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WELFARE 
For the purposes of this issue, "ike welfare system" will be defined as AFDC. the primary govemme/U cash assistance 
program for families with children, and those programs directly linked to it. 
History of ihe Welfsre System _ 6 
Overview: Replace vs. Refonn 9 

Replace the System | 
Strong dissatisfaction widi the welfare system has brought forth proposals recommending that the current system needs to 
be replaced Proponents of these view the system as inhcrcndy undermining the principles of work, family and independence. 

David Ellwood, Professor at the John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University 10 
Ellwood has developed a proposal to improve the child support enforcement system and to establish a guaranteed child 
support insurance program when collection is impossible. Status: The Dov,T>ey/Hydc Child Support Enforcement and 
Assurance Proposal, which incorporates many of Ell wood's ideas, had a hearing in the House of Representatives on June 
30,1992, and has support from child advocate organizations. 

Micky Kaus, Senior Editor at the Ne^ Republic 17 
Kaus proposes to replace all cash-Like welfare programs thai assist the able-bodied poor with a useful public service job 
pa>'ing slightly below minimum wage. Status: In the Spring of 1992, Kaus published "The End of Equality," which has 
raised a considerable amount of debate 

Charles Murray, Bradley Fellow at the American Enterprise Institute 18 
Murray proposes "leaving the working-age person with no recourse whatsoever except the job market, friends, family 
members, and public and private locally funded services." Status: Murray's proposals continue lo raise scholarly 
discussion, but they have garnered limited pobbcal SURJOTL 

Reform the Svstem 
Proponents of welfare reform view the current system as flawed bui necessar>' to help society's weakest members become 
productive. Welfare reform proposals fall into three basic categories: Combine Rewards and Requirements for Responsible 
Behavior, Require Responsible Behavior, Reward Responsible Behavior. 

COMBINE REWARDS AND REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONSIBLE BEHAVIOR 
Over^ iew .19 

Robert Rector, Policy Analyst at the Heriuge Foundation 20 
Rector proposes a comprehensive welfare reform package which links benefits to and provides tax relief for desired 
behavior in the areas of work, family, and education. Status: Ten states are currently pursuing various combined reform 
programs. 

Bill Clinton, President-Elect and Former Governor of Arkansas 24 
Clinion advocates additional e:̂ pendiUIre on training programs and positive work incentives. He also supports increasing 
child suppon enforcement and requiring communit>- service work after receiving benefits for two years. Status: Cbnton 
stated that as president, he will continue to support the proposals he laid out during his campaign. 

Al Gore, Vice-President-Elect and Senator of Tennessee 26 
Gore introduced a tax relief act which would expand the eamed income tax credit (EITC), add an 11 percent surtax on 
incomes over 5250,000 and establish a refundable ta.̂  credit and new tax rate structure. Status: Presidem-Elect Clinton 
suppons expanding thc EITC and proposes a tax increase on the wealthiest 2% of Americans. 

George Bush, President of the United States 27 
I President Eush supports providing sujics widi grralcr llcxibiluy in running demonstration projects, loosening benefit 
I restncuons on recipients working and investing LT, their fuiure, an J uehu-nmg enforcement of child support. Status: Bush's 
I proposes to increase the AFDC savings limii and ughtcn child suppon enforcement arc widely supported 
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Tommv Thompson, Govemor of Wisconsin 
TlKjmpson proposes to expand resources for job and educational training and increase child support eiiforcetpem. He also 
I ^ T o o ^ e S i g restricSons on two-pareni families and savings Umits. Status: Wisconsin received feder^ approval for 
a stale demonstfation project on April 10,1992. 

The Ford Foundation, Project on Social Welfare and the American Future • - 33 
TU Ford Panel vropostd increasing federd expendiuire by $29 biU.on which would be supplemented by incr t^d 
^ g inToLl rormment and the pnvate and nonprofit sectors, 
^ n t i i r g S t i o n - s main religions to work collecuvely ^ 
be held in Washington early next year 

The Slate of Califomia, Health and Welfare Department - •• • V " "'" ';.,̂ ^^ 
S>vexnor Pete WUson proposed imtiati ves which decrease AFDC grants and also link benefits to educational acu viue and 

l ^ i c ^ - -n̂ e proposals do allow individuals to retain more income from woriong. Status: Imtiatives 
S r e d u c e restrictions on eamed income and decrease grant levels will begin implementauon this month. 

REQUIRE RESPONSIBLE BEHAVIOR 
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REW ARD RESPONSIBLE BEHAVIOR 
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David Boren and Harris Wofford, Democratic Senators of Oklahoma and Pennsylvama 40 
Borrn and Wofford mtrod.ced a bill establishing a requirement d̂ at all able-bodied rec.pienis accept en.ploi'men: on a 
co^munnV works project if no other er.plo>-ment is available Status: A modified version was vetoed by the president The 
youth component was incorporated uitc thc Defense Apprt^nauons. 

JOBS: A curreni federa]-siatc program to hdp welfare recipients enter the labor force 43 

Representatives Sha^. Gingrich, Gradison, Webt:r, Welfare Reforni and Parental Responsibility Act ..44 
Bill expands requirements lu-±ing AFDC to work, health care, school attendance. Status: TT̂e bill has little outside suppoa 

45 
E. Clav Shaw, Republican Representative of Ronda "'w^^^r 

Rep Shaw proposes Uut states involve all nonexempi AFDC rrcipients in employment activ.ues. and tha th.e number o. 
veis AFDC benefit, can be received limited. Status: Presidcnt-Eleci Clinton supports a variation on this proposal. 

Mark Greenberg. Senior Suff Anomcy at the Center for Law and Soaa] Pohcy 
Greenberg propo.̂ cs to expand progra'P.s which prov.de job training, educatior^ activities, health care, child câ e, ano LV" 
ea^ed income tax cred-i. Stcra,: Th^ û sumony was heard before thc House Select Committee on Hunger. 

John D Rockefeller, Democratic Senator of West Virginia, Chair of Nalional Commission on Children .54 
S-n Rockefeller intr.xluced a biU whi:h would esiablLsh a SI ,000 refundable tax credit, simplify the earned ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
credit set up child suppon demonsration project, and provide funding for job creation m depressed areas. Statu.. 
Rockefeller's bill mcorporates the recommendations made by the NaDonal Commission on Children. 

Daniel Mo>'nihan, Democratic Ser̂ aior of New York • • •-.^^ 
M0NT.ihan"introduced a bill requiring th.t welfare payments equal al Icar. 5C percent of die poverty level. Status: Mmimum 
pa>-ment standards have strong suppon from child advocate organ.zauons such as the Children s Defense Fund. 

Charles Grasslcv, Republican Seru'or of Iowa 'y"/""^Jr^ 
Sen Grasslev's bill would increaK the amount excluded from thc net wo^ ,̂ of a personal busmer.s enterpnsc for AFIK 
eLgiSihti- purposes. Sfofu.̂  • Three oî .̂ r "microcnicrpnse- bills were mtroduced m Congress v îth no funhc: action 
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The Gift of Life 
The children at St. Jude Children's 

Research Hospit^t! take iile one das at a 
time. .At St. juJe, iswry second civjnls. Tlie 
childrLii here are f!i;hting for their l!\es. 

1 he doLtors and researchers at St. Jude 
arc 'A orkini; io defeat the deadh' enemy: 
childhov^td cancer. Since St. jude Hospital 
Lipened in l'-.'f:2. it has lO: 

mcnts for childhood cancer and has helped 
save the lives of thousands of children 
around the world. But the battle has just 
begun 

You can join the fight. To find out how 
\-ou can help, write lo St. Jude, P.O. Bo.\ 
3704, Memphis, Tennessee 3S103, or cal! 

;'ged ne\-.- tr<,at- ]-800-877-5833. 



Decision-Making Path 

The set of four one-page overviews on Welfare forms a decision­
making path., outlined belou', which allows the user to move through 

the range of proposed solutions. 

Welfare 

Replace the Current System 

Reward-Focused 
Reform 

Vv'ork-
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Combination Requirement-
Focused Refonn 

Non-Wcnk-
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Aid to Famines with Dependent Children 

The History of the Welfare System 
Passage of the Social Securit> .Ac: ia 1935 began a contiruing 

federal role in promoting the economic security of thc nation's 
population. The act established Lhc Tirs! joi:;'. federal-state welfare 
prcgrams of .Md to Dependent dildren (Now .\FDC, which is the 
major cash welfare program for families with children). These 
welfare programs were designed to provide fmancial and health 
care services to those considered -inemployable—dependent chil-
drea The decision to create jcint programs was an attempt to 
preserve state aad local discretion over welfare. 

The Great Society 
During the 1960's the system erpandcd signiiicantly with the 

creation of many new in-kind ba^ef;; programs as part of the Great 
Society initiatives, am.ong them Food Stamp and Medicaid, along 
with others to provide assis:a.ice fo: education, vocational train-
ir.g, and housing. .MSG, cligibiLr\' for o'dcr pyoerarrj was ex­
panded. In 1961, for example, .AFI>C cligib;;;r\- was broaderied to 
allow states the option of p:c.-d;r.g bcT;er.i.<i lo ur.emp'oyed 
faLhers and to foster homes. 

In thc 1960's the approach bezir. :o sress services in addition 
to support, rehabilitation instead of reiie:', and crajning for useful 
work instead of prolonged deper.dcr.cy. The tnient was to help 
rccipieius become self-sufnciem and move off the welfare rolls. 

Dissatisfaction with the System 
k [he late 1960's widespread dissaiisfaciion with the design of 

w eU'a.T increased national intere?t in finding so',uiior.s to many of . 
welfare's persistent problems. Policy analysts believed the pro­
grams were fragmented, foatered wide variations m benefit ievelv 
limitcd icxxsa lo the syjtnn by-lhe working poor m two-parenl 
families, and because of the high benefit reduction rates, discour­
aged work and perpetuated welfare dependency. 

In 1967. the Congress passed Social Security amendments thai 
Cried to eliminate the work disincentives by allowing AFDC 
recipients lo keep the fu-si $30 eamed each month as weii as a third 
of all additionai eamings without losing benefits. 

Nixon's Reforms 
In 1969, President Nijon's Family Assistance Progrrun (PAP) 

reprrser:!ed the fL-si major ef!on to reform the vk elfare >ys!em. k 
envisioced a s;r,g'e r.egative income Lix payout :o rjpiace the 
numerous cash and in-kind bcnefiLt. The plan offered a gui-inieed 
m.ir.LT.urr! income to a fim.:>. Beca'usc the proposed pas7r,;ni level 
was below AFDC pa>-mcnis m abou: 60 percent of Lhc s;2'.es,i; - as 
expected Lhat Lhese states would supplement the F.AP p:;%Tnm: so 
that no recipicn: would lose boefits. The F.AP had a benefit 
reduction rate of 50 percent, a work lest for determining who wis 
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en?)loyable. and provisions for providing 
Kime public servncc jobs. It sought to cure 
icsne welfare problems b>' raising benefit 
levels in the poorest slates and exicndmg 
beoefiL« to rwo-parcni families. In addi-

.uon, it proposed that the federal govcm-
nicnl assume grtitcr administrative and 
jfintncia] responsibility. 

TAP was DDI adopted because some 
politicians felt the guaranteed minimum 
income it offered was inadequate and oth­
ers disliked its expanded federal role and 
eligibilir>'. Debate over FAP. however, led 
10 legislation for a major welfare prograiTv—-
the Eamed Income Tax Credit (EFTC). 

Carter's Efforts 
President Carter's Program for Better 

Job? and Income (PBJl) was anoLbe: at­
tempt at comprehensive reform based or: a 
negative income 12X. It offered a larger and 
more pcn-asive and intensive job com.po-
nenL The cash component sought to con-
aolidaie tbe AFDC and Food Stamp pro­
grams into t aingle cash system. The work 
componer,- sought public service jobs for 
the primary earner in families with chil­
dren and increased ETTC pa\-menL'; as an 
incentive fo- private sector enp'.o>'mc:T.. 
Thus, thc program, would guarantee in­
come, cash ir. lieu of food stamps, and 
fedenlizf much of the welfare s>sicm. 

PBJI wa? not adopted. V.'elfa.'e recipi­
ent opposed PBJl because the public lobs 
componen; proposed to pay minirr.um. 
wages rather than higher rates. Labor wa.* 
against the samc provision because it would 

Bush .^dmlnlsrrstlon 
Dcpanmral of Health and Human Services 
Administittior! for Children and Familie;-
?70 L'Enfar.: Promenade, SW 
Wash., DC 20447. (202)40i-9:i5 

'Congr«« 
• Sen, Danitl P. Moynihan (D-N.Y.) 
SR-4M Russel! Senate Office Building 

-Wash..DC 20510-3201 

vSetL Bob Dole (R-Kan.) 
.SH-141 Hir, Senate Office Buiidin* 
V,'ath., DC 20510-1601; (202) 224.f5;i 

Rep. E Clsy Shaw (R-Fla.) 
2238 RB\-bum House Office Building 
W.sVnf,.T.. I K 20515; r2Cy2-225 

undercut the wages of regular workers. 
Busiriess feared loo many subsidized jobs. 
The Congress did not like many of its 
components or its increased cost. 

Reagan's Initiatives 
In 1982, the Reagan administration pro­

posed a major welfare reform initiative. 
The proposal's centerpiece was a plan 
whereb)' the suies would assume financial 
end administrative responsibility for the 
Food Siamp and AFDC programs and, in 
return, the federal government would as­
sume all cosLs of the Medicaid program. 
Thi.>: goal was not achieved. Conser̂ -aiives 
fecred it would lead lo nationalized health 
care. Liberals felt it would increa-se the 
already wide variations between state 
AFDc'and Food Stamp benefits levels. 

b other proposals, the Reagar. admini-
stration sought to lighten eligibility s'^-
daris on a program-by-prcpam basî  in 
order to targe; benefits to OTily the "truly 
needy," strengthen work requirements, and 
improve program administration. Eligibil­
ity was tightened and in several programs, 
streng'iicned woi i requirements were au­
thorized and adopted b> man.y slates, and a 
req-oiremeni V'ES enacted that all states es­
tablish income and eligibility' vcrificalion 
system.' for the major programs. 

The Family Support Act 
b. 19!<?- after subs'Lantia'. debate. Con-

gresf ])zs.̂ cd a major piece of legislation, 
the Family Support Act Congres.'. had 
reached the consensus thai dependent poor 

people were lo be given the ser>. ices they 
needed to become self-sufficient; educa 
lion, job trainbig, day care, transportation 
b renim, Lhey u ould be requL'ed to work o 
obtain the necessary training so that the> 
could move into a job. Due to the onset of 
a recession, states were limited in their 
ability to fmance the new services required 
under the act, while at the same time, faced 
with an exploding number of caseloads. 
Between 1990 and 1992, the number of 
AFDC cases grew bj' 20 percent. 

Sourct Un;'.?-:! S'jie." Gaitrv! .̂ cr? 
Office, "U'elfirr. Iis'Jti ic Concirr 
Propoials fc: Ru'cnr-.,' Febmin 

ThbV. Tanks 
American Lnierpru;? Insiit̂ Jic 
1150 SevcTitecn'Ji Stretu N ^ ' 
Waih., DC 200?fi; (202) h6:-56>? 

CenlEi or Budget snc Polir> Pnoriiiei 
777 North Capitol Street, NE, Suite 705 
Wash., DC 20002; (202)40S-1080 

Heriiagf Foundation 
214 MastKhuietu Avenue. NE 
Wash . DC 20002-4999; (202)546^00 

Urbar; In-^timif 
2100M StrecuNW 
Wa.sh , DC 200-7; (20:) B-3-'r20C 

Advocacy Organization.'̂  
Ccr.rn I'rt Law and SoriiL' Policy 
1f.\t V Street, N'W. S'jii/: 350 

wŝ ';. or 2CK;?t; (:o:;3:̂  5i-i'' 

Cer.:a cn Social Welfare rc'j:> er.t Lf^ 
102V Vemo-t .Aver.ue, N'W, £-i'.; S5;> 
Wash., DC 20005; (202) 347-5615 

ChDdrtoi's Defense Fund 
25 E SvecL N'V,' 
Wash.. DC 20CO1 (202.) 62S ?"S" 

Sut«/'Loeal Organizations 
American P^Mic Welfare Associalicn 
SIO Fire; Strse-- NX, Suite 5>V 
Wash., DC :000:4267; f20;; 652-t lO."' 

Nalional Goverr,o:"i AssocitJC: 
HaE of Lhe Slate.' 
444 Non}; Cap-.to! Snee; 
Wash., DC iOO<v, -1572; ( ; : ; : 624.5?C-: 

Na-ior.al Lttr.;e nf Cities 
"1301 Fcrji5''''>"ar..'S .Avcn-je. 

Wa.'.h.. K :'yxu; r:o:i t:f 

Into the Future 
Steadily rismg welfare rolls and record 

high rates of child poverty have arou.vd 
legislative proposals and dra^T: new anen-
tior. to aid for needy chjldrer.: especiallv 
cash assistance in AFDC and ETTC. Pro 
posals to reforrr: the curren' y>sicm var>-
widely will- bills introduced m Conjr^sf 
and state dcmonstratiori projects approved 
b> President Bush which boL\ expand an; | 
restrict the welfare sy-stcm. ProposaL^ to j 
irpiacc the s>-siem, entirely a.̂  even gain­
ing SUppOH-
• AsPresidcDt-ElectBi!lClri:or:,whorjp- i 
ported welfare rcfcrm initiatives while ; 
Govemor of Arkansas and durinj hi."; 
campaign, lakes office, wcl:'are will rt-
mam a foc-.:5 of national ancnuon and moj; 
likely will continue to evolve. 



Hnie water was everyvvtiert̂  . ^ 
• f ^ ^ f f .̂ ^̂ '̂;"̂ Tlien our IK r house fed apart | 4 |: 

miracle my son stoviyed. 
defied in the storm." 

- •' "''>:'/^.'Z• 

\:^')::; .'r!'-: -r' 

NOW: "We stiil remember the help CARE brought 
Food, clothing, medictne. 
Even tools to help us rebuild. 
And my son — he is healthy and growing.'' 
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Aid to Families with Dependent Children 

•>7'.fiwj?flg;.» 
bor^hip change thai created a female-headed family. Never-mar­
ried smgle women are at greasiest risk of long-term welfare 
receipt, averaging over 9 years on AFDC.' -The average size of 
a family on AFDC is 2.9 persons. •60% of all poor famihes contain 

. someone who works pan- or fuU-iime.'/n/ficfliOfi.- Poor children 
i are at greatest risk of school failure and are more likely to attend 

IVt^ r fo iL^ 'o f i ami l i e ' s began receiving AFDC due to a rela- ' unlikely to get adequate social suppoa' 

Past- •Cnild.ren displaced the elderly as Lhc pc^-es; age group 
1974 and by 1983 22.2 percent of children were livmg below the 
novenv level.' Current: -"An estimated 11.5 million children 
linder age twelve are hungry or at risk of hunger.-' -"In 40 states, 
the purchasing power of Aid to Families wuh Dependent Childrrr. 

( ^ ) benefits ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ J ^ ^ '^^^^^^^^^^^ 1 r^Jll^ '- 'hooirdie. family life is the most s t i ^ ^ 
levelsbavekepipace wilh inflation m only 11 states mis yea.. Bi ^ • 

Current Poliqr 

Goal-To promote self-support, decrease dependency on welfare, 
and reduce poverty. Cost: In fiscal 1991 (estimated funding lev ­
els), federal funding for Aid to Families with Dependent Chilo^: 
(AFDC) was $ 12 4 billion; for Eamed Income Ta.T Credits (EITC), 
federal fundmg was S7 bilhon. Sute funding for AFDC was Si 0.8 
bill.o". and there was no state fur.dmp forEfrC^The average sLate 

expenditure on AFDC amounts to less than 2.2% of tbe stales 
buds ei.» Means .-AFDC and EITC are the major componenLs of the 
fcdc-al government's income-tested cash assistance lo famiUes 
with childrenimp/^m/numon.- Federal, sute, and local agencies. 
Federal matching funds pay at least 50% of each State's benefits 

i and a±mnis:rat;ve costs. 

Reform the Current System 
Improve lhc Federal System of Cash. As.̂ .s:ancc 

Goat: To promote self-suppon , decrease dependency on we'Jaie. 
and reduce po\-eny. 
Means: To improve the federal s>'5;em ol cash assistar>ce lo 
families, with children.'Reforms include p-oposals to both resr.ct 
and expand cash bcncfiLs and programs 
Examples include: .Reducing AFDC for any week in vh.ch re-
cipicnLs didno; work or attend courses ai an educational insiitutior. 
for 30 hours; .Limiting thc number of years \̂  clfare bcnc'-,'_̂  can 
be rccie-ed;-Allowing wc'Jare recipienL- to accu-ulate a5seL< for 
selected purposc-s such as small business ende,-.vors and u-V:itt. 
•Increasing cl'fonv i(. identify Ro:i-cus;oc;al ps'cnis and ic.C-:"g 
them to conLMb'-te to their childrcri's su7pon, •Crc;;inf; a S1 .(XXi 
refundable tax credit for all children th.-ough age 18. 
Cow.- Program co..Lsvar>', from $50().ryK) for small business bcrr,-
onstration projects to S40billion for a $ 1 rc.'--ur.c.bk ĉ S:'2 ttix 
c r r d i ; . 

Replace the Current System 
Eliminate the Federal System cfCash Aspisiance ^ 

Goal: To promote self-suppon , decrease dependency on we'Jere, 

and reduce poverty. ^ 
Means: Toeliminate the current welfare s)-stcm K replacing cas. 
benefits with mandator̂ ' public ser%'ice jobs, child ruppon psy-
mer'-s, or nothing at all. 

i Eti-n/j/eJ include: .David Ellwood advocates replacing AFDC 
I bcr.:ri'.s wiLh E svstem of cnfor:ir^ the collection of child-suppon 
! pa\-meris from 'an absent parent or by providing « govemmsi: 
! p2\-!enl when such collection is Impossible. .Mickey Kaui pro-

po«:s the federa' govemmer.; offe- all citi/ens ô er 18 a u.»cM 
: publ-.c serv ice job at slightly below miramum wtge. Al! low-wage 
^ job; would be subsidized lo raise employees and their fa.-n:.ies 
! elvDvc the poverty level' -Chirles Murray supporu leaving 'the 
1 wo-kmg-age person, with, no recourse whatsoe\T: except Lbe job 
i m^'ket, famuiy members, friends, and public or private local;)' 
' funded ser\'ices.""' , 
i Cost; Ranges from nc cos; to the federal goverr_meni to 
' biil-.on, %5'̂  billion more than the govcmmeni spei^-: now. 

SbOus of Proposed Sduions 

Reform lh( Curren: Syslf": 
•679; of voters arc more likely to vote for a candidete supp-T -̂in̂  
children's issues even if it means mcTCJScd taxes, arcordir.f: to Lhc 
Naiionsl Association of Children's Hospitals and Related 
Institutions. .Pres. Bush and Gov. Clinton suppor". linking weLVe 
bcncl",!;. to work, trainitig. and cducatio:-! progra.m.v -The. alsr̂  
favor mcTfisir.g child suppol enf(.'rccmcni and AFDC asse.; 
limits. "A Senate hearmp was held or, ihc Work for V.'clfreAci 

Replace the Current Syslerr. 
•A House- hearing was held on the Douney/'Hydc Child SupTxr. 
En-'orcemcn; and Assurance Proposal which incorporaiesma-.y cf 
EUwood's ide£S. .Mickey Kaus' recent booKThe EnJofEqi^::ry, 
and Charles Munay s ideas have raised scholarl) debate, bu' hrJe 
p-Dlitical suppon. -A proposal to eliminate the we'̂ Vc s>-s;er-. is 
par; of thc Libenanan ; official pany pla'ionn. 

'' Ch'il-lrrT- ir, Po^-^^,v." « r rp. - r . bv Uic Cor . r ' r - ' i c i r . s ! Pudi - r i W i a - c i i Li-: 

Coi.prTs^.on^l H r . . « r : b S r . m c t , K.'p.-nru:r.;0 CK.:.-ix--.->^ . V i ^ r ' - ^ " ' 

,irico;rt Ftoit.-r.^ Swve^oJChildt^.-'oJ tiuAff "• tht L.<n-€.1 .V«.v.-. - " f J -
l,v. S...r,p-,»-; (-(xvl Kesc»rc.t, .nJ Acl,« Ce:.-.:-. I'^'-'i. '7A, S>a:i: --v: ,-,r 

r „ ; / / . , . l i ^ . i v r : r ' r . . ^ , - ^ vr. i 1 , \ / : , r . ^ L--^ Ir.,.-..-. I r L F U . C r ^ - : or. 

H . d f - : . r - r i l - . . ! , : . W . - M l - . 1 " " ; r . ' r . - !•..:.•>. C K , ^ . : . o ' h - — 

P r j j n n i ' . Cor-j- i i l tcc cm 'Vi lys tnu M M : I 
C^mnuKir. cJr,..- .M2i- = :in,, FallVirit: 1 ?';: V9v: h.-^' Ktp^J 

Comrruiw,-. c/ct.id'rr.rl9 'HWp-f Or.^-r|ri:ru' krvc..-:' 

S-.-^•i:: Septen-'-rrr. 19^2 'Ni-jw.al .Assorit:>• cf Sii-.r h'jif.r: 



Replace the Current System 

Replace the Current System: Child Support 

Goal: To establish an income support t\-stem which promotes 
work, family, and independence. 

David T. Ellwood 

Means: 
Allocation: 
1) Improved child suppon enforcement system, including: 
. A single federal or stale agency would be given the mission of 

establishing paternities in all case&. 
> A central registry for child support colleoions. 
• An improved system of employer withholding. 
. Collection as pan of ihe lax system, w-ith failure to pay child 

support subject to the same penalties and remedies as failure to pay taxes. 
• Simplified and improved systems for updaang chJd suppon awards and tracking 

inierstate collections. 
. Expanded use of quasi-judicial procedures such as administrative law judges to 

replace the current use of overburdened courts. 
2) Establishment of a chiild suppon insurance program which er.iiL'-es that every child 
gets some child s-jppon in cases where the father has low ea.mmgs and little child 
suppon can be collecicd. 
Implcmentation: State and federal agencies. 

Cost: Unspecified. 

Outlook: A house hearing was held on C/JO/92 on the DowTiey/Hyde Child Support and 
Assurance proposal which incorporates many of Eliwood's initianves. Numerous child 
advocate organizauons, such as the Children's Defense Fund, ha-vc voiced strong 
suppon for the proposal. 

Point of View: "Welfare needs lobe replaced—not reformed with a few new programs 
and requirements, not eliminated leaving p>oor people wi'ii litL'e or no suppon or 
protection —but replaced. It needs to be rep:aa;d with policies which treat the causes 
of poverty. It needs to be replaced with a systsn of incomx suppon that reinforces 
principles of work and family and independence." 

Contact: David Ellwood, Malcolm Wiener Center for Sodal Policy, John F. Kennedy 
School of Government. Harvard University, Cambridge. MA, (617> 495-11(X). 
Source: ChildSupponEn/ofcemenla.idliisuranct A Rcsl We:fj.'i .MienuBi-re [March 1992 RevLsUi). 
Oe\ui giWorf, JoK'. F. Ktwedy School ^Gcverwi: Hcrvarc UKi-.c'^i:y. 

Replace the Current System: Child Suppon 

Child Support Enforcement 
and Insurance Proposal 

By David T. Eliwood, Malcolm Wiener Certer for Social Pc 
School of Government, Har\-ard Univcrs;t\ 

John F. Kcnnedv 

For at least 20 yea.T, the rhetoric of 
poveny policy has focu.scd on work and 
family and independence, '^'ei the reality 
of poveny policy has been welfare. And 
we!.'"ire does alm.ost nothing to promote 
work or family or mdepcndence. Li'r>er-

: aLs detTy the ver> lo-- beTicfus. Conscrva-
! live? arg:..:e that i ; breeds dependency and 
, tilegiiimuv. The recipients often hate it 
I wcr>; of all. claiming it leaves L'lcm iso-
: !2;cd, .'•r_.'.tra:-jd. and hu.milijted. No are 

believes tha: v.eL'"i.-e solves m.ir;> pro'o-

lems. At best i i tides people over until thsy 
can get back on their feet. At worst it 
creates a dead end. a world offering few 
routes to independence, and little dignity or 
self respect 

Welfare needs to be replaced—not re­
formed with a few new programs aiKl re­
quirements, not eliminaied leaving poor 
people with little or no suppon or protec­
tion—but replaced. It needs to be replaced 
with policies which treat the causes of 
poverty. It needs to be replaced with a 
system of income suppon that reinforces 
principles of w-ork and famjly and Lnde-
pendence. 

In my view, three principles must be 
adopted if we are trjly to replace thc wel­
fare system 

1. People who work shoLidn t be poor. 
Those who are plav-ing b-y 'ihe r.les 
should not lose the ga-me. 

2. One parent shotiid DO; be expected tc> 
do the job of two. In a single parent 
family, children need suppon from 
both parenis. 

3. Income-tested support for those who 
can work ought lo be transitional, 
designed to encoirage and suppon 
those who warn to work to achieve 
economic independence. We ough; to 
do more to help neople help 'iicm-
st;ive,s and expect rriore Ln reru-m. 

Adoption of these pnn:ipies would do 
far more to help o'ur poor children Lhar. 50 
years of welfare policy. IgDoring them 
dooms almost any povern- pohcy to fail­
ure. This paper focuses on the second ele­
ment of this strategy, namely ensuring that 
one parent is not left to do t.he etiL-c job of 
two. 

Poverty and Welfare 

Amencans misunders'-md the nature of 
poverty. Less than 10 percent of poor chil­
dren live in big city ghetto ncigh'riorhoods. 
At least twice that nun-.'oer live in two 
parent fanulic* with a fuli-iime worker. 
Thc feminization of po\eny ts real. Em 
smgie parent poveny u not confinsd to 
people of color. We have reached Lhe poiiw-
where the typical child bom tn Am êrica 
today will s-pcnd time -ji a single pareni 
home. And the poverty rat; tn single pr^ai 

10 Youth Policy 
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Earnings, Taxes, Benefits and Total Income 
For a Single Parent and Two Children After 4 Months 

On the Job in Pennsylvania-January 1991 

Ail figure, are apJtPXima.e. Moie.v: a;:.; . tahk m Ccmmiti.c or. Wav:- and Mea."3 (1>5̂ CM 

Notes. 

" f ^ ^ ^ ^ H ^ S l S " ' ^ . ^ ar. Sl^e Ta.e. are .metres p.:i.ve due tc UK eamed income =r^;. 

Medicaid is the goverru-r.en; hê l-J, msxranre propam for pcop'-c or̂  weltart. 

families with children is nc:ir;y 50 pr-
Witr; the mciiu filled w:i.h s;ere.:-;. nirc-: 

images of Lhe ghr;!o poor ano with ucifare debate-: « staple of 
Encr\- lal.k sho-̂  s, it is no woniei llia: -̂ "u- pjMic is skcp;icaj, even 
cvnical. about thc nation's capacitv ^'-y ibc p<>r.;. 

AsTccentK a.s two years age, ihe-r v.i> talk of a new concensus 
on weL âre, of govemment doing mo-t to help peo-ple help ihcm-
selves and asking more of recipi-.-n;.-- ir. c-̂ char.pe Today, the talk 
IS mos;ly aK-̂ ul cutting back on wcL'a-e. expcciing more of the 
poor while oflcniif even le.'.̂ " motir. f;-r prog-im.^ designed lo 
move lowa.--d indcpcTidciK.t Ttu..- nev st-aieg) wiil f i i l for 
same reasons ihM all we!fare-ba.-«-.cI str̂ tegie-- founder. Tnry do-.'i 
-reallv deal with the underlyiT;? ca-jst--:- of poven;, 

Work: Tho Obvious Starting Point 

\ ' i r ; ; i ; - ' ; \ f\^".c;H- a^^i::- ;r r/-'.:c \ 1.' 

i(> enco'jragc indcpcndrrKC ar.c v,ork Bu; Lbe sa= rc;:i:> u L- ; 
u often doc.s no: p.̂ y. li is pcs.si'Mc. undecd COT-~OT_ fo: a.' 
adJ! family heid to work and s-jli oc poo:. U we ar.- tvc: poinp ;: 
ruiuce povern-. if we are ever goj^ lo er^rourajr peopli to U^v: 
wclfire for work, Lhcn work m.--s; ps>. Ir. pamcular. 

Wc mu.-̂ t u.-ic a combination of wage and tax poiirie.s to cr.s-c 
th.a; a full-time worker cams enough to keep his or her far'. :> 
o'ji of pove-T)- (including thc cos: of day ca-eV 

We mas! ensure tha: medical proiecti?t; Is available ;; a', 
working fa.milie.s, no; jus; tii-ose on welfa:-.-. 

Tnese kinds of policies rtinfon;e work ar.d fa-.-H ar:d ind. • 
pcndcncc Thc focus of Lhis pspc: i.s child supp:-: en'.̂ ->• 
niei-.t and in-rarance. so 1 wi!: no! discuss ihc-i fu-t>K:- hrri 

, B-i these criiiiai stanir.f r̂ ;\:-:<̂  f y C\ẑ :̂ .:ri rv-v —> a:: " 

1 V e!fe".-deri'.'nd-, :.; I 
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The Child Support Enforcement and Assurance Proposal 
By Rep. Thomas J. Downey (D-N.Y.) and Rep. Henry J. Hyde (R-Dl.) 

The Child Suppon Enforcement and .-Assurance Proposal would: .•mppon obligation. The assured benefit would place grtatly in-
1. Provide every s'^c with federal suppon to implement a set of creased emphasis cn Lhe enforcement of child suppon obligahons 
laws and practices designed to 
ensure that as many paternities 
as possible are established, re­
gardless of the income or wel­
fare status of the parents. 

2. Require states to use federal 
guidelines to establish child 
suppon awards, ensuring that 
fair and adequate child suppon 
orders are established for all 
ctiildren who do not reside with 
both rurural parents, and pro­
vide for regular, federal review 
and modification of award 
amounts in order to ensure ->.eir 
continuing adequacy. 
3. Federalize the collection md 
enforcement of child support 
awards, with a new mechanism 
for thc routine withiiolding of 
child suppon obligations Erom 
wages, and thc implementation 
of stiffer penalties for nonpay­
ment, Includ'ing requirement for 
work. The changes would in­
crease the nttm.ber, size and time -
lincss of pavTnenls, and educate 
the public that child suppon 
obligations are a na'Jonil pr.or-
ity. IT. addition, all child support 
orders must ensure that the 
health insurance needs of the 
child are covered. There would 
be increased enforcement of 

Henry H-,C9 

IMPACT OF THE PROPOSAL 

Based upon an analysis of lhe pro­
posal by the Ways and Means Com­
mittee staff, in 48 States and 'Jie Dis­
trict of Columbia, the impact of the 
proposal on custodial-parent income 
and we'Jare receipt for a mother with; 
two children would be as follows: 
• For a m.other eaming S5,000 o: 

wages a-mually who has a child 
suppor. order in place hut is not re­
ceiving any child support, AFDC 
receipt wodd be eliminated in 35 S tales relative to cur­
rent law. However, the income of the farmly would n-
crease on average by over 51,100. 

• L*' a moLher with no earnings takes a job eaming 
SI0,000, her income would increase from, around 
S5,000 -under current law to approximately S7,000. If 
she Lhcn takes a job earning 515,000, her disposaole 
income would increase by over 52,500. 

