private sector or through 
community service. " 

Bill Clinton 

. .. 
The President-elect has called for an "~nd to welfare as.we know it", by empowering 

people to leave welfare during atwo year transitional period,_ followed by some sort of 

mandatory work. The language of the campaign is consistent with a vaf1e~ of strategies. 

Consider two extreme alternatives:" 

Spend modest amounts seeking to make work pay'and try to collect more child 
support, Expand the existing JOBS program by adding ~omewhar 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 ordinarily 
be determined by dividing benefits by the minimum wage. ,No recipient would be 
expected to work more than 3S'hours, and some recipients, such as those ",ith 3 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 
th~ 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 government or publicly subsidized job, 

.. 

While both of th'ese strategies a,re consistent with the rhetoric of the campaign, they 

·1 
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 . 

reveal a fundamental difference in emphasis" The fltst strategy would concentrate most of the 

money and energy into the treation and supervision of the community jobs program through. . 
which welfare recipierus would work off their welfare check., The second would focus much 

more heavily on I}on~welfare support strategies to move people off welfare ,and keep them off. 

would have a stricter limit on welfa.re, and would off~r people who exhausted t~eir welfare 

benefit a job instead of welfare, 

. . ' . 
In my view the ultimate goal ought to be to genuinely transform the welfare system. 

The s1arting point is to make work pay and guarantee that everyone has medical protection 

just as Clinton proposes. The ending JKlint tould be some son of time limited welf~e and 

jobs program, The focus surely ought to be On finding ways to empower low income 

families. on finding ways to eliminate the need for welfare.: This seems \0 make mora!. 

economic, and practical sense. For one thing that becomes abundantly obvious when one 

looks hard at the details of any time~limited welfare and work program is tbat there will be 

. 
many weaknesses, The best rime~limjted welfare program is one in which no one ,~its the 

limit. 
.. ' 

Candidate Clinton made clear that tbe goal was to find a way to help 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' 

.­

economy, these measur'es will reduce the welfare rolls. However, ~o one bei'i~ves that these , 

measures alone can redu~e the',caseJoad more than about 25%, and even'that may be quite, 
optimistic, Thus. in the Clinton proposal. the caU for rime-limits loom large. 

,, 

This paper e~am'ines three key issu·es in a time*limited welfare system: I, 
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. . 
~. What is the nature of additional income supports, servIces, and training that accompanies 
the time-limited welfare plan?. . 
2. Will the work program represent work in exchangr: for welfar~ or work instead of welfare? ' 

. 
Will eligibility rules for determfning who must go to work' after some time limit be loose 

or strict? 

There ate an astonishing nu.mber of questions which must aJso be answered, but in my view, 

these are the big: three. I look at each in tum. 

Additional Services and Supports 

The impact. cost, and moral legitimacy of timcviimited welfare hinge critically on \O;-11al. . . 


happens in concert with such a program. It is hard to justify time~limited welfare on any 


grounds if there is fie: viable alternative to welfare for many women. I, along with many' 

olhers, have repeatedly emphasized that the current system of supports for single mothers puts . . 

them in an impossible position, 

All "parents, mar'rie"d or single, face a difficult task of nurturing and providing for their 

children. Two parent families can balance these duties in a variety of ways. l~deed the most 

common a.n:angement today is for both parents to work. Usually only the father works 

fuH4ime aU year, while the mother works part time or part ~lear. Only about a third of 

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

kind of fle.xibility, They really'only have two choi~es: they tan either work all the time or 

they can go on welfare, 

If single,parents choose full-time work, they must simultaneously meet the demands of 

work and the need f~r child care, the many daily crises involving doetor visits, school .. . 
. holidays, ~ick' chi~dren. to say nothing of maintaining a safe and happy household" Women· 



" 

. 

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

limited education, little or no worK experience, and .young childre.n. it can be an almost 

, 

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

than more than 70% of mamed mothers do'! 

. . 
The only alte~ative at present is welfare. And it is a not a v'ery attractive op~on. No 

state pays enough in welfare and food stamps to keep a family out of poverty., Adjusting for 

inflation, benefits are vastly lower lhan they were 15 years ago. The ;velfan: system 

frustrates, isolate's, humiliates. and stigmatizes. "welfare offit;;es are desig~ed in large part to 

prevent fraud and abuse. to deliver aid in the right amoWlt at the right time. Applying for 

welfare is a major undertaking, Inevitably, welfare clients must return repeatedly,to the 

, 
v..'eifare office. Welfare,. food stamps, housing. and social services are separate programs, 

each v.1th its own rules, demands. and sometimes its own office. . 

Worse still is the way welfare ueats people who try to play by the rules, people who 

attempt to work their way off welfare. Welfare benefits are reduced doIlar for ,dollar with 

~arnings,.ln a state like Pennsylvania. a woman working full·time at tbe minimum wage earns 

only $1,400 extra. That is like working for SI.20 per hour. And half of that $2,400 comes 

from the. Earned Income Tax.Credit (E1TC)--money she collects only at the end of the year if 
. , 

, she bothers to submit a. tax return: On a day to day basis, she seems to ~e working for 60 
, . 

