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For the purposes of this issue, “the welfare system” will be defined as AFDC, the primary gowmme;u cash assistance
program for families with children, and those programs directly linked to it.
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'Replace the System|

Strong dissatisfaction with the welfare system has brought forth proposals recommending that the current system needs to
be replaced. Proponents of these view the system as inherently undermining the principles of work, family and independence.
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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 10 establish a guaranteed child
support insurance program when collection is impossible. Szafus: The Downey/Hyde Child Support Enforcement and
Assurance Proposal, which incorporates many of Ellwood's ideas, had a hearing in the House of Representatives on June
30, 1992, and has supporn from child advocate organizations.

Micky Kaus, Senior EQitor at the New RepUbIIC .........ocv oot 17 .
Kaus proposes to replace all cash-like welfare programs that assist the able-bodied poor with a usefu! public service job s
paying slightly below minimum wage. Status: In the Spring of 1992, Kaus published “The End of Equality,” which has s
raised a considerable amount of debate

Charles Murray, Bradley Fellow at the American Enterprise InSutute ... e 18
Murray proposes “‘leaving the working-age person with no recourse whatsoever except the job market, friends, family
members, and public and privale locally funded services.” Status: Murray's proposals continue to raise scholarly
discussion, but they have gamered limited politcal support

Reform the System '

Proponents of welfare reform view the current system as flawed but necessary to help society's weakest members become
productive. Welfare reform proposals fal! into three basic categones: Combine Rewards and Requiremenis for Responsible
Behavior, Require Responsible Behavior, Reward Responsible Beravior.

COMBINE REWARDS AND REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONSIBLE BEHAVIOR

Robert Rector, Policy Analyst at the Heritage 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. Starus: Ten states are currently pursuing various combined reform
programs,

Bill Clinton, President-Elect and Former GoOvemor 0f ATKAMNSas .............couuerucmmrmmrmsecamsnsissessssesssasnsan. 24
Clinton advocates additional expenditure on training programs and positive work incentives. He also supports increasing
child support enforcement and requiring community service work after receiving benefits for two years. Status: Clinton
staled that as president, he will continue to support the proposals he laid out during his campaign.
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Al Gore, Vice-President-Elect and Senator of Tennessee 26

" 1 Gore introduced a tax relief act which would expand the eamed income tax credit (EITC), add an 11 percent surtax on
incomes over $250,000 and establish a refundable tax credit and new tax rate structure. Status: President-Elect Clinton
supports expanding the EITC and proposes a tax increase on the wealthiest 2% of Americans.

George Bush, President of the United S1ates ...ttt 27
President Bush supports providing statcs with greater fleaibility in running demonstration projects, loosening benefit
resmcuons on recipients working and investing in their future, and tightening enforcement of child support. Starus: Bush's
proposals to increase the AFDC savings limit and Gghten child support enfercement are widely suppored.
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Tommy Thompson, Governor of Wisconsin
Thompson proposes to expand resources for job and educational training and increase child support enforcement. He also
supports loosening restrictions on two-parent families and savings limits. Status: Wisconsin received federal approval for

a sate demonstration project on April 10, 1992.

The Ford Foundation, Project on Social Welfare and the AMERCan FULUIE ....cocceerermreiimminarmnmssnienaces 33
The Ford Panel proposed increasing federal expenditure by $29 billion which would be supplemented by increased
spending in local government and the private and nonprofit sectors. Stafus: The Panel’s report has prompted organizations
representing the nation’s main religions 1o work collectively o develop asocial policy statement. An Interfaith Summit wili

be held in Washington early next year.

“The State of California, Health and Welfare DEParmMENnT ......cocvvucirimmmmsriemss st 36
Governor Pele Wilson proposed initiadves which decrease AFDC grants and alsc link benefits 10 educational activities and
teenage living arrangements. The proposals do allow individuals to retain more income from working. Status: Initiatives
which reduce restrictions on earned income and decrease grani levels will begin implementation this month.

REQUIRE RESPONSIBLE BEHA VIOR

David Boren and Harris Wofford, Democratc Senators of Oklahoma and Pennsylvania .........cc..ocoemeee 40
Boren and Wofford introduced a bill establishing a requirement that all able-bodied recipients accept employment on a
community works project if no other employment i available. Status : A modified version was veioed by the president. The

youth component was incorporated into the Defense Appropriations.
JOBS: A current federal-state program 10 help welfare recipients enter the 1abor force ... 43

Representatives Shaw, Gingrich, Gradison, Weber, Welfare Reform and Parental Responsibility Act ..44
Bill expands requirements lirking AFDC to work. health care, school anendance. Status: The bill has lintle outside suppot

E. Clay Shaw, Republican Representative of FIOTIAR v eiieeee e et ememeter e sssnr s b mn e 45
Rep. Shaw proposes that states involve all nonexempt AFDC recipients in employment activites, and that the number of
vears AFDC benefits can be received be limited. Status: President-Elect Clinton supports a variaton on this proposal.

REWARD RESPONSIBLE BEHAVIOR

Mark Greenberg, Senior Suaff Anomney at the Center for Law and Socia! POCY c.ooominnneimee 49
Greenberg proposes o expand programs which provide job training, educational activities, health care, child care, and the
earned income 1ar. credit. Status: This testimony was heard before the House Select Commitiee on Hunger.

John D. Rockefeller, Democratic Senator of West Virginia, Chair of National Commission on Children .54
S=n. Rockefeller introduced a bill which would establish a $1,000 refundable tax credit, simplify the earned income tax
credit, set up child suppont demorstation projects, and provide funding for yob creation in depressed areas. Starus:
Rockefeller’s bill incorporates the recommendations made by the Nationa! Commission on Childrer.

Danie! Moynihan, Democratic Serator 0f NeW YOTK ..ot e 56
Moyrihan introduced a bill requiring that welfare pavments equal atleast 5C percent of the poverty level. Status: Minimum
pryment standards have strong suppcTt from child advocatc organizations such as the Children’s Defense Fund.

Charles Grassley, Republican Senaiar 0f JOWA oot 57
Sen. Grassley's bill would increasc gx amount excluded from the net worth of a personal business enterprse for AFDC
ebigibility purposes. Sratus Three other “microenterprise” bills were mtroduced in Congress with no further action.
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The Gift of Lif
~ e Gift of Life
The children at St. Jude Children’s
Research Hospital teke e one day at a
time. AtSt jude, every second counts. The
children here are fighting for their lives.
The doctors and researchers at St Jude
are working to defeat the deadlv enemy:
childhood cancer. Since St ]ude- Hospn'al
opened in 196200t has torged new treat-

ments 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
vou can help, write to St Jude, P.O. Box
3704, Memphis, Tennessee 38103, or call

1-800-877-3833. TSR STAIE QWIRENS
€ RESEARH HOISPTLAL
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The set of four one-page overviews on Welfare forms a decision-
making path, outlined below, which allows the user to move through
the range of proposed solutions.

Welfare

Reform the Current System

Replace the Current System

Reward-Focused
Reform

Requirement-
Focused Reform

Combinadon

Work-
Focused Reform

Non-Work-
Focused Reform

Non-Work-
Focused Reform

Work-
Focused Reform
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Passage of the Social Security Ac: in 1935 began a continuing |

federal role in promoting the economic security of the nation's
population. The act established the first iotct federal-state welfare
proegrams of Aid 1o Dependent Crildren (Now AFDC, which is the
major cash welfare program for families with children). These
i welfare programs were designed to provide financial and health
. care services to those considered unemployable—dependent chil-
. dren. The decision to create jcin: programs was an atlempt 10
preserve state and !ocal discretion over welfare.