• Welfare benefits would end in six Sutes for a m.oLher 
wi->i emmgs but -̂  i-Lh a child support order. 

• .A cust'.xLal parent with a job eajTjng S 10,000 irs.2-
alN. who has a cb l̂d suppon order but is no! recci-.-Lng 
a.ny child support, would have -j;creaied -incorr.e o; 
S2,000 relative to current law. 

• The same custodial parent with a job eaming S 15,000 
arrr.ually would be S3,000 bener off than today. 

and the responsibilitj- of DOD-
custodial parents to support theif 
children, in line with Lhe other, 
child support reforms. A; the 
same time, it would help low-
and middle-income families 
with children avoid sudden 
declines in income, or e--en 
poveny, and the stigma and 
severe work disincentives asso-
ciiied with the welfare prop-am. 
5. Provide n:iany noncustodial 

rarsnts who take seriously 'their 
.hild suppon obligatioris, b-y. 
fail to pay because -whey have 
litUc cB- no income, zr. cpporti;-
nity to increase iheir uncone 
po-^tial and fuLfill theu- child 
suppon obligations ihrough 
substantial participation in 
employment-related aciivi-jes. 
Under the proposal, states would 
be entitled to receive a total of 
S4 billion per year lo administer 
-Lhe JOBS program for nonces- } 
;o<iial parmts and to provide j 
?•>?',OiXI p'jblic •̂ c.̂ . ice err.p;:y-
rr.cni jobs. j 

Source: Press Picksi for Toe 
Downev- Hyde Cbuld S-upport 
Enforcement ar.d .Assurance 
Proposal. May !2, 1991 

medical suppon and expanded Medicaid coverage. 
4. Create a minimum "aisured child suppon benefit," available to 
any child whose rKincustodial parent fails to pay a legal child 

One Parent Shouldn't Be 
Expected to Do the Job of Two 

While higher pay and better med.ral 
coverage would help m.any families, they 
will not solve all of ihe problems of single 
parents. For single parenis are in an ex­
tremely difficult position. They m.ust fulfill 
a dual role as both n-unurcr and provider 
and they face a hostile welfare system. 

All parent-;, rrjrried or sir.glc, fa^e a 
difficult task of nunurir.g and provid:.-.^ for 

Lheir children. Two parent families try to 
balance ihosc duties in a variety of ways. 
The m^st common arrangement today is 
for both parents to work. Bui -usually orJy 
Lhe father works full-time all year. The 
mother usually works pan-time or pan-
vear. Only about a third of m.a.-ned mothers 
wcTk full-year full-time. Bu! smgle parents 
don't have that kind of flexibility. They 
reills orJy have two choites: they cxn 
ei'-'ier work all the time or 'J-cy can go on 
* elfare. 

Contact: Rep. Henrs- J. Hyde(R-UL), 1262 RayNcm Ho-use Offioe 
Bmlcmg, Wasmn£;;.x-. DC 205lM3C'6: (3?:) :2.";^561. 

If smgle pirents choose full-time work, 
iheymus; sLmultancouslym.eei Lhe demands 
of work and ;he need for child care, the 
many daily crises mvolNing doctor v-isits, 
vhool holidays, and sick chiid-erL to say 
nothing of maintaining a safe and happy 
household. Women from highJ> sd-. m-
taged backgroimds fmd L̂ ese dcma.-ids very 
heavy. For moLbori wr̂ h a li.-nl::d educa­
tion., 1 i 11! e o r nv.i w or k c x p cri c;. c e, a.-, d > c "in g 
children. ;t car. be an al."-.ot;! ;m;<r.<s:';-!r 
task. Is i; fair or re i l ; ^ ; l : to expc-̂ ; 3I: s .ntle 

Yc-J'Ji ?r 
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moihcn to work more than rwo-ihirds of 

nia-ricd mothers do":" 
The. only alternative, a; present, is wel­

fare. And 11 !s no; a very attractive option 
No state pays enough m welfare and focxl 
Biam.ps 10 keep a family out of povcrt)-. 
Adju.cting for inHauon, benefiu vz vastly 
lower than 15 yeans ago. Tbe welfare sys­
tem fmstratcs md isolates end humihates 
and stigmatizes. Welfare offices ue de­
signed in large pan to prevent fraud «nd 
abuse, to deliver aid m the right tmount at 
the righ; time. Appbmg for welfare is a 
major undertaking. Inevitably, welfare 
clienL"; m.ust retum rc7>eatedly to the wel-

I fare office. Welfare and food stamps and 
housing and social services tre separate 

i programs, eich with iL<; own rules, its o*T; 
' denriind-;, and some-jm.es \\s OWTI ofl ice. 

I Worse still is the way welfare treat-̂  
' people who try to play "py thc rules, pcopli 
' w-ho iticmp; to work iheir way off of wcl-
' fare. Welfa-e benefits arc reduced dollar 
'• fc-r dollar with, earnings. The firs; table 
I shows that a w-omar. working full-time at 
j lhc rainimum wage w-ould have only $2,400 
! more than if she did not work and collecicd 
i welfare.Thi'. is like working for SI.20per 
i ho-jr. And half of that S2,40C.- co-ies from 
1 the Eamed Income Tax Credi: ( E I T C ^ 
i money she collecLi onH a; Lhe end of Lhe 
I yea- if she b?'iien, to submit a lax rtl-jrr.. 
; Or. t d^y to dsy bcL̂ is, she sccmj: to be 
' wo:king for 6Ci' cen'j; per ho-ur. Even if she 
' cE.- w,-̂ rk fuli-ur-ic a; S5.0.'- 7>c- h:---:. he: 
; ir,:ome 15 only S.̂ ,4C»(.i higher a-nd s-he i-??rt ! 
j he- Medicaid—some-ĵ .-ĵ g worir. sei-TTal ; 
i tho-usand dolla-s. No wcndc: adrriini':'-^:- j 
i tors in s;ate.'; like Caliform? and Massacbu- I 
i setts fmd that unless a w ?mar, L<; placed ir. 
• E full-time job which pjy<^ 56 pe- hou- o-
: more, with full-mcdicti benefiu, and low 
! da-.- care COS'J . she is likely lo com; ngbi 
i back onto wclf^rt 

It should corr.e a.<̂  no rjrprise Lha; or.l\- a 
i smai; fraction, (20-2.-S peroeni.) of women 
i leaving welfare aciua!l> "earn" their way 
i off. And most of them are the bcttc cdu-
i caicd and more experienced women who 
i ca.n command a rtlstively high wage, a b r : 
; women crv to leave, but thcrr is a b w t 
! alway some setback, often someihung 
I relaiive'y small, such as a sick chile, which 
j ci'uie:-; Lhenr: ID lose tbcir jot> and returr to 
i wel'are. No vk C-vdcr Lhe most cotrrr>^. wey 
' to if.-vc wel'"[iu' pcrmanrn:') i<: vi i m.a--
I naec. nol w ork 

Turnover Within the AFDC Caseload 
Beginnings of AFDC speUs.-As the accompanying table illu.^ates. ihree-foimhs o< 

all AFDC spells began with a relationship change th.a; created a female-Seade. am ô 
with children. Almost half tbe AFDC spells started after a w ife became a fem.̂ e family 
head (by loss of the male hcAd and his eamings due to absence, divorce, separation, dea^ 
Anoth« 30 pemeni began when a never-married, divorced, or separated womar. acquired | 

* ^Intmst 10 chang« in famDy composition, changes in earamgs were a relative^ 
jnmor cause of resorting lo welfare. Only 15 percent of AFDC speUs could be traced to 

1 drop in family caniings-
Emdinxf of AFDC spem.-Tht most common route out of AFDC was by way ot a 

clumge in family mucmre. Some 46 pexccni of endings occurred tius way--35 percent 
when a female head became a wife «id 11 percent wten the ho-usehold no longer COD-
taincd a child imder 18. ^ , j 

Increased wmings were much more significant ir. cndung AFDC than, decrease 
earmngs were in suning it Some 26 percent of endings occ-uned this way-^ i percen̂  
when the female head hemL' eamed more money and 5 pe-cent when another member 
of the family increased earnings 

Fo^ert. ,taf«5.-Abour 40 percent of ih«e who ended .AFDC spe :1s were .oo. . 
their ex;;. About 52 p e ^ i of tht*e whose AFDC el.Fbi:i;y ended 
longer had an eUgibk child were poor in the following year̂  ro- th,.se, 
wav off AFDC, about 32 percer.t were poor in the year af.er -
poverty- rcnec.ed tbe suVpcr.-eny- gross income eiigibiiit) umi- cf ̂ ^ C u, ma_) r.a..^. 

S<,.r.,: m ) C r « . Book O^r^u^ cf E n , ^ ' ^ C o ^ ^ " - ^̂ '--V 
Hcuu ofRtprufCatnu, p. fSl 

Events Associated With the Beginnings 
and Endings ot AFDC Spells 

D;vo'ce.''ŝ ;3'2'.i-''-

beccme:- a ftrriii-: he.?: vr/ 

[j;r,.r:£i o' ferr.ai: h£>; ft" • 

3; 

[a:^ir- c' cl-e;i in ; fell 

Ot̂ -.r ir-:;-;- !?'•.. 

• 
ir:'ca:.r: 

:: :;:r; ir '-i' 

minim'uir. wage along witn medica. oerr-
fits. l l doesn't ensure that a wo~ r : i? beite: 
off working tha,- or, w elfart 

The reason single ranmu hâ e S-J:;̂  B 
difTicul; ume is L̂ a; wc are ;-.pecu:.i- enc 
parent ir- do the job of two. W;-„bo-! S-XTM" 

W-e would like single parent'; to support 
i themselves and become self-sufficient, bu; 
i we have made the task aLmosi impos-sibit. 
: TheFamily Support Act began the process 
: of moving the govcmmen; toward a systerr; 
! which encourages and faciliiates self-sup-
i port rather tlian seeming to defeat iL Bui H ^ 
i didi'-i ali«T the basic dilenmtr. mherrn: in i difficult struggle. S-ngle mot-̂ c-s wr.. we î 
i a welfare system, l l doesn"! make wort i education., and Lm„;ed worx eT̂ Mrr.er. 
I p.v. It doe.ŝ -t make ii possible to suppon ! are mualK ass-urec of bemf stuck r. tî t 
I a family on anNlhirig, lesj. ihan a fuU-unv \ wclfi-t s>-s:err. 
i job which pays at least 5-? pcrtrcnl above the 

additional su ippo: , all suiglf pt-e.; 

Di;;--:.N': 
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Child Support Enforcement— 
An Obvious Place to Start 

Absent parents are a natural place to look 
for additional income, Thc goal of a Child 
Support Enforcement and Insurance plan 
would be to dramatically improve thc child 
support enforcement system, and to add an 
insured minim-um child suppon payment, 
so that single parents could count on some 
cliild support money even when the father 
was unable to pay. Let's focus frst on 
enforcement 

The curreni system of chJld suppon is a 
disgrace. In 1939, only 44 percent of single 
m.others had a child support awardkiplac«, 
and one-qua.ner of those report.ed receiv­
ing no money. Thus j'ust one single parent 
in three gets any court-ordered child sup-
jKirt from the abser.i parem, and the aver­
age amount is under 53,000 for those who 
do receive it Often i e problemi is not that 
the fa'iier cannot pay. By most estimates a 
truly uniform and umversai child suppon 
system could theoretically collect up to an 
additional S25-30 billion from fa-Lhers. 
Remember, this is not just a problem of 
children in gheao communities. The typi­
cal child bom in America today will spend 
time Ln a single parent home. The curreni 
sv'siem essentially le'.s fathers off'uhe hook. 
We a.-e scndir.̂  the signal to parenis and 
chi'i-en il.-it 2bs;T,: fathers have no re-
spor.i;bii;'jes. 

The current system of child suppon 
erJ'wcement fails for man) reasons. .As 
cu-TcnJy consr-ucied, it req-oires actions 
by ail levels of government (federal, sute, 
and local} and it mvolves deep and frequent 
inier>.-en;ion by ail -inrec branches of gov-
cramer." (ad.T-inisfa-j\c, legislative, and 
judicial). It is a ?\-stem of extraordinary 
comiplcxir,- and corJusion. Each case is 
decided irdiv-id-_all\ wiLh heavy involve­
ment by an already ovena.xed judiciary. It 
may be the only thing single mothers hate 
worse than the w-eL'"are system. 

Until '-er>- recentiy, if a m.an fathered a 
child out of w-edock, there '*as ahnost no 
chance he wculJ be forced to pay child 
stppcn. Only one-quaner of unmarried 
moL-;rrs repon havir.g J child suppon award 
And L'' a former'y married man wanted lo 
avoid paiing supp;;-;, there were dozens of 
ways ;o avoid ;;. b many cases, it is still 
mii::-: -A'orse to r:::̂ .'; a car cavmenl than to 

miss a child supjKrt paymcoi. 
The Family Support Act of 1988 in­

cluded several significant improvements 
! in child support enforcemem. Among these 
i were a roquirement that boih parents be 
1 identiTied at birth, that awards rypically be 
i set by a form'ula, and that new awards be 
I collected with automatic wage wi'Jihold-
! ing. These were helpful beginnings, bui 
j they still have not dealt with some of the 
: largest problems with child support en-
I forccment. 

1 A reformed enforcement system m.-ust 
, have several elements in it; 

! Changes in the procedures, responsibil-

I iry, and incentives for paternity estab-

. lishmenL 

A single federal or state agency should 
be given the mission cf establishing pater­
nities ir all cases. It should be done as close 

I to birth as possible. Incentives for ooth thc 
i agency and the mother for ̂ citing patcmi-
j tics in place should be strong. The proce-
I dures for establishing patemity- should bw 
\ changed to provide for speedy and fai"-
; resolution of cases, voluntary icknowledge-
i ment of patemity, and eariy use of blood 
; tests in contested ca.ses. 

! An end to the dual system of child sup­

port enforcement. 

In most states, caic? on AFDC and some 
others a-T sê •̂edby a .-pocla! agency, while 

• otner women arc left :o fight for ihem-
sclves. The burden .'or child suppon en-

; forccment should be removed from the 
custodial pa-Tnt 

I A central registry fo r collections. 
; All collections should ccme ihrough a 
; central system so thev- can be tracked and 

eriforced efficiently. Otherwise enforce-
: ment will often be left by necessity- in the 
: hinds of -lhe mother and thr courts. 

; An improved system of employer with­

holding. 

, Thc otily really efireclive way to ĉ .-llec; 
; child suppon is through automatic wage 
, withholding An improved system of with-
; holding, including ropontng of child sup-
: port obligations on the W4 form and re-
. porting of all new hires would significaiiijv 

increase co!!ect:i)rLS. 

: Collection as part of the tai system with 
1 failure to pay child support subject to 
! same penalties and remedies asfailurt 

to pay taxes. 

Pa>-meni of child support ought to be as 
: certain as dcaih and taxes. Only if the 
^ failure topay is treated as seriously as fail-
[ ure to pay taxes w ill we really insure that 
• money gets paid. 

Simplified and improved sysUms for 

[ updating awards. 

The c-u.-rert sv stem hurts every one. A 
vastly simpler system would collect more 

• mioney andbequickertorecognizechanged 
CL-cumstances (such as imemiplojment of 
the fitner). Ideally this w-ould be primarily 
an administrative procedure where update* 
are done automs'Jcaliy based on the pre->n-
cus \ear's lax returns of the father and 
mother or upon petition of either the mother 
or father. 

A vastly improved system of 

interstate collections. 
Roughly 30 percent of child support cases 

are interstate, which are almost imp-Dssible 
to collect. Ideally the system would feder­
alize the entire collection process. Awards 
mighl s;;!! be set by the slate, bu; collec­
tions arc best done a; the federal 
lisel. 

Expanded use of administrative law 
judges and other administrarive proce­
dures. 

T îe cxxLTs are [oooverbu.-dcnedtohavesc 
much reyponsibility- for child suppon en-
forcemcr.t Properly designed adminisfa-
iive or quasi-jucicia; procedures can expe­
dite the process considerably while still 
ens-uring due process. Such a system would 
also be able to move quickly to get an 
iwa-Tj in cases where a mother and fiiher 
are separated but uncertain as lo whether 
they- will ul-jnaiely divorce. 

Better Information Collection. 
.Much more information should be rou-

itnely collected, including informi'ion on 
•uhe nu.m êr of children, by age, for whom 
r2;emir\ has and has not been esublished, 
the level cf swanls and pamentt for all 
câ es, ar.J the amo'u.̂ .; owed and unpaid 

Ln m.y \ieu, the .Jcal sj stem would in-

U VctthPri 



r' Replace the Current System Continued. 

volve a federal agency charged with many 
rfihic duiiesnov- sc aiicred among tbe states. 
Stales would still be responsible for setung 
divorce settlements, but paternity, child 
support colleciior„ and award modt^ica-
tion could all be done by adminisrativc 
procedures, includmg administrative law-
judges under thc jurisdiciion of a federal 
.agency. Nonetheless, most of these things 
could be done at the state level, although 
the problem of interstate cases would re mam 
a verv serious one. 

Child Support Enforcement and 
Insurance—A Real Alternative 
to Welfare 

Improved enfrrccmen; and cciHcc;io;; 
proced'J'•ê  cot-c d'2n-.s:ica:l\ irr.r-o\-e 
child suppon co!:ec;ion5 and bcnefi; bc-th 
single motV-rs arid their children. UrJorru-
natei) there would stili be case? where the 
faihr- has lovi earnings and liiile child 
supper, could be collected Just as w e have 
a K>-siem of unemployment insurarvce for 
workers who lose thei' jobs, uc could 
adopt a kind of child suppon inrurancc 
which ensures thai e-Ncry child gct̂  som.e 

child support. i 
Suppo.se a w-oman with, two children : 

could count on just S4,000 in child suppon 
annually. Then a combination of w-ork and 
child suppon could easily s-jpport a family 
at the poverry line Indeed, half-time work 
al a $5 per hour job would be oiough to 
keep a family of three out of poverty ir 
1992. Full-time work would provide some 
real security. 

A child support enforcement and insur­
ance plan would be designed to place more 
respor.sibility for supporting children or 
absent parenis. And when collections from, 
the absent parent fell below some mini­
mum level (because of low earnings of thc 
father, for exam.plc), the go%-emmen; w-ould 
insure tha'i single mothers still got som.e 
child suppon income. It would change lhe 
incentives for the mother to ge; ar. award ir. 
pl.irc. i : would chang. the incentives fc: 
work, and it would focus" attention or: thc. 
absent father as a source of suppon. 

The insured benefit b crucial. Wiiho'.: 
it. child suppon refonn will mainly bcncf;; 
upper and middle class single mothers 
Child suppon would then be-ye; another 
device that will separate the poor and the 

: non-poor. Middle class women w-ill mp-
port themj;cl ves with a combtnztior. of work 

and child S'jpport. Workirig class women 
will be left with orJy welfare. With a rrjni-
mum benefit, middle ciass and lower class 
mothers have a common stake in preserv ­
ing and expanding the sv'S.em.. 

Some a.'gue that a mirim.-um child s-jp-
pon benefi! is simply welfare by another 
name. But *-hen a woman earns an extra 
doUar while on welfare, benefit^ are re­
duced by a dollar, ^'hcn she earn; an extra 
dollar while collecting child support, she 
keeps the whole dollar. Child suppon will 
not require tnps to the welfare o.Tice. There 
will be no sligm.a, no reporting, no vcrifica-

; lion, and no cheating. 
: Moreover, if the public starts complain­

ing abou; the money being spent on i n r j r d 
: child rjnpon benefits, they will say, Tnose 

fatfiers a-e no: pullmp the;: weigh;, ̂ k e a-e 
: paying t-.eir child s-uppon fo- Lhrr-.'" .A.nd 

there uil': be debates abc_: wo 'kf r t fo: 
• fathers versus t^Lining and ecuca-jon Tnc 
• struggles and respons ibilities of fathc-s «• ::' 
• be examined as pan of o-ur concem for 
: children in single parent families, ju?' as 

they should be. And perhaps m.os: tmpo--
i tariily, the same uniform system will pro-
i tec: working class,middle ciass, and \i-pp :̂ 
' class families 

Ar)o-..hrr so--r:e of cor.ce-?. is th.a; er. 
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Replace the Current System Continued. 

insured benefi: will encourage people to i lies, «.hcre contributions and benefits arc | With such a system, s-jigle mothers would 
have children out of wedlock. But if child ' related to eamings, but where people at the I for the first lime have some money they 
support benefits were deducted dollar for ! bottom had extra protection. A unifomi j could count on; money to supplement their 
dollar a gainst welfare, single mothers would • child suppwrt enforcement and insurance 1 own earnings. Money to help them meet 
get no more money, they would have more j plan would do the same. Contributions • thc "minor" crises tha; often force people 
child support and less welfare. The differ- i would be collected from all absent parents, | back on welfare. Money to make it possible 
ence would come if the m.othcr went to ' and that money would go directly to the ; to achieve real independence .from welfare, 
work, sought to achieve independence— chuldren. .-Vnd there would be extra protec- ! Without such a system, povenv rates for 

single parenis will always be astronomical. 
If we adopted child support enforcement 

and insurance, we 
could then begin talk­
ing about ways to 
m.ake welfare truly 
transitional, perhaps 
even iimc-lim.i:ed. But 
without it we can do 
\-cr)' lit;lc to seriously 
reform v̂  el fare. 

Economic Incentive to Marry for a Single Parent 
with Two Children 

(1991 Dollars) 

then she could keep her child support. Thus j tion for those at the bottom, 
the people who benefit from CSEI are '. The most remarkable feamre of the sys-
mothers seeking to j 
achieve independ- i 
ence. Since $4,000 is 
w ell below the cost of 
supporting tw-o chil­
dren, and since each 
additional child would 
bring in no more than 
an additional $500 to 
SI,000 (depending on 
how thc benefits w-ere 
strucrured, most plans 
c;!l for even less after 
3 children) and it 
would make work 
even more difficult. 

Moreover, the re­
ally important change 
of a true CSEI system 
w ould be a real incen­
tive and expectation 
that all paternity 
would be established 
and child support col­
lected .'rom all ab.vent 
fathers, including '̂ .e 
never m.arried Some j 
suggest m.andatory 1 
training or work pro-
gram.s for fathers w ho do not pay. Thus the 
mccntives facing fathers w-ould be very-
different from those of today. And since 
m.ct.hers have a better reason to participate, 
there will be far more incentive for mothers 
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tern: IS tha; it will not cost very much Most 
of the payments come from the absent 
fa-diers. For women on welfaic, Lhc mini-
m'_-n benefits will sim.ply of.fse; welfare 
pavmenis and thus it COSL« nothing extra, 

to help in the patemity establishjT.ent and • The oni\ real cost is for people •* ho are off 
award process. ^ of welfare, achieving independence by 

People Who 
Play By the 
Rules Shouldn't 
Lose the Game 

My m.cssage here 
is a simple one. If v/c 
want to reirJorce our 
values of famjly and 
work and independ­
ence and responsibi!-
iiy, wf canjiol allow 
V. kin J families to be 
i.he po>irest ,if -he poor. 
We cannot abide b;. a 
ssstem. thai traps 
women who wint to 
work on welfare. We 

cannot let absent parents shirk their rc-
sponsibiiit-es. 

We mus: insure that if people ̂  ork, they 
really can achicvi.' a real m.casure of finan­
cial secunt)-. That means making work 
pay. And it means insuring th^: single 
pirents get some child support For too 

Given that the changed incentives for . corr.iTiring work and child suppcrt. Mwt ; long, the American dream has been an 
estimates suggest that cost will be a few i empty- one for many of our children. We women operate only if they want to w-ork, 

w-hich makes more children es{>ecia!Iy bur-
derisome, and given that many fathers will 
be held accountable for the fmst tune, it 
would seem .such a plan mjghi reduce the 
nu.mbcr of children bo.m out-of-wedlock. 

billion dollars. And the improved collec­
tion sy stem may save more ihjn 'die insured 
bene.'ii costs ir. the long run. And if any 
adciiionaJ money is spent, it will all be 
goi-.g to women who arc w-orking—famu-

The greatest source of insecurity in ' lies who are playing by the rules and t-y-ing 
America used to be grov*ing old. We dra- , to nT-i.n iJc for themselves. Thus the system 
m.aiically reduced that problem with Social , will rri.nfwce work and fmi!; , ind paren-
Secuniy which covers all .American fimi- tai responsibility. 

find generations of people mired in welfare 
with Utile hope and litile sense that the 
fururc could be better. We see the costs of 
the despair m our schcK'ls and in our facto-
ncs. To run things around, we wiii have to 
erisure that people who play by the rules do 
r.'j'. lose the game. 
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Replace the Current System: Public Service Jobs 

Goal: 
. -To prcvcn: money inequality from. iran.̂ laung into social inequality. 

l^itans: AUocaiion: , w j J 
. Replacing all cash-like welfare programs ihat assist the able-bodied 

poor with J useful govcmmeni jobs program paying slightly below 

lherruriniim wage. 
. Supplem^i^E the wages of al; low-wage jobs, both public ar.d 

private, loYiise a normal-sized fa.miiy out of poveny. 
. Crcax pubSc institutions which mix social,classes: 

lhc dra.'i, naiional sen'ice ar an alternative, day care, a natiorj! 
health sysid^. for all Am-cricans, ciass-inicgrated neighborhoods, 

schools, and'^arks. 
]rr.plcmenia;i.on. Federal, state and local govemment. 

Cost: 
• S150 billion appra\ima;el>. 
(S43 10 S59 biDior. more Lhzn : welfa-c and social se-vices exprr.diturrs '> 

Outlook: Since Kaus pubiisheo h;- book. Thr End of Equality, m the spnng of 1992, his 
prt>posij has raised a good deal o;" deba;e but little political support. 

Point of Vieu: ' K you could crk and need money, the govcmmeni would not give you 
a check- l i wouldn't give vou a cr>eck ar^ then try locajole. instnici, and threaten you mto 
workir.g ar rairung it oft' It would give you the location of sê •era! govem-nert job sites. 
If you showed -up and « orked. yc-- » ould be paid for your work. K you don't show up, 
you cor.'i ge: paid. Simple." 

Contact: N-cke;. Ka'_'. The \ f ^ . Repuy,,:. 1220 l^th. Street NW, Wasliington. DC 

2 .^6 . i:02- ?:-l-7-;9-:. 

Replace the Current Sysien^.; Public Scr\-ice iob> 

The End of Equality 
E\ M;ii.e% Kid}. Thc Ne^ Hrp:^. 

welfare o':r:.- chc-.ce lo Char.gi 
c-insform the eccnomjc role r: the ghe:i.;' 
ponr Without r.-ing Lhcm to the.- dN-ir;g 
neighborhoods. Instead ol B;;em.p-jJig lo 
somehow teach mainstrear-, culture to 
peopit who spiend rrK>s: of ihe:̂  day rrr.-
mersec iri ghetto d l f j " . . »e co. ': mak:e 
ghcttf'cultureccon?m.ical:> uns-stiLfiib'e. 

In this respect ihe Lmplicat.-Tr? of the 
"cnaM-j;?" Lheorv of weL'̂ arr are fa: more 
radical, and perh.aps nastier, th::- ihof- of 
Lh(- '•brih<-"' version. For dccader. MotK-y 
Libera- r: formrrs h:vc £S.-̂ -.t":cd tni: if yo-j 
c- ;̂eii(;;vi uel'iirc to tw;-r"e:-: fcm;I.e\ 
t-'t;i A^i.)i "briiys" r: ::s c "; 

would no longe- pull fa.milici apar. Thc 
pocT w-ould never wilimg'y hsve illeg;;i-
m.a;c babies and go or. we'Jarc if lhey could 
gc! married and go or we'Ja.-e. 

Bu; if the "enabling" theor> is corrtct, 
the culture of poverty is now so entrenched 
ihf.: voung girls wll; keep on ha\ing iile 
pitimate babies and go-ing on welfare even 
if thev co-uld form two-paren: families and 
Still ge; their chcclts. U that's true, i; isr.i 

; enough to extend bencHt̂  l;i inta;: fa.-T. -
lie- .. You have to somcho-" deny bcric.'"r̂ '-

1 10 one-paren: famille^ u-ipf-t the uncc 
1 C . iL 'S i Iture s lift- * s\-s'.cm. Ir. s' 

vo-j have tore-ritke F.'JR's 1935 ch-f-.ce— sure work 

ihis time applying ii to able-bodied sinjle 
parcnts along with everyone else. 

Tha; means; replacing AFDC and EJ. , 
other cash-like wcL'̂ are progra-Tj: thii as­
sist the able-bodiedpoor wiuh... anoffcrof 
emplo>TOeni for every American citizen 
over tighteer who wants i i , in a usef-ul ; 
p-ublic job at a wage slightl> below ih.e ; 
minimum wage. The govemment woulc i 
supplement Lhe wages of all low-wage jobs, ! 
bothp-jblic andprivaie, to ensure that even. \ 
American who works full-tmae has enough ; 
money to raise a normal-stzed family wif. , 
dignity, out of poverty. j 

In this system^ if you could work and • 
needed money, the govcmmen;... wouldn't , 
give you a (welfare) check and thcr̂  tr. to 
cajole you into v. orkmg or "crairung :; ef t ' ! 
1; would give you the locatio- cf sevc- l̂ 
govcrrjnen; job sites. If yo. showed up and 
w orked, you would be paid for your w?-k 
U you don't show up. vou don't gc; pt;d. 

This is not 2 new idea. Similar propo.-;'s 
have been adv anced in recent decades . .It s 
an ob-.-ious idci, even, combi-urg is it doc-
the an:ien: Dcm.ocratic dream of a guarEj".-
teed job w-iih traditior^l anlipa'liN to tht 
dole. Somehow, our politics has corisp-e-d 
to preclude this coru^picuo-s s>T.'d-.esis 
Today, liberals wh.r nghicous'y invoke 
FDR's ••com.passion;;e' legacy tend t:-
forge! his anti-doie decision cf 
193."̂  .. .Mca.nwhile, Prcsidcr'̂ ^ RcLjir. r-.d 
Bush b3:h gleef-ully repcsted Rcv.'sr-. el. s 
description of the doit as "a nr-:o..;. 
scmehow- ftilmg lo mcr^ton ini; Roose'- eV. 
said lins in a spe<.-ch where he propo-vid '--.e 
largest poverrLmen: joli; program m tie 
nation's h'story. In FDR's arui-d.-.-: 
and prv>V>7'A op;n;o:is wr-c of £ pic;.: a 

j Civic- Liberal decii.irn in fsv- of ^rr- • 

• web'are and agams.; ct^h-wclf^r:-. 
• Bu! Roosevelt's î̂ TA ^cs dcsipc: :.".-
• combe; general uncmplo;.-mr-.r a; a tir-̂ .-
I when m.os; of those necdr.f; "nrhef wr-L 
i veterar. workers. Our gosl, un cor.^^st 
i break; lhe culture of povcrt}- by prov.dinc 
] jobs for ghetto men arid w-omen who ir.i> 
; have little work hisior>- and few wo:'/. 
• hab:t<;—n'. ihie same lur.c as wc end th-? 
' option, of a life of welfare for sirgtlr m-r-th-
! ers. Thc idea is ih.c tra-isforrtJtor: of 'wic 
\ welfare state into the Vi'ork Et;-. S'ji.c. r 

which status, digniiy. and gove-r.-:rr-.-
bcnefi-L.'; .How on's 1;̂  th.--sf wh:- wcr') '-̂ -: 
m which ;hf gô  rrr.njc:-.; s;rp ;r-. :.'• rr-.ij -. 

1 



Replace The Current System 

Replace The Current Systein: Eliminate Welfare 

Goal: To promote competent parenting by restoring a situation in 
which almost all women either get pregnant after lhey get married 
or gei married after they get pregnant 

Cost: No cost to the federal government 

Allocation: "Leavmg the working-age person with no recourse 
whatsoever except the job market, family members, friends, and 
public or private locally funded services." 

Charles Muiray 

Point of View: "The evil of the modem welfare system is...that it enables women to 
bear children without the natural social restraints and without bringing pressure on the 
fathers to behave responsibly. 

The weLfare system bypasses the process ihai limits the babies bomi to single women. 
No incremental reform...will change this fundamental defect. The only long-term 
solution is lo get rid of thc welfare system." 

Contact: Charles Murray, Am.erican Enterprise Insiinite, 1150 Sevcnt-rcnth Street. 
N.W., Washington. D.C."20036; (222) 862-5800. 

Sourct:ChcrtuMir-r3y,LosingGround.Bii:x Books.Ne-»Yori,19»4.Sew YorkTinei 1:16:92. op.td 

Replace the Current System: Eliminate Welfai^ 

Restore Personal Responsibility 
By Charles Mu.Tay, Thc American E.-.;erp.rise Institute 

The New Jersey Legislirurc ;o-?k thc 
plunge thus week and passed a welfare 
package that if signed by Gov. Jim Fiono, 
would Itmit the benenis for womer. on 
welfare if they- have additional children. 
Opponents and advocates alike have called 
Lhe plan revolutionary. It is not 

The seemingly small exceptions to the 
stem new- recjuirements would turn out to 
be gaping loopholes Giving a single .mother 
incentive to many- by permitting her to 
keep her welfare benefits w ould ha\-e itnin-
lended consequences. Reducing benefiis 
for additional children sounds like a major 
step, but few weL''are mothers have more 
than two children. The New Jersey plan 
would neither help nor h-uru I ; jus; won't 
m.ake mu-ch difference. 

The New Jerse\ plan, like similar car-
roi-and stick packages proposed in... other 
states thut offer incentives for job t-ai."ung 
and education, dos'S not go far enough or 
address thc rit,ht probk\ms. Our social t-3g-
cdv ha5 n;;th;ng to do with the mon-jy wc 
spend on w-i-lfi-e and liltle to d.-̂  wiih 

"welfare dependency." The problem ;.- no; 
tha; single mothers are on -iclfire, but thit 
there are so m.any single mcth.crs concen-
s-a;ed in poor communities. 

The single-parent fa.-TiiIy does nol w-crk 
very well, even under the best of circum.-
stanccs: when the mother is divorced and 
Lhe father remains involved with the chil­
dren. When the woman is unm.dJTied a.nd 
immature a.-id the father of ha c'ruld.-en is 
as poorly equipped to be a parent as she ;s, 
the single-parent family tends to be a disas­
ter. 

Even the earliest childhood and prenatal 
programs barely improve thc situation and 
then only under conditions Lhjica.-tnotw ork 
nationwide. We do not know- how-—no 
m.atter how- much money we spend—to 
substitute social piogra.ms for com.pcten: 
parents. 

Children leam to be resp<.ir..siblc adulj; 
by watclurig what resporuiible adults do. 
Thc absence of such examples for you:;g 
men is especially dangcro'cs. Thc VK ;ence 
and sivrial chaos in 'die inner cities sho-.̂  

what happens when about half a genwation 
of males is bore to single womea In most 
of these areas today, the figure ir about 80 
percent... 

The solution lies neiLhcr in social pro-
gra-TiS nor in makmg women on welfare go 
to work. It lies m rcitoring a situation in 
which almost all women either get preg­
nant after they get married or get mamed 
after they get pregnant, or failing that, in 
w hjch a single mother who cannot suppon 
a chuld—and has no other adults who will 
take resporiiioilit)-—is motivated to give 
her chJld -up for adoption. 