, cents per hour. Even' if she can work full-time at $5.00 per hour, her' income is only 53,400 

highe~ and she loses her Medicaid-,-something worth .several thousand dollars. No wonder, 

administrators in state~ like CaJifomia and Massachusetts find that unless a woman is placed 

in a fuH~time job which pays $6 per hour or more. with full-medical benefIts. and low day 
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care costs~ she is likely to come right back onto welfare. 


It should come as no surprise that only a small fraction (20-25%) of women leaving 
, 

welfare a~tually -"earn" their way off, nor that most of that small frac~ion are better educated 


and more experience'd women w~o can command a relatively high wage. 'Other wome~ try to 


leave. Indeed recent evidence suggests. that a very ~arge fraction, even of newly enrolled 


young welfare recipients, .leave welfare for work early on. But there is almost always some 

setback, often something relatively' small, such as a sick child, which causes them to lose their 

job and return to welfare. No wonder the m<ost common way to leave welfare permanently is . " 

via marriage, not work. 

If we are truly to "end welfare as w,e know. it", we must make it realistic for single. 


parents to support:themselves outside the welfare system. There are three basic methods for 


doing so: make work pay for every low income work.er, increase the earning capacity of 


single parents through training programs, and insure single parents have some non-welfare 


support. 


The make work pay strategy has been developed in detail elsewhere. Ideally it uses a 


combination of tax credits, higher minimum wages, and univers;21 medical protection to ensure' 


that a f~lI-time worker 'can realistically support a family of four at least at .the poverty line. 


The medical protection is particularly important, si.nce a host of anecdotal evidence suggests 


that working poor familie.s are most concerned about their lack of medical protection. There 


is both statistical .~d anecdotal evidence that. a fear of losing Medicaid is major deterrent for 

" 

women considering'leaving welfare for ....:ork.- Making work pay and un!v.ersal medical 


coverage were central elements in Ihe Clinton p~oposals. One elemen~ that was talked about 
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but not addressed with much specificity was increased s.upport for child care, Though the 
. '. I 

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

reduces the real income of families. Again, both anecdotal and st,atislical e,vidence suggest 

that child care coStS play ~ crucial role in the lives of many working or would~be working 

poor families, 

Increasing earning <:apacity via education and training has long been the darling of 

social re~ormers. If people can get sufficiem training to raise their earnings to a level where 

. . 
they can realistkaHy support themselves through work, they have no -need for welfare, and ' 

, " . 
they 'achieve real control and independence. There has been some ~emonstrated sutcess with 

employmem and training programs for single parents. Annual earnings gains of from $100 to 

$1000 have been found in various programs, depending on the nature and intensity of the 

. 
program. However, most programs with a mode(ate per recipient cost rarely increase earnings 

more than $300·$;00 per year. and most of the earnings gains come from increased work. not . ­

higher pay .. 

These employment and training gains are useful 'and important, but we have yel to find 

a training program which' ~lters the fundamental ecooo~ics of single-parenthood and welfare, . . 
. - . 

Ir still takes a fuU-time job at 50·100% above the minimum wage with good medical benefits 

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

welrare i:, most srates. It is possibJe that the expansion of the EITC. indexing of the 

. minimu~ wage,' and the exp,ansion of medical coverage v?11 improve the, effec~veness of 
. 

. . training prog"rams in getting ~omen off welfare, Still. it IS hard to see how any program 

I~ting only, few months tan make a profound differente for a woman who has fared poorly 
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: in othe~ educa.tionaJ systems. And it will still require fu!l~time work for a woman to 

adequately supp'D:rt.her family. Is such a requirement realistic:rof a young, never married 

mother without any previous work experience? 

, 
The third strategy is to provide some additional income support to single mothers in 

. 
some form. One plan tS to increase work incentives within the welfare system, 


Unfortunately; experience to date suggests that such plans have lInle 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 oth~r major strategy that 

h~ been proposed is child support enfo~cement and assurance. Clinton has endorsed 
'. 

dramatically improved enforcemenl, but not the assured benefit 
' .. , 

If sin~ie parents couid count on some SOrt of chil.d suppOrt or other non~welfare. 

income support, then it becomes .quite possible for them to work even part-time at tbe 

minimum wage and do better off than. on welfare, This l.eveJ of work seems realistic and fai r. 

Unfortunately, improved enforcement alone cannot guarantee that single mothers will get 

support at a reasonable ~eve! and in a timely fashion in many cases which, of course, IS tbe 

, . 
argument in favor of an assured benefit. Recall that an assured benefit that is fully offset 

, 
against welfare offers. no n~t gain in income to the non ..working mother on welfare. h merely 

changes the form of the p"ayment (more from child support, Jess from welfare). What an 

'assured benefit does on net is to dramatically change the position of ~meone who goes to 

work, for that person can keep the assured ,benefit along "",flth their 7amings, 

Ultimately I believe that .we will have to use all three strategies togethet. Training 

programs will work much better if recipients don't need 10 work full time af 50% above the 

... 
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minimum wage to escape welfare and po\'erty. Child support enforcement and assurance 

aJone canno~ do the trick. but together tbey could make real the princ~ple that all heahhy. 

employable single mothers really eM support themselves and their children v.rtthoUl :vel fare . 