. The Great Society

i During the 1960's the system expanded significanty with the
. creation of many new in-kind %mefi: programs as part of the Great
© Society initiatves, among them Food Starmy and Medicaid, along
with others to provide assisiance for education, vocational train-
irg, and housing. Also, eligihilsy for older programs was ex-
randed. In 1961, for example, AFDC eligibiiiny was broadened to
allow stales the option of prowviding benefits 10 unemployed
fathers and te foster homes.

In the 1960's the approach hegar 10 siress services in addition
‘0 support, rehabilitation instead of relie!, and raining for useful
work instead of prolonged dependency. The intent was to help
recipients becomne self-sufficient and move off the welfare rolls.

!
i
i

1
i
I

The History of the Welfare Syt

Dissatisfaction with the System o
I the late 1960's widespread dissztisfaction with the design of

welfare increased national interest in finding solutions 1o many of

welfare's persistent problems. Policy analysis believed the pro-
grams were fragmented, fosicred wide vaniations in benefit levels,
limited acomss 10 the sysiem by.the working poor in rwo-parest
families, and because of the high benefit recuction rates, discour-
aged work and perpetuated welfare dependency.

In 1967, the Congress passed Social Security amendments that
tried 1o climinate the work disincentives by allowing AFDC
recipien’s o keep the first $30 eaned cach morith as weij as a third
of all additional earnings without losing benefits.

Nixon's Reforms

In 1969, Pres:dent Nixon's Family Assistance Program (FAP)
represenited the first major effort to reform the welfare system It
envisiored a single negative income lax payout o repiace the
numercus cash and in-kind henefits. The plan of fered 2 puaranteed
mirimim income toa famiiy. Because the proposed paymeal ievel
was be.ow AFDC payments in abou? 50 percent of the si2ies, 13~ as
expecied thal these states would supplement the FAP pzymen: so

! that no recipien: would lose benefits. The FAP had a benefit
i reduction rate of 50 percent, a work test for determining who was

Corﬁpos‘.ition of a Needs-Based Benefit Dollar

Energy Ald 0.9%
3.1% E == Services/Other 2.9%
e.7% B #l Job-Treining 2.0%
| 5.3% Educstion Aid e gq
' 4.9%
. Housing 538
, 5.5%
' Food
,, 12.0%
28.8% o
' Medical Aig I
: i !
: |
|
I 468.7% ‘Cash

1 FY 1968

i Source CashandNeacashBenefisfoe fersome Woni mized ncome Fligibid: Rules Rezolentand Expenduare Duta FY N :"V'O.(:O"g-'u:ic.ulf'\’um':.‘.
1 Semace Sept. M. 1991 Pageld
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Aid to Families with Dependent Children

employable, and provisions for providing
some public service jobs. Tt sought to cure
some welfare problems by raising benefit
levels in the poorest states and extending
benefits to two-perent families. Ir addi-
_tior, it proposed that the fedemal govern-
ment assume greater administrative and
Amsncial respoasibility.

‘FAP was mot adopied because some
politicians felt the guaranteed minimum
income it offered was inadequate and oth-
ers disliked its expanded federal role and
eligibility. Debate over FAP, however, led
10legislation for amajor welfare program—
the Earned Income Tax Credit (ETTC).

Carter's Efforts

Presidery Center's Program for Beuer
Jobs and Income (PBJI) was another at-
tempt 8t comprehensive reform basec or: 8
negpative income tax. It offered s lager and
more pervasive end intensive job compo-
nent. The cash component sought to con-
solidate the AFDC and Food Swamp pro-
grams intc ¢ single cash system. The work
componer:t sought public service jobs for
the primary earner in families with chil-
dren ané increased ETTC peyments as an
incentive for privale seclor ermpioyment.
Thus, the program would guarantee in-
come, cash ir liew of food smamps. and
federnlize much of the welfare system.

PBII was not adopied. Welfare recipi-
ers opposed PBTI because the public jobx
compener:i propesed 1o pey minimum
wages rather than higher rates. Lahor was
apains: the same provision becauszitwould

undercu: the wages of regular workers.
Business feared too 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 & major welfare reform initiative.
The proposal’s centerpiece was a plan
whereby the states would assume financial
and administrative responsibility for the
Food Stamp and AFDC programs and, in
return, the federal government would as-
sume all costs of the Medicaid program.
This poal was not achieved Conservatives
feered it would lead to nationalized health
care. Liberals fell it would increase the
alreadv wide variations between state
AFDC and Food Stamp benefits levels.

In other proposals, the Reagar admini-
sranon sought to tighten eligibiliry sian-
derds on a program-by-pregam basis in
order 1o targe: benefits 1o only the “mruly
needy,” stengthen work requirements. and
improve program adminisraion. Eligibil-
ity was tightened and i severa) programs,
strengthened work requirements were au-
thorized and adopted by many states,end 8
requirement was enacted tha! all states es-
1eblish income and eligibility venification
systems for the major FTOgTams.

The Family Support Act

In 19KS after subsiante! debete, Con-
gress passed a major piece of legislation,
the Family Support Act Congress had
reached the consensus thai dependent poor

people were lc be given the services they
needed to become self-sufficient: educe-
tion, job training, day care, transportation.
In retn, they would be required to work of
obtain the pecessary training so tha! they
could move into a job. Due 1o the onse: of
a recessior. states were limited in their
ability to finance the new services required
under the act, while at the same time, faced
with &n exploding number of caseloads.
Berween 1990 and 1992, the number of
AFDC cases grew by 20 percent.

Into the Future

Steadily rising welfare rolls anc record
high rates of ckild poverty have groused
legisiative proposals and drawT new atern-
tior. to aid for needy children.: especiallv
cash assisiance in AFDC and ETTC. Pro-
posals 1o reforr the curren! system veny
widely wits bills intoducec 1o Congress
and state demorstration projects approved
by Presidex: Bush whick bol. expand &n’
restrict the welfere system. Proposais fo
replace the system entirely are even gain-
ing support

- AsPresident-Elect Bill Clinzor:, who s

ported welfere reform inmitizuves whije’

Governor of Arkansas and during ks
campaign, takes office, welize will re-
main a focz< o national anexiion anc mos!
like'y wili continue to evoive.