Com.maruties did not need lessons in 
how ;o bring these things about until wel­
fare took over. But to revitalize thc natural 
m.cchanisrris tha; used to work so effec­
tively we have to com.e to terms with a fact 
tnai is •u.-tfas.hionable to ac'icnow-ledge and 
pajpabl> meo-jiiable. For whatever com-
plica".edrea.sor.s—not least, t)ecausew-omcn 
bear chuidrcn—commuriiies have much 
more leverage over the wom.an's behavior 
than the man's. I 

Th.c evil of thc m.odem we'J'are system is ] 
not that it bnbcs women to have babies— 
w antmg to have babies is r.aroral—but •Jiai ' 
it enables wom.cn to bear children without ! 
the naru-il social restraints and -without , 
bringi-.g pressure on Cne fathers to behave 
rcsrc-rjiibiv. 

Tne '.̂ 'elfi.-? SA-s;em 'n\'n::Sses the prcccss 
t".:: ir.'ni--s -".e bibies -y-̂ rr. to s.nitie -A-.-rr.en. 
No mcrementil reform-including—the 
New Jersey pian—-.̂ -I'.i char.ge this f-unda-

• mental defect Tne ordy icng-icnn soi-jtion 
is to get rid of the welfare system. 

Instead, govemm.eni policy m.ust be 
founded on the premase thai to brmg t baby 
-into the world when one is not emotiorjiiy 

. or economJcally equipped :o 'oe a pa.'cni is 
not ius: il!-ac\'lsed. l l is.. .wrong, andgov-
entmcnt w-ul no longer be a party- to i t 

Govemment ca.—ioi interfere with indi-
v;d-_al decisions to bear chuldrer. w-itnoui 
destroyi-ig the m.osi basic restraints on state 
power. But it can properly refuse to be a 

. pr-r%- to inc-?Tec; behavior. It w ill keep the 
Fa'ustian hirgain it has m.ade wr.h women 
ii-sad) or 'die .-oils. Bu;, starting now, it 
should m.zke stngle mothers e'.igibie for the 
Si.-ne :u.ncr-,r!oym.cn; 'tx'refits and social 
rrocrims is e\-.T\one else. Let govem­
ment -•sy. w;;h the .T:0'd-.cr's coviperalion, ;o 
r r . ^ i ;he fid-er biiir fin;-c:2i responsib;!-



Faniilies with Depet^erAi^i^ 

Reform the System 

Scope of lhe Problem 

Past: •'The child poverty rates rose in 33 stales daring the 1980E, 
at the same time many suics were experiencing a period of 
economic growth."'CiwTfnr.- .'Census Bureau sur>'cys show thai 
between 1989 and 1990,841,000 children fell into poverty, nearly 
as many as were added in the previous decade. 'The percentage of 
children in poverty who were served by Aid to Fairulies w ith De­
pendent Children (AFDC) fell from a high of 80.5% in 1973 to a 
low of 49.691 in 1982 and has risen lo 59 9% in 1990. •929'c of 

fa-milic: receiving AFDC have no father in the household.' 'Of all 
women entering the AFDC program, three in icn stay for less 'iiar 
a vear, half leave the program -ŝ iihin rwo years, and one in five 
remain on ihe program for more than six consecutive years.' 
•AFDC benefit levels did not keep pace with inflation in 39 stales 
in 1991.* Indicalors: •30.4 percent of children bora between 
1979 and 1980 will be dependent on welfare ai some point before 
reaching age 18.' 

Cunent PoUcy 

Goal-To promote self-support , decrease dependency on welfare, , erpendirure on AFDC amounts to less than 2.2% of LV sute S 
and reduce poverty . Coi/.-hi fiscal 1991 (cstimaied fundmg lev- ; budget'M^ani. AFDC and EITC are thc major component̂  of the 

els 
(AFDC) 
fede 
billioaand thnc was no state funding fo-EfTC'The average state arvi admu."us:rauvf costs. 

Proposed SoitfiDns 

Reward-Focused 
Reward Responsible Behu.-iO' 

Goal: Promote self-support, decrease de 
pendency on welfare, and reduce poverty. 
Means: Reward positive behavior of wel- ! 
fare recipients with fmiancial bcnefi'-s. : 
Examples include:'Ked\ic:e inconK lax lia-
bility for low income families, •lncrea.se th.e 
amount welfare recipients arc allowed to ' 
Mvc for smill b-usiness endeavors and 
college; -End the reduction m benefit' fo: a 
famiiv with a step pareni; •OflVr welfitc 
mo'd>e-s a special w-ork reward; 'Provide 
fmcncia! rewards to smdents w-ith got̂ ;! , 
sch'x î attendance; •Provide a bonus of 
S^,(».i to ar.y w-cman w ho marries, leaves ' 
th.e welfare rolls, and s'̂ ys off for tlicar; 2 
veins 

Requirement-Focused 
Require Respor^ble Behavior 

Goal: Promote self-suppon, decrease de­
pendency on welfare, and reduce poverty. 
Means: Require recipient"̂  to engage m 
positive behavior ir order to recci\'c be-ie-
f i i s . 

Examples »nfW?.-'Require £;tcrida.nce at 
job trammg. job search, or education pro­
gram.̂  in retum for w r'Jarc bcr.effts; •LimJ; 
the amount of tm.K- famiiiei- can receive 
APiXi; •Limi.; pnv-mtr.:": ir- mothers who 
hs-' C more chJld-cn w h.ilc rece:\-;np AFDC; 
•Conditicn APDC pa;,men-_' to the a;;m-
dan:c oi children, tn school B.nd preventive 
he.al;h care acti\-i;;es;«Es;2bli5h a m.anada-
ior\- public service requi-cmen; lor we'daie 
recipients. 

Combination 
• Combine Rewards andRcqu:rer-^n:s 
Goal- Promote self-support, decrease de-

• pendency on welfare, and reduce pmerty. 
: Means: Apply rewards to desired and pen-
allies to non-desired behavior. 

[Examples include: Provide fmariCial re-
• w anls to teenage parent' w ith good schcc' 
aiiendince but reduce bcne.rjt"; .''o- poor a;-

' tendance; • Provide welfa-c benefit' for rwo 
• years, a.''ter w hich time, t recipic-.: r-.us; dr-
public service work; "Require rê  r-.r^.-j :-:• 

' engage tn job search and irainin: r . ; d; 
; crci-sr the benefits reductior. when -e:_—. 
ing to work, 'Expand thc ber.efit! a-, iiliiblc 

' to iw-o pa.-cnt families bt! Mmj; benf̂ t*- for 
• additional children. 

Status of Solutions 

R r q u i r c r r j - r . : -Fc 'CU. 'fJ 

'Chcgon is pun ru in : rc '̂1rm..'•• rxpand work 

Rewa'-d-Focused 
•RelaT.ing restrictions on m.arriedco'jple 
and decreasing the bcnefils reduction or. j requirements fot welfare recipients. 'A 
earned income have support from Lhe Chil- ' Senate hca'-ing was held for lhe Work for 
drer.sDcfcnscFund md ot^>er child advo iW'elfarc Act •ReprcscnuitivesVin Webc: 
caic organizations. •Washjngion is pursing : (R-MN.i and New! Gmfmir)- (R-GA) are 
a reform to reduce benefi; reduction.' on • strong supponer> of i-Jiks to work and ecvu-
eanied income. •Twelve bills were intro i canon, 
duccd las; Congress, cighi of w-hich in- | 
creased the AFI>C savings liniit \ 

Soinces 

Combination 
•Ginton supportsfstabiishinj: apuniic sr-- -
ice requircmer.i for recipient̂ - on AFDC fr: 
more than rw-o years, and expandmr 'S: 
eamedmco.me ux credit •Bush .s-cpport>-

'work and education requircmen-ii. arvr i ' -
CTcasing the amount recipient"̂  can CL— 

I without losing bcncfiLv •Both Busr t-rd 
: Clinton s'jppcTi increasing thc AFEKT s:v 
I mgslim.il. Ten states arcpurstuing cor̂ .blnc•d 
rcform program-s. 

>Qu-;Tn-»Dc'c;-.if KirviRepo-,, Au|!n>- :S« : '19^ 2 Gr / tn Bool. Cŷ  crv,r , 
of Kr,-j-Jenici,. Wrrsrmms. Corxniitlrf or W»>1 trrf MCJ-.M. IhS. }!.u<: fV 
Rq^-T'cn-JUVT! ' y V />>»-.-:--,-' c'i/rprr.Jr-..-f. tvi-.r ^'"-^ J". •!•.;' !li:wi«.>--. 
Div-:c'; . I J ^ Drpi.of ^il»!LMn:'llLI^,«!..>^!:-^-lt•ci luni- l^-Si- *7hc .S"ia.-f ai . 
thi Po.-' '• B t ^ i r: f V . - L ' . — / C " . " . - ' .<,fr.-:'.cJ L r - Ptor^: Cr:.!- -

baJiC t i J PcJir\ Prionliri ^InJ'oduc'.wn lo 5.7.^". iJit .Mici-r 

Quldi-.- ; 1 un;- ' - KcLt.'Aa, .V.tc); :i. 1*;;. Srr. PtincUj^hv "r-il - t 
Cof,c-T;i!-,-ni' R i s t j t - , SerMcr, Scfiicmhe; IPVI ' N k t ^ i i i l .Ai . i .x . j i 
Su'.c l i - j - . ' f r l t)::'-.crr 



Reform the Current System 

Combine Requirement- and 
Reward-Focused Reforms 

Goal: To increase the rewards for work and marriage among low-
income fami li e $ whu le reduc ing tbe incentives cunmil y provkled by 
weifare for non-work and single parenthood. 

Means: 
Ai/ocotion.-

• Require work in return for benefits. 
' Reduce benefits. 

• Require responsible behavior. Robert Ractof 
' Enforce education requnxments. 
• Increase paternity esuhlishmem and enforcement of child-suppcn piymcnts. 
• Provide tax credits or vouchers for medical coverage to all woddng families. 
' Provide ux relief to all families with children. 
Impleme.'-.t̂ ziion.- Federal govemmcnL 

Cost; UnspedSed 

Outlook: California, New Jersey-, Maryland, and Ohio, alor.g with several oiher slates, 
have proposed or enacted laws which provide financia! uicairves and disincentive* 
target-ing work, marriage, school ancndancc, child bc«ring . aad medical care. 

Contact: Robert Rector, The Heritage Foundation. 214 Mas»achusea» AveBU^ N.E.. 
WashmgtoP. P-C. 20002; (202) 546^*400. 
Source: 'Requlir^far th* War on Pcvt-ty: Relhinkiag Wtl^t A^xcr tim LA. R 'tou.' M Policy Rivm 
Mafazim, Swrvner 1992. 

Combine Requirement- and Reward-Focus Reforms 

Rethinking Welfare After 
the L.A. Riots 

By Robert Rector, The Heritage Foundation 

Many ciLment liberal proposals fall short 
b>-cause they- add small new- rew-artis for 
constructive behavior whJle ignoring the 
huge rewards for idleness and ringle par-
e.n'diood already embedded in thc present 
-̂ •eLfare system. Serious weLfarc reform 
must not only provide new incentives for 
positive behavior, it most also reduce Lhe 
huge rewards for destructive behavior that 
exist in the cu-ient sy stem. 

What is needed is a comprehensive 
w-elfare retorm sfatcgy that w-ould balance 
these two key elements. Not only must it 
increase the rew ards for work and m;arriagc 
a.mont l.".w-income families, it must re­
duce the incentives curtently provided by 
-rt-elfarc for non-work and single parcnt-
ho<>d. 

Although m.any elcmems of comprehen­
sive reforaicanbe imriemenied ai the state 
le -̂el, stale acticjcs should be comr Icmecied 
by- lax relief and an crvCThaul of the U.S. 
medical system a: the federal level. While 
tax policy and medical reform arc fcrmaiiy 
outside the w e Ifa-nt s> stem, reforms in these 
areas would have a signiTicant impact on 
tbe opportunities and behavior of low-m­
come families, and thcrr fore arc an impor­
tant part of any welfare reform strategy-. 

A comprehcTjive welfare reform pack­
age would include seven im.portan: policy 
innovatioris: 

1) Require »-ork un rerum for beneHts. 
States should rê uu-e some but not ai! 
weifare rccipleris to w ork in exchange for 
bene fits received Rec ipientsof food i,iamps 

and general assistance who are noi elderly 
and not disabled and who are not directly 
caring far small children should be re­
quired to obtain a job, or if a job is aot 
a-vailable, to perform community service 
for at least 20 hours per week. Within the 
AFDC program, mothers who do not have 
children under age five or who hi-vc re­
ceived AFDC for over five yean should be 
required to find private sector employ­
ment If such emplo>meni is not availaWe, 
they should be required to perform com­
munity service for at leasi 3 hours per week 
in exchange for benefits. In all two-parent 
families receiving AFDC, one pa.-ent should 
be required to work. For all program ŝ the 
work requirement should be pcnnanent, 
lasting as long as the mdividual or family 
receives benefits. 

This policy specifically exempts mosi 
mothers wiuh pre-school children from the 
work requirement. Because of the high 
costs of providing day care, work require­
ments for mothers with pre-school chil­
dren would almost certainly increase rather 
than cut welfare costs. Moreover, great 
caution should be exercised toward any 
policy that scparaics young children from 
their mothers, as this will often have a 
significant negative effect cm the child's 
develofjment Thus a well-designed work 
program generally w ould not mchidc m.oih-
ers with young children. However, a sec­
ond rtile reqjiring w-ork from mothers --ho 
have received AFDC pavm.t-nis over 
five years, either cor.tinuously or in sepa­
rate periods, is needed lo discourage moth­
ers from intentionally having additior.al 
chiiidren to avoid their work obligation. 

If i work requirement of the sort outlined 
here were established, roug.h!y 50 psrceni 
of AFDC mothers -A ould be rccuired U) 
work as a condition of recei\-ing bcrie.'".LS. 
This would be an enormous improvement 
from the present situation; in the average 
siaie only 6 perccm of AFDC motherj 
currently participate in job search, work, or 
training programs. 

Of the seven reforms of thc welfare in­
centive system presented here, the wcrk 
requirement is ihe m.ost ur.portant Under 
lhc curtcnt weL''are system a non-working 
single m.oiher receives an income from the 
government for free; if she becomes em.-
ployed she m.ust give up all cr part of this 
free mcom.e. However, if the welfare r'.'-
cipien: is required to -^ork in exchange for 

1 Oil ill r • 



Reform the Current System Continued-

benefits, a r>ew cos: is attached to welfare 
dependence and the att-a:;iveness of wel­
fare relstive to cmploj-mcr-.: is greatly re­
duced. Indeed, i*" the work requirement can 
be coupled w-i-Ji otnrr govcmm.ent policies 
that er.s-ure the family will be somicw-hai 
beticr off financially when the mother is 
employed than when the family is on wel­
fare, then the an j-wcrk incentives of wel­
fare w ould be utterly climmated. How ever, 
as long as the welfare recipient has lhe 
option of recei\'ing a sizeable income from 
the govemmrrj: w ithout work, then it w-ill 
be impossible th'ough other means to re­
duce sigrificant:)- welfare's anii-woik 
incentives 

Surprisinglv, a work requirement also 
eliminates the anti-marriage incentives of 
the PiTcn: w elfa-e sy stem L'nder the cu--
rent weL'"trc f\sterf.. w hen, z S'lnglc mother 
merries a fully emrioyed m.ile she loses 
mo?-, of he: w-el;'a-t bene.'"r.i L'ndc: £ w el-
fa.T svstem wi-ji a work requirement, a 
single mothe- still would lose her bctierit'--
upon ma.-rt.irig. but she wo-uld now be 
losing bcnc-lf^ tha: she had lo cam rather 
than a free income, so the loss w ould be far 
less sigriiricar.t A^ long as lhe m.oihcr 
could obtain a private-secto- job that paid 
roughjy m.-jch as w eL'̂ art. then marriage 
would no iongrr impose a jignifican: f i -
rancit; or personal cost on the mother o: 
her p-os>;-cti---e spio-jse b.deed. if recii:-t-d 
10 w o-d .''o- wetfirc beTi?'";t<: s.imc wellar;-
motnr-- wotid prefrr tr m;ir'%- and b<-
Rtpportrd b< E hu-sbind s tntome ra-Jn-:: 
than cnier tie labor force Convert:n{-
w-elfa-c fron-. free Lnrom-: tc uvomc thai 
mus; be eimcd wo-jld m.ake mart.agc 
ccono-nical.y rational once again for mil­
lions clr-.> incom.e parrr-.t-

Wr.iie fe-.i states hs-.e c:;cmptcd r.' rs 
labli^r; serious work reqti-emrnis fo: 
AFDC pari-nts. those expc-im.mtal pro-
gran j tha: do ens: indicctc the: w o-k re-
qutrrmcn"j: car hzvt a sigruficant i.m.pa; t in 
reducing weL''are dcperder.ry. As part of a 
workfare pTogra.m operated or an experi-
men;2: ba>::.= m rix Ohi:- co-unties, AFt.K' 
n".o-d-.s-;s w ere required uj perlorm con-jii'j 
nil) service fo: 2t' bo-x-s pe- week. N^Yiile 
on!) 25 pen. m.; of all AFI>r mothers were 
requ:-ed lo pa-".ic;p2ie. the work progrtn' 
I»d^-:cd tiy: ovcr«': n-umbcr o' fam.ilies on 
AFDC by s.̂ mr 12 pcrccr.:. ir. o-:bcr words, 
for rvcrN' m-r.h-.-"S whc were require,1 
to wtrk evchinpc fo: bmerit- ove: 4!: 
mo-jk-r̂  ic:; we'.'c-̂ - e:.-..:ci'. 

Characteristics of AFDC recipients 
The most powerful predictor of long-term welfare receipt is marital status. Single 

women aN-erage 9 years of AFDC receipt, and 39 percent are predicted to re-ceivc 

AFDC for 10 or more ytars. Race and work experience also seem to distinguish 

themselves among different subgroups of AFDC recipients. Blacks and those who did 

not work in the 2 years prior lo their first receiving welfare are estimated to average 

over 8 years of AFDC receipt, and Tiearl> one-third of each group are expected to 

receive AFDC for 10 or more years. Education may well be another important 

grouping; high school graduates seem to fare better than dropouts. However, these 

education-related esiimat£s are less rebable because the sample size with less than 9 

years of education is very- small. 

Percentage ot AFDC Recipients with Various Characteristics 
and Average Total Durations of AFDC Receipt 

Recipif.-; crj-a:!f-:s;>:' ?• t-- o' tri: 51*: 
Pticr: 0' 

a' fi-sl-lirw IKlPrf--.-: 21 
»ri no-'.: I"--

lirir ' 

nuTiy o' 
0' 

* ' [> : 'fci-i,-; 

Age 
Unde: 22 
?2 to 30 
31 to 40 
Over 40 

Ract/ethnicity 
White 
Black 
Other 

Years o' edu:̂ ;i-J-
Unof 9 
5) tc I I 
Ove- ] ! 

Wariiai slalui 
Single 
Divorced 
Sepaialê  
Wic}-->v\'?d 

Nuint>e: ol chiid'r": 
C tc 1 
2 to 3 
Over 3 

Â e ol yotigei' cn'ii:! 
Under 5 
3 10 5 
6 to 10 
Owr 10 

Wof>. eitpenence 
W&rketi ir, tne lasl ? yea-s 
Did rwt wd'.y in the las! 2 years. 

DisabiMty statu'; 
NodisabiM, 
DiSablliW lirTiit!- WDfK 

30 0 35.9 8.23 32.8 
iO.7 41.9 708 25 8 
118 8.8 5.15 150 
176 134 5.23 15.5 

5!-2 47.7 5.95 196 
40 1 47.4 8.14 32.0 
4.8 4.8 6.94 25 5 

97 9.t 6 81 24 5 
371 419 7.65 2~ ? 
is 7 4E.5 6.33 21.8 

29.5 40.0 9.33 39 3 
2̂ .1 20.'' 4.94 !37 
3:3 319 6.60 2 i l 
M 5.5 4.37 10 2 

4? -i 4C. 7 7 71 2̂ 7 
4?.J 37.3 6.0' 20: 
138 13 7 6.83 24.5 

5i.3 60 4 8 09 319 
22.5 22.3 6.79 ?i 
19.7 12.9 4.51 \U 
£5 44 4.71 12 4 

6: e 59.?. 6 53 23 0 
3<2 39.8 8.00 3:2 

81 6 81.4 6 85 24.8 
184 18.6 6 97 25 0 

Siturrr. 1 J O'trr B:•:•' 

/y...iirr of kf;>'e!enu:::vt: 
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Reform the Current System Continued... 
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2) Reduce benefits. Welfare benefits for 
families on AFDC should be reduced This 
is par icuJar'v Tue in states with high bene­
fits levels. AFDC recipients areeligible for 
benefits from nearly one dozen major 
wclfi-T programs. In all but five states, the 
combined value of benefits received by Lhe 
average AFDC family exceeds the federal 
poverty income 

threshold. More­
over, there is ccm-
siderable inequality 
in welfare benefit 
levels within each 
stale. Beca'iisesome 
families receive aid 
from many pro­
grams, they will 
have overall bene-
Hts m.uch greater 
•han other welfare 
families of the same 
size and chiracier-
istics wiihin the 
state. AFDC fami­
lies who also re­
ceive hotisiag l id 
will have overall 
bcnefils some 
$4,000 to S5,C'00 
higher than other 
AFDC fam.ilies 
wiLhlri -j-:e si3;e. Li 
alm.usi everv s;a:e 
such famihes wii! 
liave comb -.cd wei • 
far: ber'e.l-LS we!l 
above Lhe poverry- ' 
;hresh±old- Siaies 
should reduce AFDC p3\-mems lo families 
who alsc rccei'.e .housmg aid 

3) Require responsible behavior. States 
should require responsible behav-ior as a 
condiiion of receivir.g welfare benefiLs. 
This would include policies ruch as irLsist-
ing Lha; unm.arried m.inor mothers res;de 
with ihcir parents or m some other adult-
.superv-ised setting, arxi reducing pa>-mcnis 
to moLhcrs who fail to provide their chil­
dren w-.th free •jTLmu.ni zai ions. Most im-
ponani. mothers ^̂ ho bear adduional chil­
dren *̂hj!e (he\ arc alreadv receiving wel­
fare sho'jld nol receive in increase in wel­
fare bcncH's. 

4) Es'.ah;;sh p3'emi;y a.nd enforce child-
support pa\Tr;cr.Ls. Single nicihcrs should 

not be eligible for welfare unless they are 
willing lo identify the father of their chil­
dren. Contrary- to popular perception, most 
unwed moihers arc not promiscuous; the 
.father of the child is well known to them. In 
cases where more than one male may be the 
father, modem scientific methods permii 
the detennination of the true biological 

I 

The Poverty Paradox: 
Massive Government Spending Shows No Results 

Poverty Rat* B l l l l on t o l 1 M 0 D o l l i r i 
35% 
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$50 t-
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parent w-iih nearly absolute cer.amry. 
All single mothers prospecti\ eIy erjoU-

ing in the AFEKT program, should be re­
quired lo have the patemirv' of their child 
legally established as a condition of rcceiv -
ing benents. The abseri faLhers should Lhcn 
be requL'-ed to pay child suppon to offset at 
least .some of the costs of pro\ iding welfare 
to their children. If an absent father clauns 
he cannot pay chuld suppon txicause he 
cannot find work, he should be required lo 
perform community service to pay o.''f hiis 
child-suppon obligations. 

Establishing a rigorous paiermty a.id 
child-suppon system will greatly rcd-jce 
Lhe incentives for young males to enhar.ce 
their macho image by sin:';g children o--: of 

wedlock whom ihey have no intention of 
supporting. Another benefit of the pro­
posed system is that i l increases thc rc-
wa.'ds to responsible couples who marry 
relative to those who do not and thus, over 
•Lme, Will encourage marriage. Hc-wevcr, a 
wamir.g is needed: the govemment should 
avoid aggressively pursuing child suppon 

payments among 
young, lo-iv-skilled 
males wiLhout the firm 
backup of required 
comm.unity service for 
abscnt fathers who re­
pon they are unem­
ployed. Aggressive 
chuld-suppon acnvi-
lies among this group 
without an accompa-
nving community 
scr%-lcc requirement 
-.^ill coimterproduc-
tively induce m.any 
young m.en ;o leave 
the labor for.? or w-crt 
"off the books" to 
evade Lheir child-s-up-
pon obligations. 

5i Enforce 
education require­
ments. States pres­
ently fail to enforce 
th; curr-.—,: federal law 
r-jquirinz all AFDC 
mc'Jiers -̂ nder age 18 
who have not com.-
p'eied hiph scho-3l or 
pa;<sed a GELD to at­
tend scho-:!l. This pro-

•̂:s;ô : shciJd be erJorccd. To avoid the 
r.cga-Jve iilects of scparatir; irJants from 
•LheL"- moLhers, however, mcLhers w-iLh in­
fant chjldren should not ht required to 
p a.ni c iate f or more ih an 20 ho'JJ^ per w eek. 

6) Provide ta.x credits or vo'uchers for 
medical coverage lo all working fam.ilies. 
The c^Tcnt welfare system provides free 
medical coverage to smgle parents and 
non- -A orlcL-.g rwo-paren: f amil.cs i>n APDC, 
b-.: does not provide medical assist.mcc to 
:0V. mccTiC working families. This dis-
co-x'aces work because a wei.'are mo:hcr 
corj::dinr;g a IO-A -jicome job in a small 
fL-m—^r^ch t>'pically will not include a 
h e J! -jh be n e f . Ls p; an—f a c c s th c 1 o s s o f; h o u 
Scr.ds of dollars w.-jnh of mcd:cai b?r.ei1:s 

Povety Rot* 
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Reform the Current System Continued. 

if she accepts cmplo>'menL It also discourages marriage because 
a welfare mother marrying a man in a low wage job in a firm 
without family medical benefits whU again lose medical coverage. 

Thc federal government could reduce the anii-work/anli-mar-
riage effects of welfare by enacting the comprehensive medical 
reform proposed by Thc Heritage Foundation in A National 
Health Systemfor America Thc plan would, among olher reforms, 
pixjvide federal tax credits and voucers for the purchase of medical 
insurance to low-income working families not eligible for Medi­
caid. A proposal similar to the Heritage plan recently was intro­
duced by President Bush. 

7) Provide ux relief to all families w ith children. The federal 
govemment currently imposes hea^y uxes on low-income work­
ing families wiih children. A family of four making $20,000 a year 
currently pays 53.780 in federal taxes. This heavy taxation pro­
mote? welfare dependence by reducing the rew ards of work and 
marriage relative lo welfare. A crucial step m welfare reform Ls 

broad family ux relief alor.g lhe lines proposed in The Heriuge 
Foundation's A Prosperity Plan for America: HowTo Strengthen 
Family Finances, Revive the Economy, and Balance the Budgei 
This plan would provide a S 1,000 lax credit for each school-age 
child and a S1.500 ux credit for each pre-school child; tbe tax cred­
its could be used to reduce the family's income-tax Lability and 
both the employee and employer share of thc Social Security 
payToll tax. The plan would eliminate all federal Uxes on working 
families with children with incomes below 120 percent of the 
poveny threshold The revenue loss of these lax credits would be 
offset b)- con^spoDdmg spending constraints through capping the 
grovkth of loul federal domestic spending at 5 percent per annum. 
Thus the plan wo'uld nol add to the federal deficit. 

Comprehcn5ive welfare reform musl combine toughness and 
refusal to reward negative behavior with positive rewards for 
consinictive behavior. Reforms that fail to include both sides of 
the equation w ill not succeed. 

Intergenerational Welfare Receipt 
Researchers have held great inirrest in 

ideniL*ying possible iiuergenerationai ef­
fects of welfare irccipl, particularly the 
extent ihat children growing np b welfarc-
recipien: households tre mere likely to 
receive w elfare when they become adults ' 

A study by Manha S. Hill ar.d Michael 
Pcma (19S4). using dau from: the Panel 
Study of Lncomc D>mamjcs, fo-jr.d ih.at 
mos: daughters in families lha: rece:'>-e.d 
welfare did no: receive welfare as youn;: 
aialu. As the accompanvirig ublr ilius-
trsici, only 19 percent of blacV. daughiers 
and 26 of whit; daughters in "highly de­

pendent" wclfa'c families became "higWy 
dependent" themselves. It is also inicresi-
ing to note tha I full)- 4 2 percent of thc black 
daughters and 2"̂  percent of lhe white 
daughters who grew up in families with 
high welfare receipt received no welfare h.̂  
young adults. 

Al the same time, the data also sh.ow a 
higher uKidence of wchVe receip: among 
womer wiih some welfsre bac'ngro'jid;-
(defined as both high and lo» wel.''a"r 
dependence). From Lhis persperjvc, yp-Eg 
w-omen who grew up m wclfart: fim.ih.es 
wcrv more than twice tts likely u> receive 

welfare ihemselves asyoui^g adults whose 
parents received no welfare assistance— 
58 percent versus 27 percent, respeciivcK. 
The numbers also remain high when subd i -
vided by race.' 
Sources: 
' Duncan ,CregJ.. Man he S. Hill, and Saul 
D.Hoffman, "Welfare Depcnder..ce\^':thi-i 
and Across Cenerchons." Science. Vol 
239. January 79. 19SS 
'199] Green Bocjk: Overview cf Er.uiir-
men: Proi;ram.':, Commiuee on M ay.? a.'—'' 
Mccr.', VS. House of Reprcscniaiivcr.. p. 

Intergenerational Transmission of Welfare Dependency 
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Reform the Current System 

Combine Requirement- and 
Reward-Focused Reforms 

Goal: *'To reward work, demand responsibility and end welfare as we know it." 

Means: 
Allocation: 
• Expand tbe aamed incocie ux credit 
• Increase enforcemertt of child suppon responsibilities. 
• Increase expeodiura oo reforms to promote education, job 

training and placement lyis'iirK'^. and child carr for recipients. 
• Establish a community service requiretneni for welfare recipients 

who receive bcncSts for more thja two j-ears. 
• Increase the cnocnt welfare recipienis are allowed to save 

without losing benefiB. 
Implementation: Federal governmcnL 

Bill Clinton 

Cost: Additional S4 billico in tax credits n J S2 bJIion on education and trairing. 

Outlook:. Clini^i su:ed that as presidenL he w-;li continue ro suppor. the proposals he 
laid out during his caa^Jaign. 

Point of View: The changing face of welfare, the changing narure of it and ihe 
enormous barrier of people movcig from we'ifare to • productive life deserve special 
attention. EspcciiUy now that most people on welfare are young wonen and Lheir little 
children.. .By the time we're through, we sbouIdE'i have a welfare program in America. 
We ought to hjve a helping hiixi program, followed bj- a jobs program." 

Contact: BiU Clinton for Presideni Commitiee, P.O. Box 615. Little Rock. Arkansas 
72203; (501) 374-3321 

Somrre: 'PuHun Pi:pu Firs A Nafu>^ B:CK.:^'^ S:'J'.tp.-for America " Go B,ll Ciftlan 

Gov BiU Cllnm'i Spttrh lo lit^ Saiici^:S^-JJ C.-nurn.-.rn ui AiJa^iu, CA. Stpicm^ter 9. lr-:2. 

Combine Re-qairemcnt- and Reward-Focused Refonns 

Putting People First 
Bv President Elect Bill Chnion 

Rewarding Work and Families 

Putting our people firsi means honoring 
and rewarding thox who work hard and 
play by the rules. It means recognizing that 
govemmcnl doesn'tralie children—peopie 
do. It means thai we must reward work, 
demand responsibility and end weift'e as 
we know iL 

The Rcpublica-̂ s who run the federal 
government have abandoned i*c:i.irig 
families. Millions of Amaicarjs a.T -^r\-
mng harder a.•̂ d harder j-,..st to stay ir :iaic. 
^^>.:le taxes fa" l,".d -jicv.irr.cs r:>c fo: J-.,-.>c 

11 Lhe top of the totem pole, mJddle-class 
families pay more and eam less. Wages are 
r.ai, good jobs have become scarce, and 
poverty has exploded. Health care costs 
have skyiockeied, and mJUions have seen 
lheir health bcnefiLs disappear. 

Today almost one of e\eTy- ftve people 
uho works full-time doesn't eam enough 
to support his or he: fa.mily above lhc 
poverty line. Deadbca: parenLs owe $25 
b:llion m child suppor., and have left rrul-
lior.s of smglc-partT.: families in poverry. 

In thc 1980s thc Rrp-jbi:ci.ns once agair; 
dscd welfare as a voi^e :o divide Amer:-
C.1P.S agairji; eaih .:\hcr They silcnLy 

hacked away at the programs that keep 
disadvantaged children healthy and pre­
pare them for school. They talked about 
"family values" but increased the burden 
on American families. 

My national economic strategy will 
strengthen families and empower all 
Americans to work. It will break the cycle 
of dependency and w elfare as we know i t 

End Welfare as We Know It 

• Move People from Welfare to Work. 
Thc Clinion plan will provide people 
with the education, training, job place­
ment assistance and child care lhey 
need for up tc two years—so lhey can 
break the cy cle of dependency. (Cost: 
Si-2 billion m firsi year, fumre net 
costs will depend on size of savings 
from reducing the -welfare rolls.) 

• A Two-Year Limi t 
After two years, those who can work 
will be required logo to work, ei ther in 
the private sector or in meaningful 
community service job*. They won't 
just pick up a check. They'll eam iL 

Make Work Pay 

• A Living Wage. 
The Eamed Income Tax Credit il! be 
expanded so tha: no one w im a fa.m:iv 
\kho works full-time has to raise Lheir 
children in poverty (Cost: S2 biliion 
when fully phased Ln). 

• Incentives for Welfare Recipients. 
Welfa-T recipients shouldn't be pe­
nalised for bclpLng themselves. The 
asset lumit w-ill be raised from $1,000 
to S 10.000 for savings to be used, for 
instance, for job training and college. 

• A Fair Minimum Wage. 
The minimum » age will be indexed to 
keep pace with inflation. Work-ing 
people shouldn't have to lose pu.'cbas­
ing powCT just becan:-,-: of inflation. 

• Individual Development Accounl.s. 
The federal govermeni would match 
on a slidung scale money placed in a 
savings acco'.mL AfT>CrecipienL>; aid 

. those with no more Lhin twice the 
pcvcri) level would be e!ij;:bic. 
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Refornri the Current System Continued. 
Clinton Continued... 

. Guaranteed Health Care. 
Under the Clmton Plan, every American w ill be guaranteed affo-dablc, qualit) health ca.-c. No one will be forced to suy on welfare 

10 preserve medical insurance. 

s A Strong Economy. 
Thc Clinion administration will gei our economy going tgaii>—the single best policy for getting people from welfare to work. 

i Toughen Child Support Enforcement 
i • Governments Don't Raise ChUdren, Parents Do. 

Ointon will launch a nationw ide crackdown on deadbeat parenis: a national deadbeat databank, automatic wage upholding, early 
1 esubhshmen: of patemity, and reports to credii agencies of failures to pay. (Cost: $500 million.) 

I Combine Requiremeni- and Reward-Focused Refonns 

Mandate For Change 
Bv Wili Marshal; and Elaint Ciulla Kamarck 

T>if Progressive Policy Instituu is a project of the Democrcic 
Leadership Council, an organliaiicn Clinton helped lo create ond 
which he headed from March 199-0 to August 1991. In the 
Instituie's recently released book. Mandaie for Change, the fot 
Uming \<etfare irj.tia:ives were outlined: 

l.Make welfare temporary. The new president should pro­
pose tha: AFDC eligibility be limited to two yean, for all able-
bodied recipient,'. 