. Policymakers who ignore the need for services and non-welfare income supports wiU 

find a time limited plan far less viable..Effectiveness, cost, ~d moral legitimacy are all 

undermined without strong suppons. Consider effectiveness first The easier it is for people 

to leave welfare for work. the more likely it will be that training programs Will be successful. 

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

increased work hours make work a viable alternat!ve to welfare. then work is likely to 


increase, It is likely that the make work pay ideas alone will increase the viability of work 
. , 

, 


for an important segment of the welfare population. However, as long as self-support requlfes 

. . 
full~time worle and day care costs, many women will be unable or unwilhng to move from 

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

and non~welfare income sources) seem likely to create tbe greatest effect 

Consider also the impact On cost. If only a few women are able to mo,-;e from welfare 

to work, then,t.he number of people who will need to be put to work will be massive. At' 

. 
least·) million women' ~ave probably been on welfare for two years or more. If half of these 

are required to w~rk. the. cost and mechanics could he staggering. Atso recall: all these 

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

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

. .
between spending more on supports and the cost of creating jobs, but surely these tradeoffs .;. . , ,.. 
d:serve very close study. A strategy that costs the same but puts peop1e: to v.'Ork 1n privatt~ • 

~ 
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non-subsidized jobs should surely be preferred t6 one which places people in long renn 

government jobs. 

Finally,one comes to the question of moral legitimacy. Some •. such as Larry Mead. 

argue that it is morally legitimate and socially desirable to insist on wo~k even if there are 

few yiabl~ alternatives to welfare. Stil( the 1l'J:oral basis for a time~limited welfare program is 

significantly greater if sJngle mothers can unambiguously support themselves lhrough a .. . . . 

realistic level of work outside the system. If only 1/3 of all married mothers work full year 

full ti:me. is it fair to ask all single mothers to work fully in order to realistically support their 

family out of poverty? If a woman can realistically suppOrt ~er family through a combination 

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

a very strong basis for time~limiting welfare in many cases. On the other hand, if onerous or 
'. 

, unre~listic demands are placed on ~eople who are highly disadvantaged. who dearly will ne.ed 

real support to read, independence. claims of moral legitimacY are severely reduced. 

Work In Euhange for Welfare or Work Instead of \\'tlfare 

. 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 completely after some period and are offered jobs which pay a wage for 

services rendered. the way jobs traditionally do. 

W.Qrk-for-~elfare, This js .often called workfare. Work-for-welfare is quite simple in 

theory, and endle~'y tomplex in practice. Persons receiving public assistan,ce "must work in 

order to reeeiv~ their benefits. The usual formula is that the expected hours of work is 
',. ..' 

. calc'ulated by dividing the benefits' received by the minimum wage. In principle, the person is 

, 


J 



.' 

. 
"working off' or "working for" their welfare check. Thus depending on the welfare benefits: 

paid in, th~ state and ~n other income which the welfare recipient has. the mandatory work 

could range from a few hours to full~time work. Som,e work~for·welfare plans limit the 

number of m'andatory weekly work hours to something less than 40 depending on 

circumstance: In genet'!.l suc:'h plans limit not only the minimum number of hours. b~t also 

the maximum. These are not jobs 'that one can work at for 40 hours per week and earn extra 

money 'If the welfare payment is covered by working just 10 hours. . ,. 

The jobs provided under such plans could range from public to private. but the most, 

obvious and best unders100d strategy uses "community work experience" program (CWEP). 

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

Work",lnstcad-oj.Weljaf'f!' WOfk~instead·of-welfare suggests a fundamen~ally differe~t 

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

available after some period: Instead, d1ey would be guaranteed some son of government 
, 

'created Of subsidized job. in principle. these would be more like Htraditional" jobs. v.ith well 

defined hours (full or part-time), ~d work expectations. There would be no artificial limits on " 

"maximum and minimum hours worked, The n:lture of such public jobs: might range from 

something like the work: of the Civilian Conservation Corps to community service jobs. not so 

differen, from CWEP. 

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

words used to ca;icature !hern: workfare and public jobs. While these are properly considered 

_" two ideal types. there are quite naturally a wide range of intermediate cases. W()rk-for~ 

,, 

..• . : 

welfare need not limit the maximum number of hours worked, 
. '. . The jobs provided may be 

, . 
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much work any particular employee wilt deliver. In addition, the cost of creating and 

administering jobs, often With small obligations, could be very:high relative to the benefits. . . . . 