Source Un:iel Siater Genen! Azcozin
OFce. "Werar. Iisues 1o Cang iz m Asses sy
Proposals for Reform,” February LR
Appendix-28.
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Selected Organizations Concerned with Welfare Issues

Bush Administration

Department of Health and Human Services
Administretion for Children and Families
<70 L'Enfan! Promenade, SW

Wash, DC 20447; (202)401-9215

L Congress .
. Sen. Danie] P. Moynihan (D-N.Y)
- SR-464 Russel! Senate Office Building
- Wash, DC 20510-3201

1 Sen Bob Dole (R-Kan)
. §-SH-14! Har Sensie Offce Building
1 Wash., DC 20%10-1601; (202) 2246520

I Rep. E Cley Shaw R-Fln)

2238 Ravhurn House Office Building
Washingio, DC 20515 (202, 228.302¢6

Think Tanks

American Enterprise Insutuic

1150 Seventeenth Streei NW
Wash, DC 20036, (202) 842.5800

Center on Budget anc Policy Prorites
777 North Cepito) Steet. NE, Suite 705
Wash, DC 20002; (202)408-1080

Heritage Foundanon
214 Massachusets Avenue. NE
Wash.. DC 200024999, (202) 5464400

. 'Urbar, Institute

2100 M Street. NW
Wash , DC 20037, (207 823.7200

Advocacy Organizations

Cerer for Law und Sozia? Policy
161¢ P Street, NW, Suiwe 25D
Wait T 20036 (20217285140

Cen:=r on Socin! Welfere Pelizy gl Len
1029 Vermont Avenue, NW, Suiie £50
Wash., DC 20005, (202)347.5¢15

Children's Defense Fund
25 E Steel NW
Wash.. DC 20001 (20216285787

State/Local Organlzations

American Pobiic Welfare Associetion
210 Firs: Sz NE, Suite SO

Wash, DC 200024267, (202} 6820100

Nationa! Governor's Associaisn
Hal of the Swres
444 Nort: Capitol Swee:

Wash, DC 20005 -1872; (2271 6245300

Nazona' Leegue of Citier
©130} Penmsyvivane Avenue N
Wah DT 20004 2021428 30
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Past: «Children displaced the elderly a¢ the poorest age grodp e

1974, and by 1983 22.2 percent of children were living below the

poveny level. Current: *"An estimated 11.5 million children
under age iwelve are hungry or & risk of hunger.”* +“In 40 states,
the purchasing power of Aid 1o Families with Dependert Children
(AFDC) benefits declined in fiscal 1991. Basic AFDC beneltt
Jevels have kept pace with inflation in only 11 states this year.™
«Three-fourths of families began rece;ving AFDC due to a rela-

Goal: To promote self-suppon , decrease dependency on welfare,
and reduce poverty. Cost: In fiscal 199 (estimated funding lev-
els), federa) funding for Aid to Families with Dependent Childer:
(AFDC)was$124 billion: for Eamned Income Tax Credits EITC:,
federal funding was $7 billion. State funding for AFDC wes $108
billion, and there was no stale funding for ETTC. The average siate

il Proposed Sokions

Reform the Current System
Improve the Federal System: of Cask Assisiance

Goal: To promote self-support, decrease dependency on welfere.
and reduce poverty.
Means: To improve the federal sysiem of cash assisiance 10
families with children Reforms inciude proposals to both resicl
and expand cesh benefits and programs
Examples include: *Recucing AFDC for any weex in which re-
ciprenis did not work or artend courses 8: an educational INSLLION
for 30 hours; sLimiting the number of years welfere benelis can
be recies =d; sAllowing welfare recipients to eccumiziale assews for
sclected purposes such as sma!l business endeavors and coiiege,
sIncreasing effons to identify pon-custod:al parents and regins
thern 1o contribute to their childrer s suppon., *Crecting a €5.000
refundable tax credit for a'l chuldren through age 18.
Cost: Program costs vary, from $500.000 for smail business e
onsTation projecis o $40 billion for a ¢1.000 refundable childtax
credit.

Aid to Families with Dependent Children

. tonship change that created a femnale-headed family. Never-mar-
. ried single women are at greastes! risk of Jong-lerm welfare
- Teceipi, BVeTaging over 9 years on AFDC.* «The average size of
. afamilyon AFDC is 2.9 persons. «60% of all poor famihies contain
| someone who works pari- or full-time.*Indicators: Poor children
| are at greatest risk of school failure and are more likely to attend
i a failing school; their family life is the most stressed, and they are
! unlikely to get adequate social support.®

. expenditure on AFDC amounts to less than 2.2% of the stale’s

budger® Means: AFDC and EITC are the major commponents of the
i federa! government's inzome-tested cash assistance to families
E with children Jmpleme niazion: Federal, state, and loce! egencies.
i Federal matching funds pay el least §0% of each State’s benefits
! an? adminisative costs.

Replace the Current System

| Eliminate the Federal Sysiem ¢f Cash Assisiance
i Goal: To promote self-support , decrease dependency on wellee,
| and reduce poverty.
‘ Means: Tocliminate the current welfare system by replacing cast

bencfits with mandatony public service jobs, child suppor pay-
l mer:s, or nothing at all.
| Examples include: «David Ellwood advocates replacing AFDC
| benzfits with e sysiem of enforcing the collectior. of child-suppon
! paymenis from an absent parent or by providing a govemnni
! payment when such collection is impossible. sMickey Kaus pro-
poscs the federal governmen: offer al! citizens over 18 @ uscf!
public service job at siightly beiow minimum wege. Ali Jow-wage
johs would be subsidized to raise emplovees and their families
ghove the poverty level? «Charies Murrey supports leaving
working-age persor. with no recourse whatsoever excepi the 10
maket, family members, friends, and public or privaie locally
funded services.”
Cost: Ranges from ne cost 1o the federa! governmen: to $75
biilon $59 billion more than the government spends now.

‘the

Reform the Curren: Sysien:
«676; of voters arc more likely to vote for & candidate suppITLng
children's issues even if it means increased 12xes. 3accOrdng 10 the
Nztiona! Association of Children's Hospitals anc Relaied
Institutions. *Pres. Bush and Gov. Clintor: suppor linking wellare
benefits 1o wark, training. and educalonz! programs. +Thes giso
favor increasing child support enforcement and AFDC assed
linite. *A Senate hearing was held on the Work for Welfere Acl.

"Chilren in Poveny,” a repan by the Congrersions! Rudyet Offir ;2 D
Conpgrestional Research Service, 1088 Nommur:n (R Ganod Hurger laen
sificanen Frofei A Survey of Childhood Funge- 1 the Unied Stale:, Crecy
vve Summany, Fosd Kesearch and Actier Cemier 1005 T he Siace

Fovr How Budpe: Decwion an [y Mrecred Lom Irlom Fecpic C
100 5200 Greer ok Onenne of ke oo

fine

Budg- and '}

Tl

| o . . -
R S ¥ he Fnd of Lywdlias Banic boos 1952

. Replace the Current Sysien.

E +A Housc hezring was held on the Douwney/Hyde Child Surpom
i Enforcement anc Assurance Proposal which incorporates many of
" Ellwood's idezs. *Mickey Kaus® recent book, The End of Equs.iny,
| and Charles Murray's ideas have raised scholarly debate, bt lizie
" poliical suppont. A proposal 1o eliminatc the we'fare sysie™ s
; pa-: of the Libertanar't official panty platform.

! Programe, Committee on Ways and Means 3 enter for Cammureny Change,
| Communin Change Mazcring, FaliWinier 1952 41952 Fins! Reper: o the
i Narons! Commatsion on Craidrer 775 Wellsre Congeiaou' Kewears!
. Semiir, Septemher, 1807 TNauonsl Associator of S Bodger Oloen,
¥ Losag Grosn: Banii Fos:

FEREN




Replace the Current System: Child Support

Goal: Ta establish an income suppont sysiem which promotes
work, famnily, and independence.

Means:

Allocation:

1) Improved child support enforcement system, including: »

*» A single federa] or state agency would be given the mission of | -
establishing paternities in all cases. d

* A central registy for child support collections.

» An improved system of employer wittholding.

» Collection as pan of the tax system, with faijure to pay child
support subject to the same penalties and reredies as failure to pay laxes.