2 Subsidizi work, not drpendi ncf. 
We sh;'uld expa.-)d the Et.-3cd-bcome Tax Credi; in order i : 
11''! al! far.-.jl)f ̂  w-Lh a f-Lili-timc workei out of poveny. 

7. Stress job placement over educatton and (raining. 
The •dminisuaticc iioald shift monf) from education and 
training programs tc private eflons to place Tccipimts in jobs 
w iih decent paj and beiefiLs. 

8. Promote mlcroenterprlM-. 
Thc new- idmirjstra'jon should perm;! stales to u-se ffde-<i; 
ccm.T.-jii> an: r.i'al dcvelopmcr;: and job trtir-ing funds to 
rrjilre direci lozrj to nonprofit groups lha; lend to rucrobai.-
r.es.>.c? arc poo- er-jeprrneurs Such grojps co.id alsr raise 
morse\ from busLTcss and foundations 

i 3. Cr«8te a civlUsn GI bin. 
Tht U.S. should o.'fcr yousf people i chance lo cam college 
and job trair.ing t>cne.'"iL'- by vo!:m:etring lo serve rwcdy 

1 people ir. Ihf ir comm.-jr.iiics Comm-unit̂ - service also sho-Jri 
• offer m.m:m.-jmi-wagf jobs to welfare recipients unable to fmd 

a privaie job afic ihrir AFDC ehpibilin, ha.-- expired. 

i 4. E-ctaMish a social ln.<iuranre »y$tem for children. 
A mimm.-cm chjid-suppon bcncf;: guaranteed by gnvcmmcn: 

i will reinforce parenial rcs7<or.siMl:r\- and Icsicn single moti;-
j ers' reliance on assistance. 
1 

I S.Chsngf AFPC ellglblltl* FO married reclpienL* can keep 
I acme of ihf l r benenL>>. 
1 AFDC should lostcr mamige and o''fci a tnr.i;uo:ial stage 

I fi.Unlvetva) acces,". lo health cart , 
I A wo-k-based social policy rec-.ir.:-; lha! wclia-i- rcc;p;rr.L'-
I no: io?c medical proicctiDn wher. Lhr\ take a job Tne new a:' 

minir.-a:;-,--; shoj'd ad..-̂ -: e ni-S.ri bi.'̂ cJ tpproarh. 

9. Encoiirage aaUnp money and building assets. 
Tht air-jnisfa-JT-: should spend $1 billion to leverage com-
m-jni-rv-based eS'c—j. loencourapr low-incomc Am.rricar̂ s to 
S2v« th-ough L'.d:v,dua! Dcvelopmcr.i Accoun-.s. ComjritLi:ry 
develrTmcn: comcraiion.'' ar>d o±er nonprofit gro-̂ pf would 
crnipt-Li fot fcdf ri- granL'- and raise money from other SOU-TC? 
in ordr- to ma r̂h DA deposiL-; of up lo S2,0'X a >T2r. 

IP. Expand choict throujih vouchers. 
The ne * adrrjnir_-ai!on should conver. into vouchers the 
bi:l;[7n now sr^r.: under Title XX of the Social Sec:ir.ry Ac:. 
AFDC and trirx-.iona] child care, and thc child care ar:.-
de\ciopm.er.' bi:c>. gran:. 

11. Foster management and owTiership by tenants 
The I'.S. 6h."»_ic expand funding for ter.ani minatrmrr:; is,: 
o^»T.rrsh;p pr-r -ec',̂  It thn-jld encourage furJicr eipcr • 
mcr.--<̂  hV.c Cr.::i;-.'''s Mted Inco.TK- Nev Com.m-_n. 
SL'iirrv, u h.;.:. s:'-'- a<;idc t pcxcntsp: of housirc fc.- u o-,-. 



Reform the Current System 

Combine Requirement- and Reward-Focused Reforms 

Goal: To ease the tax burden on working a.id middle income 
families. 

Means: Allocation: 
• Replacing the personal exemptioo with a refundable tax credit of 

$800 per child. 
• Expand the earned iiu:mDe tax credit CETTO and make the aredii 

more sensitive to family size. 
• Implement a rate strucmre of 15-2S-32-35 pcrcenL 
• Add an 11 percent surtax, on the income of taxpa)^]^ with adjusted 

gross income above $250,000. 
Implementaticn: Federal govemmaiL 

Al Gore 

Cost: Cost neutral (No additicml cost to the go%Trmnent). 

Outlook: Presideni-Elect Clinton support expanding the eamed income tax credit and 
proposes a tax increase on the wealthiest 2 percent of Americans. 

Point of Viewi "Middle income families are losing ground. They're fmding it harder and 
harder to catch up. Working poor families, snr-gghng to keep their mdependencc, are 
facmg a system tha! makes w-eL'"are seem a lot easier than work. In every fainily, the 
children feel the pressure. It's time we let Anwhcan families know we understand the 
fmancial strain they face and lhal we're on their side." 

Contact: Senator Al Gere, SR-393, Russell Senate Office Building, Washington, DC 
20510-4202; (202) 224-*801 

Soart»: Prtxr Release OH the Worhng FamDy Taz t(el^.\et. May 6, 1991. 

Combine Requirement- and Reward-Focused Reforms 

Working Family Tax Relief 
Bv Senator Al Gore 

For too long, working and middle in­
come families have been paying too nr^y 
of America's bills. Working and middle 
income families are telling us that even 
with n»-o paychecks and full-time jobs they 
can't make ends meeL They don't have any 
more to give and we shouldn't be asking 
them.. 

It's time we staned listening to the 
American people, Washington's economic 
statistics are real life to the people we 
repre.-ient. They don't need an economist to 
tell Lhem that they have less money to 
spend to feed or clothe or educate their 
kids Their pocketbooks tell them Lhat ever>-
dav. 

Tax Relief for Families and 
Children 

• Increase the lax bene.'"ii for children under 
age 18 by replacing tbe personal exemp­
tion with a refundable credit of $800 per 
child. 

For working amd middle class fa.milies, 
this new- refundable ci-Jd credit can more 
than double the tax benefit of the existing 
exemption for children. Families in the 15 
percent Lax brscket who can cu.-renlly claim 
a $2,.''00 persor.a! exemption per child get 
a tax savings of orJv S345 ($2,300 x 15 

pcrcera=$800). For families in the 28 per­
cent tax bracket, the new owSt would be 
equal in value to an exempticc of $2,857; 
for famil ies in the current 31 peKxnl bracket, 
the new credit would be equal in value to m 
exemption of $2,581. 

• This tax credit will be in addition to the 
current child care credit. 

The refundable portion of thc new child 
tax credit, available to those with no tax lia­
bility, wUl be limited to the larger of $400 
per family or 20 perccm of eamed income 
or child supjxjrt received. 

Strengthening Working Poor 
Families 

• Expand the eamed income tax credit 
(EfTC) and m.ake Lhe credit more sertsi-
tive to family size. 

Under current law, ihe ETTC bece.̂ it 
amount varies b>- r* o family sires. The bill 
would expand thc EITC amount and wo-uld 
vary it by three family sizes. In addition, 
the bill would eliminate the supplemental 
EITC for healLh insurance expenses and 
the supplcm.cnial EITC for young children. 

Progressive Tax Changes 

• Im.plem.en: a rate struct-jne of ;.̂ -;S-32-
35 percent, wpj the top bracket beg-j;-
ning at approximetely $130,000-
5140,000 of adjusted gross income. 

In addi'ion lo the rate sructu-T change, 
! lhc bLl! would restore to top'orackettaxpay-
I ers the ibilivy to fully ded'JC! slate and local 
' taxes and ch-aniable cocir.butions. vui lo 
; claim a full jjcrsonai exemption. Tnat is, it 
: would rcrrKive the cxisiinc lu-nit on i;em-
• ized deduction.̂  and the phase-out cf pcr-
; sonal excmpuons. 

j • Add tn 11 percent surux on the income 
of uxpayers with adjusted gross income 
(including boLh ordina.'y and capital gstns 
income) above S2f 0,()00. 

; • Increa.se Lhe alternative m_'u,m--~ tax 
rate to 29 percer.t. 

:6 YocLh Policv 



Reform the Current Systeih >.rA?^^^§^ 

Combine Requirement- and 
Reward- Focused Reforms 

Goal: To add accounubility- to weL'are and reduce dependency. 

Means: 
Allocation: 
• Allow stales and communities more flcxibibty to undertake 

broad and iimovaiive refonns 
• Exclude income used by an AFDC family head to become seU"-

err^iloyed when assessing AFDC eligibility-. 
• Establish a demonsmition projcci which provides a bonus paj -

mcnt lo w-clfare recipients who work their way off AFDC. 
• Increase the AFDC savings limiL 
• Broaden child suppKsrt cnforccmeril measunes. 
Implemen;aliori: Federal and stale government. 

George Bush 

Cost: Unspcc-Jied 

OuilcwV.: Prcsidfr.i Bush's propwal? to increase Lhe AFDC saNings ILT..; and broad-
child support enforcement arc stipporied by PreidcnL-Elect C-in:on 

Point of View; e cen'l afford the welfare system we have today. .Welfare is a system 
•Jia; liieralh wastes millions of tax dollars a year...Those who receive govcmmen; 
assistance have cenain rrsponsibiliiics to seek work, or get education and training tha; 
w ill help them, get a job, and ihe rerponsibility to get their lives ir. order. Tha: mea.ni 
es!ab!isb.ing lL''cs:ylcs that will er-iblc them tc fulfill their potcniiLl, not destroy i;."" 

Contact; O.Ticr cf thc Press Secre-.2ry, 160,') Penn.tyh ar.ia Ave .N'V''.. V, ajhingion, DC 
2050C1: ( :c : i 456-2 lOO. 

SoL-ri-f. PrL-.dr'St R>//i.-f Refo-'^ f i" Shtc r-5^-f c.'iw Pftij .Secre-.j:':. 

Corribine Requirement- and Rewaid-Focused Reforrr..'̂  

Creating Opportunities for 
Self-Improvement 

By Pre;.;3cr.: Gcoiiic Etâ h 

"Ji's tin.r to replace the as.sumption.' of the welfare state cr^ hcip reform ihj: 

wf l fa ' f systrrr,.. States throughou: the counrry are be ginning to cp^' aie y.iihneMa'-

s-urr-̂ n:u-,r̂ -;; th^: when akle-bodicdpcople receive govc^nme-ni a'.r.r.ar.cc. they /ur. r 

resporj.:b:::;ic: i r thr laxpayc. A re.':pcnsibiii:y t;- seek wc '̂k. ed...:a-U'n or j - : '--

irairiinf: a responsibility to f;et their Ir.-c:. in (irdrr: a rcspon-.i':\.::y to hold the:-

fa.rulies lOk-dni-r cmd refrain f ror . /la-'iV.r chiid'en out of wed.: . and a resp'n-

Sibili:^ /;•' n.V^ tr.r JI'M-." 

I'resldent tieorjtf riu-.h 
Stall- of tJ-K- Lhiio: 

The President's Objectives for 
Welfare Reform 

The principles outlined by the presidcni in 
his State cf Lhe Union Address arc essential 
to adding accountability to welfare and 
reducing dependency. These refonns in­
clude; 

• RequircmenLs that able-bodied wel­
fare rccipienLs enroll in workfare or 
some form of job training in exchange 
for receiving benefits. 

• Measuring the success of w elfare pro 
grams by how many people m.ove from 
thc wcUa'c rolls onto thc job rolls. 

• Adding incentives that encourape 
families to stay logclhei, and dism-
cemives Lh l̂disco-urage additioria; out-
of-wedlock birihis. 

To accelerate im.plcmcniatior. of » cif ;-c 
reforms, President Bush has made a com:-
mitment to speed up review of federa; 
waivers for slate reform^.. Thc prresidcn; 
arvd the secretary' of HtalLh and Humar 
Scn-ices have already approved a w-ijvf: 
for Wiscor.s-in's Paren'.a: and Fa,mi!> Re­
sponsibility Initiative, which provides new 
incentives for welfare rccipicr;-js to work 
and marry . 

Rcdurj-.f. dependcnr) L" w-rlfa'c w;.; 
save Laxp2)'e- doliari, b".ii mi-.'rt irr.pc'--
lantly, m.ake able-bodied ci-Jzcn.̂  prodjc-
live again. Gcitinj px:op!c of:' weUzre a.'id 
into jobs helps forme: rec;pier.L<, the;: 
fam.ilies-, and socierv- generaJly. Ln addi­
tion, getting long-term deper:denis off 
welfare wi'l free ur more dollar; fo: p:;-
grara*; iha; arc supposed to help * or'f.Lr.j-
AmericariS and thrir fa.milic.= LI t;m;s of 
economic sL'ain. in'^lcjd of pro.-id;,-; i: more 
govcmmcn: funds for already dq)Lndcn: 
welfare recipicnL':. 

The Need for Welfare Reform 

The iyj>? Fami;\ Suppon Act rcpre-
scnied a philosopliiial tumm;; poir/. ir t:;: 
approach to wcl.'arc: i . e.-'.pandi-d f:,-.\-i.-—.• 
merit effon.'- lo trai:; recipic:._<, and tc c;-' 
Icc! child s-jppor., bjt i : a!<c- rccjui.Td :•: 
cipicnL'. 10 accqi; ry-w rcŝ -io ŝib;::;:?--

Man\ rcf^^rrti'- p:op."'S;-d s; iVh.-



Reform the Current System Continued. 

Teci thc FimJy Security Act's concepmal 
approach, however, there remains a grow­
ing need to ranslate new thinking into 
lasiin.g rerdis. Dependency remains a 
pervasive problem Research has shown 
that a^ui rwo-Lhirds of the families on 
.AFDC It any gjven lime will spend a total 
of eight or more years aa the rolls. 

Addressing long-term dependency by 
increasing incentives for those on welfare 
to w ork and behave responsibly will help 
dependent recipients become productive 
azain, and wil] prevent the current genera­
tion of chiidrrn from becoming the AFDC 
paraiis of the next decade. New welfare 
reforms w-ili meet government's responsi­
bility- to become both more effective and 
more com.pissionatc. 

Federal .\pprovaI of State 
Demonstration Programs 

On.-\pr-d 10ih.Presidcr.iB-a5bannour.ccd 
approval of federa] waivers for Wisconsin's 
Paimial and Family Responsibilir^- Initia­
tive which is designed lo encourage teen­
age welfare recipients lo work and marry. 
The iniiarve will strengthen families by 
cr^ouraging poor couples to marry and to 
he rcspcrjible about child-bearing. Also, 
recipienLi will be required to participate in 
education and job placement services. 
Unlike t\s-r.g programs, Wisccmsin's plan 
will m-rriise Lhe reward for laking jobs by 
L.-:~easir.g '-he imo-cn: of monLhly eamings 
L'-.at can be received before AFDC pay-
men'.3 art reduced. 

, The B-jih administration has approved 
several oLher we'ifare reform demonstra­
tion prcjec".s. LTcluding: 

: • Dimois' Chance for Self-SufTiciency 
prog:^T. which IS helping families pre-

' viousN on welfare to stay off welfare 
by providing state-sponsored andcom-
miUnity-based post-welfare education 
aixi training services. 

i 

• In Maryland, Montgomery- County's 
1 Cash L-tmtives Pa)-ments for Self-

SxTicicrcy which Lncreascs Lhe value 
of work by providmg incentive bo-
n-..ics .""or com^il-.ting job training or 
getimg ! ;ob. 

' • Texas Te-A ird L^A-pcndcnce Progra-Ti 

Disposable Income at Various Wage Levels for a Family 
ot Three with Child Care Expenses 

Psnnsylvania, January, 1992 
D i s p o s a b l e I ncome ( T h o u s a n d s ) 

Net Waces AFDC F o o d S tamps 

Source: Committee on Wgyi «nd Mear^s 

which provided one-year of Medicaid 
and child care benefits lo case the 
transition from welfare to work. 

More than 20 states have beg-ji to de­
velop welfare reform propc-sais. Tne<c 
proposals are receiving expedited xvie-*' 
at the federal level. 

Reforms by States 

Reforms Lhat require respor^ibility.pro­
mote family values, and reduce depend­
ency, if adopted by a number of stales, 
would fundamentally improve weLf£.'e's 
operation. Meaningful we'ifare reform, is 
outlined and prom.otcd by lhe preside;: 
will mean dependent recipit;n'.s. to con­
tinue receiving benef.Ls, wc-.:ld have to 
assume a meas-ure of f>erscnal resTK3rj;;biI-
ity and lake concrete steps to urpTove the-lr 
lives. 

States such as New Jersey- and Califorr.ia 
are taking steps to approve reforms simiilir 
to lhc president's proposals New Jersfy 
passed a law Lhis yea: that •=-c--Id LnsLiil 
rcspoiLsibiliry- by req-.iLrLng work for w-'.-
fare(or job training';, aj-.d h\ r.o; i.r.-re;;s:'.i 
bencfiLs to those «. ho have ad; '-oni! chil­
dren while re '̂ci^ir.g vie.firc. 

0 2.000 4.000 5.0C0 6.000 7.000 6.000 9,000 10,000 15,000 20,000 \ 

Wa;es iS) i 

^ Putting the Private Sector to 
j Work in Reducing Welfare 
! Dependency 
i 
i 

The private sector can play an Lmponir.t 
rolf Ln gciLLtg welfare recipients back to 
woric So.me states have establishtid p-jb'.;c-
pr.vaie networks whjch pay private urrrs 
for each '*eifare rccipieni placed Ln a job. 
Re£-j.:ls-oncr:ed programs li'ite -diese p;;: 
Lhe po-A'cr of Lhe mirketpiacc to work in 
ways that bencHi taxpayers, slate and locil 
govcmm.enis. and wcU'are recipients. 

By focusir^g on results, private fjTr.s are 
able to take direct conrrol over w--.;i;'ars 
cases, steering recipicni^ inic jo'̂ s sooner 
than Lhe state might have, and reduc-ing 
costs to taxpayers. States have strcTig Ln-
cenlives to Pum to the private sector, wrJch 
can be held directly acco'untsble for suc­
cess or failure. 

In ciTinersbJp w-iih state and local gov-
e.mjnents, pr.vate secior initiatives under 
Lhe Job Oppomini-.:?s and Basic Sicills 
iJOBS) program remove birricTS to env 
p'o\Tr.cnt with placemen: serv ices, shirptr. 
vkorkcrs" skills, and place welfare rec;p;-
en'j. m paying jobs. .Major "wel!"ir--lo-
wor'ic"projects wiLh private .sector involve-
mcn; c>.:s! ir. Corjie; ;;:--i:. Neu Yoric. S'ls-

Vojih :s--y 
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sachusctts, and Vi'yoming. One private firm 

manages over 14,00() AFDC ca.ses Ln Los 

Angeles Counr, alone. Thousands of Texas 

A F D C rccipifPLs benefii from s privatt 

firrri's case managem'cnt project that pro­

vides focused training and placemen: serv ­

ices. 

Budgetary Commitments to 
Welfare Reform 

The President is making concrete his 

commitm.er.t to workfare and welfare re­

form bv. 

significant new funding for child care ! 

prog'-ams to help the children of working i 

parenLs onto the paLh of opportunity and j 

Job Training 2000 which would establish \ 

"one-stop shopping" skill ccniers replac­

ing the existing job training maie to help 

lhe low-income disadvantaged find jobs, 

and training more easily. 

If government is to encourage personal 

responsibihty, the design of curreni pro­

grams must be char.ged significantly to 

expand job opporrumtics and promote self 

sufficiency. To this end, the president's 

Fli'9.^ budget coniams several initiatives lo 

• Providmg Si billion in 
Fy93 10 finance Lhc fed­
eral shsre of the Job 
Opp-or.-jnities and Basic 
Skills trai.nirg progra,m 
(JO&.S; JOBS helps eli­
gible parents receivir.g 
assista-nce under AFDC 
loobiam education, iraL'-
ir.g and mplovrricni .serv­
ices, and th'us to avoid 
weifa.'c dcperxiency. 

• Propes-ing S250 mjilior; 

ove- :" . e years for AFDC 

chcr.L .- i topr.,;N i d ; ir;<rr.-

t i v c fc : sa-.tncs p.no 

prorr.' :c S':lf-c:np':0) • 

mr:v. sjr.or.p welfare re-

cip:cn;> 

Maximum Combined AFDC and Food Stamp 
Benefit as A Percent of Poverty 

(For A One-Parent Family of Three, Jan. 1992) 

The presiden; has proposed a demon-

Etraiior. program, allow-ing states lo 

create escrow savmgs account for 

long-term AFDC recipients trv-uig to 

work their way off welfare. Indivic-c-

als could set aside an amount equal to 

state's savings from no: having to psy 

AFDC that would be realized when 

the fainily head gets a job These sav­

ings would be paid back to the family 

in a lump sum once family income ex­

ceeds Lhc ne-ed for cash assistance. 

These legislative changs' would assist 

states in designing vor'KJ'art 

plans thai meet thc 

president s reforrr. objcc-

lives. They would also al­

low welfare recipienis to 

prepare be'te' fo: eni-y L-.;O 

the uork force ar.d help 

prevent thei: 

vs elfare rolls. 

to Lhc 

•t*^. arr:a: lo- i jrT. y rr^ 

flrtr- B Vm y.^. DrcTBL r t» 'jcr, 

Preside;;: Eush also wans to cxpaT.d op-

pon-un:;;^.^ .f;*' privcie sector involvcm.en; 

ir: h.s Job lrcL;'_:.g rt ' .Xi initiative ha.-

proposi-.; sc .-c-;::: ne .̂' u •:!'i;rc-l0'w or'?; 

reform dmonsL'iiion.'- fu:.-d p-^blic-pri­

vate pan.-; ers hi p.-; iin-ol\-ing more than S2(l 

help low-mcome f .̂Tdhe? escape weua-T ! 
de-^cndcncv: ; 

Thc 

millior pi 'v 

Creatino Opportunities for Self-
Improement 

The p-esidtm; ur^dcrsiands th.ii ins::!l'".i-

res;H;'r;;ihi'i:y mca.ns mcrx- Lnan jus: pro 

vidmt- oppc'~uni:ies for education and Dei:--

mg- it .mci-.v cTl:̂ .̂•,̂ ,̂ . a ne;v»-ork of oppo- • 

tcnitv i r : se!f-L-!-,p:v.'vcmcn; thr HC' r i 

in-:i;i'.;v-, m hou<;:;;r lo ercourape tiom-: 

o-ATrrsh7 Lhi- AN^FR^'A PCKK' stistcfv 

t:i rv-l('•-.• : • : ( ; ' ; ; - : : : ' •':;•.• ;r rduc;;::^;;. end 

tie prcsid'-Ti! t i> proposed 10 gi^e 

stEie.̂  lhc opLior. of tilo-j^ inf; famJhc; 

aheiidy on the wffiare rolls to accu­

mulate savhngs. This will give AFDC 

farr.:-;vs Lhc oppo ' f j r i ty to save up to 

S 10.00(1 t:iach:c\e Lndc:iendrn:efrom. 

V. elfar-:, educate th-. ;: ciiildrtT, or start 

a business. 

Tr\c president has po;>.:si d locreaic a 

weL''are Lnit:ali\c. simJiE- to an exist­

ing Sc>cial SeciL-ity initiative, the Pian 

fo: Achieving Sclf-Sur'por, fPASS). 

T.li^ plan wcvjid I?: wcifaie fami:i--s 

V ho cpree lo let'.-. ^Th'arc u iLh;:; a 

.spccifiet! p>erriĉ d :;- i.?rp income -.̂ . hi.-h 

nomiallv vo^'v' CO.;-]; zp^m^: ih; 

l'.!::;-'\'s wclft--. b. r.-.:• 

Enforcement 
of Ctiild Support 

President Bush undc-

siands mat weL'"are depend­

ency often sifm."^ from the 

faiic-c of femilies ic f o ­

ot er.d_-e Tn-us. th-: Pres • 

d-cr.: IS •J.otki'.c o i 2 ^-j-ci-x 

of fror.:.'̂  to SL'?:;: Lhen f i . - ; -

' lies and love: in-;- cof-_' of 

raislnp child-cr.. 

}*resident Bush is com.m:;'.ed to m.ai.;ni: 

; sure Lhat absent parents mrc the;-fLia.-; is i 

I responsibilities, givtiif chiidrer. a: leas: 'j".-; 

fmancial support ih-ry need. !:; tli-.- f ir-: 

thj-c.c years of the Bj.^h adni;:-L;;L'£::,T. 

chid support collec;;o:i>. b_\- slates ro-.;- ."•:i! 

percent. In 19S6, child suppor. o:dr;- re 

covcred bv th;C h de:.. i i:ov emmer.; lo-Lii:; d 

just S3.2 billion. Las; ycai, rero^eries h-d 

more than doubled :o almost S7 biL:rr: 

About $2 billion of Lh:; arr^-^-j;' uas ::•!• 

lecled on behalf of families -ecer. i.-:^ ---. i-

fare. 

Presiden; Bu.sh h;s p:opos'.-d k-frisii: \c 

changes to extend ciiild supji-:)''. enfc--,e 

ment scn-iccs to recipients o' othe: fed.: 

ally funded prop-a.-;:; beside:- AFDC. a.'.d 

10 increase health L':S-.ird:Ke cove:af .- c-:" 

ch.;ld:er. b\ the;- r;(-: •;-j->::.>i;i;d i'j:e:...-



Reform the Current Systern 

Combine Requirement- and 
Reward-Focused Reforms 

Goal: Promote and preserve families by removing disioceniives in 
the welfare system that serve as barriers to young couples from 
marrying and working. 

Means: 
Allocation: 
• Require participation in sex education and parenting classes. 
• Eliminate benefits increases for more th.an two children. 
• Permit welfare recipients to keep more of ihier earnings 
• Put the educational, training and job experience resources of sute 

and federal JOBS program behind low-income, young parents. 
• Combine the authority and resources of the welfare agency, the 

family, and the employment and training suff to ensure prompt paternity pâ TDcnu 
• Eimanate the requirement that one member of a low-income mamed couple have a 

work hisiorv' to be eligible for AFDC. 
!mo!eme':lation: Sute of Wisconsin. 

Tommy 
Thorroson 

Cost: Unspecified. 

Outlook: The Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services received ipprcvaJ of 
the Parental and Family Responsi'oility Demonstration Project on April 10, ly91 Th.e 
five-year project w iU begin operauon on July 1, 1993 in six counties. 

Point of V'lew: "Welfare recipients are undermLned by rules and regu!ai:or.s Lhat r.:.— 
them away from marriage, from eaming an incom.e, and from gairung an ed^^cition. Our 
first task must be to rebuild the welfare sjstcm ufKjn the Lhrce foundations of scrcess m 
our society-; home, work, and school. A rignificant pan of this recor_<:trucdor. is the re 
esublishment of the two-pareni, self-sufficient family as the norm. a.nd not uhe ra.T 
exception in poor neighborhoods." 

Contact: Office of Governor Tom..mv Thompson. (608i 266-13" 

Source: Go^frncr Torr/ny 7r\omp!.:n, "The Arvruran Revo'.iHim.'' kfjru.te 2:iJ'esz j: 
Fesojrct Bank Mrninif rfThe He.-iJ.3^e Fcundiiior.. .April 23. 1992 

Combine Req-jirement- and Reward- Focused Reform.̂  

The New American 
Revolution 

By Govemor Tomm.y Thompson of Wisconsin 

political fact of our times is the deaLh of thc 
socialist idea. In the United Slates, thc 

i socialist idea has taken thc form of the 
I bureaucratic welfare state. Although the 
j wcL-farisis dreamt of a w ar on poverr>- rc-
I suiting in a Great Scicicty, thc reality his 
j been Lhc devastation of our urban com.mu-
! nities lhat were once strong and vibrant. 
1 Thc chief casualties of the war on poverty 

welfare is too often a way of Ij'e. 
the cd-JcationaJ route lo aci-j; 
often too closed o.ff 

That is why I wart to address 
evening to the ways I have ^ 
Governor of Wiscor.s.n to WJ: 
lion in our welfare and cduc: 
terns. Let us unde^irid ho-j. "• 
vclopcd. Welfare ca.mc mto r<_ 

The Socialist Welfare Staic. The chief ' can be found in our centra! ::;;s. ^herr 

-Tivsf L, L;I;S 

'-- ing as 
f a :e---.:!---

-c.fire de-
.;;?-.:? 'S. a 

society where women were generally un­
able 10 obtain decenipaying jobs lhat would 
allow ihera to support a family. A w idow, 
for Listance, had very few opiions, and 
weL''a.'e was a compassionaie response to 
her problems. But today that original vi­
sion of welfare has had its props knocked 
out for such reasons as the advent of the 
women's movement and the sexual revolu­
tion that made premar.ial sex and single-
parent ho'.iseholds much more accepuble. 
Today, we have a 1990s welfare program 
thai IS governed by 1930s sociology. 

Our Founders envisioned a nation of free 
and -independenL sclf-sufficieci families, 
educated to play an active and intelligent 
role Ln public affairs. In contrast, welfare 
reciDients are undermined by rules and 
reg-jlat;ons that f i m them away from 
mirriaEe, from, earning an incom.e. and 
from gaining an education. Our f.rst task 
m-.:st be to rebuild -die weH'are sv ste.m -jpon 
L-.e L̂ -ce foundations of success in cjr 
societ): .home, work, and school. .A sigmti-
can: p^rt of thus reconstruction is thc re• 
estabh.s.hmeniof the two-pareru. seLf-suffi-
cien- fa.mily as Lhe norm*, and not Lhc rare 
exception in poor neighborhoods. The 
"PtL-ental and Family Responsibility Ini-
tij".ive " which we have introduced in Wis-
cor_>in would greatly aid in that effor. by-
removing a major disincentive to m.irriagr 
L", ths most di.sadv antagcd areas. 

Thc Pi.'cnla: and Fim.ily Re^porLiibilin.-
'r.;;-.;:;v: is a p;loi procram designed to 
pTom.xe ind preserve faniilie! by rcrr.ov-
.n; d;s;nccntiv-;s m Lhe welfare system Lhai 
ser.e as barr.ers to yo-xng couples .from 
mi-T.-ing and working. The Lniliative ur-
ze's .AfTXT applicants under the age of 20, 
•». ho are first-timiC parenis, and their spouses, 
the idiudicaied faLhers of their chiiiff'-er.). 
and non-custodial px'-cnLs. 

It wiil encourage low-incorac youth to 
dcljv pregnancy and parenting, to finish 
sch>DL to form, a two-parent family, to 
w.art and to be funancially and socially 
resp.?n.sible parents. By piloting this pro-
gra-T m four WLsconsin counties, inc!-jd-
mg Sfjlwa-ukee, the State of Wiscor-sin will 
be -jidng a serious step toward addressing 
-die prrblcm of iccn pregnancy and pa-'cnt-
'Inr. 

Bs elirraratr.g the requu-cment Lha; one 
merr.bcr of a lo--̂ -income m.arricd couple 
hi ' e 1 'A o:k h;.s;ory to be eligible for .AFDC, 
Lhc L'_:i2tive rrmovcs the disLnce:;ii\-e ir. 
-d-.e .-\5DC program .''or your.g paren'-s ;o 

30 Youth Pi>I.c v 
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marry-. By permitting welfare recipients to 
keep more of their earnings, ihc Initiative 
will encourage people to work. And by 
putting thc educational, training and job 
experience resources of the sute and fed­
eral JOBS program behind these low-in­
come, yo'jng parents, the Initiative will 
provide opportunities for people to be­
come self-sufficienL 

Also, the Initiative will encourage low-
income leenagers to complete school and 
10 delay pregnancy by requiring participa­
tion in sex education and parenting classes 
and by removing Lhc fmancial incentives in 
the welfa-T system to have additional chil­
dren. 

To encourage male responsibilirv for 
parenting and supponing Ihcir children 
when there is no marriage or when a di­
vorce occurs, thc Initiative will combine 
the auihorir>- and resources of the weL''are 
agency, the famJlj, and the emplov-mcn; 
ar^ truimnz staff to ensure prompt paier-
niry- esubhshjncni, to establish an obliga­
tion to suppon the child(rer.), and to re­
quire the education and work activities 
needed to meet suppon obligations. 

Components of the Initiative 
Under c-u.-rent AFDC policy, all AFDC 

recipients are eligible for Medical Assis­
tance, FcK.'d Stamps and child care ex-
pen.ses. All AFDC recipients who leave 
AFDC beca-,isr lhey ea.m more than AFDC 
allow s are eligible for 12 months of Medi­
cal Assistance 'tjencfils and transitional ch.lc 
ca.re. These benefits are available to sir.glc 
parenis nov, and would also be available to 
the newly e:;i.iWe two-parent family. AFDC 
rtcipicnis arc also subject to LearrJarc 
req'uircmcnL>: L*' the mother or father has rot 
com.pletcd high school. Upon completion 
of high school, emplojTncnt and training 
scrvicei art available through the JOBS 
program 

IT, addition to the existing services de­
scribed above, lhe Parental and Family 
Responsibility Initiative w-i!l include the 
follo-A-Lng componcnlr.; 

EUglbllliy Criteria 
Current AFDC eligibiliij- criteria require 

either tha; an applicant be a single parent 
or, if the applicani.s are married, one of 
Ihori mi;s: hav e an cmplo)Tncn; lustorv 
These "dcpriv-atioti fartors" are. trdditivrul 
firtors u'-ed ti- establish a rv.-ed fo: aid 

AFDC Caseload Growth 
July 1989,'September 1992 

sorted by percent change In cases (in thousands) 

Rsnk Sute 
Jnly 1989 

C u e s 
September 1992 Percent 

Cases Chanre 
1 Horida 121 .6 255.7 110 .3 1 
2 New Rsmmhiiv 5 . 3 1 0 . 7 1 0 1 . 9 1 
3 Anion a 3 7 . 0 67 .4 82 .2 1 
1 J f o r A C r o U n a 7 8 . 3 1 2 5 - 9 6 0 . 8 ! 
5 Nevada 7 .4 11.6 59 .5 j 

D«la«urc 7,3 l l i l • S 2 . l ! 
7 Conneeocut 3 7 . 7 56 .3 4 9 . 3 l 
S A l u k * 7 . 3 
9 Georsia 9 3 . 1 138.6 4 9 . 1 i 

} 0 Ttecu • 1 8 3 . « 2 7 3 * 7 • • 4 9 - 1 ' 
11 NewMeiico 2 0 . 1 29 .7 — 

4 7 . 8 ! ::-u ••• 1 5 . 2 - S . •. a i i T i 4 2 * 8 
13 Kentu^- 5 8 . 3 82 .8 42 .0 

:--:*4 H ISoiatii Gudtiaa 3 5 . 5 5 0 U 4 i 3 . 0 
15 Verm on: 7 .0 9 . 9 ! 41 .4 
16 Tenaesee 7<S.€ 9 9 - 1 4 0 . 4 

r 17 IndiaoB 51 .0 70.6 3 6 . 4 

u oaacnua « 0 4 . 7 « 2 6 . 5 3 6 . 7 
19 Wyominj; 5 .0 6.7 3 4 . 0 ] 
20 Oidtiunaa 3 5 . 7 4 7 . 8 3 3 i 9 i 
21 Oregon 30 .6 40 .7 3 3 . o ; 
22 5 4 . 2 71^8 • 3 2 . 7 i 
23 Maine 1 6 . 0 23 .4 3 0 . o i 1 
24 IbOvouri fi7.4 « , » 2 8 - 9 i 
I ' l 1 Masacfauacn; 8 7 . 6 112.0 27 .91 : 
» 6 3 . 0 M . 5 2 7 . 8 

Ouaru 1.1 1.4 27 .3 j i 
38 |Ccto»do i . 33.2 4 2 - 1 2 € . 8 
29 ' Washinpior 7 8 . 1 96 .3 2 5 . 9 ! ' 
SO UAo 5 . 8 7 . 3 2 5 . 9 ; ! 