Second, workfare normally imposes a fixed work obligation. If the welfare re"cipient is . . 

highly ~otivated ·and wants to work more hours, that is not allowed--an unfortunate and 

awkward signal regarding work. 

Third, p~ecisely because the work is.linked 10 welfare receipt and any sanctions will.'· . 

be subject to elaborate due-process protection~, there is likely to be little of the rigor of a real 

work place. . In the New York State workfare program for employable general assistance . 

recipients, court orders now require that the st.ate demonstrate that the recipient intentionally 

sought to avoid work without good cause before any sanction can be applied. The closer the . . 

program is tied to welfare, with work a part of the obligation for receiving welfare, .the less 

. . 
likely ordinary obligations associated with regular employment v.111 be applied. There will be 

a significant portion of the caseload that learns to game the system to avoid the ob!lgation. 

Fourth, because something less than a regular job is being offered, and because the 

person will still receive a welfare check rather than a paycheck, recipients \1.111 n~n get nearly 

the satisfaction or feeling of accomplis~ment nor the use.ful work experience that a "real" job 

would offer. Welfare recipients in current CWEP programs report that they think it is fair 

that they work, but that th.ey feel ·Iike the employers are getting a much better deal since they 

"work for free". Outside employers will not regard workfare employment as real 

employin~nt. Rightly so. The inevitably loose nature of the jobs, which must accommodate 

• 

th.e differences in obligations across recipients and over time, coupled ~th the variety of 

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

. , 
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will have to be excused from work, If day Care is unavailable, persons wit! have to be 

excused from work:. The client need n01 fear loss of income .in such cases. 
" 

Fifth, it is'relatively easy to phase in such a plan, One can sHirt by requIring work for­. , 

welfare from a relatively few persons. As capacity expands and administralive knowledge 

grows, one can lower the threshold gradually ,and require work of more and more people. 

Finally. while administering such a program on a large scale will be a" massive 

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

programs (eWEP). Thus. there would be a reasonable basis for initial program design, 

At the same time, how'ever, tnere are several real disadvantages' with' this s~rt of pl~, 

" ' 

First. precisely because work hours are tied to benefits. a variety of troubling questions a~se, 

In some states, such as Mississippi. required hours might be very low, 8. or 10 hours per 

week. For people Wlth outside sources of income such as child support. some outside 

earnings, or .benefits from other programs, work hours may also be relatively short even in 

high benefit states.: People with one child will be working fewer hours than those with two. 

A rise in the welfare benefi.t level of the state would immediately translate into t~e need to 

expand work hours for all obligees. High benefit states will require ,more work than low 

b~efit ones, Worse yet. since outside income often flueluates conSiderably ~ontti to month. 

mandatory work hours will fluctuate, 

Oesignin'g jobs that are so flexiole (hat they can accommodate some peopie with a 
, . 

large number of mandatOrY work ho~rs and olhers with very limited hours will severely, . . ­

influence the type of job and its administration, The j~bs are unlikely to be ones of real 

content or import. for the employer or administering agency will riot be able to predict how 



employment 

Fifth. majo~ questions arise as to how the program interacts with oth-er programs.. . . 
. . 

Assume that the work-far-welfare program is for AFDC recipients. Do AFDC recipients. 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, ;tates with low 

benefits are rewarded with a much smaller work prograry-t to administer, and recipients in low 

benefit states are partially advantaged since they get more from food stamps (since food 

stamps are reduced as welfare benefits rise) and less in AFDC payments and thus must work 

off a sma1ler portion of their total government benefits. Similar questions arise with housing 

subsidies. 

Sixth. CWEP has been repeatedly demonstrated and evaluated. The demon"strations· 

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

earning capacity is not increased by' work~ng in a CWEP job. nor is there much impact on the . 	 . .. 

likelihood at 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 

discernable long term· benefit to either the recipient or the government.. 

Finally. and very importantly. the public perception of welfare may be linle affected. 

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

public will regard th~ program as something of a sham. Recipients are still on· welfare, 
.. 

though some are working somewhat. .Exemptions are likely to be legion. Stories will. abound 

•. 	 about people not really working, "leaning on shovels" and just putting 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 "teal" jobs. the workfare program Will do little to reduce the sense of us versus lhem 

which is so damaging to the welfare system and its clients. Work~we!fare recipients may not 

get the respect,they deserve. They may not,be counted among Ihe working poor. 

In sum, the advantages and disadvantages of a work off welfare program revolve 

largely around the fact that :workfare jobs almost certainly will be very different from 

traditional private sector jobs. Hours. obligations, protections. expectations will aU be very 

different. These plans may be less expensive to mount, but they have seve~e limitations, 

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

Whal is being offered is "not an ai!erm;:ti1.'e to welfare, blft an additional rule for receiving .It 

Work~instead~of~welfare also tarries significant pluses and minuses. The most·obvious 

advantage is Ihat one c~ set up a system of real jobs with regular hours and ordinary work 

ruJes. Welfare has ended fo~ some recipients. and they are offered e last' resort job. Because 

this is not a program of obligations in exchange for an entitlement. far le~s due process will 

be i";volved in the work part of the program. ,These tan be something akin to private jobs. 