» Simplified and improved systems for updarmg child suppor: awards and tracking
interstate collections.

» Expanded use of quasi-judicial procedures such as adminiswative law judges 1o
replace the current use of overburdened courts.

2) Establishment of & child support insurance program which ensures that every child

gets some child support in cases where the father has low eamings and little child

support can be collected

Implementation: Staie and federal egencies.

David T. Ellwood

Cost: Unspecified.

Outlook: A house hearing was held on ¢/30/92 oo the Downey/Hyde Child Support and
Assurance proposal which incorporates many of Eliwood's inidatives. Numerous child
advocate organizations, such as the Childrez"s Deferse Fund, have voiced strong
support for the proposal.

Polnt of View: “Welfare needs to be replaced—oot reformed with & few new programs
ang requirements, pot eliminated leaving poor people with litle or no suppon o
protection —but replaced. It needs to be repiaced with pelicies which treat the causes
of poverty. It needs to be replaced with a svstzm of income suppon that reinforces
principles of work and family and independence.”

Contact: David Ellwood, Malcolm Wicrer Center for Social Poiicy, John F. Kennedy
Schoo! of Government, Harvard Universitv, Cambridge. MA; (617) 495-1100.

Source: Child Support Enforcement and Inswrance A Real Welfare Allernaiive : March 1992 Revisicn).
Devid Eliwood, John F. Kennedy School o Gevernmen: Horvarc Universioy.

Replace the Current System: Child Support

Child Support Enforcement
and Insurance Proposal

By David T. Eliwood, Malcolm Wiener Center for Social Psilisv John F Kennedy
School of Government, Harvard Univensin

lems. A1 best it tides peopie over until they
can get back on their feet. At worst it
creates a dead end, & world offering few
routes o independence, and linle dignity or
self respect.

Welfare needs 10 be repleced—not re-
formed with a few new programs and re-
quirements, not eliminated leaving poor
people with Litle or no support or protec-
tion—but replaced. It needs 10 be replaced
with policies which teat the causes of
poverty. It needs to be replaced with a
systemn of income support that reinforces
principles of work and family and inde-
pendence.

In my view, three principles must be
adopted if we are tely to replace the wel-
fare system.

1. People who work shouida't be poor.
Those who are playing by the ries
shou!d not lose the game.

2. One parent should pot be expected ta
do the job of two. In a single paent
family, children need suzpont From
both parents.

3. Income-tested suppan for those who
can work cught to be ansitional,
designed to encourage and support
those who want to work to achieve
econcmic independence. We cughi w
do more 10 hel;ﬁ neopie help them-

scives and expect more 11 retern.

Adopuon of these prinziples would do
far more to he!p our poor chiidren than 50
years of welfare policy. Ignoring 'hem
dooms almost anv poverty policy to fail-
ure. This paper {ocuses cn the secoad ele-

\ ment of this strategy, namely ensuring that

oge parenl is 0o! left to do the eriire job of
wo.

' Poverty and Welfare

Americans misundersiand the nature of
poverty. Less than 10 percent of poor ckil-

. dren live in big city ghetio neighhorhoods.

For at least 20 years, the rhetoric of
poverty policy has focuscd on work and
family and indcpendence. Yet the reality
of poverty policy has been welfare. And | worst of ali, clairin
welfare does almost nothing 1o promote : tated, frusaed. and humilisted. No ore
work or family or independence. Liber- that

-l

i ais decry the very low benefits. Conserva-
tives argue that it breeds dependency and
ilegitimacy. The recipicnts often hate it
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bheieves

At least twice that pumner live in two
parent fanulies with a fuli-ime worker.

i The feminization of povery is real. But

singie parent poverty 1t pot confined lo

i people of color. We have reached the point.

wellzze sclves many prob-

where the tymea! child bom in America

; teday will spend time in 2 single prent
home. And the poverty ratz insingle prent |

12 Youth Policy
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Replace the Current System Continued...

Earnings, Taxes, Benefits and Total Income
For a Single Parent and Two Children After 4 Months
On the Job in Pennsylvania--January 1951

Work Level No Work Half Time Full Time Full Time Full Time Full Time

and Wage Minimum Minimum | $5.00/hour | $6.00/hour § $7.00/hour
Wage Wage*

Earnings $0 $4,500 $9,000 $10,000 $12.000 $14,000

Day Care $0 -$1,500 -$3,000 -$3,000 -$3 000 -$3,000

Net Taxes®* g0 $434 $547 $680 $257 -$414

EITC $0 $779 $1,235 $1.235 $1,143 $895

Weltare and .

Food $7,278 $5,003 $1.898 $1,718 $1,376 $1,060

Stamps

Disposable $7.278 $9.215 $2.681 $10,635 $11,775 $12,54:

Income

Medicaid?*** Yes Yes Yes No No No

All figures are approximate. Mode « ! aite 8 tahly 1 Commiliee or Wav: and Means (1950

Notes.

Minimum wage is 3450 per bowr
. Taxes include Socia! Securiry. Federal end State taxes. Tanes are sometimes positive due Lo the eamed mceme L credit.
ses  Medicaid is the goverument heall msuranie progian for people on welfese.

families woth children is neariv SO peres [
Wit the mesiz filled wot siereoT o2l and racialiy charged Wk often does no: payv. Ji s possible, indeec commeT. for en

imapes of the gheito poer and with welfare debuice 8 siapte of | adult family heac o work and siii e poor. I we are ever going i

engry talk shows, itis no wonder that U public 1s skepticel, even | recice poverty. if we are ever going io encotrage people 10 leave

cynical. about the nahion's capesily 10 hely the pont ‘ welizre for work, then work must pay. I parucular.
Asrecently es two years 8gc, there was alk of anew consensus
on welfare, of povernment doing more o help people heip them: ! We musl use 8 comhination of wage &nd tax polities o ensse
sclves and asking more of recipienis 1m cxchange Today. the w'k | that afull-time worker eamns enough lo kecp his or her famris
is mosily sboul cutling back on welfe-r. expesting more of the \ out of poverty (including the cos: of day carri.
poor while offering even less mone, for programe designed 10 !
move toward independence Trur new swrategy will feil for the ‘l We must ensure the medica! protection is avaiiable 1@’
game reasons that a1l welfare-based seiegics founder. They dor't
really deal with the underlying causes ol poverty I
i
E
|
i

working families, not just tose on welfare

These kinds of poiic:es remforce work and family and nd. -
pendence The focus of ths paper is child suppen enfore
Work: The Obvious Starting Point mert and insurance, so 1 wili not discuss them fusthes home

Virtosliy s oreene ppress N e e gl B nemEt ey s wolfere dependonic
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The Child Support Enforcement and Assurance Proposai

By Rep. Thomas J. Downey (D-N.Y.) and Rep. Henry J. Hyde (R-l]l.i .

The Child Suppor: Enforcement and Assurance Proposal would:
1. Provide every state with federal suppon to implement

laws and practices designed to
ensure that a5 many paternities

suppor: obligation. The assurcd benefit would place greatly in--
asetof creassd emphasis on the enforcement of child support obligations

and the respansibility of non-
custodial parens (o support their

as possible are established, re-
gardless of the income or wel-
fare status of the parents.

2. Require states 1o use federal
guidelines 1o establisk child
support awards, ensuring that
fair and adequate child support
orders are established for all
children who do not reside with
both narura! parenis, and pro-
vide for regular, federa! review
and modification of award
amounts in order to ensure their
continuing adequacy.