Hawaii 13 .9 17.4 2 5 . 2 ! 1 
32 14 ew J«n«v 1 0 0 . 1 1 2 4 . 4 3 4 . 3 ; 
33 : Utah 14.B i e . 3 2 3 . 6 ; 1 
34 V I n i i i Ua iu i f ^ 6.9 1 . 1 2 2 . 2 •• ! 
3.< MOT tan a 9 .0 11.0 2 2 . 2 ! i 
36 ! Ehuric. of CduiEbii 1 6 . 1 2 1 . 8 2 0 . 4 ; ' 
37 iNf»"^'ori 336 .6 405.0 2 0 . 3 ! 1 
38 i Ohio ! 3 1 6 . 6 2 6 1 . 4 1 9 . 6 i i 
39 1 24 . 7 29 .5 1 9 . 4 : 1 

40 1 Nebrttka [ l « . l 1 6 . 8 1 9 . 1 ; I 
41 NortL Dak o i l 5 .4 6.4 1 6 . 5 ! ' 

5 3 , 7 £ 3 . 6 1 8 . 4 ; 

\ 
PennsN-fvazii 1 7 3 . 5 j 203 .7 17.4 i ! 
WesfV^ndoia 3 5 . 1 4 1 . 0 1* ,8 

45 i nitnois 196 .5 227 .3 : 1 

14.5 ! 1 
46 AUbvua 4*.3] 5 0 . f i 1 1 3 . 7 i 
47 I .^ansjLS 2 4 . 0 26 .4 IC.O 1 i 

-« 1 SooOi Dakota j 6 . 6 7 . 2 9 . 1 ; 
40 Iowa '• 3 3 . 7 36.6 8 .6 ! 1 
50 ! IkLtlsigBX. 1 2 1 0 . 2 2 2 1 . 9 ' • 5 . 6 : ; 
51 1 Put rio Kicc. j 59 .4 61 .C 2 . 7 ! 1 

52 Wacomixi i 7 9 . 0 8 0 . 5 ' 1 . 9 , i 
53 ' Missus vr^: 59 .2 59 .9 1 . 2 ' ! 
54 |)joutxuma [ 9 1 . 8 9 1 , 9 C O ' 

i Uuiicd S-jiics 374t . 1 4Bb( .64 2 ? . £ ; ; 

Sc'---v« H>i5 .'.*ia-



Reform the Current System Continued. 

based on the fact lhat a child is "deprived" 
of the suppon of a mother, father, or both 
parents. Because thc AFDC eligibility cri­
teria essentially require couples to have an 
established v. ork history, there is iwwhere 
for a young couple to tum for help if they 
wish to marry and suppon their child, but 
have not yet worked. This situation tends to 
force young parenis lo be single parenis. 

Thc Parental and Family Responsibility 
Initiative will allow- young couples with no 
w ork experience to be eligible for AFDC. 
This change in policy will make marriage 
a viable option to pregnant and single teens, 
especially if ihey are older teens. The 
program is targeted at first-time teen 
parents who are new applicants for 
.AFDC or are currently pan of an 
existing AFDC family. 

Work Incentives 
Incentives to work will be in­

creased by allowing panicipants in 
this program to keep the first S200 
and one-half of additional eamings 
per month. Currently, AFDC recipi­
ents who work arc only allowed to 
keep Lhe fu^t S30 and 1/6 or 1/3 of 
their earned income. 

i Elimination of 100-Hour 
Rule for AFDC Unem­
ployed Parents 
• But there has been one final dis-in-

; centive to w ork in Wiscortsin no­
toriously referred to as ihe 100-

i Hour Rule for Unemployed Parents. 
I • Tw o-parent fa-Tulies on AFDC are not 
; allowed to work more than 99 hours 
! per month without loss of AFEXT. 

• Wiscon5;n is one of three Slates to re-
1 ceive a federal waiver to drop Lhis re-
' quirement for 50 percent of the cases. 

(Califomia & Utah) 
• The Waiver will be implemented on 

j October 5, 1991. 
I 
1 

i Grant .Size 
': Currenily.the AFDC grant increases with 
• the size of lhe family. There is thc appear-
• ancc in thc AFDC program that parents 
, whc have additional babies are "rewarded" 

•vi.iLh an increased grant. Therefore, the 
, Parental and Family Respoi-tsibility Initia­

tive Will l in i i thc size of the AFDC grant 
•.k-h.-n a second baby is bom and not Ln-
;ri-a.sc Lh-: g:a:i; f-;T any additional child'-on. 

The following table show s how the AFDC 
grant will change with an additional child 
bom into an AFDC famjly. 

Parental Education 
The Parental and Fa-Tiily Responsibihty 

Imtiaiive will require all AFDC recipierus 
under age 20 in the pilot coimiies and their 
spouses or the non-cusiodiai parents to 
panicipaie in classes on parenting, human 
growth and developmeni, sex education, 
and independent li%-ing. Attendance will be 
a condition of AFDC eligibility for partici­
pants in the Initiative and a requirem.cnt of 

STATE OF WISCONSIN 

Wisconsin Vtelfcire Reform 

THE PARENT.AL A.VD 
FAwnv RESPONsmiumr 

\ the education i.nd -*O:'K ic-̂ -.-vy rcqui.-c-
I mcnt for non-cu.<;tod;ai parents 

! Male Responsibtlltv 
I Currently, when a prcgnin: single teen 
I applies for aid, the county ecor>.-'niic sup-
! pon worker refers Lhe case lo the chjld 
j suppwn agency to initiate patemity estab-
I lishmcnt and orders for s-appon. Once pa-
i temity is establi.'-hed, Lhe court must order 

suppon for thc bab>. If thc faLher is unem­
ployed, the judge can order hu.m to "seek 
work," but lhe CO-JT. has no rcso-jrces to 
assist him. The faLher i i or. his o-̂  n, wiihi no 
job history and often .̂ o h„gh .^hool de­
gree. 

Under the Parental i.'.d Fa.n-.;:\ Rc.vp.TTi-
sibility LnilialiNC, a'i '-.emploscd non­
custodial parcnL"; m '.he pilot co-jnties -A II I 
be ordered bv the ;--iJgi- tc "scc't; -^ork" by 

An unemployed, non-custodial parent 
vi- ho does not fulfill his or her child suppon 
obligations w ill be requiTwJ to participate 
for •to houi^ a week in a combination of 
education, pa-reming and wott acnvitiei. 
Education opportuniiie* could include 
completing high school or attending a vo­
cational education program. 

Failure to cooperate with woric expen-
; ence and training activities fw non-cuslo-
I dial parents will rcsultinaTeiumtocounin 
I contempt of the "seek work" order. Thus, 
j the authority of the court is joined with an 
; cm.ployment requiremeni to ensure the 
1 youngpi.'cntbecomcsself-sufficient 

1 and meets his or her child support 
'• obligation. 

Patemity and Child Support 
One of the major objectives of the 

Pa.'-enial and Fan-jly Respor^ibility 
InitiatiN-c is to reinforce Lhe impor-
-Li-Tce of rr:3le re<ponsib;iir>- in par-
eniing and child support. A DHSS 
srudv of minor moihers on AFDC 
revealed Lhal in a'oout half the cases, 
paternity- w as established within one 

I year after thc bab>'was bom. In about 
! 30 percent of the cases, patemity 
I esiablish-ment w as expected to Lake 
I m.ore Lhan one year. In lhc remaining 

i 20 percent of cases, the report con-
j • 
I eluded'd-.u! paternity-would never be 
I eitabiit̂ hed Enf-arterr:er.lofLhecon-
• sequences of parenting can.not pro-

^ • cced promptly if pater-Jiy takes 
mor.'L.hs to esiab'iish. 

• Co'jnties tha: pilot the Parental and 
! Ftimily Respon-sibili:> Initiative will be 
] encouraged :o improve coordination of 
i economic .<:-jppon a.td child support paier-
I run.' staff 10 expedite pitemit)- establish-
I mer.t for all AFDC applicants, including 
i low income single parents under age 20 
1 whc are the target group for this Initiative. 
I Co-unties 'd-.ai pmicipaic Ln the Initiative 
i will receive a S200 mcrease (from. SlOO to 
j S300) in thc bonus paid for paternities 
I established w iLhin one year for babies bom 
1 to women under 20 years of age County 

chiild suppor agencies will be encouraged 
I 10 use the Ltcf^iive fuTdine to experiment 
: wiLh innovative ways to expedite patemir)-
[ cstablish.'nent [naddition.onefarrjlycourt 
j cor̂ lmi.̂ ^̂ •:ner wiil be added in ,M,;waukce 
. Co-.inry to dcj- soleiy îuh paiemir)" ac­

lions. 
reporting lo Lhc .'CBS ;^:oc:jr!! 



Combine Requirement- and Reward-Focused Reform 

The Common Good: 
Social Welfare and the American Future 

Bv The Ford Foundation 

Background: 
The need for a compreherisive approach lo social w elfare reform 
was stressed by an independent Executive Panel made up of 
leaders in business, labor, civil rights, the nonprofit secior and 
education. The Executive Panel, sponsored by the Ford Founda­
tion, heard briefmgs from experts and policy analysis representing 
a broad range of perspectives. 

Goal: 
• Develop a comprehensive 

welfare system encompass­
ing all ages. 

• Create an expa.ndmg ecori-
omy to provide funds and 

Increase funding for improved staff compensa­
tion and staff training in early child developmeni 
Address the needs of children whose know ledge 
of English is limited. 

4) Provide child<are subsidies for lower-ir.comc families 
through refundable federal ux credits. 

5) Expand slate and local efforts to test and implement 
family suppon serv-ices featuring early intervention, 

parent education, and 

emploj-ment opporruiuues. 
• Blend federa! and local ini­

tiatives. 
• Emphasize the need for 

aniicipato-y care and pre­
ventive action. 

Cost: 
• S29 biUionovercurrcntfed 

era! expenditure. 
• P îvetc, non-profit, Icxa}, 

and Slate increa.>.e.>.. 
• Increased federal fuixiing pro\-idec b\- taxing Si>;-ial Sec-, 

nty benefits that exceed lifetime coniributioris. 

.Allocation: 
Infancy and Childhood 
Inveslir.p in Ir.far.'.f 

1} FVo\'ide al: pregnant w-omcn w;Lh access to prena'ia; ca.'! 
and w-cll-bcby-care. 

2) Fully fund WIC as an entitlement for niuriiioniiliN- at-nsk 
worricn a,-d children v ith inconif."̂  of up to 18.'' pcrccr-:; 
of the federal poverty line 

3) Expand lhe Head Stan progran:: 
Provide cno-jgh slob for ihr 80 pcrcri; of pcxr 
3- and 4-year-old5 who are now dctiicd this 
service. 
Make at Iea.st one-half of the sloLs iuW-iUy pro 
grami for children with workinp parents 
Expand family supry>ori, refcrrsl, and home \ is-
ilmc scrv-iccs lo very low Lncome parcr;;.'-:. c.̂ ;x-
ctaliy teen monificrs, wiLh children bi io-.* aj-t 
th : i - i . - . 

Summary of Federal Funding Increases 
In Billions: 

\\\C 
Head Start 
Medicaid 
Chapter 1 
EITC 
AFDC 
Public Ser\'ice Jobs 
Unemployment Insurance 

$].7 
$2.0 
$3.0 
$1.5 
S2.3 
$3.7 
$2.0 
$1.0 

coordination of diverse 
public programs. 
6) Proxidc adeq-utte fed­
eral funding of progra.mj; 
like Social SerN-.ces Block 
Grants, AFDC-Fostcr 
Care, tho.se Ln the Child 
Abuse Prevention and 
TreaLmeni Act, and the 
child-welfare services 
provision^; of Lhe Social 
Sec-u.rir\ ACL 
7) Increase rapper, for 
research on chiid-wcLfart-
probicm3 a: lhe Naiiona' 

J Lnstinjie of Chid Htilth 
and Human Dcvciop-
mcn:. 

f ) Offer financial and informaiiona! support to sut; gov-
emrr>enLs and local eniities, iĉ  impove their scri ices lo 
children in ne^d and prevent ihe need ft>r such cntittes in 
Lhc firsl place. 

^ oung Adulthood; Preparing for a World of Work 
Drug and Alcoho! Addiction 
1,1 Guarantee help a overcoming dnjg addiCLon for all •o.-ho 

seek il. 
2j FurLhcr research, demorL^L'atioiis, and evaluations of Ln-

novativc addiction progranL'.. 

Reducing School Dropout Rale*. 
Comnuintties across the country need to lea'-n ar^ de>chp their 
ov-n set cf coordir,.2:ed action.̂  for-, the fo!iav.in^ prograrr.s: 
' Education incentives for youtfi. 
• Scho<.i:-ba.scd rcfomL-̂ . 
• Collaboration.', between schof.̂ is and busiticss. 
• Lntcgraicd Rrmedial Educaiion, Viork txpcncnct.-, a.-icl Life 

Option.̂  Srr\ice.'; 
• S-uni.HK-i Iriiiniri^- and EduiEt'on PrOftran^ 



Reform the Current System Continued. 

Te«n Pregnancy 

1) Design programs to help teenage mothers avoid welfare 

dependency. 

2) Encourage fathers to contribute to their children's up­

bringing. 

3) Expand education, traimng, and employment programs 

to help fathers be responsible. 
Coordinating EfTorts 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 
5) 

6) 
7) 

Resist efforts to slash funding for federal programs 
aiding disadvantaged adolescents. 
Create interagency sute youth councils composed of 
senior officials from educational, job training, and human 
services agencies to develop strategies to coordinate 
service delivery, share information, raamiain continuity 
and quality control in local programs for at-risk youth. 
Use schools as centers for delivering integrated serv ices 
to adolescents. 
Expand early detection and early Lnierventior programs. 
Reccgniic the interrelated namre of such problems as 
leaving school, teen parenthood, •uncmploN-mcnL and 
»eL''are dependency. 
Create positive incentives and life-option counseling. 
Involve the private-sector in educational and employ­
ment programs and adequately fundmg of pubUc-scctor 
programs. 

The Earned Income Tax Credit— 
What it is. 

The EIC is a tax credit for low-incctnc w oritir.g families wi-_h 
c'r^ldrm. Created by Confess in !975. the EIC was designed :o 
o.Tsel the regressive impact that Social Security pa>ToH taxes 
have on low-acome working families. The EIC also sen cs as an 
incentive to work. 

The IRS offers billions of dollars in tax credits through the EIC 
Thc credit b paid to lo*'-income fanulies just like a tax refund It 
can mean cash back for w orking families even if they do nol have 
to pay any federal taxes at all. 'Working parents also can arranc? 
to receive the EIC over the course of the year in their regular 
paychecks. 

Thc EIC is available to families w-iih childrm w-ith at least one 
member who has worked during thc year. It does not matier if the 
work was full- or pan-time Families can receive the credii if Lhey 
only worked pan of the year, loo. To be eligible, a family must 
have income of less than $22,370 in 1992. 

Eligible families can qualify for a credit of up to $1,324 for 
1992—and even more if ihey have two or more children, a child 

j borr. in 1992. or if they incur costs for a health m.'̂ ura.TCf policy 
I that covers thei: child. 

i Sourer; The 1993 EtmeJ I.-icomf Credii Cimpjiign, Thc Ceffler or BLjgr; 
i inJ Palic>- Pnor.'dti. TT? S. Capiiol St., NT, Suiie 705. W.^.;rgun;, DC 

liwz, (3r; *0!i- loso. 

Number of People Working Full Time Year-
Round and Uvlng Below the Poverty Une 

z 
X 
3 
3 

" - T — 

VEAR 1965 

— 1 — ^ 

1975 19W3 1085 i9«7 

Sovrni L S Bunau j( thc Oimu. In VoHcing bui PKx. by SK Lcviu.- Bid Sh«pL-o 
BtJumoTT Johiu Hofriuns L'nivcniiy Pmi, l'?87. p. 4. 

Economic Growth 
1) Reform cniiilemem programs. 
2) Reduce expenditure on discretionary non-defense pro­

grams, 
?) Reduce exper.diru.'e on non-critical national defense 

outlays. 
.11 Enha.nce productivity through F êxible worker compen­

sation, incentive pay, and prorit-sharir,g arrangements. 
5) Reforms obsolete work rules. 
6) Allow workers to change Jobs without losing pension 

and health benefits. 

Improving th« return to work 
' 1) Restore the purchasing power of the minim-um wage. 

2) Expand the Eamed Income Tax Credii by vary ing iis 
benefiis with thc size of the recipient's family. 

Assuring Health Car* Coverage 

1) Require employers to offer a basic package of health 
insurance coverage to workers or ccnirib'.i'.e an imooit 
per employee to a public fund tr.at will finance conver-
age .'"or unir.s-ured workers. 
Extend thc .AFDC program to establish a mm-jnum cash-
benefit level Lhat ass-jres Medicaid eligibility to ai least 
the poorest of Lhe poor. 
Expand Medicaid lo cover more than Lhose receiving 
cash welfare assis'î ncc. 

Expand Medicaid's early treatment and preventive health 

care prograrriS. 

Redesigning Unemployment and Welfare Programs: 
1) Tighten up administration of the program b>- stressLng 

job search requirements. 
2) Provide lump-rum pavmcnts lhat can be used to move to 

a more promJsLng labor markets. 
3) Recast thc sched'ulc of bcneOis declLic grad'.illy is 

more training and emplo>-ment seT-i.-:ces ire provided 
4) Implement solvency standards to put state unemploy­

ment systems on a s;.>under and mors equal .Inancia! 

footine. 

Youth Foliry 
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Reform the Current System Continued.. 

5) Establish a national minimum 
benefit cqucl lo rwo-thirds of the 
federal poverty line (AFDC plus 
food stamps). 

6) Limit the length of time tha; ihosc 
who can work tre entitled to 
welfare benefits. 

7) Provide a public-sector job for 
those who have exhausted thcL' 
benefits but cannot find work. 

Old Age: A Time to Reap and Sow Again 
Protecting the Vt'eakxsl Today: 
1) Increase federal Social SecuritN 

Insurance (SSI) benefits lo a'-
surc minim.um. povcny--hnc in­
come. 

2; Ea.se restnic-Jve limits on liqL-id 
asseL' (̂ Si.rKX* for individuals ar:d 
$3.(K)0 for couples in 19S9,' L-, 
order lo qualL*"y for SSI. 

3} Expand the outreach prograrr, lo 
increase participation among 
those eligible for SSI. 

Protecting the Man> Tomorrow 
1) Save Social Security surpluses or 

allow long-term investment only 

Reducing Medicare 
1) Broaden thc bast- of taxation. £5 

opposed to an increase in the ra;-:-
of ta.xat:o:; 

2) Establish nc-*.- cost-control mca---
U-'C.- .̂ 

Earnings for Males in Their Twenties, by Schooling and 
Selected Years 

Creating Protection for Long-Term Care : 6,i 
1) 

3) 

4; 

Move toward an insurancc-baSL-d 
model whatever the comb-jiation 
of public and private ms-urancc. 
Use public subsidies to cncC'iL'-
Bgc lhe spread of private lorig-
term cart LTSiL'ance 
Integraie private insurance for 
long-term ca-'e Lnio flexible bene­
fit packages and provide large: 
sub.sidics to help k-wcr-mcome 
pctiplc afford it 
Educate the pubiii about Lhc need 
for long tcrrr. cari- protection 
Expand coordination of acutc-
and lonp-tcrrr. cart bcncfiti. 

7) 

Expand the u.se of thx pri'. ate 
nonprof;: secior to provide ccor-
dir.J'.cd services lo the eldcily. 
Provide respite care sponsored by 
cotnmunity organiiaiions. 

Value of Full-Time Work at the Minimum Wage in 
Relation to the Official Poverty Line 

no 

«> 

-r~ 
I9tx' 

r 
197?- IWi. !9f;.' 

Balt'Tn-.̂ T >w.n' H<r,Tiin: l.'n:vrr-i' 

Implementation: 
Federal, state, and local govcrmcnt a? well 
as, pnvate busineses and non-profiis 

! Status: 
j The report, puh'ished ir. 19S9. ha^ 
j prompted organizatiorL*; rcprcscr.iinp the 
I naucn:'smainrciipior_'-—Proies:a:it,OrL-;o-
I dox, Roman CaLholic and Jcwi;;h—to 
I combine their mora! authority lo help 

change present U.S social w-elfajt- pc l̂i-
cies The effort is described LS Lhc .Irs; tinio 

I rach a wide spectru.m of Ajncrcian r-jlig-
I ious agencies ha.̂  tackled jointlv- such s 
! broad corvicn; Th-,- Fo-d Four.d 
I provided i grant of S1 ? 2,0(X: to finance thr 
I early phases. A join; team ha."-, been set up 
by thc rcligiDus groups to develop a com­
mon policy staiemeni, with zr. Litcrfaiih 
Summit on Social Welfare planned in 
Washungton early next year. 

Contact; Nijcha'.-! Lip.;ky, The Ford 
Founclat)-?n, 320 East 43rd Street, Ncw-
^'ort,Neu-^ork. l(X.i 17;(212)573-5>00(). 

Source: The Common Good: Social 
Vi'elfare ar.d the .Amc-icar F uiurt. f o r d 
Foundc::rr. 79,'-o 

I 



Reform the Current System 

Combine Requirement- and Reward Focused's Reform 

California: Welfare Initiatives and Reforms 

By the California Health and Welfare Depan.ment 

Goal: I 
To mm welfare into the temporary assistance and the paLh to 1 
opporrunity it was designed to be. i 

I 

Means: 
Allocation: 
' Grant Reduction 

To reduce the incentive to choose welfare over em.plo\-menL ; 
welfare grants are iniiially reduced by 10 percent—from 1 
S663 per month to $597 for a family of Lhree. This reductior. 
IS offset by an increase in food stamps of S20 pa monLh. 
Despite the gram reduction, Califomia re-.aLns its ramcL-.g as 
the state with the second largest AFDC grar.t -Ji the cortm.cn-
lal U.S. (U.S. median grant is $382). 

• Transitional Grant 
To reaffirm AFDC as a temporary- assistance prograrr, and to 
encourage recipients to transition back into the w orkforce, a 
rwo-tiered grant structure is esublished. A "irar.siiion'' gran: 
for a maximum of six months would be available to assist 
families requiring immediate financial rupporL After six 
moDlhs, those famihes with an able-bodied adult continuing 

i on aid would shift to a basic aid grant of $f P—15 percent 
I below the transition grant level. 
i . Work Incentive 
I Recent studies have dctcnniried Lhat the AFDC progra.-r. pro­

vides recipients with a disincentive to work—AFDC rcc.pi-

cnts gain litile net dollar benefit—and in many cases are 
financially penalized by going to work. Our proposal pro­
vides a gap where an individual can work and retain more 
eamed income. The additional income needed to make up the 
gap can be eamed by working just a few hours a week. 
Cal Leam 
To encourage pregnant aixi parenting teens on AFE)C lo com­
plete ihcir high school education, thereby promoting long-
term self-sufficiency, a new education mcentive program is 
proposed .""or school-age prcgna.nt teenagers or mothers re­
ceiving AFDC. A $50 cash incentive wiil be provided to those 
AFDC tecrj who choose to remain in school. For those ieer.s 
•A ho choose to drop out of school, their family's grant w ill be 
reduced by $50. In addition, teens in school would remain at 
Lhe transitional grant !cv-cl for Lheir duralion on aid-
Maximum Family Grant 
To discourage growth in family size while on public assis-
ta.Tce, AFDC recipients will not receive a cash gram increase 
for atidiLotial children bom to moihers who are receivir.g 
assistance. This proposal is based on the governor's belief 
lhat it IS not only faL^ but reasonable, to ask a family on public 
aid to refrain from increasing their family size until lhey ' 
become seiJ-sufF.cient and independent of public support. 

• Teen Pregnancy Disincentive 
To discourage teen pregnancy and lo encourage families to 
stay in'-acL'Lhe proposal includes a provision which allows 
rr.inors who have chcldren who require pu'olic suppon to 

Percent of Increase in AFDC vs. General Population 

^20/̂  (in California) 

10% • 

1982 1983 1984 1985 1985 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

-̂6 Youih Poli.-v 



Reform the Current System Continued. 

receive AFDC onl\ if lhey rcm.ain at 
home w-ith fit pareni(s) or a legal 
guardian. Thc paj-mcni would be made 
directly to the parent or guardian on 
behalf of lhe rrunor and hci child. 

• New Residency Requirement 
To reduce any possible potential in­
centive to migrate to Califomia solely 
to seek higher public assistance bcne-
fiLi, the maximiLTi AFDC pajmeni 
level for a family who has resided in 
Califomia for less than one year would 
be based upon the payment rate of the. 
Slate of their previous residency. 

• Child Support Enforcement 
Thc administration remains commit­
ted 10 aggressively seeking absent 
parents w-ho can supp>on their famih'. 
Most AFDC families are headed by a 
single parent. Many of Lhese parcn'..'̂  
have absrr; pariTicrs who co'-ild con-
trib-.;u- 10 supporiinc thc family. Ir. 
1991, Govcmo: VS'iisor. signed legis 
laiion w-hirh toughened l2'.\-s or. par-
cnL<: who do not live up to iheL' legal 
rcsponsibilit> of financiali> support­
ing their chuldren. 

Irr.piemcnlao.o'-, Celifomii Health and 
Wel:'a.'c Depa."jT)en;. 

Cost: S2.42fc btilion for fiscal 199.-

Outlook: 
L'. Jul\ 1992. Cahifomiu received Eppro\-ui 
of w-2ivcrs for the abcA c in;ti.'.;:ves These 
w aivers were coniingcn; up-on approval of 
a referendum on thc Novemlx-: 3. 1992 
CalLfomia ballo;. Tnc rcfcrend-cm failed. 
On Ociobe: 29. 1952. Cali.̂ 'crrLi: received 
arproval of a second se; of wait ers as ar. 
alic-nativc to the firs; se; of w aivcrs The 
initiative.' approved b>- the second set of 
waivers w,ll begin implementation Lh;s 
month and will run for 5 year? 
These waivers provide for. 

• Extension of thc $30 and 1/3 income 
disregard for all fa.Tiilies w iihoui th-
twr!\-e-month and four-monLh limilt-
lion.'. 

• Es;sblish.Ticn: of new residmi require-
menL*;. 

' Elimination of thc AFDC rcsnicuor 
which p'ohib-L'i eligible imcmployc;! 
paren.t recipient fanulicv from recci\"-

AFDC Maximum Aid Payment for a Family of Three In 
the Ten Most Populous States as of Nov. 1991 

California 

New York 

Texas 

Florida 

Pennsylvania 

Illinois 

Ohio 

Michigan 

New Jersey 

North 
Carolina 

663 

• ::^^.:i;.?^;v—* 
. --V:i,.v.^-.;...-. .--

- . : . J . J , r»f .f, . ^ 

.;. n .-• 
1577 

184 

'^^;-;- ' ;>i;r- • 

294 

" 4 0 3 

367 

334 

474 

424 

272 

mg bcr.i-fit.' if Lhe p; Iw jpccanie; 

V orL".- mcr-: Lhar iK- ho-jTS/'monlh. 
The farrcly mu-'̂ : meet all oLhcr rules 
fo: elipibil:;\-. 
Note: AFDC pa\-mcnL'- for all house­
holds will be reduced by 5.7to 94.: 
percent of thr ma.T.im-jrr. aid pa)'TT>ent 
in effect fo: Scpienibc: 30, 1992. No 
Witivcr Wh.*- needrc fo: this change. 

Point of View: 
"The go\-cmmeT:; a.',:' recipient heve a 
m.utual oblipation Tr.c gô  cm-mcnt has an 
obligation lo pro^ ide assistance to p>eov;le 
in lemty.-irar̂  i-':'-;'ic Th:e Kxivemmer;; als<i 

has an obligation not lo create proprarr;> 
w hich foster dependency upon govcmmen • 
ul assistance. Because past policies ha\-e 
done just lhat, government now has the 
additional obligation to provide ihose 
trapped in a cycle of dependency with Lhe 
tools to break out. Able-bodied recipiems 
h«vc an obligation also, lo prepare thcrr:-
selves for rejoining the workforce." 

Contact: 
OfHcr of Govemor Peie 'V.'tlson, State 
Capitol, Shcra.-nenio, CA 95814; (916; 

Dcccr.bc; U 



Just a fraction of niiat ne spend on 
clothes can hdp mend societŷ  proUems. 

If we al] shared just a small part of our extra 
mone>' and time wiih the causes we 
really care about, we could sew upsonieof 
society's loose ends. 

Like health problems. Education. Or 
international understanding. /T!.wmir\lrtm 

Millions of people ha\e helped eviab- v t f V C J r l l 
lish five percen! oi their incomes t«>ir>1^^-t; .-.-yfti-

and five hours of oluntetr time p>er week as 
America's siandaid of giung. 

If we all reached this 5tandard,we could 
generate more: han $ 175 billion 
every year. N '̂iih a fo.rce equivalent to 20 

mw\ ™ <̂̂ f̂  full-iirr.e workers. 
This yea.r. makeyour goal to give fn e. 

li-.-i.-..-/-;.- .And help us 2II fashion a better society 



Aid to Famifieis wftti Deplrident Children 

Requirement-Focused 

1 

Past: 'Children displaced the elderly as the poorcs: age group Ln 
1974, and by-1983 22.2 pcrccni of children were living below the 
poverty level.' Current: ""An estimated 11.5 miUion child-m 
under age twelve art hungry or at risk of hunger."^ '"In 40 states, 
the purchasing power of Aid to Families wi± Dependent Qiildrtn 
(AFDC) benefits declined in fiscal 1991. Basic AFDC benefit 
levels have kepi pace with inflation in only 11 jtaies this year."' 
•Three-fourths of families began receiving AFDC due lo a rela-

Gottl: To promote self-support, decrease dependency oc w elfa-T, 
and reduce poverty,Cw<.- h 1991, federal hLiding available for 
the Job Oppormnities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program was $1 
billioaAoual expeadimrc was $546 milhon 'A stale must match 
any federal funds it obit\r\s.Means: Thc Fa.-nily SuTport Act of 
1988 requL'es that each state have a JOBS program to help welfare 

I tionship change thai created a female-headed famuly. Ncver-mar-
I ried single women are at greasiest risk of long-term welfare 
i receipt, averaging over 9 years on AFDC." ySO% of all poor fami-
I hes contain someone who works pan- or fiill-time.' Indicators: 

•Poor children are at greatest risk of school failure and are more 
I likely to anend a faihng school; their family life is the most 
j stressed, and they are unlikely to get adequate social suppon ' 

recipients pu.̂ ue job training, work activities, and education 
programs Priority of program funds must be given to thie recipi 
cnLs at greasiest risk of long-term dependenc>. Implementation: 
The federa] govcm-mcnt seLs program goals, provides enhanced 
funding, and ensures panicaptjon. Sutes determine the eprropn-
aic typcf of services to offer their welfare recipienLv" 

Pioipbs«f?oIu»ibns 

Work-Focused 
Require Employment Activities 

Goal: To encourage welfare recipients to engage in cmploymeE: 
actiNities. 

Means: Link the eligibility of welfare benefiLs lo emplo>-mcnL 
Examples include: •Require some recipients lo wori or aoend 
•cbool a; least 30 hours weckJy; •Req-uirc welfare recipicnL^ tc 
work ai a public acrvice job in order to receive bcneTiLv •Reduce 
AFDC pa>-ments by 15% after six months for any fsni:!\ headed 
b>- an able-bodied adult; •Limit eligibility- for welfare benefiu to 
4 years. 

Non-Work Focused 
1 Require Positive Family Behavior 
: Coo;.- To encourage welfare recipicnu lo engage in positive 
! family behavior, 
; Means: Link thc eligibilitv- of welfare benefiL-: to positive family 

behavior. 

; Examples include: 'Reduce welfare grants b> J50 if a smdent 
: drops out of school, -Revoke a student s driver's liccm e L' school 
• aticadance requirements are noi met, 'Rcq-uire teenage mo'jien- lo 
• hve w-iih a parent or legal gua.-dian; -Require parer.-.s lo ob-.ain pre-
" veniive healthca.-e for their children; 'Eliminate we'uare granL̂  for 
; additional children, 'Require leenage parenLs to pa.nicipaie Ln SCT 
' education and parenting classes. 

Work-Focused 
•Oov. Clmton luppons a $4 billion mcrtasc in spending or tAc-

cation and training programs and suppons esieblishmg a pubh; 
service requirement for those on AFDC for more than 2 years 
•Pres. Buah supports linking woA and education lequiremenLs to 
welfare benefits and expanding youth cmters which provide job 
training. 'Five national bills have been mtroduced.'Su s:x-x̂  (AL 
Ml, NJ. OR, \ n , •W'l) have expa.nded federal wori rrq-uL-emoiL^ 

I ' CMdrtn in Ptncm." • rcpon by the Cong-esjicni' Biidj:e Offia md th-
I Conrtsiioni] keie*.Ti) Service. 198.1 'C<wnii.--o Ch^dhood Hv.fir Iden 
• lifu-a:icn Project. A Su'vry afChddhoul Hunfe' ir. t>-j iKjcd 5ia.-,.-. EicrL 
• tivT Sumnt.')-, Food Rcstartif; u-.i Aa^or. Ctsiit , 1?^ : . TSt iiji^.- ar^ ih, 
! foe-. H o w B ^ i r : Decijioni tn 1991 Ageaed / ' v w Celt: or 
I Hucge-. uxJ Pabc-> Kioriucs 19̂ : 1 .•19i2 Grtfib.-x-i CKTrs-.r* o.' E:.-.L.;crr.-

Son -Viork Focused 
•iNon-work focused rcquircmenL>: are gaLnmg state suppon tjut 
face strong opposition from the Children's Defense F-und and oLhcr 
child advocate orga.nizations. -Gov. Clinton opposes limitir.g 
benefits for additional children. •Five suies (MD. NJ, OH. V'A. 
^7) currcatly have reforms targeting healthy fami!\ pli-jimg. or 
school attendance. '.No national bills have been introduced. 

FVignjr.i, Corr-uaec «: lyr »nd .Mta.-s. >Ccnir: fc-: Corrr,u.i i< Q t-
Cofvmaur, Chanfr Mjf.:ii.ic. F»U/V,-iricT)99: VW: Fir^: Ripe: r-Tv 
Saiiori^ Commisaon on ChJd'er.pl'i. '19V2 Greer Boot. C.h.cn--t̂  c i ' t i ; -
tiar.en; Protrtm, Cocjiiiuc- on W.ys and MCA--> 'JOB.' FJ:: Sh.:e: 'L .,'-
Ltep«rjT)«r.: erf Ht»]L*! L-.d Hirr̂ &n Scr\-icti.. M«rd: m ' : 



Reform the Current System 

Requirement-Focused Reform 

Goal: To eliminate dependency, increase the self-esteem, and im­

prove the skills of welfare recipienii. 

Means: 
Allocation: ,r-TxrDi\ 
The Community Works Progre« Administration (CWPA) 

AD able-bodied welfare recipients wiU be required to accept em-
p!o>-ment on CWPA projects if no oihcr employment is availabie. 

David Borwi 
The Youth Community Corps (YCQ 
• Secondary schools smdents (grades 7-12) w.U be able to ea.m college scholarship 

funds by woridng on approved community project! after-school or on weckcnda. 
Prcference will be given to the dependents of parents on welfare, out of work, or with 
income below the poverty line, but shall not be limited lo Lhose groups. 