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

but 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 fot pay. More motivated workers can work 

.. 
longer hours SO long as work is available. Low income' people in low ~eneflt states would 

have the same opportunity to work pan or futl-time and earn money to support their family as .. . . 

.., 

, tbos~ in high benefit States. 

A related advantage is that there will be no elaborate calculation about hours worked .. . , . . 
, 
: 

Persons who have exhausted their welfare benefits must find a job or come to government 

". 
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subsidized priva~e or public jobs, Work hours are set by the employer. not based on other 

. , 

sources of income OT the welfare benefit level of the state. , 

Simi1arly the question of interaction with other programs is strrughtforward. Earnings 

from tn~ last resort jobs are tr.eated the same as earnings from any job when calculating 

eligibility and benefits for other programs .. 

Moreovyr, for the public •. a program that actually ends welfare benefitS and offers a 

. . 
.j~b in its stead .will feel and look like a fundamental 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 reany is going to offer a set of genuine last reson jobs, rhe program might be very large . . . 

indeed, especially if there were few additional non-welfare supports.. tC there w'ere raiher few 

I!".tits on work hOl,l'fS. the 'cost could be considerably greater than the current welfare ~srem . 
. 

or a CWEP plan. The extreme case is a last resort jobs program for all comets. regardless of 

welfare, f~mily; or Income status. Mickey Kaus recommends such a plan, and sug'gest~ the 

cost would be $40 or 50 billion dollars or more: Mounting and funding a large scale jobs 

program seems almost impossible. There seems little support for such a massive progro:rn'. 

I recommend a very different plan whereby people qualify for the jobs only after they 

have exhausted their rime~limited welfare, Moreover. if there are. sumcient non-welfare' 

...supports, relatlveiy few peop1e might need last resort jobs. Properly administered. relatively .; 
'.! • 

few public sector jobs would be needed. It is without no~~'welfare support and light rules for 

participation. that public sector jobs s,:em unworkable. ,'Another way to limit costs is 'to limit .. 
the number of available jobs. The obvious problem chen is that people who cannot find 
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'private jobs are ieft without a means of supporl. Again. this problem is most serious when . . . ­
there are few non-welfare suppo~s available 10 a family. 

A related problem involves displacement--drawing people who otherwise would have 

been working in private jobs into the public work force. The magnitude of displacemen! 

depends on the desirability of t~e lasHesort Jobs relative to private jobs. If the last resort 

Jobs. pay the minimum wage, then pnvate jobs would seem at least as attractive. ~till. since 

the last .resort jobs would be available to all welfare exhaustees. they :night ~ppear less 

rigorous and easiet to retain than private job~. On the other hand. since the possibility for 

advancement would presumably be greater in private jobs, there would be a good reason to . .. 
prefer them. 

Another problem involves displacement of public ·sector jobs and l.he potenti~r 

opposition by labor unions and government war,kers, The more real and reasonable the jobs 

are, the more 'they Mil be seen as competing witb traditional employment for workers who 

,earn considerably above ~he minimum wage, T~is could lead to, pressure !o raise the effective 

wage and expand eligibility which would drive up costs and raise fears of private job 

displacement. 

Finally and perhaps most importantIY,_nothing like a truly time-limited welfare system 

has ever been tried in this country, Other countrie_s have systems somewhat like this, bu! we 
have no experience with it Administrative ana equity questions loom large. - '. 

1Jlis discussion highlights the severe limitations. to any rime~limited we!fareljobs' 
•, 

system. The design issues are ga~gantuan:' While the theory of work~instead..of~welfare has . . . 
great appeal, in practice it has never really been If.jed, and many issues remain, especially if it ,

.' 
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. . 

is to be mounted on" a large scale, Work~in-ex:change-for-welfare is easier to implement, but 

its appeal and impact are m~ch more dubious. 

Indeed. the most important lesson from th)s discussion may be that before we 

. 
cOncentrate too heavily on how to time limit welfare. we should work very hard to find out 

. 	 . 
what best moves people from welfare tp work hefore a time limit ends The preferred time-

limited welfare system would be one where ,nobody ca.me. That requires Jar greater anention ;-." 

to non-welfare supports. If we do not find more and better ways to move people from 

welfare .to work. time-limited welfare will pose very serious dilemmas, 

Loose versus Tight Rules About Who is Time-Limited 

The third and equally crucial element in a time-limited welfare scheme involves the 

question of who is expected to work.' A program that requires: work from 10% of'the " 

taseload which has been on welfare for more than two years is very di,ffer"eni from one which 

. . 
Jequires work from "80%, One obvious difference is cost. but much more fundamental 

'. 
questions are raised as one obligates work for a larger and larger ponioo of the caseload" . 	 . 