3. Federalize the collection and
enforcement of child suppor:
awards, with a new mechanism
for the routine withholding of
child support obligations from
wages, and the implementation
of stiffer penaliies for nonpay-
ment, including requirement for
work. The changes would in-
crease the number, size andume-
liness of mayments, and zducate
the public that child support
obligations are a natjoral prior-
ity. In addition, ali child suppor
orders must ensure that the
health insurance needs of the
child are covered. There would

IMPACT OF THE PROPOSAL

Based upcn an analysis of the pro-

posal by the Ways and Means Com-

rmitiee siaf. in 48 States and the Dis-
rict of Columbia, the impact of the

proposal on custodial-parent income I

and weifare receipt for a mother with

two children wauld be as follows:

« For a mother eaming $5.000 of
wzges aually who has a child
suppon order in place but is not re-
ceiving any chiid support, AFDC
receip: would be eliminated in 35 Suates relative to cur-
rent law. However, the income of the family would 13-
crease on average by over $1,100.

» If a mother with no earnings takes a job earmirg
$10,000, her income would increase from around
$5,000 under current law to approximately $7,000. If
she then takes a job carning $15,000, her disposenie
income would increase by over $2,500.

» Welfare berefits would end in six States for a mother
with ne eamings but with a chiid support orcer.

+ A cusiodia) parent with a job earming $1C.000 anna-
a!lv, who has a chuld support order but is not receiving
ary c¢hitd support, would have increased income of
€2.000 relative to current law.

« The same custodial paent with a job eamning $15.000
armually would be $3.000 benter off than today.

Henry Hyzg

children, in line with the other.
child support reforms. Al the
same time, it would heip low-
and middle-income families
with children avoid sudden
deciines In mcome, or even
noverly, and the stigme azd
severe work disincentives asso-
ciated withthe welfure program.
5. Provide many noncusiodial
rarents who take senousiy Qe
child suppon obligations, bu:
fail to pay because theyv have
litde .or DO MTOMmeE, 2N CEpOrts-
niry 1o increase Lheir mcome
potential and fuifill their chiid
support obligations through
substantial participarion in
employment-related aciivites.
Under the proposal, stetes wouid
be entitied 1o receive a tote! of
S4 biliion per year to sdminister
tbe JOBS pregam for nancus-
todial parenis and 1o

provide
0000 puplic service empily-

Teni jobs.

Source; Press Packa! for Tne
Downev-Hvde Chilé Suppant
Enforcermnsznt and Assurance

Proposal. May 12, 1992

be increased enforcerment of

medical support and expanded Medizaid coverege.

4. Create a minimum “assured child suppor benefit,” available 1o
any child whose noncusiodial parent fails to pay a legal child  Builcing, Washirg

Contact: Rep. Henry J. Hyde (R-DL), 2262 Raybom House Office
v, DC 205151306, (207) 2254561

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

While higher pay and »etter med.:
coverage would help many families, ey
will not solve al! of the problems of single
parents. For single parerts are in an ex-
tremely difficult position. Thev must fulfili
a dual role as both nurturer and provider
and they face a hestile welfare system.

All parents, marmied or single. face @
cifficutitask of purunng and providing for

:

12 Youth Pohicy
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! their children. Two parent families try to

balance those duties in a variety of ways.
The must common arrangement today is

i for both parents to work. But usually orly

the farher works fuil-time all year. The
motber usually works part-iime or par'-
year. Only about a third of married mothets
work full-year full-time. But single parents

do='t have that kind of flexibility. They |

really only have two choiwces: they can
either work all the tme or they can go on
wefare.

If single parents choose fuil-time work,
© they must simultaneously mset the demands
| of work and the need for child care, the
. many daily crises involving doctor visits,
~ school holidays, and sick chiidrers to say
nothing of maintaining a safe anc happy
houschoid. Women {[fom highly 28van-
taged backgrounds ind thesademands very
heavy. For mothers with a limited ecuca-

. uom litdeorno work experience, andyoung
Cehildren, st can be an aimomt impasehle

.
-
Pty

lask. Isifairorreslstiztoexpectalise
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-

mothers 1o WOTK MOTE then rwo-thirds of
mamed mothers de?

The only altemnative, 81 present, is wel-
fare. Anc 10 1S DOt 8 VCIY attractive opuon
No state pays enough in welfare and food
stamps 10 kecp a family out of povery.
Adjusting for inflation, benefits are vastly
jower than 15 years ago. The welfare sys-
(em frustretes and isolates and humiliates
and stigmatizes. Welfare offices arc de-
signed in lage pen to prevent fraud and
ahuce, to deliver aid 10 the right amount at
the righi ime. Applying for welfare is &
major undertaking. Incvitably, welfare
cliente rrust rerurn repeetedly to the wel-
fare office. Welfzre and food staraps &nd
housing and social services &re separale
programs, ezch with its own rules, iis oW T
deznds, and someumes its owT office.

Worse sull is the wey welfare vea's
peopie whoe oy to play by the rules, pecpie
who atiemp: io work their wey off of we!-
farc. Welfzre benefits are reduced dollar
for doler with camnings. The firs: tadle
shows that 2 wornar working full-time at
{he minimum wage would have only $2,400
more then if she did not work and colieciec
welfare. The' is like working for $1.20 per
howr. And helf of that $2,40¢ comes from
the Ezmnec Income Tax Crec: ETC—
money she collects only at the end of ths
vea- if she bothers 10 subrmit 8 tax return
On & dzv 1o day basis, she seems t2 he
working for 6 cenis per hour. Ever. if she
cem work fuli-time at $5.07 pes hour, her
ircome is only $3,400 i pher and she ioses
her Medicaid—something worh SEVTTA.

thousand dollars. No worder admiisTe: |

tors in states like Califormiz and Massache-
setie find that unless & womer is piated i

e full-uime job which payve $¢ per hour o
more. with full-medicel benefite, and fow :

dav care cosie. she is hikely to coms nght
beck onte welfare

It should come as no surprise that oV &
sme!i fraction (20-23 persent) of womern
leaving welfare actuelly “earn” their way
ofT. And most of them e the bene eCu-

caled and more experienced women who .

car command 2 releiively uph wage. Other
women Ty o leave, bui there 18 abpost
always some seiback, often somelhing
reletively small, such as asick chiie, whaeh
causes thear: 10 lose their job and rew 10
we lare. No wonder the most Commmo™ » ey
1o jeave welfare permenenily 18 viz mar
nage. not work

2 child. )

a drop in family earnings.

tained & child under 18.

carnings were in starting it
of the family increased earnings
thewr exit.

longer had an eligible child were poor
way off AFDC, about 32 pereer!

Soarce:
Howe of Represeniatives, p. 61,

_In contrast to changes in family composition, chenges i
‘minor cause of resorting to welfare. Only 15 percent of AFDC spells could be raced 10

Poverty status.—About &0 peroent of those who ended
Abou! 52 percerit of those whose AFDC eligibiliny ended because
in the following year. For those who cemed
were poor Ip

poverty reflecied the sub-poverty gross income eligibility limits of AFDC in mazy si2ies.