The National Youth Community Corps (NYCC) 
' Camps, or donnitory units in urban areas, will be created for young people age 15 

to 22 to work on projeas ranging from rcforerjiian to town heautiTicauon. 

Implementation: The Dcparmetu of Labor's Em?loyn«it and Trainmg Administration. 

Cost: Unspecified. 

Outlook: A modified version of ihe Community Works Progress Administration 
(C WP A^ was mcorporaied into H.R-11. the Urban Aid BilL H.R. 11 passed the Senate and 
House but was vetoed by President Bush. A modL*icd vcsion of the National Youth 
Community Corps (NYCC) was incorp<^ted tnio the 1992 Defense Authonzauon Bill 
and was appropriated S20 million. Borm plan, to reintioduce bill S.2373 next Congreaa. 

Point of View: " I f we are going to solve Lhe -urban aisis in Lhis co'unn7. wc need to v̂ 'ork 
ou: way out of it—literally. In Lhe 193CH, America «ddrc?=sed ar economic and social cnsis 
with a straightforw ard, ac'donoriented arproach, lhe Works Progress AdmimsL-aiion and 
Civilian Conservation Corps. V.Tiai woried for FDR was work-nci 'die dole, not welfare, 
but work, both in the WPA and the CCC" 

Co».tact: Ser,ator David L Boren, iT>Okla.), SR^53 Russell Senate Office Building, 

Washjneion, DC 20510-3601; (202 ) 224^721. 
"Sourt*.- f ' - t s f fackel to iht CormnuAJy H j r t ; Frcg'eSJ Acl. Vciob<r 5, j ^ 2 . 

Rcquiremetil-Focused Refoim 

The Community Works 
Progress Act 

By Senators David Boren (D-Okla.) and Harris WofTord (D-Penn.) 

The current we'ifare system needs a COD-
plete overhaul. No one doubis I I It is serv­
ing neither the taxpayers not the welfare 
recipients. There are too many people m 
Lhis countrv- drawing a check for doing 
noLhing, who feci alienated and hopeless. It 
IS high ume for us lo retum Lhcse people to 

the productive pa.n of our country and 
bnng them back to Lhe fold of the commu-
nir>-. If we car: help restore people's integ­
rity then that is iiorth far more than any-
Lhng a weL''are check can buy. 

The uxpayers cu.Tcntly gel very little 
for what they a.-̂  spending. Those on wel­

fare arc deprived of a sense of penonal 
worth which comes from the satisfaction of 
performing useful work. In addition, the 
unhealthy idleness promoted by the cur­
rent welfare system also contributes to 
increased crime rates, dug abuse, family . 
disintegration, higher school dropout rales, j 
and many other ser.ous social problems. 

There is nothing worse for an individual 
than to have no reason for getting oui of bed 
in the morning, to have no sense thai they 
are doing anything of value or contributing 
anything back to the community. 

In spite of billions spem on welfare 
programs. America's urban underclass is 
growing at an unprecedented rate. In the 
last two yea.'S, ihc number of people re­
ceiving AFDC benefits has gone up 24 
percent and total spendung has increased 17 
percenL 

As the New York Times put it on March 

1; 
'Faced with w c'J'arc rolls that now reach 

records even,' mon-ih. the country seems 
smck. Il cannot increase payments without 
making welfare more attracuve. h cannot 
cut them without risking fu-Thcr harm to 
the 13 million people on weL''are. 9 million 
of whom are ctuldren. EiLher direction 
promises more misery." 

'V '̂hjle marginal progress has been made 
in the last few years ihrough job search 
programs, only 7 percent of the welfare 
population has actually switched from 
we'ifare to v-ork -under Lhese phns. 

Amenca carLrot continue lo suppon a 
welfare system Lhat spends, but does not 
invest; one that takes, but does nol pve 
back. We have lo reawaken the spurii of 
community in tliis country and help to 
make America great again. We have to 
invest more of our resources in our people. 
It is -lime we changed our we'iare system to 
give pct̂ ple a chance lo work instead of 
simply giving them handouts. Lei us bnng 
back a modem version of the WPA and 
restore people's pride in their work- Let us 
help those who are snick in the unreloiiing 
cycle of welfare, poverty, and unemploy­
ment regain their self-re.<pect and make a 
real contribution to their commuruties. 

Durmg the seven yea.T the ^T.A w as LI 
existence. 19?5 to the 1941, WTA workers 
built more than 650,000 miles of high­
ways,roads a-ndsioewalks. 124,CO0 bridges, 
125,000 public buildings, and 39,000 
schoc>ls. They serv-ed more than 1 billioT: 
lunches tc people w ho were h-,.ngr>-. They 
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Reform the CurrentSystem Continued... 
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were able to sew together 350 million gar­
ments 10 p-ovide clothing for those thai 
were cold in thc winter time. Books were 
w-niien; murals were'painted. Thc total 
seven-year cos: of thc WTA for all of its 

bencHts to the country , in 1993 dollars was 
S90 billion. 

For 90 billion curreni dollars, in seven 
years, we received those 640.000 miles of 
roads and 
those 39.000 

I lor. do you see thai stadium wall over 
1 there''" I said, "Yes, sir." He said, " I buili 
I thai stone wall myself. It wa.s pan of the 
: WPA." He said. "You see there is no! a 
, crack m it. It is not an inch out of lme today. 
I II has not settled It was buili right." 
j As 1 lisiened, 1 thought lo myself, that 
I manfeelsepanofthccomjnunity.Hefech I 
I pride because of what ht gave back. In a ' 

i s c h o o l 
j bu i ld ings 
I and those 
' billion meals 
I served, as 
! well as nu-
I m e r o L s 
i other contri-
I buttons. 
! In cot;-
; trasu Lht- las; 

eigh; yeirs 
! of o_r cur-
i rem welfa.'f 
; sysicrr, have 

not co5t the 
, 1 a - p a y e T 5 
; S90 b;:'hon 
I they have 
;' cost lhe i£>. • 
I p a v e r s 
; S93:.5 bi:-
; lion, 1(; 
• times the 
! cost of the 
i WPA and 
I the CCC 
, with lan-
• pibk- bcnc 

fiis to shi'>w 
- for it. 

T h e s e 
people wij! 
never have 
Ac SLtisfac- ' 
lion, like 

those who woried on the W T A or the CCC, 
of pointing 10 some valuable commu.-.itx 
project and sav-^. - ] helped b-.̂ ld Lhc'; 
park. 1 hcipcd b-;:d that school. 1 have Lhc 
saus.''aciior. of cor.trihuiing somcihLnj lo 
my cc^uni tv . J helped serve mcali lo thc 
homeless " 

I wi!; nr\c: fu-ftei talking lo ar. elder!) 
geiitlemir, one c:;. after » spct-ch ir; t 
footbii; s::i,!iurr ir e small lovi-n ir. OVi 
fi";:ia HL- car;,; -r ;o me a:-;̂  said ' Sc;;b 

The Civilian Community Corps Demonstration Program 

Ongmallv introduced m March as pan of The Community- Work Progress AcL S 2373 
eie Cvil.ar, CJm.munity Corps was accepted as an amendment T S T W ' S c ' 
Authonza.on BUI For fiscal 1993, Lhc appropnation will be KO miU.on 

iherc Wll! be esublished two divisions of thc new CCC- « «-,TTm,.r v ,- , c 
Program a.nd a National Service Program ^ ' ^ ' ' ^ 
1 s"^"^"" ' / N^^onal Scrv-ice Pro-am wil, g . . yo.ng people between the ages of 14 ,o 
^ ^ ' ^ r t ' T ' : " backgrounds, the opponun,:>- to work for a few m o n j 
^ L n S i i e™ of ' ^ommaniry. In ret-xm they ca.n receive roo.^ board, 
reLmbursement of necessary expenses, a Hvmg allowance, and either an education credit ur 
to a m „ of Sl.OOO or hal^ that amount in a pos:-serv-ice cash benefu ' 

ol 17 ,0 25_from all over the coun:r>- of all races, classes, creeds mi socio<conomi' 
b^kgro-unds-a-n opponuniiy to work on valuable communitv protects f ^ g ^ Z T , 

W Z '^^'P™^"'-^ ^ J^aicr communit^ bencfn The National 

Inii.atives ui i : be developed ,o as..; corpsmcmt^r. complete the transiuon fro-n the 
CCC o schc. or wor.. Suppon se.-;ces s.hall be pov,dcdIihc exter.; nccess 

£^cry- corpsmcrr.ber wiii take pan ir. a 3-6 week common cumcu -̂.!̂ . lha J-Iudes a 
J - ^ e n s ; ^ « r . - i c e - . e a n i : r , curriculum designed ,o promote .cam-t;^dmg S 
^ w i . tra..ng,c,L..ea-.p. a.ndpb>.-ical cor . : ; : ;omng.Nat ion . :S^ i^ .^^Lt 
bers w,l! receive aoatiima! projecl-specLr.c skills Lre-i.ng ^ 

T>>c ne. CCC will be run under Lhe auspices of Lhe bipanisan Commission or, Natic^a-

20il0-.^(^'l. (20: : 221^-1. Off.-r BuU±r^. WashtnfLor.. D£ 

! ^̂ -ay, that football stadium belongs to htm. 
; 1 be: he has never even dropped a candy 
; \̂ :appc- in ihat football sta±-,im, and he 

ccnainly woJd not stand by and sec it 
vandalized. 

Communit v WPA (CU PA) 
The- mtxdcm version ths: v c arc creating 

in tiu.s b,;i- 1.̂  designed lo crtct;- j,,b.. fo: 
^r l : : , . , - ri-cipir:;Ls anj Lĥ  i:nc:npl,-,vfd lo 
ti-!;^ n;;:;;.- ih;-;ii l^ci pur o,^ cecnniu. 

nity-. Our plan would put ihem back to work 
as productive members of society and u ould 
make workfare job search requ;rcmcnts a 
reality. All able-bodied we!fa.'e recipient̂ -, 
with the exception of women with sma!; 
children and those who are enrolled i : , 
education and job training programs-
»'hich, of course, we warn lo 
encouragc-could be required to take an 

available job 
with the new 
C o m m u n i t y 
Works Project 
Adm.inistration 
(CWTA). if thev-
are unable to fmd 
a job elsewficre. 
A: least 2> pe:-
ccn: of Lhese jobs 
would be re­
served OT": i vo'-
unta,-y- biLM!- lo: 
those v.h?. hj\e 
been une."-)-
ployed for 5 
weeks or more. 

Thc progra-r. 
w-ould be adn-iini-
siered by the De-
partmen; of 
Labor'sEmp!o\ • 
met and Trair. 
mf; Acr.;:::s;Tb 
tion Lhrouci') the 
State aper.c)-
which ad.mir.i-
sters the Job •• 
Training- ar.d 
Panne^ship P:,-,-
gram. Wc VPUIG 
no: be ere a tire 
an>- new bu 
rcaucrars" w;;;-, 
additional cos;.̂ . 
Loca' and S;a;e 
agencies, as we:i 
as private not! 

j profii organizations could apply for grar;: 
; from thc Comm-.:nitv \^TA. The p:oic:i.s 
: could include areas such as infrastrjituie, 
; construction and maintenance, the oeatio;, 

or imintcnance of parks, communit_\ «-or;. 
such as lew enforcement assistance' a.vsi-. 
ta-ncc to police, dc!iveri.-g mea!̂  to th,.-
elcii-'ly and shut i.n.r. or any oLhê  p:rr,os;-,: 
pnijc^L-- wh-ch ser\-f a u.sefi:! p..h;:.:' p;;:. 
pose 

Tr,f i;.S Confercnci of M • . 



Reform the Current System Continued... 

published two volumes containing over 7,200 proposals for job 
projects which are ready to go. All they need are labor power and 
adequate funding. The CWPA will help our nation restore its 
crumbling infrastructure, and in retum, provide all participants 
with a compensation at least 10 percent higher than their current 
w elfare or unemployment benefits. Because we want to encourage 
people to go to work and be productive and not to penalize them, 
as we often do under the current welfare system by depriving them 
of some of their cunent bcnefits, or perhaps day care for their chil­
dren or other benefits that are necessary for them to work. 

Our plan would also create rwo youth divisions within the 
Community WPA to provide substantial education benefits to 
students and young adults in exchange for work on community 
projecis. 

Youth Community Corps (YCC) 
The fu^t division, the Youth Community- Corps would allow 

secondary- school students lo eam college scholarship funds b>-
worldng on approved community projects after school or on 
weekends. Beginning in 7ih grade, students could work up to 150 
hours per year on these projects until they- reach 12th grade. 
Srudents pardcipating for 6 years could ca-m up to $10,000 -J: 
educational benefits or elect to receive $5,000 cash upon gradu­
ation as an ?';emaiive. 

If lhey " . jn these education benefits, it would not be counted 
agains my resource that they might oi.herwise qualify for under 
fedci . scholarship or loan programs. Pell grants, or otherwise. 

National Youth Community Corps (NYCC) 
The second division, the National Youth Community Corps 

would creaie camps, or dormitory units in urban areas, for youTig 
people age 17 to 22 to work on projects ranging from reforestaiioc 
to auxiliary police work lo town bcauufication. With the contin­
ued do-A-n sizLng of thc military csiahlishjncni in Lhe counL^y. old 
mjHLa.-y- bases and former military f>ersorL'-.cl could be put to gc-oc 
purpose and used to help house, supervise a.nd train young adulti. 
A volunteer nalional youth corps would help get young people off 
thc street while providing them with a real education opporrurJty. 
because they also would be able to earn $10,000 in educational 

benefits for each year of service to be used for college, vocational 
school, or other kinds or additional training that they need. Those 
not wishing to continue their education after high school would 
also have the option of receiving $5,000 a year in cash, although 
they would have the choice of receiving , as I say, twice that value 
in educational benefiis. 

Non-high school graduates would be required to complete high 
school GED diploma work on the p-ograms to eligible for any of 
these bonuses. So we encourage education. We require that high 
school be completed in order to qualify for these benefits. 

Preference to those signing up for the youth programs would be 
given to dependents of families who are on welfare, out of work, 
or below ihe fwverty level. Bui the corps would not be limited to 
these groups. Olher young people hoping to have a work experi­
ence would have the opf>onunity if the funds were available. 

Let us give young Amencans who are disadvantaged and 
disillusioned an incentive to become a productive pan of society. 
Let us instill in them at an early age the ethic of hard work, reward 
them for providing service to their country, and give them a sens; 
of accomplishmeni—accomplis.hmcnts on which "Jiey can iook 
back in later years with pride. 

It is lime io recycle an approach Lhat worked well in the past and 
modify it to current conditior.s. Instead of the growing divi.sion Ln 
our counny between taxpayers a.nd we'ifare recipients who arc 
taking tax benefits- a widening gulf- increasing resentment, and 
increasing sense of division in our country- it is time to make all 

. Americans pan of the same team. 
And maybe someday, welfare recipients, unemployed people 

and young adults will be able to point to some major commurJty 
facility, environmental pn-oject, or resioraiicn project and like that 
man who stood in the football stadium who had worked on the 
^ T A , pointing to Lhat sior^ w all- can say w iih pride, "1 helped to 
build iL" 

That IS what w-e need Ln this co-u.- trv- We cannot afford lo w a5ie 
ihcialcnisof i 0 percent cf our people. .ALr:ost 1 in 10 receive some 
check in Lhe mail, again, bu: a.'e not giv-ijig back to Lhe cocrjnumry 
or producing anyibung in rerum. Wc need lo give them. Lhe 
op|X)rrunity lo contribute to Lheir neighborhood, to give back 
something lo the community. 

j 

r 

e-
a; 

Federal Spending for AFDC Welfare-to-Work Programs (FYs 1974-91) 
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[ Current Policy 

JOBS: 
Job Opportunities 
and Basic Skills 

Program 
': by American Public Welfare Association 

JOBS is designed to assure tha: needs 
I families with children obuin the education 
; and training necessary- to beco:» inde 
' pendent of welfare. It builds on pre\ ious 
i legislation related lo welfare emplo\-mcnt 
; progra.ms, including the Work Incentive 

(W '̂IN") Program and oLhcr proparr. aciis i-
lies lhat were pcrrr.itted under the OrrLnibu.'-
Recor.ciliation Act of 198 i and s-jbscqucnt 
amendments. 

Primary- resporj;ibility for JOBS rest? 
with each state's welfare agencv, which 

• was allowed to implemen: JOBS in July 
1989 and required to do so b> October 
1990. States mus; offer educationi-l activi­
ties, including bgh school or equivalent 
education, basic and remedia; education, 
andEnglis.hpro.'"ic:enryeducaLion;jobskjlb: 
traini.ng; job readiness activities; and jt^b 
development ar.J job p;6cerr,en;. AdJitio:.- \ 
• Ily, sutes mus; p-o-. idc e; lea.":; twr of Lhc • 
followir.j;. grnupand mdivid-.^'jo:-search, 
on-Lhe-jobrramLnf. work s-.;pp:emcn:atior., • 
and communir\- work experience. 

In a sipruficani dcpart- '̂c from prcvi- | 
ous legislation, mothers vk iLh chiltrr. ape ' 
Sorolderarercquiicdtopanicipaieifchild I 
care is Bvaiiab'c At state opuon. panici'ic ' 
'-ion m JOBS m.ay be rcjcircj o; pare'n-̂ ^ ; 
with children age 1 ycaj or older. Mothers i 
under 20 years of ape who have no; com- ; 
picted high school 07 iLs equivaie;;; a-e . 
req-uired to panicipatc u-i educaiiona' ac- : 
iivities, regardless of iheir children s ages. | 
Stales must guarantnc child cart i.« open 
ended and matches suie expenditure? a; ' 
Lhe Medicaid rate, w.h;ch ranges from 50 to 
80 percent. \ 

To encourage state.- 10 focus or people 1 
*'ho arc mof.i bkcly 10 bcc-ome lon^-trnr, | 
welfare recipients, ih.e federa: Icgiiiatio;. i 
rtx^uircs ths: 55 prccn; of Lhe JOBS fund- ' 
be spent o:-rrcipirn:.^ wl;;>c-c,o'arc likriy | 
it' lyvome. lont trrr': v elfa-i.- rertt.Mcni 

Federal and State Shares of Estimated Expenditures for 
JOBS and Related Child Care (FY1991) 

Sua* X>es Exp*-)d,-jrM 

F«<Wra; JOBS Exp^ndc 

F«)»ra' JOBS Child Oart LifmrtiiLj-K 

Sato JOBS Oiud C a t Ejoe-. i t .-B! 

: The legislation has ah-o manda;-id overall 
participation rates for the Slate.;'JOBS pro-

• gr^Tis;7pcrc.eniof ihcnonexemptcaseload 
; mus; par.icipaie in 1990. 2D percent in 
; 199.S. 

j To assist state? in financing their JOBS 

. Fop^ms, federal maichingf.m±<: have been 
• increased significanLly. The lunitation on 
, Lhe total amount of federal granLs to the 
; states are li.fied considerably from, previ-
: ous leveh, available federal f j id ing wa.--

SSOO million m 19Q0, ar>d it increased 10 
; Si.3 biilior-. in 199.̂ . The fcdcaJ maichin.c 

rate is 90 pcrccni up 10 each state's V.-TN 
allocation for 1987. Expcnditu-'e.-. for JOES 
ser̂ -Kcs beyond tha; amo'.:nt are matched 
a: the Medicaid rate o- 60 percent, which-
e\-er is higher SuprorL\-e service and 
adrro-nisn-aiive cxper..'ies are m:tched at 50 
pCTCC.-,l. ' 

Stale's- progress ir. helping pan;cipan--v 
become scli-sufficicr.; may be slowed by 
states' limited spending on JOBS fund-
and budget shortfalls. Aimos; one-half of 
thc fe-dcra- JOBS spcr,±;-,c fur.ds available 
ro Slates wil! go un'used in fiscil 199) 
because many states are not planning to 
spend enough state a.-Td ioca! n>one>-s 10 i 
obtain al! of the fedcri: funis available. In • 
1991, federal spend-^ ioialc<: only 5.> 1 
percent of the $1 bili.or LI avajl8blc fund.'. : 

JOBS .^jending mes be funhr limited | 
bs the fiscal difficulties a.'"fectir;g manv i 
states. Thc Nationai GONCTIOT'S Associa I 
li-;^;-. reports that 2<J s'.aies had enacted o; • 
proposed cuLs 10 ihci: r^,:a] ytt.- 19-- i state ' 
bLd^e_v Fi:.ca:pTobler..v ir iwos;=;-,-,. h-v-

slowed the Lnflux of r>ew p = -Jcirir; j-.;.? 
JOBS programs a.n-d ILmiied Ln- n-.L~be c-
people w ho car. become scL' suft-icicr.; 

j States' progress mmovmg p2n;ci?rnL: out 
I of JOBS and into errplo>-me:.; mav aiso't̂ e 
j slowed by poor econcrrjc condi-jor̂ -. • 

Due to these difTic-Jtics. the Depa.-:mer.; 
' of Health and Human Sc-vices (Dr{HS. 
I has entered into a conmc: u;-j- Lhe Mir 
[ power DemonstraLO' Resea.-;:; Cor-^r-;-
! lion (MDRC) for ar, 8 year s:-.id;. «: i s : . : 
; 10 sites m various $-La;;.s to es i'-jite ;0?.S 
i progra-Tis. Analyst; is planned i - th-;- trt-d 

of impact analys-is (ea.-n:.-.i:-. de—e: c' 
i AFIX dependence. p:'ver.\-sLa;..iv ed;::; 
' lion), process arulvsis. and cos/r>er;c:" 

analysis. Related studies arc p:i.-r.e.d ab: _ 
outcomes fo: chcl-d-vr.. pe-forrr.a.-.:c s-.̂ .-
darcLs, and cffccii\criess o:' STfcit'i; ed.:: 
liona! actî -iiies ' 

Sourcts: 
'Heavily bc^o^tdf ror - .H-r r - . Jc : L ovr i^- . , -
/ ' f i t . 7 l ' S j j / t . i / r - , - . ; « f v ' . . r . - . • Z"^- -
U f i Y j ' f M i ^ c i i i t .Su.-.'-.i- J i i : . ' . - j -^:zr 
lie ^^'el/o't AsiL-KLOlio'. H i ^ A . . r 
' "^'elfa't IC Work SL;:ts i f^- . r JOP-. b.̂ - ; 
and Olher / roblrm! m:r> L-nfcju iKr :• r ' c . f i : : 
VnutdSlaiej Gerura: A::s'iiK:i.-i 0.-.-, 5< -
bf 19<.I. GAO fiPi; (,: .!.:••: ,• ! 

' ' ^e i /u-e . ' C o n f ' t : : ,-r_-. P t . , - . -^ i , , . 

Vpdii:ed Statmbfr 4, ! I f . : ' , - , 1; 

C'ontari: The A-cri 
socitdon. 8!0 First Srcc, NL. 
V.'ashinf;::r.. I')C 2C'.':;-;: 
o;r»':.> 



Reform ttie Current System 

Requirement-Focused Reforms 
Goal: To break the cycle of dependency of those on welfare. 

Means: 
Allocation: 

' Expand requirements for AFDC recipients to prepare and train for 

work. 

. Limit the amount of lime most people can remain on AFDC to 

four years. 

• Allow welfare bcneCu to be used to subsidize a recipient's era- Gmgrich 

ploymeni. 
• Link welfare benefiis lo preventive health care and school anendance. 
• Reduce the AFDC restrictions on marriage. 
Implementation: Federal and suie govemmcnl. 

Cost: Cost neutral. 

Outlook: The Welfare Reform and Per̂ .or.al Responsibilir^ Act of 1992 CH.R.5501) is 
strongly supported by Rcpreseniabves Newi Gingnch (R-Ga.). Vm Weber (R-Minn ), 
Bill Gradison (R-Ohio), and E.Clay Shaw (R-Fla.). 

Point of View: "Many pet^le have been talking to me about how frustrating it is lo work 
hard every day to support t l r i r families and then have the government take money from 
Lheir paycheck to give to people who don't work for a check, h's no; fair to those of us 
who work, Lhey say, and welfare is not help-jjg in the way in which it was intended." 

Contact: Newt Gingrich. (R-Ga ). 2438 Rayburn House Office B-uildmg, Washmgion. 
DC 20515-1006; (202) 225-4501. 

Sourc.:Pr.,,Re:easta»d-Da:rCo::e.:i^- l.r.ir or-.h M iiOl.Ref Sc^-< G j-.gruh. House Rtpubiic^r 

^<^^h.p. June 2y 1992 

Requn-ement-Focused Reforms 

Welfare Reform and Parental 
Responsibility Act of 1992 

By Representatives Shaw, Gir.grich. Gradison. and Weber 

This legislation is an outgrowth of the | 
Wednesday Group's ongoing work on j 
poveny. As you know, Movmg Ahead; • 
Lnitiatives for Expanding Opporr...niry- m . 
America has received a great deal of favor- j 
able attention since its release in October | 
1991. Through this legislaticT., we hope to i 
pro'- irie furthtT debate on needed refornis 
;n the sselfare s)-siem. i 

We believe thc govemm.rt:! ca-Ties a -
•-esponsibility to provide rccipir".'--̂  wiLh a 

certain level of suppon and ihe assistance 
needed lo leave welfare. At lhe same time, 
individuals have a responsibility to soci­
ety, which this legislation recognizes by 
limuting the time a person may remain on 
welfare and requtrir.g Lhat perscr, lo work. 
By establishing additional opponunities 
and requircncn'j for welfare rectpicn'̂ s, 
the bill ur.dcrscorcs Lhc responsibilities of 
lv:.Lh welfare recipients and the govcm­
meni in a "ne'A .vKrial covenant." 

Our legislation would accomplish this 
and related goals in the following ways: j 

• Create Lhe AFDC Transition Program. i 
This program would expand require- ] 
m.ents for AFDC recipients to prepare ; 
and train for work, wiih additional re- j 
soin-ces to fund these efforts. In rerum, ; 
the legislation limits the total amount '; 
of lime most people can remain on • 
AFDC to four years. 

Allow thc stales to use the cash value of ; 
AFDC and fo-jd stamps to subsidize a 
recipient's cmpIov-menL This provi­
sion is Lhe same as lhe work supple­
mentation bill auLhored by Sen. Hank 
BrowT., S. 22^8. Employers would be 
able to supplement the wages ±ey pay 
wiih Lhe cash value of certain w-elfa-'e 
benefiLs. Trds gives b-asinesscs an in­
centive to offer valuable work expen-
erwie to welfare recipients. 

• Require states to condition the receipt 
of apa-TDt's welfare benefits on whether 
they ensure that their childL-m receive 
imm-jTiizaiions and preventive health 
care and w-hciher Lheir children attend 
school. Currer.tly, stales can Lnsitrute 
these programs on their own with a 
I'cdcra! waiver. Our legislation would 
make these programs a ba-ic part of 

j AFDC n3:;-on-A ;de. 
i 
I - Rcd'.ice nnmcial penal-jes rr.o'J-.ers on 
' wel.'"a.'-c s-.iffer u*" lhey choose to rria.Ty. 
I This provision w ould remove Lhe stiff 
I penalty for a mother who marries some-
i one who is not the fatlier of her c'nll-

I We believe that this Icgisla-^on will be i 
I significant factor m Lhe developir.i: debate 
I over welfare reform. Some have argued Lha: 

_:iimc-lLTuting welfare or insiir'-iing tough.cr 
i rules is too draconian. Others arc concemed 
iihat requiring mo'iicrs on welfare to work 
] w-i"J undermine thcL' role in thc h-om.e. 

N '̂hi'e recognizing these concems, ŝ f 
'.believe strong measures are necessarv- to 
' break the cycle of dependency of min)' -rr 
welfare. SixtN -five percent of Lhc people or. 
w-clfare roils at an) mom--,t will remain o'. 
welfare in at least eight \ears—th.it's cv-:: 
trjec .Titllion families today. \̂ 'e need 2 
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Requirement-Focused Reforms 
G oal: To help welfare redpienu achieve real independence through 
their own effons. 

Meant: 
Allocation: 

'Gradually miroduce people to thc world of work while wemmp 
them from the world of nonwork." 

• Require states to invoke 100% of thenonexcmpi AFDC caseload. 
•bout 60% of thc entire caaeloid, in employment and training 
activities for 10 hours pes week. E- Clay Shaw 

• Place B time limit m the number of years AFDC benefits can be received. 
Implementation.- Federal and sute govemmcnl. 

Cost: $3 bilhon a year, ($2 billion more than what is currently aliocaied). 

Outlook: As pan of hif conprehcnrive plan, .President-elect CUnioc has proposed 
Lha: welfare recipieiiLs be nbjea lo work requirements after receiving benefits for 
more than two ye«s Rep. E. Qay Shaw, with suppon from Reps. Johnson, Orandy 
and Jofansor̂  a cunroily dnhing kglslatior. in line with Clinion's proposal 

Point of View: "Webclieveit willprwenece*sary torestrici every famiiyselieibairy 
for we Jare bcnefus a a poiicukr l««th of time. Our intent is to .end a clear , ^ e 
to welfare funihes from the firK day they apply for bcnents-APDC cash payments 
are never pemaneai but muit be both c o m i n g : on behavior and limited in dnnmon." 

Contact^ep. E. Clay Shaw, (R-Ra), 2238 R.>-b'am Hou.se Office Building Wash­
ington, DC 20515-0915; (202) 225-«39R. 

I. Jc^P, Pre., Cra^. kepM,cc. U . ^ , . Hu^r f(e.o;^ce: SubcoL.-,, 'Comnu,ee 7. 

Requiremeni-Focused Reforcns 

Moving Ahead: 
How America Can Reduce 

Poverty Through Work 
B> Rep. E. Clay Sh«w (R-Fla.) 

Fditors Note: The follcr*ing anicle ex 

plains only one of the six proposal: in 

eluded in the plan supported by Reps 

^ha^ , Johr^son, and Grandy In its er 

tire.y. their plan consisL^ of both require­

meni- and re<*^rd focused reforms Ther 

proposal on time-limning AFDC benefw 

*va^ excerpted because a provides o clej-

a'-.d conci.u- propi'ru-r-.:'! vien on th:.-

Our greaicsi concem is lhat young moth­
ers become dependent on welfare and that 
an entire culture has grouTi up around life 
on AFDC, FcKxl Stamps, Medicaid, and 
bousing For many years, policy makers 
and scholars have argued about whether 
most people use wcL'-arc a. a temporary 
crutch lo sur%-ive an cmc-grnc> or as long 
icm mcaa<; of suppcrting their fa.milv. 
Libcidhs allow that altho-ugh a few welfare 
families take advanttpr of Lhc systc.qi. 

most famihes do DOL The recent National 
Commissior, on Chiidrer. irpon, for ex­
ample, argues thai "ihe average spell of 
AFDC enrollment is approximately two 
years." 

The Commission's quotation is notable 
for what it omits. True, if we cdlect infor­
mation on everybody- who enrolls in wel­
fare and follow them for a few years, we 
will fmd that half are off tbe rolls within 
two years. Bui many of them return to the 
rolls later, if repeal speUs are counted, only 
30% of thc fairulies are on welfare for jusi 
two yea.'s. 

But the more imponant omission from 
the Commission's quotation is that those 
who stay on the rolls for 3.4.5.6, or more 
years build up on the rolls OVB- time. As a 
resulL if we examine all the farrJies on 
welfare at a giver, moment, w-e find lhat the 
claim tha: the average spell is 2 year? is 
very-misleading, bfaci, 65% of the people 
on thc ro'iis at any given moment wii: 
evenmally be on the rolls, couniing repcit 
spells, during 8 or more years. We call this 
•crious and substantial dependency-. Fur­
ther, we hold that these figures make it 
exceedingly unwise for policymakers to 1 
minimirr ihe depth and acriousness of : 
dependency. 

Tbe vers pcrsisicncc of these fa.-nilies on ; 
AFDC coĉ -inces us that »ome families 
w-iU need strong mcentives tc leave wel­
fare. People whc stay or wcL'arc tend lo 
have htilc educauon or job experience 
Moreover, a*'ter scvera' years out of the 
mainstream economy, many are miim;-
daied by the prospect of trying to fmd and ; 
hold a real job and lack the prerequisite : 
skiiLs and expcnerice to hold ey-ez low-
mcome jobs I 

For these reasons, we believe it vi-ili [ 
prove necessa.-v to restrict every fami!\ ' j ' 
cLgibiht}- for welfart bc.ncnis to a pa.-tic-c-
la' length of lime. Our uitcnt is to send e \ 
clear message to wcU'a'-c families fro.T, the : 
firs: day ihcy appl> for benefits—AFDC i 
cash payQen'.s a t nc\-er permancr: bu: 
m-x<:t be boLh conungrn: on beha\ior and • 
limited IT duration • 

Here is a reasonable wa) far states to 
implcmra! this policj. Fir̂ st, these mus: be : 
some exemptions The.tc include: the dis- • 
abied (a-; de.'"incd cu-Tcntly in AFDCi, 
womrr, in Lhe sc.cor;d o- ihird trimejtrt of 
pt̂ gnancy or L'. -.he .'"irs: feu m:-.-.iii t^:c: 
birth !;thif u,._;d ix; t orx- :;r:n- c>.r~"-:-<-



Reform the Current System Continued... 

women * iih children under age 1 (although 
moihers wiih babies between 6 and 12 
monih.s of age should be offered instmc­
tion m parenung), and those providing full-
time care to a disabled dependent. Adults 
mec'ar.g anv of these lests would nol be 
subject to the requirements associated with 
time lirrjtations. 

Pamcularly over the first several years 
after ihe program is implemented, a major j 
foc-us of acDvnty should be to gradually in- j 
iroduce people to lhe worid of work while , 
weanu-.g Lhera from the world of nonwork. ; 
We estirp.aic Lhat well over 2 million fami- ; 
lies have been on AFDC for more Aan 2 ! 
years, about 1.3 million for more than 4 
years, and 1.1 million for more than 5 

j year̂ . They will face a tough transition to 
': private sector woric. We don't expect all of 

ihcm to start work immediately, 
i Th,--s, we believe states should allow 
• pa:cr:-.s several years to prepare for ar.d 
! adapt to Lhe world of work. The JCBS 
1 program created by the Family Support 
i Act of 1988 recognized several types of 
i cmp!o>-ment and L-aining programs ih.at 
'i states could use to help AFDC parents 
1 prepare for thc labor force. 
; These include; 
: . Jcb search in which trained staff use any 

of several approaches to help paren'.s lo­

cale potential jobs, prepare for inter- ; 
views, and then inierv-iew; 
Work supplemcniaiion in which the wel- '. 
fare check is used, in combination with ; 
money from employers, to subsidize jobs 
in the private sector that provide not only 
a paycheck but work experience and on-
the-job training; 

. Community work expenence in which 
parents work in goverameni jobs to gam 
work experience and to esublish work 
references for use when applymg for pri­
vate-sector jobs; 

. Education programs mclud-jig English 
as a second language, high school or 
high school equivalency degrees, and 
business and math courses; 

• Traimng programs mwhuchparents leam 
acmal skills such as carpcnny-, bricklay­
ing, and hospi'.^l technician. 

participation standards are fully operational 
in 1995. states must involve 10% of lheir 
caseload. Given that around 4.8 million 
families are now on AFDC. under cunent 
law states will need to include about480,000 
people each month for an average of 20 
hours per wee't-

Under our approach, stales will need to 
i mvolve 100% of the nonexempi caseload. 
'• about 60% of the entire caseload, for 25% 
' time or 10 hours per week. If the caseload 
i is 4.8 million, states will need to conduct 

progra.Tis for an average of 2.9 million 
•• people per week, for 10 hours per week, 
' Ignonng lots of com.plexity, ihe loial pro-
': gra.m hours per week -under curreni law are 
• 480,000 X 20 hours or 9.6 million. Under 
• our'bill. states w.ll need programs that 

cover 10 hours per week for 18 million 
people for a total of 2S miUion ho-urs. 