My estimate is that with a steady slate of S million AFDC cases, at least 3 million . 	 . .., . . 
have been on welfare for .2 years or more 10 date. J If the economy improves or if make work 

I Anumber o( people have looked al my figures (or lhe distribution of lotal lime on 
welfare for those on welfare al a poinl in time to infer that over 85% of the cases on welfare 
would be af/eeled by lime limiled welfare. There are two problems with that approach. The 
(irst is that Uie data I reporl are (or Ihe number of calendar years in which the person will .\ 

receive welfare for alleasl two monlhs. ThaI IS quile different/rom lhe lolal time on . ..welfare since some people on in two years. may only have a few months welfare in each year. . 
Areasonable approximalion mighl be lhat persons who' receive welfare mlhree differenl 

~. , 

..	calendar years mighl be assumed 10 received welfare for at least 24 differenl monlhs.. 
Secondly. and more imporlanlly. lhe proper measure for cosl purposes is Ihe fraelion of .I 
people who have ,,/reo&receive welfare (or more lhan 2 years. not lhe fraclion who ~ill . 1 

eventually do so. Thus what one wanls is lhe uncompleledlotallime on welfare for those' on . 	 .' , 
I 
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Pfly proposals and non~welfafe supports are adopted, these figures are likely to fall. On tbe 

other hand the continued'increase in single parent famities wi!1 cause caseloads to rise. If the 

caseloa'd remained at 5 million. the number of jobs required would be 300,000 if just 10% of 

..the two year plus caseload was mandatory, but 2.4 million if 80°/" was mandatory. Paul .' 

Offner estimates that eWEP and day care costs would be $3 • .500 per case, leading to a cost 

estimate of $) to $8 billion.. While it is hard to imagine a program which required work 

fro,? 80%, half such a number could certainly be affected. and it would not be at all difficult 

-to creare a set of exemptions that lead to just 10% of the caseload being required ro work, 

It is much harder to estimate costs for a work~instead..{)f·welfare program. Fewer 

pwple would probably actually enroll in the private jobs, b~t when they did. the costS would 

be higher in low benefit states since one is ~][Q\..ring participants to ~ork more hours than' 

would be required to work off welfare benefIts in Ihat state" 

The more diffu:ult issues involve "';"ho should and should not be expected to work. 
, , 

What sort of exclusion should there be for women with young children,? What about people, 

already working part time'? What about people who live more than 1 hour from the jQ~ site? 

What sorts of ru1es win apply in the case of illness or disability? ·How are shorHerm 

disabilities handled? T,?ughest ot.alI. what about people in families that have trouble 

functioning and coping with day~to~day existence in 1heir often exceptionally complex and· 

crisis·laden worlds? Are they to have additional burdens placed on them? . . " •., 
, . 

';'; :,-'It is not hard to determine the impact of relatively objective ,exemptions like the age of 

. . 
welfare at a point in time, I did not report lhat lable, though it is easily derived from the 

, tables I did publish. Thal dala show lhal roughly 60% of recipients on welfare at a point in : 
, lime have collecled welfare in lhree differenl calendar years, " 
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youngest child. but no one has a deaf idea of how many people are in a poor position to 

work because of their physical, social; or mental status. Making rules too ~exible win lead to 

easy possibilities for gaming the ~stem. Making them too s~rict could significantly increase · . 
homelessness and stress for people jiving right at tbe margin. lndeed both outcomes are likely _ 

. . 
in any serious system. 

For me, the greatest fear is that desperately needy people will be cut off welfare and 

hurt, If some people are terminated from welfare and told where to 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 not be able to wo'rk, may suffer some 

temporary crisis, or face some other complication in their lives, The mora! legitimacy of such , 

a plan is open to seriou~ question unless very careful prolections are built into the process of 

determining who is expected to leave \~elfare and go to work. 

One could im.agine designing non.income and emergency support systems for 'people 
.. , . . 

,who ~ave been put in last resort jobs and for those. who left welfare for work. The dangers 

are reduced' and the moral legitimacy increased if the~e are many non~\Vel fare soorces of 

income support. Still. one would have to be much more careful to build due process and 

other protections into the decisions about who IS actually taken .oCC: welfare, especially in a 


welfare..instead--of-work p-Ian. · 
· . .. 
Observers·dHl'er in their assessment of the fraction of the caseload which jj · , 

employable., We are aware of no good studies that are very helpful ~n determining how 

, ". , 

realistic work is for various parts of the caseload. The morality and efficacy of a rime·limited ·, 
" , 
.'welfare pro"gram hinges critically on who is determined to be employable and how it is done.. . . ' · 
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Moreo'ver, w~rkers who a~e given discretion 'will inevitably exempt Ia:ge numbers of 

recipients. The tr~gic reality of poverty in America today is, one of crisis. stress. and despair. 

It will seem unfair to insist on work in a family that has undergone real tragedy, where . ." 

children are at risk, and where mothers plead that they need to be home to protect their 


.children. This is not do~goodism. This is confronting the complexity of life on the wrong 


side of the tracks. 