Turnover Within the AFDC Caseload

Beginnings of AFDC spells.— As the accompanying 1abie illusrates. three-fourths of
all AFDC spells began with a relationship change
with children. Almost half the AFDC spells siarted
head (by loss of the male head and his eenings due to 2bsence, divores, separaion. dealh:).
Another 30 percent began when s never-married, divorced, or separeied womarn acquired

th: created a female-headed family
pfter @ wife became a femnsle family

garaings were g relatively

Endings of AFDC spells.—The most common route out of AFDC was by wayof &
change in family structure. Some 46 peroent of endings
when 2 female head became 2 wife and 11 percen: wher the household no lenger con-

occurred this way—235 percent

_Increased earnings were much more significant in ending AFDC than decreased
Some 26 percent of endings occurred this way—211 percen!
when the femnale head berseld eamned more money and 5 percent

AFDC speils were pocr aner
they nC
thelr

the year afier their welze speil; el

1991 Green Book: Overview of Enilemen: Programs. Commz:ec on Ways s Means. US

when another member |

Events Associated With the Beginnings
and Endings of AFDC Spells

begn g Forrz
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We would like single parents 10 suppoT
| themselves and become scif-sufficient. bu!

i we heve made the task almost impossibic. |
The Family Support Act begen the process
. of moving Lhe governmen: loward & sysier: |

| which encourages anc facilitates self-svp-
port rather than seeming to defeat it Butn
didii1 alte the basic dileromes inheren: in

i
:
| a welfare system. It doesn’t make work

{ peay. It doesn’t make it possible 1o suppor .

| a family on anything les: than & full-ume

| jobwhich pays aticast ST perceni above te

minimur wege elong with mediial bent-
fits. 1t doesn 't ensure thal 8 woT.T5 1s Detier
off working thar or, welfert.

The reasor singlc pareats heve sooh 8
diffict’; ume is that we ere expellng one
prentl i do the job ol two. Without somme
add:tonal suppor, &l single prrony fazee
difficelistruggle. Single mothers wik weel
educations and bmited work experonics
are virtually assured of being stuck in the
welfare system
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Child Suppdn Enforcement—
An Obvious Place to Start

Absent parents are a natural place to look
for additional income. The goal of a Child

Support Enforcement and Insurance plan : sct by 8 formula, and that new awards be

would be to dramatically improve the child
support enforcement system, and to add an
insured minimum child support payment,
so that single parents could count on some

enforcement

The curren: system of child supportisa ;

disgrace. In 1989, only 44 percent of single
mothers nad a child support award in place,
and one-quarter of thosc reported receiv-
ing ne money. Thus just one sirgle parent
in three gets any courl-crdered child sup-

port from the abseni parent, and the aver- .

age amount is under $3,000 for those who
do receive it Often e problem is not that
the father carmot pay. By most estimates a
truly uniform and uruversal child suppont
systemn could theoretically collect up to an

additional $25-30 billion from faihers. .

Remember, this is not just a problem of
children in ghetto communiues. The typi-
cal child born in America today will spend
lime in a single parect home. The current
svsie essennually lews fathers off the hook.
We ae sending the signal to parents and
children that absert fatkers have no te-
syorsitiiiles.

Tre curant systemn of chiid suppon
erforcement fails for man) reasons. As
currenily consticled, it requires actions
by ail levels of government (federal, state,
anc iocailand it involves deep and frequent
inierveniion by ail three branches of gov-
ermmen’ {administrauve, legislative, and
Judicial). It is a system of extraordinary

complexity and confusion. Each case is
decidad individually with heavy involve- :

mert by an alreacy overtaxed judiciary. It

! miss a child support paymens.

Collection as part of the tax system with

The Family Support Act of 1988 in- | failure to pay child support subject to the

i cluded several significant improvemen:s

! in child support enforcement. Among these
I
|

collected with automatic wage withhold-
| ing. These were helpful begimings, but

forcement.

. have several elements in it

were 8 requirement that both parenis be !

identified at birth, that awards typically be " certain s death and taxes. Orly if the

]
|
i they still have not dealt with some of the ,
i
|

o} t probl with ch:ld support en- ’
child support money even when the father | 7gest proviems Wit € UFP

was unable to pay. Let’s focus first on |

! Changes inthe procedures, responsihil- -

. lishment.

A single federal or state agency should
be given the mission cf esiabiishing pater-
aites in all cases. Tt should be done asciose
© 10 birth as passible. Incentives for both the

t
|
| ity, and incentives for paternity estab- §
! ihe father). Ideally this would be primarily

same penalties and remedies as failure
to pay taxes.
Payment of child support ought to be as

failure t0pay is treated as seriously as fail-
ure to pay taxes will we really insure that

morey gets paid.

Simplified and improved systems for

A reformed enforcemernt system must updaring awards.

The cuctert system burts everyone. A
vasty simpler system would collect more
money and be quicker torecognize changed
circemsiances (such as unemployment of

" anadministrative procedure where updates

are dore automziicaliy based on the previ-
cus year's tax returns of the father and

. mother or upar peiition of either the mother

agency and the mother for geiung paterni-
i tues in place should be strong. The proce- :

|
i

{ dures for establishing patemiry should be . .
! " interstate collecdons.

ckanged to provide for speedy and fair

© resolution of cases, voluntary acknowledge- :
i ment of paternity, and early use of blood .

tests in contested cases.

An end to the dual system of child sup-
" portenforcement.
in most states, cases on AFDC and some

. other women are icft o fight Tor them-
selves. The burden for chiid support en-
forcemen: should be removed from the
custodial parent

A central registry for collections.
All collections should come through a

rdorced efficienily. Otherwise enforce-
ment will often be lefll by necessity in the
: hands of the mother and the courts.

may be the oniy thing single mothers hate !

worse than the welfare system.
Unul very recenty, if a man fathered a

child out of wedlock, there was almostno
charce he wetld be forced 1o pay child
suppent. Only cre-quarnter of urmamed

monersreporthaving achild suppeortaward

And if a fermerly married man wanted to
avoic raying suppan, there weve dozens of
ways 10 avord i In many cases, it is stil! -

much wWOorse to iiss 2 car pavment than to

14 Yeuik Paliny

holding.

. The only really effecive way to cullec:
. child support is through autormatic wage
. withholding. Animproved sysierm of with.
- holding, inciuding reporting of child sup-
. port obligatiens on the W4 form and re-
. porting of ali new hires would significandy
Increase collections.

or father.
A vastlv improved sysiem of
Roughty 30 percent of child support cases

are interstate, which are almost impassible
'o collect. [deally the sysitem would feder-

" alize the entire collection process. Awards

ight sl be set by the state, bu: coilec-
ions are besi done at tre federal
i2vel.

Expanded use of administrarive law
Judges and other administrarive proce-
dures.

The courts are toooverburdened to have so

" much responsizility for child support en-
forcemern:. Properly designed administra-
. uve or quasi-judicial procedures can expe-

central system so they can be wacked and .

dite the process considerably while sull

" emsuring due process. Sucha system would

a2!so be ahle (o move quickly 10 get an

. award in cases where 8 mother and father

. An improved system of employer with- .

are scparated but uncertain as 10 whether
they wii ulumately divorce.

Better Informarnion Collection.