Thus, bai^d on Lhis aimittedly crude 

All of us arc well aware of Lhc debate, 
sometimes c oriieniious, 'Jia: has surrour.ded 
sute implemoi'jitjoc of the participation 
siandanls in the JOBS bill. These sia.nda'ds 
now call for suics to involve 11% of their 

! nonexempi caseload in employment and 
j training activities for 20 hours per week. 
I Given lhat roughly half the AFDC caseload 
j IS exempt, Lhe actual perceriage of Lhc 
; caseload sutes must Lnvolvc is 5.5%. ^ '̂hcn 

need lo inpie their acco-unfj-.g, states wi: 
emploNTT.en; ar.d rair.L-g capacity. Achiev-
ir.g \ ^ substantial expanston wii.i lake at 

least two Lhings: m.ore time and m.ore 
monev. U time-limited AFDC is ever 
iE-.piemented on a national basis, we pro­
pose to phase m pa-ticipaiion over a 4-year 
period and lo pve suies 52 billion m.ore per 
year for Lheir JOBS progra.ms. 

Require Welfare Recipients to Work 
Bv Rep. Rdr.dy "Duke" Curjur.gham (R-CA) 

I feci that our current welfare system is a major contrlbuiLng 
factor to the strife in this counL'y. For this reason. I will soon 
ir"oduce legislation to refonn our welfare sy-siem. 

N-carlv thr^c decades have passed since President Johr.son 
l-...-iched his -Vnconditional wa- on poverty ui Amcr.ca. 
Dcspire the enonnous financial and political resources that 
-.ve been commiiied, welfare dependency is at the highest 
level ever. In many respects lhc condition of the poor is worse 
Lhan it has ever bem. 

1>.e problems facing the poor today, however, have less to do 
with low maienal living standards and more to do wiLh the 
collapse of lhe traditional family unit. Welfare, most analysts 
now agree, has discoumged famaly form.aiion and the work 
e-diic. Il is then our responsibility in Congress to amend Lhis 
faulty svstem and restore pride to welfare recipients. 

Under lhe guidance of my bill, states would set up propnra 
•..hJch would require welfare recipients who do nol have pre­
school-aged children, and those who have been on welfarti lOr 
--lO ĉ than 7 vcar^ to work ?0 hou.-s a week. Hours sper.i in j o ^ 
i:r,T-ng woiild be deducted fiorr. thr required worit hv-.rr-. 

Randy 
Cunningham 

At a time w.hen state budgets are 
p-inched, welfare rccipienL-; ĉ m provide 
the needed wort force, and at Lhe same 
tL-nc gam valuible woric expenence and 
training. By becoming a produciive 
member of Lhe la'txjr force, well'ar: recipi­
ents can mo-e easily make Lhe -ar.si-uon to 
a permanent iob. 

L-s clear 'iat Lhe Amercar. taxpayers is frustrated with th.e 
curreni systetr. and Lhere LS good reason for this public 
hosuhty- b '991 alone, i e federal govemment spent 51-W 
biU^on on a mnge of welfa-e programs. Suie spending on 
weL̂ are has grc-n even faster. From 1980 to 1988. {tdrr^\ 
o-uLlavs for al! programs rrsc fro:-. Ŝ &.7 biliion lo S.4.1 
bilUon State sprodint d-.:r.ng lhe san>e period mushroomed 
fTOT S23.3 bL:i;-?n tc S46.2 b'.l'ion. 

I feel lh.a: m.. Icgislati-on offers welfare dcp.cndenl undi-
viduaLs the orpcr-.aity to tvcome p-odu:uve memtx-rs of 
sc îciv- rene> Lheir self^.^tccm, and eventually seî -c as a 

I • 

ciul>st fr:-- ueL'are d-rperd'-c • sclf-s-_fr:cienc>-. 
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Reward-Focused 

Scope of the Prablem 
Past: '22 percent of all children bom between 1967 and 1969 
spent at least one year on welfare before age eighteen' •Between 
1965 and 1985 case loads of Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children (AFDC) grew 270 percenL' 'Between 1972 and 1990, 
the real value of AFDC benefits fell 42 percent.' Current: .1992 
Census Bureau siaiisUcs show that children under 18 comprise 
40.2 pcrceni of the poor. '4.6 million families receive AFDC. This 
consists of 13.2 milhon people, 9 million of w hom are children. 

•According to the Depatmeni of Health and Huma-, Services. 32 
percent of welfare recipients stay on Lhe rolls twelve monLh.̂  or 
less, 50 pcrceni stay less than two years, and twenty percent stay 
longer than six ccmsecutive years. 'Tnc a\-erage size of a family on 
AFDC is 2.9 persons. Indicalors: '"Failure to address the e-co-
nomic needs of famihes will ineviubly lead to more cnme, more 
teenage chjldbea.riag,more failure m school, and lower productiv­
ity among the workmg-age population."-

Goal: To promote self-support, decrease dependency on welfare, 
and reduce poveny. Cost: In fiscal 1991, estimated federal fund­
ing for Earned Income Tax CrediLs (ETTC) was $7 billion.' There 
was no stale fundmg for EfTC. Means: The EITC is thc major 
reward-focused component of the feacral govcrnmenrs mcome-
lested cash assistance lo families w ith c'nild'-en The EfTC was 
designed to o.̂ fse: thc regressive unpact Lha: Social Secunty taxes 

Current Policy 

have on low income workmg families and to increase the incen;:\-e 
to work. The EfTC is available to famulies w-rji chidren u-. whjch 
at least one member Ius worked during Lhe year. V>'orking fa.-::i-
hes can receive cash back even if thev do not h^vr i - y.---. ar.v 
federal taxes.A family of Lhree can quali.'v fo: i c-edi; of to 
%\^2A^ Impltmcntaxicn: Federa: covcnu-nen; OF,.̂ .. 

Proposed Sotutions 

Work-Focused 
Reward Employment Activities i 

Goal To encourage welfare recipient to engage Ln emplo>'mcn; ' 
! aciiviiies. ! 

Means: Pro\'idc financial rewards for emploj-ment. i 
Examples include: 'AIIOIA teenage paTnis and mothers on welfare 

. ij to retain a greater portion of their eanungs when reluming to work, 
•Increase the eamed income lax crediu '.Allow two parent families 
to work more than 99 hou.'s per month wiLhout losLng AFDC; 'Es-; 
tablish a public job program which o.Tcrs a bonus equal to at least 
105i of the AFDC benefit amount; -Expand the amo-unt of eamed 
mcome Lhat is disregarded for tax pu.-poscs; 'Provide e bonus 
pa>-mcni when a recipient leaves the welfare rolls ; 

Non-Work Focused 
Rewc'd Positive FarrJly Beha.ior 

Goal: To encou.'̂ ge w-elfare recipicnLs to engage m pc-iitiv; 
famil) behavior. 
Means: Pro\-ide finaicia' rewards for positive far-.i;-- t*:h3̂ -;:.'-
Examples include: •Rewa.'-d scho; !-age.d parenL"; a-.d child-rr. o;; 
welfare w-iih good school atiendi-.ce -^iih a S.'̂O b; --.-.'- t̂ i-.Tr-.-::.: 
each month; 'Increase thc amount welfare rccit:ier.-_- cr; s:-. c fo: 
small business endeavors or for coliejc fror": S ;.(»>? ;.? Sl'i* f' ' ' 
'Provide a S7 bori-us pa>-mcnt each week to u o-:;er. c -•• -:! :"<i.- c v -, -
are not pregnanL -Allow- ma-ried yo-jny co-.picr tc re;;i:; S:-'-.--
of their Lndcpcnden: mcome w.hile or, wcL'arc; 'EL-^-st-; -j-.-. re 
duction in bencfiLs for farmlie; w iLh a step-ra-er.;. 

^o tus Off Proposed Solutions 

Work -Foe used 
•Gov. CUnton supporLS providing an additional S4 billion in tax 
crediL<. -The Center for Law and Socia' Policy and other child 
adN'ocatc organizations suppon thc earned income laT credit. 
•Four bills were introduced last Congress which lowered AFDC 
benefit reductions on empIo)7i>cni. 'Eight sutes (AL, CA, ND, NJ, 
N"^ , UT, W A , Vii) currently allow- recipicn.Ls lo keep more bene­
f i t when returning lo work. 

.^on-Work-Fo:used 
•Pres. Bush and Go.-. Chnton suppcrt mcreasir.̂  "dn-.- /J"OC 
savings limji for selected pu-iposcs. •Eigh; nationei bilis wc-t i:- • 
troduccd last Congress for this purpose. •Michigtc.. Nc-v̂  Yo:r.. 
arxJ U lah ha ve eliminated rcsourc c Iimi ts in .se vcn cou.':;; e,->. •£ a.- in; 
requiremenLs or; ma-ried couples ar;d expanding: Mrdicii: ;c> 
those leaving AFDC have broad-ba.>;ed suppon f'o~. orgar...'.; 

; tjons as diverse â  thc Hcn'̂ agc Foundation and Lhe Ccr:;r: o-
j Budget and Polic} Pnoritics. •'VL'-gunji and Ohio c-.r-enL;\ cf:e: 
i t»onus payments to children on AFDC w-ith gwd s:ho; l'a;;:n 
I dance 

' .''an*.' Uikt\ of Income Dyrtarrucs. Grcji Dune*.-:, LT.ivc-uiy of .Mid-jgin 
Vv-f.-u^»,f;'r,,-^ c-//^ us ViH/a'tSyBe". A A-<-v.<-» .Koher Miy;;-.;.M«i,.j„ 
\^iicxiciir Ini-j'.uir ft-i Rr.stirch or PD\Tn> .̂ îru.̂  1VV-J. p ; 'C.'vr-.iV 
'V A F K r r c f ' c . (cr fitcii! K i ! . D ^ n i r ^ a : . of Kt»!i.>,»iict r iuniir. Sr-%-i:rJ 
f v a ^ - kiulcric. run] .Kr̂ viT. cf thr Niioni: Ccrr'.rr.;: n'.r- cr-. Qii..):r.- 1 --~ ; 

Sources 

p.?:. 'Beyond Rhesoru.. p I j *\ie!ic'e Cnr.prrsvir-.it' R?.-^-,-:. S>-. 
ScfXOT.hc. 199; '/S:; Ui-ncJIn- rrr-^Crcc 



UNICEF 
UNITED NATIONS 
CHILDREN S FUND 

SUCCESS 
STORY 

In the late 1970s, when vaccines reached only 
about 10% of the developing world's children,the 
international community set the ambitious target 
of 80% immunization by the end of 1990. The 
charts show the result of that ten year effort 

80% REACHED 

^1981 82 83 84 85 se 67 88 89 1990 

The years 1< 1̂ to 1983 r.-.dude fiauretfor Ch.ina 
Souirr w ' (0 ur.; 
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Reform the Current System 

Reward-Focused Reforms 
Goal: To re.move the barriers to work and famJly formation. 

fiiezm-.Allocation: 

. Establish and ensure minimum beneni standards for thc AFDC 
Prograni. 

. Ensure federal food stamp benefits arc federally determined 
naiionaliy uniform, and paid for b> the federal government. 

• VasUy increase the commitmenl to education and training. 
• Broaden cligibiiity- for hea'th care and child care assistance for 

working poor families. CLASP 
. Expand the amount and availability- of tbe ea-ncd mcome tax crediL 
. Establish a stronger and more reliable child support enforcement svstem 
• Decrease AFDC benefit reductions on work. 

. Ease thc more stringent AFDC eligibihrv conditions on two parent families 
Implerruntation: Federal government. 

Cost: Unspeci.'ied 

Outlook: This lestimony washca-dor Aprii 9, 1992 before Lhc Domestic TaskForc^ 
Scleci CorT^.,:,ec on Hunger, U..S. House of Representatives. Crhild advocaUi organ.'-' 
rations such a. the Children's Defense Fund and the Center on Budge: and P l̂ic-, 
Pnoniies. have voiced strong support for Greenberg"s proposals. 

Point of Vle^: "J^e fundamer.u! problems a^ Lh,t welfare doe. not prov-idc enouth 
assistancc lo meet ba îc needs, docs not provide enough a.sis-.ance lo help peoj". 
succeed ,n Jc labor market, punishc. poor families for working and pur.shcVpL 
families for bcmg married Real welfare reform: wouldr.'i add new pu:^ A - I K _ ^ 
are too manv already. In..tcad, it wo-.ld remove Lhc ba-ncrs to work and bL^ers to 
tarndy formation. 

Contact: Marl. CnccnJvrg, Cente^ fo r l ^u and Serial Policy, 1616 P StrcL NV '̂ Suite 
450. •Vs'ashirgion. DC 2'X'36; (202) 32it'-5:4:1. 

Source: T e s i ^ r . t^for , , ^ Dor-^s:.: Task Fo-:e. $ , „ : : Cor r^ : : r . on U ^ , , - VS Ho^e c ' 
Rtprtseniau^e!. A p ' i l f . 11/92. ' " ^ - f . c J tloiae c 

Reward-Focused Reform.̂  

Real Welfare Reforms 
Testimony of M^s',. Orernbc'g 

Senior Stuff Attorney, Center for Law and Soci::' P .̂iicy (CLASP; 

1 welcome thc opportunity- lo discuss the of higher welfare benefit^ No- i . iha 
gî r between the rheior-ic and the rc^llt^• of ' ' - • • - ii ina 

current wcl.fa-,̂  re.'orrr, debatê  Many 
the current proposals arc. at best. mi.>.'-

gi-'idcd. They may stem from deep fru^ija-
'ion WiLh the failure;-, of our welfare sv.Mcm. 
•'-i loo oficn, lhey do little or nothing; io 
aclJi-.-..>;s the rc:;! prohltm.- in Lhc sy^izin 

lhe prohle:;; v ;ih AFDC is no; ths; 
"•others move ;-orr;s;-ei(. stale 11. sea::: 

they hive additional chuid-e.-. to get add;-
tiona: wtrL'are bcnc-'ils. or that mothers 
rc^t-ivji^ AFDC do no; care enoLgh, to 
send their children lo schoci Ra-jicr, there 
ai- fo. : fu;;Ji,ne:;;al prohie-j- ir-. the CL--
rent sy.stcm. li-.v AFDC Prog-a-;: 

Dee 
p-;-; ar; i ; iv; . ir; rie<., 

• Does too little to improve education, 
traming, and employment services to 
families; 

• Imposes sharp penalties on families 
when they atuin enployment, and 

• Sharply penalizes families for getting 
or staymg married. 

InsufTicient Basic Income 
Support 

fr: recent months, state legislative propos­
als have often focused on tying receipt of 
AFDC to particula-behaviors in the AFDC 
famL'y. B-j: there should be a threshold 
question: whatevercondition.'̂ a'-c a:iached, 
»-ha; is the baste level of support that ouch; 
to be pro\Td?d when a fa.-niiy has chiidrer. 
ar>d no income'' 

There are no federal sia.nda,-ds for Lhe 
adequacy of AFDC benefits. Each state is 
free lo set beneriL<; a: the level it choo.srs 
Tbe only cxrent safeguard Ls a provisior 
imposing a Medicaid penalty if the state rc -
duces AFDC paymenL^ below the March 1, 
19?S payment level. 

V.'ith no federal standards, the AFDC 
payment for a mother w-jth iwo chjldre-. 
arx:' no income m Lhc median siatc is S.'̂ '': 
a m-Dci, 399: o.'"thc federal poveny leve.'. 
l i food stamp.' a-t co-girted, Lhe combined 
income from AFDC and food stamp.>; wiii 
bnzz thc fa-n;ly into Lhe mc-diai state of 
67% o.' the federal poverty ILHS. Ln runc-
sLaies, the monLhly grai: lo a family o.!" 

i three With no income is less Lhan S250. 
Las; yea-, AFDC bcnefiL*; were reduced 

Ln r̂ ne sutes and frozcr. m Lhirry-one oLh-
ers. CK-crttll, Lie real value of AFDC bene­
fits ha-; dropped over 4̂ i?"( since 1970. 
Ever when food SLa-np.'; arc counted a-; 
mcome. thc combined value of AFDC and 
Food Stamps dropped by 27<rf since 1972. 
The expenence cf 1991 underscored Lhat 
when, AFDC bcne,'";t decisions a'e Irft i(> 
the urJeticrec d;.';c-etion of states, the fiscal 
Stress L-nposed hy a recessior, v ,:; lead to 
freezes and red.ctiorL.̂  ir. bcnenLs. At Lhc 
hcifh; of a recessior̂  whr-: the safetv net 
sho-Jd be cxpa-dirig, it contracted insicid. 

^ ' • - • f discussi'.r; of "bchavioia; issues" 
havr beer, mot- frecjuer;; ir curre-.- si.r.e 
leg;s:;:;-.f scss ?n.s. Lhe CL-IS hs! ve.:- were 
pr:tr;i;.\ driven by pcrcctved fisca' r.cc'.-.--
si;ics;- - c ' j f r s:-e;ic;:rr T:;e .A ,.-1;; 



Reform the Current SvstemContlnued. 

sh.-uld be clear is it a matier of federal 
con.cm whcLher states raise or cut basic 
assis-.ance lo famulies with children? If so, 
-d-.c tVceral government must play a greater 
role T. assuring lhe adequacy of benefits. 
T̂ .e oLTcnt m.iintenance of effort provi­
sion tor .\FDC benefits should be updated 
andsirmgLhened. The federal requiremeni 
cor.iiuted in the Family Support Act that 
5,;2tes penodically reevaluate their AFDC 
r,-:cd standards and payment standards 
sho-jld be enforced. And, it is time to 1 
r-:conside: whether the federal govemment | 

: should establish and ensure minim.um j 
N-netli standards for the AFDC Program. 
F;derii Food Stamp benefit levels are 
federally deicrmined, nationally uniform, 
ir,d -Jr.t costs borne by the federal govcm-
i;enL .A.n expanded federal role in AFDC 
^.ould er-s-ure that the issues of benefit 
3Cecu2cy -A-C Jd be addressed and resolved 
js r..:;;onal .ssues. 

Insufficient Links to Education, 
Training, and Employment i 

Ln lEStunony before the full Commuttec | 

• ia-o-j.feksago,scvcra!witnessescxpressed i 

; g-meral cauii-^n about the extent to which , 
• eiica-jon and iriiring services will lead to '. 

sufficient incoine for a family to get out of 
poverty. I'm in general agteemenl with 
that observation, but would emphasize two 

key qualifications: 

• Often in the weifa-e context, when 
people talk about iherccord for educa­
tion and training programs, ibey are 
talking about prograass that histori­
cally did not involve much education 
and training. Instead, many of the 
most carefully evaluated programs 
were ones that primarily involved job 
searxth or job search combined with 
work experience. We do not have 
comparable random assignment stud­
ies that tell us the impact of providing 
basic education to pa-cnts lacking high 
school diplomas; nor do we have ran­
dom assigrjT.en: studies telling us thc 
impact ofpermittL-.g .AFDC recipients 
withhugh .ichoo; diplomas or GEDs to 
p'jrs-.ic pof-.secor.da'y education. 

Though we lack random assignment 
studies on the impact of access lo edu­
cation, we know Lhat in tbe labor force 
generally, the correlation between 
educaiiona] atuLnment and eamings 
is strong, b 1988, the median annual 

income of a fuU-time female worker 
age 25 and over with one to three yean j 
of high school wai $13,104; with four ; 
years of high school, earnings rose to 1 
516,810; with four years of coUege, 
earnings rose to $25,187. At each 
educationa! level, men's eamings were 
higher, a woman needed a college 
education to approach tbe eamings of i 
a man with four yean of ĥ gh school. ! 

•When we puU together what we know ^ 
j from the random assignment studies of 
1 work-welfareprcgramswithwhatwekixjw 
•; about the general correlation between ; 
! education and eamings, there are tw o ap-
; propriate policy conclusions; 

I . If wc want to help AFDC faT.iliesun-
creasc their chances of getting job* 
thatpayabove-pov-cnywiges.we need 
an increased commitment to access :o 
education and training; 

; . V^Tiatever we do in the education and 
rrauimg a-ea, it will stiU be essential to 

i provide income support to families 
i entering low wage employment. 

i b a few moments. I ' l l talk abo'.;t tbe 
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Reform the Current System Cominued... 
need for continuing income suppon. But, 
first, I want to focus on tbe gap beiweeri 
whal is needed and what is currently occur­
ring in thc provision of education and tram -
ingassLttancc. Smce 1988, there have been 
some important steps forward in the link­
age between AFDC and access to educa­
tion and training, but tbe present level of 
effon affecu only a nnall minority- of re­
cipients. The Family Suppon Act of 1988 
mandated thai each Rate develop a Job 
Opponunities and Basic Skills Training 
Program. CLASP has analyzed available 
federal data aboui JOBS and found that: 

j 

• Probably between 400,000 and I 
500,000 people are involved in JOBS 1 
activities in some way. Over half of i 
JOBS paracipanLs are in some kind of • 
education or craining acL'vity-. ! 

i 
• Thc most commoc Jobs Activity Ls I 

participation in basic education, i.e., 
literacy, high school or GED cwnple-
tion, Enghsh as a Second Language. 
About onc-foonb ofJOBS participanL«: 
are in a bayic education activity. 

While these signs are encouraging, it is 
essentia' to keep in mind that the program 
only affects about 1 in 10 of the over 4 
million adult AFDC recipients. This is not 
surprising in light of the hmiied resources 
for thc program; this year, only $1 billion 
in federa] funds is available for JOBS 
expenditures; last year, when $1 billion 

j was also available, sutes drew down less 
! than 40% of the available federal funds 
j because of failure or inability to provide 
j the required state mauih. There are many 
I issues to discuss about thc narore and dtrec-
I tions of the JOBS Program, but the central 
I issue that of resources: if Congress 
! believes that welfare reform should entail 
I related activities, there m-js: be a greater 
j infusion of reso-jrces into thc program, 
j 
InsufTicient Support for Fami-
lies Who Enter Emplo\Tnent 

While AFDC docs nol provide a famJIy 
enough to live on whjle unemployed, the 
system treats the family worse when it 
enters employmeriL Any means tested 

program musl have a benefit reduction 
rate, i.e.. a rate ai which assistance is re­
duced when thc family has income from 
another source. However, the benefi re­
duction raie for AFDC is exceptionalls 
steep. For the first four months of employ'-
ment, the family is allowed limited deduc­
tions for work expenses and a deduction for 
onc-thini of gross earnings. After the first 
four months of employment, all eainngs 
after the fu-si $120 lead to a dollar-for-
doUar reduction in the family's AFDC grant 
in most states. For example, if Ms. SmiLh's 
gross eamings are $500, her family's AFDC 
grant is reduced by $380. This ma% mean 
complete loss of AFDC. Or, if the'family 
is sull eligible for AFDC, the net gain from 
employment isSl20,pan of which w;!: be 
lost through a reduction in food starn-
assistance. 

ArwLher set of penalties apply to faii i-
hes entering self-employment. Cu.Tfn' 
federal rules make it virtually impossihie 
for a self-employed recipient to reiaLn cli- 1 
gibihty for assistance. In pan. this is be­
cause federa] mles draw no disLr.ction 

Revamping the Earned Income Disregard Structure 

Definition 

The ea.'ned income disregard is the amount of earned 
income which u exempted from the btnerns reduction cal 
culation. Currenih in most stales, income exceeding the 
disregard is -couniabit income' and results in a dclla'-
for-dollar reductior. in the family s AFDC gran: 

Under cunrn.' law, a family receiving AFDC that enters em-
I ploymcnt is poteniallv eligible to receive 

I 
j 1-A $90 work expense disregard: 
I 2. For the first 12 months of cmploymcni, a $30 work mcentive 
I disregard; 

I 3. For the f in t 4 months, a work incentive di.<Tegard of 1/3 of 
I gross eamed income after the $90 and $30 disrcEa-d arc 
I allowed; 

4- Actual dependent care expenses, rubjcct lo a limil of S200per 
ChUd under i f e 2, $175 per child afc 2 and over. 

There jeem« to be broad agnscmem that ihx current slnicturc is 
cotnplic&ied and difficult for both recipients and caseworkers lo 
understand. As a result, it imposes adniini.^trati vr c OSLS, and make.'-
'1 quilt ha-d fo: a-i Lndivjd-'al to kiiov. wha; w-;li hz^^-r. to bt-
'^-"uly'.i mccm-- uhcr. she crittrv cmrl-^v-nir;:: 

in thc cu.-reni stmcture. the major disregard^jf 1/3 of groŝ  ca- . 
mcome-expires a'tcr four months. Thui, a family faces ar. cfi>. -
tive tax rate of close to 67% in the initial months of cmplnxTr--
and close to \0W. after thc first four months. As a result, eve- ̂ n 
states w here a workmg poor family is iniUally eligible for AJDC 
many low u agc families lose eligibility â tcr thc fo'jnh mon-.̂  o' 
e.Tiploym.cnf 

• A fony hour a wee): mLnunumi wage job results in immedii :c 
loss o.-" AFDC eligibility for a family of three in 26 states 

• In twenty more sutes, . family with a fony hour a uee'. 
nunmi'um wage job is mitialiy eligible for aid, but lose-
assistance after four mcTiths. 

Ir. mi, we see a range of approaches to eamings disrcgc.-d< 
AU o. thc waivers leave the dependent care deduction in^a:-
MJchigtn, Utah, and Wuiconsin all have stale proposal, wh--^ 
renect an interesi in . si^npi^r system All the stales sha^ a-
merest m abandoning time UmiL. on expiration of the d.s-rcgi." 
ihrrc u ICM agreement on how much income should W i-.--
ga^d.-^_boLh ir. thc mil;;.! a-jo-.n; (ranging from $90 ioS2()(i - a-,' 

ih,c perccnu?..: disrcga-^d (nmgin.g fn-n 209: ' 



between assets of an individual and assets 

of a business; nor do federal rales distin­

guish between the income of an individual 

and the net receipts of tbe business. The 

effect is that an individual beginning self-

employment is likely to lose AFDC eUgi­

bility long before the businew has reached 

a point of subiUty and viability. 

The most severe employment-related 

penalties for AFDC families occur when a 

j ^ b results in loss of AFDC eligibihty. 

Under current rules, so ^ 

long as tbe family is eU­
gible for AFDC, it is also 
eligible for Medicaid and 
job-related child care. 
UTien the family loses 

i AFDC, i l loses automatic 
! Medicaid and child care. 
I The Family Suppon .Act ' 
i enacted a program of up to 
1 one year of continuing 
; Medicaid and child care 
' assistance. As a result, in 
j September 1991. only 
j 46,000 children were re-
! ceiving transitioruu child 

care, in contrast with thc 
Congressional Budgei 
Office's original estimate 
of 280,000 chUdren. 

V.'hetherornotafamily 

miltally receives L-ansi-

tionalchildcarc ir.dMedi-

caid, that assistance ends 

after a year. And at the 

end of the year, the family 

may or may not be eligible 

forMedicaid or other child 

ca'c in the state. 

The critical point is that 

in our curreni sy stem, the 

moment the family loses 

AFDC. the family nsks 

being without health care 

and child care assistance. 

This occurs even though 

Lhe family may still be 

deep Ln poverty, b 26 stales last year, i f an 

AFDC pan:ni took a minimum wage job 

for 40 hours a week, she would lose AFDC 

assistance imjnediately. In all but six states, 

she would lose AFDC assistance after four 

months. And wiLh thc loss of AFDC assis-

larKe, she would risk losing child care and 

Medicaid assis'A-ice. 

Our goal should be a system where a 

parent need not fear that taking t job or 

receiving an additional doUar of income 

means loss of health care, and need not f e » 

that she must leave her children unanended 

when she goes to work. In the long nm. i f 

we want to remove barriers to anploymcni 

for AFDC famiUcf. it seems e » « t i a l to 

broaden cUgibiUiy for health care isi is-

lance for working poor famiUe*. This 

would both remove a serious baniei to 

work for AFDC famiUes and would be an 

Poverty Rates for Children and the Elderly 
1959-1989 

40% 

3S% 

25% 

need to be r aised to $5.40 to equal the three-

person poverty Une. 

In recent y t * n , nuny people have taken 

up the s logui -Make Wortt Pay.- But 

"Make Work Pay" can have at least two 

different meaiings. U can mean "Make 

work pay enough that a worting family u 

not in poverty-or U c m mean-make work 

pay more t h m AFDC. by cutting A F D C " 

But i f our goal is ih«i ftmiUes that woA 

ihould not be poor, then there must be 

income supplements for 

those famiUes. There are 

at least three opiions to 

explore: 
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i-iong the important step to* ard equity-

working poor. 

Besides addresstng healLh care ar.d child 

i care, we must resolve when and how gov-

i emr^nt should provide Licome support lo 

the working poor. Ln 1992, a full-time 

worker at the rr-ii-mxT. w.ge his ea.-ungs 

1 lhal fall $2,40C> be'.o* the poverty Une for 

i a family of three; Lhc rr_-.ix-im * age would 

• Eamed Income 

Credit; Congress haa 

made impor tani 

strides in expanding 

the amount and 

availability of lhe 

Eamed Income 

Crediu But at pres­

ent, over 99?c of 

families who receive 

lhe EIC do so th.T3ugh 

an annual lump sum 

rather lhan the ad­

vance payment op­

tion. For lhe credit to 

bepar.of ihefam-ily's 

monLhly disposable 

income, it is essen­

tial to find ways to 

make advance pay­

ment work. 

• Child Support; Less 

lhanhalf of single par­

ents have a child sup­

port award; of lhose 

with an awa-d, only 

68% actually receive 

some payment. The 

child s-jpport system IS 

particularly ineffective 

for AFDC families; tr, 

FY 89, coUections were made in only 

H i % of AFDC cases A stronger 

and more reUable child s-.pport en­

forcement system could provide es­

sential income supplemerris for work 

lEg poor families. 

AFDC as li^omc Supplement: AFDC 

used to be a source of u^Kor-.c si;ppor'. 
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Reform the Current System Continued. 

to the workmg poor. Before 198], ihe major AFDC earmngs 
deduction, of $30 and one-ihird of earnings, was not timc-
limiled. As a result, a single parent in a low wage job was 
mucli more likely to retain AFDC eligibility, for an mcome 
^pptenem and for Medicaid coverage. In 1981, pan of the 
AFDC restructunng promoted by Presidcni Reagan involved 
tune-limiting the $30 and one-third deduction to 4 months 
iheefleci was to dramatically reduce thc availability of 
AFDC to the working poor. I . is hard to see any policy 
rationale to why the $30 and one-third eamings deduction 
Should expire after 4 months; ii only serves to maĴ e working 
poor families poorer. 

Penalties of Marriage 

The AFDC Program punishes marriage m two wave by hnw ,t 
; treats a married couple w-iih children m common, ar.d bv how ,t 
j treats families w-ith stepparents. 

A needy iwo-parent family is less likelv to be eligible fo- AFDC 
than an e< ûa]ly needy one-pa-en: fa-nilv. U ĥen a iwo pare-
family applies for assistance and nether parent is mcapaciiaicd, 
the family-can only receive AFDC if ,t qualifies ur,de: the terms 
of the AFDC-UP a'nemployed Parent) Program. AFDC-UP 
niles restnci assistance in three imponant ways: 

• Work history rules; A family applyx-ig for AFDC-UP must 
satisfy federal -'work Wstory"requiremenLs. The.sc mice gen­
erally require that the principal wage earner eiLhcr have 
worked m 6 of ]? past quarters or have been eligible for UP-
en^lo>Tncni compcnsalior, under state law. The famihes 
most likely to be unable to satisfy w ork history- rcqu-cmen-.s 
^ young famil.-.-s. In a recen; U.S. Genera! AccountL-p 
Office (GAO) repon lookmg at states newly implementing 
the AFDC-UP program, several slates volunteered the% were 
finding anywhere from ] m 6 to 3 m 8 applicant familic 
eligible for AFDC-UP benefits The workforce aitachmcn' 
requirement was iden'ificd as one of the two major rca<;-n. 
for thc high denial rates. (Jhc othr: major rea.o-
reported to be the AFDC as.sct mles': UNE.MPLOVED 
PARENTS: Initial EfforL. to Ex.pand State Assisia-ic. GAO: 
PEMD-92-n (January- 1992; 

• Tnc "100 hou;" mle: An AFDC-UP family loses AFDC ci;. 
gibihiy if the principal wage earner is employed for 100 hour. 
• month, even if the wages from emplovmcnt arc so ]ô ^ th.a-
the family would still be fmancially eligible for AFDC Th­
is a particularly ha^h and unjustified penalty: 100 hour, of 
emplo>ment at thr mimmum wage would lead lo gro.s 
«mings of $425 - plainly insufficient to meet fanulv nê d.v 
Tbe fmdmgs from a demonstration project in Fresno Ca'ifor 
ma waiving the lOO-hour nile tugpcs: that elmnnating Lhe 
rule could actually increase work amoiii; AFDC-UP fannlie.', 
After thc rule was eliminated, the pcrccnttigi- of Lhi AH^C-
I'Pca^cload w-iih eamed income increased .'rom 1 19; u, ] .̂q; 
Sec "UnVtin^. AHX'-U Pa-crt.v to EniplnNrnei:!- f-,-^..:. 
County-'.. Lint-Up Pro,rc;" (7-;,,̂ ; Eviiu-.i^;;, h',.., lo., ,-' 

• AFDC-UP Time Limits; Some states terminate AFDC-
UP benefits after six or nine months, even if the family still 
needs assisiance. "nic Family Support Act of 1988 took an 
miponani step tou ard improving the way in which AFDC 
treats two-parent families by mandating that all sutes begin 
to operateanAFDC-UPProgram by October of 1998. ButSe 
newly implementmg sutes were allowed the option to im­
pose amiual time Umits on assisum=e. AccordmgtothcGAO 
13 of the 23 newly implementmg stales have opted to do so 
UNEMPIiDYEDPAREhrrS: Initial Efforts l o ^ a n d StaTe 
Assistance, GAO/PEMD-92-11 (January- 1992). 

There is no justifiable reason for imposing more stringent eligi-
b-;iry- conditions on two-paren: families than one-parent famihes 
States have sufficient tools through their JOBS Program to ensure 
th.at at least one paren: in an AFDC-UP familv is activelv lookL-g 
for work or engaged in appropriate JOBS activiue. ' B-t th-
questior. of appropnate requiremenLs while receiving a..i.-^-e 
should be a differcr.: question from whether assistance to a need, 
fami,y with children IS provided. 

The AFDC program also sharpl) penalizes families whc. a 
mother gets married. In most slates, a stepparent has no legal durv-
10 support the children of his or her spouse. Nevertheless AFDC 
severely cuts or eUminaies benefits when a moLher ma-ries bv 
co^ung much of the steppareni's income when calculating'Lh'e 
family s AFDC eUgibility . The effect is often to redu^ cr 
eUmmaic benefits to Lhc family even if the step-parent is workL-.r 
at 8 minimum wage job 

Tne stepparent pcna'iies are so extreme because orJ-, ve^ 
Umited deductions, from income are allowed for sicppa.--' fa.-'̂ ' 
Ues under AFDC n.cs. The major d^Juctior. from inc<^^ . , v 
s-.i;= standard of need- for thc step-pa.ren: and his lege' cc;>en -
en.-̂  Ll thc home. Tne problem is that in many states Lhe standi.-' 
oi need is an arbitra-y and wholly unreaUstic figure. The standa- ^ • 
or need IS the amount of money a state supposedly considc-. nc • ' 
f ss-y- for a family to live on. In eight states, the standard of nĉ ^ 
for » family of 3 was below $400 last year. 