Yet if the goal is ulti.mately to find a genuine alternative to cash welfare, then one 

must make some attempt to push beyond the easy cases and impose serious demand,s on some 

. important segment of the welfare poor, Work is important to dignity and independence in our 

SOCiety., Furthennore, the welfare program will not finally command even the mogest political 

support it now has, if few recipients work. 

Here again, r beJieve the cboices regarding other SUpPO"S and type of work progr~m 

. int1uence the ec·onomic. political; and moral logIC of e'xperime~ting with tough v:,ork rules, If 

sufficient supports are in place so that 'anyone can be bett'er off wOrking pa'rt ti'me tban" be'ing 

on weifare. then there is strong logic to moving some distance beyo"_d the easy cases when, 

considering rule for work. If people yv'ho go to' work (eally can effectively provide for and· 

nurture their families. then a strong moral case exists for time limiting welfare far many 

people. However, if the IeyeI of ~rk and pay necessary to be bener off, than_when on 
" ' . 

welfare, and to 'stay out of poverty. are excessive. tben it seems unlikely that one can jw:tify 

..tough workfare. - ',.. 
• . '. 't ... 

\Vhere Do~s It All Lead! :A Pr!,p~sal r4r the: Next Steps 
.. . . 

President ele't;t Clinton has called f~r bold dlanges. in the welfare system. Yet his .. 
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rhetoric is consistent with two very different types of approaches, The easiest and probably 

'east expensive co~rse in the short' run is to have modest non,-w~lfare supports. a CWEP type 

workfare program. and fairly loose eligibility rules, A true transformation of we!fa~e. 

, " however, wii,) almost certainly require significantly more non-welfare supports. a lime-limited 

program followed by last resort jobs for some, and relatively strict eligibility rules. 

Some are calling for a vast expansion of the CWEP program creating opwards of 1.5 

million jobs. Given what we know about CWEP. I think this would be a real mistak"e. It· 

, would do little to help welfare recipients or reduce clI;Seloads, and there will be' strong 

pressures to keep the participation rale low to start with', Creating even haifa million jobs 

will be no small problem. I fmd it almost intonce1vable that a eWEP type national program, 

initiated by a Democratic President and Congress would ever r'each more than 20~30% of the 

, , 
post two year caseload·-that translates inlo 12~ 18% of the total caseload. The rhetoric of an 

~end to welfare as we know if' suggesl~ strongly that the program will touch m~re than a 

handful of welfare clients, It seems unlikely that a program. where onIy a modest fraction of 

. the taseload is expected to w~rk will be perceived as a "transformation, 

In my view, aJar stronger alternative would be to phase in Clinton's plan using much 

bolder welfare alternative plans in a modest number of states, and gradually add more states 

over time. PartiCipating states wouid get more federal sUPf)O:rt in exchange for radical reforms 

in Iheir welfare'system" In the first' period,' up to a'dozen states would be allowed to create . 

~ajor w;Jfaie 'altema,tives,. Later more states would be expected to join and over. an exrend~d . 	 . . ' . 

period. all states would be required to partitipate. Stales wbo choose to stan early would gel
" .' 

, , . 
a much higher federal matth. Tbey would have considerably more. flexibility over funding. ' 
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and support strategies than ~hey do now, but all plans would be required to ha;'e several key 

elements: 

l. AU participating st'ates ,would be req~ired to design a 'set of policies t~' reduce the 
'fraction of recipients wno reseive welfare for greater than 1 or 3 years by at least 25% 
(or some other figurel without cutting wetfare benefits, In other words. they are . " " 

forced to corne up with credible policies to move people from welfare to work in far, 
larger numbers than have'been moved in Ine past. States will be given considerable' 
latitude in redirecting existing funds for AFDC, food stamps. housing assistance and, 
other aid, so long as the plan clearly will encourage work and independence without 
,reducing the incomes of the bulk of recipient:;, Such policies could include ahemative 
training programs, child care, integrated services. child sup(X)rt enforcement and 
assurance, altered work incentives, subsidized private employment. etc, 

, . 

2. All participating states would be required to design some syste~ . for tracking 
welfare redpients~ partidpat10n in various employment and training activities and for 
setting up a system of determining who is employable after several years of welfare 
receipt Some stales would be allowed to adopt very striCI definitions of 
employability. while others would"be given more ~atitude. 

3, All participating states would be required to adopt some form of time~limited cash 
assistance for the employable, Some slates would be allowed :0 adopt a eWEP type 
work·for~we!fare plan. while others would be expected to implement true time­
limited welfare· followed ~y pubtic/priv,3te jobs program, , 

4, An states would be required to dramatically imp-rove tbeir child support 
enforcement system, Some would be allowed and encouraged to adopt a system of. 
child'suppan enfo'rcement and assurance. but all would have to move rapidly to adopt 
a series of major reforms, ' 

S, A comprehensive evaluation plan will have to accompany,lhe state proposal. 