Much mere information should be rou-
tinely celiesied, including information on
ine number of children, by age, for whom
T2ternity has ang has not been established,
e level of awards and payments for alt
cases, and the ameuni owed and unpaid

[n my vew, the .deal system wou!d in-

[N VRS

T U

e ot - agta e = e a



B

Replace the Current System Continued...

volve a federsl agency charged with many
of the duties nov: scaitered among the staies.
States would stil! be responsible for seting
divorce settiements. but paternity, child
suppornt collectior,, en?d award mocdifica-
tion could ali be don: by adminisTaiive
procedures, including 2dminisretive law
judges under the jurisdiction of a federal

_agency. Nonetheless, most of these things

could be dope at the siate level, although

‘the problem of inters.ate cases would remain

a very serious onc.

Child Support Enforcement and
Insurance—A Real Alternative
to Welfare

procedurer could drameticailly impr
child support collecuons and benelt both
singie mothers and their children. Urfom-

ONVC

|
i
|
|
|
|
|
|
g

child support.
Suppose 8 woman with two children

could count on just $4,000 iz child suppon: -

i
: and child support. Working class womer,

. will be left with only welfare. With a mini-

anrually. Then & combinatjon of work and .
child support could easily support a family '

st the poverty line. Indeec, helf-time work
at & $5 per hour job would be enough to
kecp a family of three out of poverty ir.
1992. Full-time work would provide some
rcal securiry.

A child support enforcement and insur-
ance plan would be designed to place more
responsibility for supporting children or.
gbsent parents. And when collections from
the absent parent fell below some mini-
mum leve] (because of low earnings of the
father. for example), the government would

insure thai single mothers sili got SOme |

child suppor: income. It would change the

. incentives for the mother (o gel ar. aweardn

nalely there would siili be cases where the

fathe: has Jow eamnings and liite child
suppen couid be collecied Justas we have
a sysiem: of unemployment insurance for
workers whoe lose their jobs, we could
adop: 2 kind of child suppon insurance
which easures thet every child geis some

place. 1t wouid chang. the incentives fer
work, and it would focuy altention on: the
absen: fether as a source of support.

The insured benefit is crucial. Without
it, child suppon reform will mainly bemef:

Child support would then be'ye! another
device that will separate the poor and the
non-poor. Middle class women will sup-

mum benefit, middle ciass and lower class
mothers have @ common stake in preserv-
ing and expanding the sysiem.

Some argue that a minimum child sup-
port benefit is simply weliare by another
name. But when a woman eams an exira
dollar while on welfare, benefits are re-
duced by & dollar. When she earns an extz
dollar while collecting child support, she
keeps the whole doller. Child support will
not require trips o the welfare office. There
will be no stigme, noreporiing. ne verifica-
tion, end no cheating.

Moreover, if the public starts complain-

chiid suppor benefits, they wili say, “Those
fathers e not pulling their weight wease
peving their child suppor: for them!” And

there wil® be debaies abeut workiure for

- fathers versus traning and edutaian

Tne
struggies end respoms hilities of fatheny wit!
be exa=ined ac pant of owr cencern for

. children in single parer: femulies, just as
upper and middic class single mothers.

porithemselves witha combinzion ofword

they should be. And perheys most impar-
tantly, the same uniform system will fro-
tect working class, middic ciass, anc iy per
ciass families

Anoher scurce of coniem is that en

Births Outside of Marriage, 1960-1988
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Replace the Current System Continued...

insured benefit will encourage people to
have children out of wedlock. But if child
support benefits were deducted dollar for
dollar against welfare, single mothers would
get no more money, they would have more
child support and less welfare. The differ-
ence would come if the mother went 1o
work, sought to achieve independence—
then she could keep her child support. Thus
the people who benefu from CSEI are
mothers seeking to

achieve independ-

!
i
!
_i
|
i

* and that money would go directly to the

lies, where contributions and henefits are
related to eamings, but where people at tre
bottom had extra protection. A uniform

child support enforcement and insurance [

plan would do the same. Contributions
would be collected from all absent parents,

ciuidren. And there wouid be extra protec-
tion for those at the botiom.
The most remarkable fearure of the sys-

i

Withsucha system, single mothers would
for the first time have some money they

could count on: money to supplement iheir

own earnings. Money to help them meet

the “minor” crises that often force peopie .

back on welfare. Money to make it possible
to achieve real independence from welfare..
Without such a system. poverty rates for
single parents wil] always be asronomical.

1f we adopted child suppor: enforcement

and insurance, we
could then begin talk-

ence. Since $4,000 is ing about ways 1o
well below the cost of Economic Incentive to Marry for a Single Parent make welfare iruly
suppo.'tir;g wo chjlk; with Two Children transitional, perh;ps
dren, and since eac cventime-limized. But
additional child would (1991 DO”&TS) without it we can do
bring in no more than g o Somse I very litile to seriously
an additional $500 to SOURCE OF ivCOME =74 e s $15 300 par reform welfare.

: Wage oo (3} Yo job ($)
£1,000 (depending on .
how the bfne " \:em wetare 170 1470 People Who
structured; most plans | (AFDC 1z oot 53m27) Plavy Bv the
czll foreven less after | Porenca! oae’s gy 8.50¢ 1$.000 - - .
3 children) and it wont exaerss - 1006 - 1000 Rules Shouldn’t

chiucren * 1 Taxe o6 pOLLS BOSE S N Ome -1 -~ 2570
would make work Too rormc mban . 1158 18,600 Lose the Game
even more difficult.

Mpreovcr, the re- “C:"fs ot 4220 S My message here
ally imponant charige Lot of Ohde suppont beref o e is a simple one. If we
of a true CSE! system Cunge m sy 1680 209 want to reinforce our
would be a real incen- Toa acome when marned 1100 10 vziues of family and
live and expectation '“';"‘""“""’““”“""' ox - work and independ-

that all paternity
wou'd be established
ard child suppont col-
lected from all absent

never marnied. Some
suggest mandatory
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ence and responsibit-
ity, we cannot allow
working famitiestobe
the poarest »f the poor.
We canrot abide v a
that trz
women who want 1o

svsiem Ps

training or work pre-

grams for fathers who do not payv. Thus the
incentives facing fathers wou!d be very
different from those of today. And since
mothers have a better reason o participate,
there will be far more inceniive for mothers
to help in the patemity establishment and
awarc process.

 mum benefits will simply offser welfare

. The oniy real cost is for people who are of{
i of weifare, achieving independence by |

Given that the changed incenuves for

wornen operale only if they wan: to work,
which makes more children especially bur-
derisome, and given that many fathers will
be held accountable for the first time, it
would seem such a plan mighi recuce the
number of children bom out-of-wedlock.

The greatest source of insecurity in
America used 10 be growing cold. We dra-
matically reduced that probierm with Sociai
Secunty which covers ail Americuan fami-

tem is that it will not cost very much Most
of the paymenis come from the absent :
fathers. For women on welfare, the mini-

payvmerts and thus jt costs nothing extra.

cormpining work and child support. Most
esumates suggest that cost will be a few
billion dollars. And the improved collec-
tion: system may save more than the insured
benelit costs in the long run. And if any
adiiionz! money is spent, 1t will all be
going to wemen who are working—fami-

lies who are playing by the rules and trying |

. toprovide for themselves. Thus the system

will reinforce work and fami'y and paren- |
1ai responsibiiity.

16 Youth Policy

. pay.

work on weifare. We
cannot let absent parents shirk their re-
snomsibii:tes.