Smce thc standa-d o,' need is an oflcn-arbitra'^ fig-jre WIL»--
relation toreal need, it shiouldnot be the measure used lo deterî -'ne 
hou much of a step-pa.renfs income sho'Jd be counted LK' 
A. iX-budgetmg process. If instead, a deduction was based o-th-
federal poverty- level rather than the standa-d of need pror- -
rti^ would dramatically reduce thc penalties involved uher, I - ' 
AFDv. mother mames i low income father. 

Real Welfare Reform 

Tnc striking thing abou: so many of these proposal, is L̂ a- th<-
have ,o do with thc real problems m the wcL̂ are svstc- M 
I ve suggested, the f u ^ e n i a ! problems are that wck-!^ ooĉ  
no: provide enough assistance to meet basic needs d-^. rv̂ -
F0V13C enough assistance ,o help people succc^l m' Lhe labc-
nia-.:e:, purushcs poor farruhes for working and p^-^.h-. rv..-
la-::e. for bcmg mamci Real welfa.-T re.^orm would.-:', tc-' -ev 
pu:L-.-_ni~ii.s-:hcre arc too manv alrcadv. hs'ea-' '-• 
re";- e th.- hurriers tr ^ - i , ar,d the txamer̂  to fa;:,i\ f;—:-



Reform the Current System 

RewggLigQgused Reforms 

Goal: TO help famiUes get ihrough hard times «,d enable people 
who work and play by the rules to get ahead. 

Means: 

' T s u £ o refundable tax credit to replace the current personal 

. ^Eonoftheearnedmcometaxcreditandfurtheradjust-

raents for family size. 
Child support demonstration projects 

John 
l U W i l W i " - " ^ 

Child support demonstration projects. Rockefeller 
Sow^onomically depressed communities to use federal funds 
to create jobs for low-mcome parents. 

Implementation: Federal govemmem. 

whom we appear not to approve, to ^ ' " ^ ^ . ^ i b i l . t y - , f a m i l y 
embrace the values that we hold dear, to wit; hani work, persona, r e s ^ 

stability - — ' 

, 97^7 was introduced by Senator Rockefeller on 2,'2Q^2 and refened to Outlook: BiJS.2237 was miroaucea oy incorporates thc 

~a:=.2̂ r.r,s»S'„rsî ..c.se..oc..„. 
chaired 

Reward-Focused Reforms 

Family Income Security Act 
By Senator John D. Rockefeller 

r For 3 years 1 have had tne honor and 
somewhat a scniggle of chairing the Na­
tional Commission on Children This is a 
bipanisan board which was created by 
Congress and it was charged with examm-
ing evei> fact thai has to do with family and 
children in our country, and then recom­
mending a means for improving their lot. 

The Family Income Security Act of 1992, 
is the pnncipal product of the unanimous 
bipartisan recommendations of lhal com­
mission, a 32 to nothing vote, mem'ocrs of 
the Bush administration, liberals, conser­
vatives, everybody in between, a unani-
rrous rcpon. 

h IS our lirst and best nope lo translate a 
vision of our nation where every- child is 
healthy, every child is educated, evcr>- child 
has the opportunity to contnbute to our 
society into legislation I refer to my in­
come security legislation. 

Dunng my lenorc is chair, wc discov­
ered that no single action by the federal 
govcmmeni would benefit children more 

i than by providing LheL- families with tme 
uicom.e secunty. That mcar.s helpmg fami-

I lies keep more of whit they cam and help-
j uig them to reach up i.nd grah uhe next rung 
j on thc ladders to s--icc.ess. That includes 
I reformine our -clfire system and 'cward-

ing hard work and demanding responsibil­

ity in ways that promote strong and stable 

families. 
We were not alone in makmg these chs-

coveries,obviously. Inrecent months, many 
of our coUcagues have introduced legisla­
tion which parallels parts of the Family , 
Income Security Act of 1992.1 hope thai I ! 
wUl be able to work with those coUeagues ; 
to combine the best of their ideas mto thc 
systemic refonn that we desperately need, i 

The time has come, in ray view. 10 Slop ; 
pretending that piecemeal approaches to i 
family income security work, to Stop pi- , 
geonholing families by income or educa- , 
lion, to slop disassociating programs lhat 
are m fact, intimately intertw ined with one 
another. The time has come to shift empha­
sis from punishang lh>ose families of whom 
we appear not to approve, to rewarding 
those whatever Lheir income, who em­
brace the values thai we hold dear, to wit; 
hard work, personal responsibility, family 
stability. 

Thc Family Income Security Act is 
important because it puts every family m 
America on exactly the same fooung. It 
recognizes the continuum between povcrty-
and the middle class and between the middle 
class and wealth, l l understands uhat mdi-
viduals over time and families over genera-
,uons can clLmb to higher levels of success 
if we do not place insunnountable banners 
in front of them and Lhat Lhe vast majonty 
ot- An-.cncans can and w ant to contribute to 
our society. 

It wo-uld take a lot more lime Lhan I am 
allowed to spend now lo detal uhe damage 
done to our fanulies in the past 10 years; Lhc 
decline in living standards, the need for 
two incomes, where one once sufficed, the 
ns-ing costs and the nanowing opportuni­
ties. You do not have to be an expert to see 
Lhat something has gone tenibly wrong. 
You just have to be a parent. 

But thc experts and the economists am.ong 
as have pointed out lhat in ignoring our 
families, we have undereut our ability, ui 

1 fact, to compete economically. Attempts lo 
reviulize American industr,- by cncourag-

\ rng capital fonnation.by focusing on money 
j and credit, bv changing laws and regula-

lions can, at best, partially be effective. 
' Ignoring those who can grow to direct 
1 those mvesLmenls, to design ar.d operate 
i tha'. capital equipment, to export ar.d to sell 
! our producLs abroad condcmn-s us to fight 
1 oui trade battles ar.d economic battles wi:". 

one 
b 

the 
Rig 
dov 
WO! 

chil 
; r f i 
dov 

1 
refi 
Thi 
pro 
cor 
ira 

\ the 
i 

m-c 

; fur 

'•• F̂ i 
i °f 
i wh 

1 

: bir 

i 
i 8̂  
: rp-

w; 
Lh. 
fa: 
cn 

m 

S4 Vout.hrolK-> 



Reform the System Continued... 

Effects of Comprehensive Income Security Plan on Family income 
(1991 Dollars) 

one hand tied beluad our backs. 
Investmen: in our families, particularly in our children, must be 

the cornerstone of my pohcy that embodies economic grow tii 
Right now, we risk placing them in thc nexus of a vicio-us 
dou-nward ipiral; Poor famihes. unprepared children, an inferior 
work force, a ccntraciing economy, poor famihes, unprepared 
children and on and on. Without action, I believe this generation 
of children will have the sad distinction of being the first in tha: 
downward spiral. That is why this legislation is so important. 

Tbe bill has four parts. All are wholly interdependent. A $ 1,000 
re.^ndable tax credit to replace the current personal exemption 
This would benefit every- family, without exception, and brir.g 
proportionality, greater rebcf to the middle-class and lower in­
come families that most need help. Thc lax credii concept con-
trasL. clearly with the president's proposal which increases crd\ 
the personal exemption, thus sa\-ing top bracket taxpayers tw ice t i 
much a. middle-uncome families. 

Second, simplification of the earned income tax credii and 
.^1 further adjustmenL. for family size. I believe that simplify ing 
•41 paperwork and adjusting forfamily size would cncou-'agemiLbon^ 

of low-income working families who are not tailing advantage of 
what is thcL-- due under the earned income lax credit to laie 
advantage of this step tow and sclf-rcliancc. 

Third, child support insurance dcmonsrraiion projecLs. Cor.-
buning tough enforeemeni of child supp>on law-s, incentive and 
suppon for mothers who help track dowTi missing fathers and a 
government-insured minimum benefit when ab.scni parcnL. do no; 
meet iheir obligations. Ultimalel), this system w-ould recaptiL'c, 
whe.-. fully implemented, berween $25 and 52"? billion out there in 
the private economy in unpaid child suppon. The effect of that or. 
families wiLh children who are owed that suppon is obviousiv 
enormous and you do nol have to raise a single tax dollar to get it 

Fourth, waivers to economically depressed communities allou. 
i.ng them to use federal funds to create jobs for low -income parenL= 
*ho are willing to work as an alternative 10 welfare. 

Pas-sagc of this legislation w ill leave all families w iLh chiidrer. 
hettcr off. Middle-class families w ill keep more of w hat the_\ eaiL 
'c'̂ er Lncomt working families will fmd themselves hficd c>u; 0' 
P '̂vcn̂  by u \ CTcdiL. and child suppon cnforccmen; w.hirh is j 
>-':':npf liinf incrn:i\ c to get a job and n' f.-i c.>." v elfate Re.̂ po-. 

sibilit) for one's employment and one's chiidrer. is rewarding while 
child support cheats are hunted down and made 10 pa\ 

It makes sense, and all I can say to you is thai the comblnaLion o,' 
the four parts of this package together will, in faci, matbcmaticallv 
and bierally lift oui of poverty- the overwhelming makrity- of 
famihes in America who now do live in poverty, and help every--
body else «i the income scale with respect 10 bringing up childrcE. 

Welfare will once again become what it was inierkkd to be: A 
transitional program helping families get through hard times, i 
People who work hard and play by thc rules will be able to g« ahead ; 
and the system will woA for them, too. i 

Net Federal Cost of Income Security 
Proposals 

(1993 Dollars) 



Reform the Current System 

Reward-Focused Reforms 
Goal: -To ensure that the poorest children in the nation receive at 

leasi thc barest level of support." 

Means: 
.Allocation: . , . ^ , . 
"Require that AFDC payments, when combined with food stamp 
benefi'J. equal at least 50 pcrccni of tbe poverty level." 
Implementation: Federal govemmcnL ^ 

Cost: Unspecified-
Daniel P. 
Moynihan 

Outlook: Bill S.835 was mtroduced on April 17.1991 and referred 
.0 the Senate Fmance Comminee with no further action. Mmimum payment standards 
hafe slong support from chald advocate organizauons such as the Children's Defense 
F'und. 

Point of View: ".. the social calamity- that is welfare dependency will not be reversal 
cvem^ehL NVhat took nea- a generati<x>. to creau: will lake near a generation to remedy 

Memwhile. wc have 12.6 million children who live in pauperdom, who at the ver^ 
least must be provided with food, clothing, zod shelter." 

contact: Senator Daniel P. Moynihan. (D-SY), S R ^ Russell Senate Office 
Buildmg. Washingion . DC 20510-3201; (202) 224^51. 

Sourre: Iniroduelory rerr^b 10 S 8i5. Contres,u>nal Reccd. AprU 17.1991. pp. $4615. 

Reward-Focused Reforms 

Minimum Benefit 
for Families Act 

By Senator Daniel P. Movnihan (D-N^") 

Mr. PresidenL 1 rise today lo inrod'uce a 
bill that would require thai AFDC pay­
ments, when combined with food stamp 
benents, equal at least 50 percent of the 
poverty level. Under this proposal, the 
minimum monthly AFDC-food stamp 
benefit for a family of three would be S ^ . 

Children now make up the largest pro­
portion of poor persons in the United States. 
Some 12.6 million. 39 9 percent of lhe 
poor. Tlus development is linked to recent 
changes Ln the Am.erican family. Today, 
nctirly one -quarter of al! families a'chc; ded 
by a single moLha. That's up from 19.4 
percent in l^SO.. 11.5 pcrccni in 1970. 

Sit'.gk parent families now rcpre'̂ rnt 
i-.v,)-;hiriLs of all poor families And Lhey 
r.ccm r.u; of the icjch of Lhc standard eco­

nomic prescnpticr;S. The amua! poverty 
stanis rcpon recently issued by the B-urcau 
of thc Census suggests that thc economic 
growth and high employment levels of the 

I last decade made no impact on this group. 
! In 1988, wc enacted legislation, the 
I Family Suppon ACL to address child pov-
I erty- and welfare dependency. This pro-
j posal introduced a wholly new concept to 
I weL''are, a social compact. Socicr>- owed 
I smgle moLhers support while they acquL'cd 
I thc means of self s-officicncy; mothers owed 
j society thc efort lo achieve this goal. Absent 
1 fathers owed child support to both. But the 
i .social calan-ity Lhat is welfare dependency 
I will not be reversed o\-t^,ight. Vk'hal took 

near a gencrailo-, to create ill ta'KC near a 
generation ;o roTiedy. 

Meanwhile, we have 12.6 milhon chil- | 
dren who live in pauperdom; who al the i 
very least musl be provided with food, j 
clothing, and shelter. I 

The federal government does not set i 
benefit levels, states do. And some states j 
setihcirsquiielow-Alabama;Sll8amonth • 
for a family of lhree. Mississippi: Si20; : 
Tennessee; $184;Texas; $184; andLouisi- I 
ana; S190. By contrast, the State of Alaska j 
pays S346. This is over seven times as \ 
much as Alabama and Mississippi, a range ; 
that gready exceeds geographical differ- ! 
ences in Lhe cost of living. 

Smce the 1970's. Social Secunty bene- ; 
fits hjve been indexed to inflation. As a , 
resuh, poverty- among Lhe elderly has been , 
nea'-ly eliminated—s'urely one of our most ; 
significant achJevemcnts. Indeed, b> 19S9 ; 
the proportion of tlie elderly who-A ere poor 
had dropred to 11.4 percenL do'-n from 
35.2 percer.: m 1959. Surularly, S-.ipplc.-
menial Secir.ty Lnccme, a nalional pro-
pram of L-.come assistance for the aged, 
bhnd and disabled, also provides federally 
set benefits which are indexed to inflation. 
By contrast, the value of AFDC benefits 
has steadily dropped over the past two 
decades. From 1970 to 1989, the m.edian 
m.axLmum benefit for a family of Lhree 
declined Ln real terms by 37 percenL In 
Texas the decline w as 60 percent. 

Tie weifa-e bcneflts required under Lhis 
biil are exL'-emely modest—sorr.e S235 a 
rr.orLT in .AFDC pa>n-.enLs for a fa.T'.-ly of 
L-jce. If we toc.k Lhe mjnimu.ni bc:et"it for 
a family of three Lncluded Ln President 
Nixon's family assistance plan and passed 
by Lhe House back Ln 1970. and in.'-ne ii 

j forwa-d lo today, wc would have a pay-
: mcnl of S364—over 50 pCTCcnt more Lhan 
• that required m Lhis proposal. Many pc'ople 
! would a-gue that a much higher mLnim-.im 
• payment is justified, and 1 might well agree, 
i But in suppon of Lhe proposal. 1 wou!-:i 
; adv-ancc three points. One. Lhe m-in:.--jr". 
i benefit w-ill increase over time. .As Lhe 
'; poveny level goes up with inf aticn, tr,e 
i minimu.m benefit will incTea<;e also. Two, 
! ir. thc iO states that are affected, Lh:s bih 
' would increase income goir.g to sory.e cf 

our neediest families. And '.hj-ee, Lhe cos; 
• bearable—S:50 million to th-: fede-:' 

govenL-ner.:. 
It is time we tr-o'̂  this badly needed step 

• to erj:.->.rc that the poorest child:-.". ;"• '̂ ''••-' 
nation rccetvc at least the ra:e<.: ice! ct 
suroon. 
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Reform the Current System 

Reward-Focused Reform 
Coal: To "provide low-income people the opportunity for fmancia' 
independence through •df-employmem " 

Means: Allocation: 

' Increase the amount which can be excluded f^om the net wonh of I 
a rmcroenterprisc (personal hismess enterprise) for AFDC chei-
biliry purposes. * 

• ^U^atAFDCcaseworkersmakeitcIeartoAFDCrecipicnL. 
that btgutnmg a microenterprise is an option for them 

Implementation: Federal govemmcnL 

Cost: Unspecified. 

Chart«s 
Grasstey 

" ^ ' ^ ^ - ' " ^ «ctioc along with three other microenierpnse bills. 

Rewaid-Fociised Refonn 

Self-Sufficiency Through 
Personal Business Enterprise 

1 By Scr.aty Cha-les Gras.vlcy (K-lowa) 

SeverElwecL'.-ago,! mL-oducccS P9s 
i The ti-df of Lhat act was the Act for Micrr-
i enterpnse Developmeni Act. At tha; time 
: 1 bchcvc i , would provide low-uicomc 
: people- the opportunity- for fmancial md; • 
; P«"dcnce ih-rough sclf-emploj-mc.',! 

The term microcnierpn.se is defined ts 
any unincorporated trade or business cn-
tapn.« which has five or fewer employ-
ew, of which one or more is the owner. Tht 
niiaocnic7p.n.sc program makes pamcular 
•WW IP rural areas of the United States 
*berr cntploymcnt opportunities arc luii- i 
't«3 and seL-'-ownership o/ien the onl> 
»llemaLi\ e lo cmploMncnt. ' ! 

The results from micromtrrpnsir-c in i 
dfrnor: .Str£L piojc-cis are asioni.-̂  . . . . . . . . . . i i - i f ; 

i'ucrcss ir lem;^ of pcrsoiii.: SB;isf.:.-:;o:;. 

cor-.muniix pride ccr,:,o: 

I be overstated. Success m terms of loan 
• repa>-meDt is equally Lmpressivc with Icv-
: els reaching 94 percent. 
. Not only is micncenterpnse benc.ncial lo 
; welfare-dependent persons, it equallv 
; ^P^'anitosiaieandfedcrilgovemmcnti; 
, Jirsi, there IS a reduction m welfare cxpcn-
: diiures for persons whose successful busi-
; "^''Wc them to become fmar,-
i daily mdependenL Second, ux revenue ,s 

generated from thc additional economic 
•ctiviry generated through, ihc business 

Today 1 am introducing another micro-
cnicrpnsc bill that addressee not onlv the 
concern... mentioned in S. 139"; bui'alsc-
othcr curiu-rr.s raised hy mj co.n.Mituc.nt. 
«bo work in these-dcmons-.-a„o.n project. 
inm>stau .D.c,pc....-ma:.To,vHa|: c'̂ -:, 
mar; of th;- Select Ccmr;::--e c;. Hurt-r: 

has introduced this bill in ihe House and 1 
«ni proud to join him loday. 

"Hicre are several goals to this bill. 
Fiist, to increase the exclusion of the ne-

T T t ^ ' * ' ' niicroenicrprise for purposes 
Of AFDC eligibility. Qnrently, the cxclu-
non limit IS only $1,000. This means tha: 

OKI of a personal computer would put 
«D AFDC mom over the hmiL One of the 
women who spoke at tbe House hearings 
on this issue was an Iowa constituent who 
wants 10 Stan her own medical computer 
billing service. IWonunatcly, if she buys a 
computer while on AFDC, she wil] lose 
ehgibdity for AFDC md the important 
medical assistance provided to her family 
beca'ose of her eligibility. Ccrtamiy ii is 
clear ^ , this $;.00(. U.^, i , too low. My 
bill raises this lunit to $10,000. 

The reason this is imponant is that it 
allows lhe new eci-cprencur the abiim- to ; 
iTCiain on public assistance and not i a w j 
mcome out of the newly formed enterprise. 
As most new businesses are not cash rich, I 
thcL- ou-ner̂  can seldom rely on the busi- I 
ncis for Iheir livelihood until the bujines<; I 
IS more established. Also, any income [ 
generated from the business can be rcLn- : 
vested back into the business without pen- i 
alt)- to subsLsicncc pa>-meiiLs. I 

I A sccor.d goal is to cns-u.̂  that case- i 
workers make it clear UD recip.cnL-. that ^ 
begmnL-ig i microenierprise is an option. ' 
They can s-̂ -. thei- own busujcss w i i the ' 
assis-.anccof]eadcrsu3ihccommunir% and I 
provide a beticr future for their children. i 

SLmiit' to lh: second goal, Ous bill al̂ o ! 
mcludrs microenterprise m ihc jobs pro- ! 
gram. Tne goa'of the program is to provide j 
greater mcenS-e to weLfat mo.ms to ge; ' 
off public assistance. ThL. bill makes micro­
enierpnse a fxnhr option for this mom. 

The ongmal goal of wcL̂ a.-c was to pro-
vide a stop-gap to those who temporanly 

j have a cnsL̂  and need ass-istancc. 1: wâ  
' never mean: lo be . permanent means of 

support. Allowmg these women ihc oppor­
tunity- to ma>;c changes for ther futures is 
what welfare assistance is all about 

Fmally, this bill calls on the secreta '̂ of 
HcalLi ar,d Human. Ser̂ -icĉ  lo conduct a 
study 10 idcniif;. the ad.mL-iLstrat.ve and 
bureaucra^c ba~iers iha; prevent recip,-
em. fro.T. dcveicyir.p rurroenierpnse.v 

Ou- i-si.-e I.. t.T^maxe independence from 
pub. i: i:-.i:s:a-K-c a rci.onaMc goa'for IJK>V 
w:;h thc dt^:-. , r.i-s '.r. t-,d d; 



Aid to Families with Dependent Children 

Glossary 

. Aid to Families with Dependent Children, the major 
cash welfait program for families with childrm. 

omnent, i.e. thc same amount of expendinire. AFDC 

TV ,M The amount of earned income which is exempted from any reducDonm benefits. 

Earned Income ̂ ^ ^ ^ - ^ Z Z l T«t C«iiU this t « is refundable ^ the^forc allows workmg f^nilies to receive cash 

back even if they do not eam enough to pay any federal t«cs. 
Ko additiooal benefits are given to lecipicnts who have «klitional chiidren whUe on AFDC 

rrr::=:rrir....r^..»^».---»-

' —^ ^2^:=::::=^^-"—! 
the federal govemment will provide 60 cents. 
TK, f«leral system of means-tested provision of health care. 

is thc owner. 

a familv Lhat would have paid $200 in tales would be lax-exem,. and rece.ve an 

, - . irety-ofrefonnswhichlmkarecipiem'seUgibihtyforbe.c.ri.u>hi...eren.g^^^^^ 

R n : : r A ::i^el^ of reforms ihatpmvides incentive, to a recipient for engaging m desired beha.c. 
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Updates and Summaries 

5 
i 

Financing Higher Education 

Scope of th€ Problem: 

. According to a report by the College Board in New York 
tuiuon is up 11 percent at sute universities and 7 percent at' 
private colleges this year. 

Proposed Solutions 

• Change Demand Reduce the cost of higher education bv 
offenng three-year baccalaureate degrees. 

' ^ " ! 2 f T ^ "^^ ^ " ' ^ s^dcnis to pay for 
higher education th.'-ough income contingent 1 

• Restructure Finance: PresidenI-Deci Qinton has proposed 
givmg smdents tbe option of repaying all or pan of t h e i r l ^ 
oy takmg community-service jobs.' 

• L^pand Finance: Senator Kem>edy introduced S. 2255 on 
February 25 1992 which proposed ••self-reliance" l o « i s ^ 
w hich all smdents are eligible to borrow monev directly from 
the fedeial goverrnnent U«ns would be repaid through tbe 
Inieraal Revenue Service. ^ 

service. 
ingent loans and public 

F^pandFmar^e: Create a ncu pcx)l of capital to supplement 
the current system and extend eligibility. 

Outlook 

• Change Dem^ .̂d: S. Fredenck Starr, president of Obcrlin. 
College in Otuc, has proposed a iL^ee-year bacca'â urcate 
degree i 

: Contact: 

I S:.'(:f ™7?-,m'̂ *̂  
: Restructure Finance: Presidential Transition Office 1120 V a 
I mont Avenue, N'W. Washmgion, DC 20270, (202; 9'73-260C;. 

! ^pa r^ Finance: Sen EdwiL-d M. Kenneds, SR-315 Ruase'l 
: i'^i'^Lng.'W-ashingion.. DC 20510; (202; 224-4543. 

j NoUs 

I 1 "Puning Paypic Fini,' Bill Oinioa 
j 2. Cor.£rr!sian»] ReconJ, FebruAi> 25, 1992 
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Updates and Summaries Continued. 

Family Leave 

Scop* of the Problem: , ^ , T „f 
;99rBureau of Labor Statistics smdies found that 37 f^-ent ô  
emale employees have maternity leave and 18 percent of athers 

1 ^ i Z n d large firms arc covered by ur^aid paternity leave^ 
T w ^ i of ihrJncw entrants into ihe workforce will be women 
by lhe year 2000. * 

^hXC"c; 'Discr imina t ion Act mandates that employers who 
u d l S S t y leave in employee benefits must mclude preg-

nmcy in those provisions. Seveml states have family leave laws. | 

Proposed Solutions: J ,„ I 
; Mandatory Offer of Family Leave- Businesses are rcquued to 5 
• gram employees unpaid leave. i 

i 
^'averagecostof theIegislaUonlS.5,/H.R. 2] to employers w,^ 

more lhan fifty employees accordmg 10 the GAO is 55 30 per 

employee per year.' 

.Allocation: i , , J 
P weeks of unpaid leave for the birth or adopuon of a child, or 
s^ous Illness of an employee or his or her child. parent or spouse. 
Employer? would maintain health coverage durmg the leave. 

ImpIemenUtlon: Federal legislation would require busmesses 
wi.Ji more than fifty employees to provide family leave. 

Preferential Rehire: . 
Job protcciior. for cm.ployees who leave employment for a .egiu-

maic family purpose. 

Thl^cost of providing "parental preference" will be marg^Jial, as 
the employer would accrtie the cost of hiring and training a new 
person regardless of the insutement of this legislation. 

Allocation: 
Provide up 10 six years of job protectioa 
TTie em Ĵloyee would be remsuted in his or her previous or 

equivalent position if il was available or would be enud«i 10 the 
f ^ t suitable position to opca Bener.'.s and seniority would also be 
remsuted upon return. 

Implementation: Employers. 

Tax Incentives: 

Encourage busmcsscs to offer family leave by prov-.dir.g lax 

incentives. 

Allocadon; An additional tax deducLon for the costs :o employ- j 
ers of providing family leave for the bmh or adoption of a child or , 
the senous illness of a child, spouse or dependent of the employee, j 
Implementation: Federal govem-ment and busmesse*. , 

sutus \ 
Mandatory Offer of Family Leave 
The Family and Medical Leave Act passed in the Senate and in the , 

House. The House fell 27 votes short of ovcrridir.g ihc president s 

veto. 
Preferential Rehire 
AlLhough several bills have been proposed, none have been 

scheduled for a hearing. 

Tax Incentives 
President Bush proposed up ioS5« million -.n lax^reoit subsidies 

i for companies '̂ at grant family cr medical leave. Th.= credit would 
i amour.t to 20 percent of Lhe cost-.p to S6,000_.c hire a replace-
I merx contmue a worker's bcr.cf.- or pay partial sai^es durmg a 
! leave. 
i 
i Vo.^-!.Congr^s,c..l Record, S.pi^^::^-;':- ^ ^ ^ r ^ ' V l ^ Z 

I Cte/mc Fund, 1991. 3. Congrrssiori:--=conl. Sfpianbcr - . is^i. 
' Ongm*lPublicjUon Jmuarv , 199:. 

Top Priorities for Government Action 
to Improve Family Life 

(By Country) 

Cost: Estimate unavailable. 
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Updates and Summaries Continued... 

School Choice 

\ Scope of the Problem: 

I Despite large increases in educational spendmg over the la. 

ml991droppedtwopomis,o422.thelowcs.levelofilume Thc 
, "verage math score fell rwo points as well to 474. 
I 

{ Current Policy: 

I ^oa'; To provide improved educational choices for smdenu 
I Lost: Vanes from state to state 

choices among pubhc Kihools b several states ,o a prora-^ 
including pnvalcschoob in Milwaukee. Wisconsin ' 

Implementation- Slates and school districts. 

Solutions 
Public and Private Schools 

Goal: "To make schools more respon.sive and to stLmLl. . 
miprovemenu m educational performance " > 

Co,:: The president proposed S200 million for a federal vouche-
suppon fund* 

Implementation: Stales and school districu. 

Public Schools Only 

^ acS^'tabi^ity"^"^^ " " ^ ' ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ - a l e school 

Cojr No extra public funds 

j Statas: 

; ^-^/'^'woie ScAooilr; President Bush's GIBiU for Chi l* 
: - - ^ ' ° f f n P - « o n J u n c 2 5 . w o u l d h . v e a u ^ S z . ^ J ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^ 

in new federal (F,' 93) funds, and « l d i u 3 ^ ^ ^ ^ 

m.di.c and low mcome children. F«nihes could spend the schbl 
arsbps a, any school of their c h o i c ^ b l i c or p S ^ Z t t 
ciâ tec Press sur.-c> in late August found 63 percent favonng the 

: Tbe Califonua legislature ^jpruved a char-Publi: Schools Or. 

ic s hool law on August 2fc. 199:̂  which Govemor Wson signed 

up 10 100 chancr schools The National Education Association 
suppons choice u-iihin the public system only. 

Nous. 

J. Prciidmi'i Budgr; 1992. PMI Twop 4 
2 Prtiido-ji'i BudjiK. 

Percent of Americans Favoring Vouchere 

Tota] sample 

Parents with children 
in school 

East 

Midwest 

South 

West 

Catholic 

NorCatholic 

African American 

Hispanic American 

;̂ *'̂  ^-/^;;:^:ri;:j^i,&i.-;.^---r^;....-^^ 
74 

63 

86 

Percentjgf 
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Updates and Summaries Continued. 

National Health Care Finance Reform 
11 

Scope of the Problem 
/'art. In 27 of the 30 years from 1960 to 1990, health care spending 
grew faster than GNP. Current: Between 34.7 aod 35.7 milhon 
Americans did not have health insurance rn 1990. Indicators: 
Health caie spending is projected to reach SSOO biUion in the 
United States in 1991 

Ciurent Policy 
A multiple-payer, primarily employer-based, system, with varied 
public programs for the elderly, the poor, and veterans. Federal 
government subsidizes employer-provided private health benefus 
by not taxing them as it does regular wages. 

Proposed Solutions 
Single-Payer System 
One organization, in most cases the fedenl govemment, is the 
insurer. 

Multiple-Payer System 

Niore Lhan one insurer. Employment or noc-cmploymcnt based. 

State-Based Reform 
Allows states lo lake thc initiative in heal± care reform and pave 

the way for national reforms. 

Status of Proposed Solutions 
Single-Payer System 

In a recent survey. 30 percent of the pubhc favored a single payer 
system CongrcssiOTal Democrats were divided ovei this cate­
gory. 

1 Multiple-Payer System 

j In a recent survey. 60 percent of the pubhc favored one of two 
, kinds of multiple-payer approaches. This category has tbe most 
i support, with over 50 bills iauoduced, yet much disagreement 
j exists w ithin the category. 

i State-Based 
: Most .Americans are looking to thc national government to solve 
I the health crisis, fmds a recent survey. Thirty stales are developing 
i or implementing refonns. Tee Robert Wood Johjison Foundation 
' this s-ummcr aw arded S25.5 million to 12 states to plan state reform 
; initiatives. 

r 
iglnal Publlcatlon:you;A Policy. March/April 1992. 

State Initiatives in Health Care Financing Reform 

Arkansas — Scop-loi 
syslcm oj bmu he^ih 
care tCvtrcjf Jo' 

thiiil-f n 

Colorado — Siar-^-.de 
p\dr\ Hi:h :T:u!:ij'".c-

iniu'f rs 

Florida — E.\par:Scd 
pr.vaif ccr.rra^r jor 
srr.aU rrr-.picyrri cmd 
Med^:a-.d 3uy-tr. 

Iowa — Managed 
crmj-rMlirn i.r_i-r 
expendil-jre ccipi 

Minnesota — Iruurjrur 
rruirkei reform x-\d 
siaie plcn jor iht 
ur\mi\trti 

New MlllCe — Pnrrury 
payer 

HB* York — Single 
Pu'.f r .Auihoriiy ard 
•j-s.iraru.e martif; 
rtjorm 

MortJi Dakota — .All 
pavrr roif-sfllinj 
svstrrn anj univf r-suj 
heal'\h covf rugf 

Oklahoma — !r j ; . JnoJ 

Oragon — Player-Pay 
rT.-\o-/a r.j-.dj;f 

Vermon! — L n: . r r 3 j 

y. ' i ' . rrr. wi l . r c.';'.n.,;i 

Washington — Dr-.r.jp 
hfuhh. rfjcr-rr-. Wllh 

rr.iiluplf ;>"-,pf;ing 

i-ft - j : f d ' . - h i ; J i ; t J 

States Receiving Grant Money from the Robert ^yood Johnson Foundation 

Scur:e -^OV KSCES. Sr,^!l,„tr of lht Pcberl V,'c^ .';v.jcn Fji^djjLOn Fsi::-^- P ̂  
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Updates and Summaries Continued... 

Public Health Improvement 
Scope of the Problem 
•The leading causes of death and disability have evolved from 
communicable diseases to chronic diseases and injuries. •Al­
though the US's infant mortality rate is ai an all-time low- (9.1 
deaths pe; 1,000 hve births in 1990), it ranks 2]si among indus­
trialized nations, but progress in reducing the rate has slowed. 

Proposed Solutions 
'Medical Focus: Promote health primarily through reform of the 
medical care system 

'Holistic Approach: Promote aheal thy living environment through 
mobihzation of thc entire community-. 

Outlook 
'Medical Focus: Tbe U.S. is primaihly focused on medical re­

forms to improve the health of its ritLzccs. Over 100 biUs deahng 
with health care financing, tdministration, dehvery, snd quahty-
were introduced in the last session of Congress. 

'Holistic Approach: Tbe World Heali Organizaticn began the 
Healthy Cities Project in 1986 to put this view into practice; local 
projects are now operating in 1,000 communities around the 
world Tbe Califomia Healthy Cities Project is hosting an 
orientation session Jan. 8, 1993, in Oakland. 

CooUct 
'Medical Focus: U.S Depc of He*]* and Humm Services, Putiic He«hh 
Service, Offjct of lhe Aiii jun; Sec. for Heath, 716G Huben R Humphrey 
Building. 200 Ind. Ave, SW. 'ftiihingioc. DCZ0201, (202) 245-7694. 
'Holistic Approach: CiWomi Htihhy Cmt* Projea, Gregory S Sh«ffc, 
(916: 323-0701 

New Morbidities of Childhood 

Behavioi Disorders 

Moae^ote Chroriic Illness 

Lead Poisonhg 

Sevete Chronic nines;. 

Cni.ci .̂ buse 

DeveloprT>er-.iai Delay 

Se>: j Q : A b - j s e 

4C 60 6-3 IOJ 120 140 
Rales pc: l.-DOĈ  chito'e", 

'Does net include sexual abuse 

Sou'ce: U.S. Depcrtmen' ot Heolth end Humon Services Healthy People 2000 National Health 
ProTiotion and Disease Prevention Objectives Woshinpton, DC' U.S. Govemment Printing 
Office CDHHS PHS 91-50212), 1991; Newocheck. P.W , and Storfieid. B. Morbidir>' and Use ct 
Arnbuiatory Care Services Among Poor ond Non-poor Children A.Tie.'co.n Journal of Public 
Heo-^n (1985) 78:927-33. 

Credit' "/i't;:.'.->. Ca-i Se-y^ce; fo'Children aixi Adu'us. rr-.::..' Ja'rv' f'tn 
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