6. Federal matches for these programs would be high~.in the range of 90% O! even 
more. 

. . . 
The rrality is'that we simply do not have all the answers about how to transform the . " " ' 

welfare system:' Serious time4ir.nited welfare followed by last resort jobs has never bee~ 

tried. Even" workfare has never really b~en seriously implemented 'for this group .. The . . '. " .. 

strategy of ph~ing in the new plans while learning about them, will likely avoi~ many costiy , 
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mistakes.. It also' ?ffe~s. a far grealet chan~e of'moving the System in an appropriate direction. 

One major 'advantage of this strategy is ~hat the ne~ administration ~an pick and 
.' . - . 	 . . ~ . . 	 . 

choose its experimental states. -The best states always do all excellent job of Jmplemenring­. . 
new plans., Moreover, by asking states to vOluntarily design new programs and compete for . ' 	 ' 

scarce federal dollars and_'f1e~ibility, a great deal of excellent thinking will go' into the design 

of the transformed welfare systems. By contrast, if all states are-forced 10 implemenl a 

mandatory national CWEP 'program, most w111 approach ~he task with far I~ss enthusiasm and 

mM.y will consciously resist attempl~ to force adoption of the progr~m. 

Another major advantage to this strategy is that state pl~s can' and wiU be much 

bolder than some form of national plan could be. Th'ere are a number of states that wOuld 

leap at the opportunl!y to make v~ry dramatic chan,ge~ in welfare if the fioNlcing and politi.cal 

support were available from Washington, _The politics of the Co!,gress and the unce:tainty 

about the impact and appropriateness of various'changes will force a national program TO be 
, '. 

paJe and cautious. On the other hand. some states will be willing to be quite bold. From 

them, we can learn about a true transformation of the welfare system, ~ 

Yet another advantage is cost. If one starts. in perhaps Ii dozen' states. the same, money' 

will go ~uch further. Then with the lessons of the initial states, more cost effective plans <an 

be adopted in other states, " 
, , . }"-"

" There' is some danger that astate~by-state phase·in win appear to be backing off on . '. . . . ", 

1he Clinton promises of the campaign. That would be an unfair per-ceptio,:,_ ~ If the states 

invoived reaHy try dr~atic cJ1an'ges. Clinlon' can rightfully' point to the experimental stilh~S as­
, . 	 . .­

1 • _. 	 • . 

the kind of transformation' he '7nvisions' for the:w,hole cOW1rry. Given the budget deficit and. 
, 
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the di~culty of .~dopring such a bold new program. a state-hy~state p~ase-in strategy i~ a 

, . 
natural way to mov~'fo full scale implementation. States can try e\<en bolder strategies than . . . .. ' 

were talked ~bo~t in' the:campaign. A,ny govem~; knows the limitations (;>f having' 

Washington dictate the delails of a new we~fare sYste~ and the'importance,of learning what 

works and does not :.v~rk before we spend a fortune on welfare ref~rms. Clinton w~uld not .. 
be backing off of ":lajor welfare' change;s., Quite the contrary, this is the on!y viable,strategy' 

for aChievin'g them: 

['think there is vastly more poli.ticat dang'er from trying to g~ with a' fl;lll-scaJe 

CWEP/workfare type' program. The odds ~f success in )-4 years is very I~w., 1t wi!1 be 

controve!~ia! in t~e Congress, the ad~j~istration, and the press. In the" end, a watered:down 

plan is likely to, be adopted, N? one:will believe thaI welfare 'has ~een transformed if a tiny 

fraction of people" are ac~ally forced to work, nor if' a great deal:of money i~ spfnt with no 

noticeable effect on "anything olher than £o~emment payrolls, Governors ~d st~te ,o:fficials 

will strongly prefer a state-by-state phase-in. The~ w~t more, not less, flexibility,. ' 

Still the most important reason to go with. a stare-by-state phase:in is that it 15 

economically and m~ra!1y the r'ight direction~ to go in. Serious reform' which involves millions'­

of the 'most vulnerable Americans .should. inde~d must, proceed slowly at first. The danger of 

" 
missteps here are legion.. There are literally hundreds of ke:/ questio,:s 'which must be 


,. 


answered. We will never transform welfare by legislating ~ariona1 changes of policies that 
. .. '.:. ,. . 

have never been fully tried" at the' state .Ievel. Thus we will not be bO.ld if we try t~'move 

nationally too fast More importantly. we will hurt people and waste federal dollars. 
• • , " < ' ' ". ',' •• ', " • 

,.:, " ., , " , ­
Let me ctose by emphasizing one point The best time-limited welfare system is one ,, . 

",' ,',,'1 " :.:,'" 
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where no o~e reaches the limit.' I hope the'new administration concentrates most of its', , 

energy on finding'ways to help all employable recipients mo~e off welfare with'in a few yeats.". ", . 

,Rather than Plltt,ing f1los1 :,f o~r mon~; o~ at1ention on tHe work compo.n.en.t; let 'us begin by 

exploring much 'b~!der ways to move people off of welfare. 
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