We mus: insure that if peonle work, they
really can achieve arca! measure of finan-
cial security. Tha! means making work
And it means insuning that single
parenis get some chiid support. For too
long, the American dream has been an
empty one for many of our children. We
find generations of people mired in welfare
with litile hope and litile sense that the

; future couic be better. We see the cosis of
_ the despair in our schools and in our facio-
. ries. To wrn things around, we wili haveto

ensure that people who play by the rules do

ot lose the game.




Replace the Current System: Public Service Jobs

Goal:
» “To preveni moncy ineguality from translating into social incquality.”

Means: Allocation:
« Replscing all czsh-like welfare programs that assist the able-bodied
poor witha useful government jobs program paying slightly below
' the rinimm wage. _
. Supplemebimg the wages of ali low-wage jobs, both public and ’
private, tofeise a nommel-sized famiiy out of poveny. .
+ Cresic pub¥c institutions which mix social classes: :
the d-afl, naricne) service as an aliernative, day care, 8 naljona!
healt: sysiek for all Americans, ciass-iniegrated neighborhoods,
schools, andparks.
Implemeniaiion; Federa!, siate and local government.

*r
-
¥

Cost: 3
« $150 biliien approximaiely.
(843 10 880 prittar. more then &f furren: welfare end social services expenditures )

Outiooh: Since Kaus pubished his book. The End of Equaliry, ir the spring of 1992, his
proposz has raised a good dea! of debate but Litile politica! support.

Polnt of View: “If you could werk 2nd need money, the government wouid nol give you
2 check. Irwouldn't give you a check and then ry 10 cajole, instruct, and threaten you inio
working or rairing it off. Ii would give you the location of several government job sites.
If yor showed up and vorked. you would be peid for your work. If you dor't show up,
you cor't ge: paid. Simyic”

Contact: Nocke. Kaus, The Aew Kepubliz, 1220 194 Smeet, NW, Washingior, DC
200536, (202 321-7464

Source: Mizke Kowt The End o7 Limzln Earic B New York 19772

Replace the Current System: Public Service Johs

The End of Equality

By Mitiey Keus. The New Repor o © i

Charging welfere offers & chence 10 would no longe: pull families apan The
rznsform the economic mole of the gheito poxn would never wiliing!y have Megui- -
porr withou! nving them to thew g ma'¢c babies and g or. wellare if they couid &
neighborhoods. Instead of atempiing 1¢ i gei marmicd and go or. welare.
somehow teach meinsirearn culivre to | But if the “enabling” theary is comecy,
people who spend mos: of their day - ! the culture of poverty is now so entrenched
mersed in gheto culiare, we cou'd make e voung girls will keep or having iile
Ehellc culiure econDmicay unrostnabie. i pinmate babies and poing on welfare even
In this respec:. the irplications of the if they could form two-parern: families and
“enahiing " theony of welfere are {a meve siill gei their checks. 1f that's true. it ist.’t |
redice!. and perhaps nasiier, thar (h0s? of . enough to extend benefits 1o inlaz: fami- |
[he “bribe” version. For decsder. Money bz o You have tosomchow deny benchs
Libera! m formers have gsewmed that i you  to one-paren: familice, unjlog the unde

, clavscultwre s bfe suppormsystem, Inghorn,

extendel welfare 1o twoe
then ATDC

thrites' i

' optior of a lifc of welfere for singie s

this time applying it to able-bodicd singic
parents along with everyone cise.

Tha: means: replacing AFDC and &l
other cash-like welfare programs thet as-
sict the able-bodied poor with... ancffer !
employment for every Amencarn citizen
over cighicen who wanis iy, in a usef!
public job al a wage slighty below the
minimum wage. The governmen:
supplemen the wages of all low -wage joos,
bothpublic and private. toensure thatevery
American who works fuli-time has enough
money to raise a normal-sized family with
dignity, out of poverty.

In this system. if you could work and
needed money, the government.... wouldn’l
give you & {welfare) check and ther o [0
cajole vou into working or “rairingitcefi”
I: would give vou the locatios of severs!

a1 A

wow.l

government jobsites. If yo showed up Flotsl
workes, vou would be paig for vour work
I/ vou don’t show up.

Thitisnot 2 new idea. Simiiar proposa’s
have been advanced inrecenigecades.. It's
an obvious idee, ever, combining as itdoes
the anzien: Democratic drezm of a guzen-
teed job with traditiona! antipathy 1o the
dole. Somehow, our poiitics has corspred
1o preciude this conspicunus \Tihesis

vou don 't pot pad.

1

Todzy. liberals whe righteously invoke
FDR's “compass:onate” lefacy tend 1o

forget his anti-deie decisicn of
1635 Meanwhiic, Presidenic Rezgen o2

Busk batt pleefully repeated Ronsovel s
descripuen of the dole as "& no
scmehow felling to mention thai Roosen el

said this in @ speech where he proposed e
Jargest governmen: jobr prograr in e

nation's history. In fect, FDR's ani-doz
and pro-WFA opirzons were ol 2 poié 3
Civiz Libera! deqicion in favor of wone

welfare anc apams: covh-wel2re
But Roosevell's WPA was designel 12

combz: general UnEmMpicyTET! &l 8 ume

when mos: of those necding “rehel wewe
veierar workers, Qur goal, In CORTESL 1810
break the culture of poverty by providing
jobs for ghetto men and womern who oz
have linle work history an? few work
hahirc—at the same lume as we end e

which sltaius,
benefiis fow on'y o those whzwerd b

Gipmiiy. and govermmien

10 which the QOVEmmen: e i 10 M

1

sure work feoavailehie oot




Goal: To promote competent pareniing by restoring a situation in
which almost al] women either get pregnant after they get married

or get married after they get pregnant

Cost: No cost to the federal goveroment.

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

Charles urray

Point of Vlew: “The evil of the modern welfare system is..

.that it enables women to

bear children without the natural social restraints and without bringing pressure on the

fathers 10 bebave respoasibly.

The welfare system bypasses the process ihat limits the babies bom 1o sipgle women

No incremental reform...will change this fundamental defect. The oniy

long-term

solution is o get rid of the welfare system.”

Contact: Charles Murray, Am=rican Enterprise Institute, 1150 Seventzenth Street.
N.W., Washington, DC 20036; (202) B62-5800.

Source: Ch.:rluMwa),Loxing Ground.Bazic Books. New York, 1984 New YorkTimes 1:i6:52, op.ed

Replace the Current System: Eliminate Welfare

Restore Personal Responsibility

By Charles Murray, The American Enzerprise Institute

"Tr!n-w»

1

The New Jersey Legisizture o0k the

rlunge this week and passed a wellare

 that single mothers are on &

rackage that if signed by Gov. Jim Flone, :

would limit the benefits for womern on
welfare if they have additional chil&en.
Oppornents and advocates alike have called
the plan revolutionary. It is woL

The seemingly small exceptions 1o the

stern new requirements would wm out to |

be gaping loopholes Givingasinglemother
incentive to marry by permutiing her to
keep her welfare benefits would have unin-
tended consequences. Reducing berefits
for additioral chiidren sounds like a major
step, but few weifare mothers have more
than two children. The New Jersey plan
would neither help ror hurt. It just won't
make much dxffere

The New Jersey plan. like similar car-
rot-and-stick packages proposed in. .. other
states that offer inceniives for job raining

and education, does not go far cnough or :

address the right problems. Our social rag-

edv has nathing o do with the money we

spend on welfare and litde 1o da with |

“we!fare dependency.’

"The ;

there are so many single
raled in poor communitie

The single-parent fa'njly does not work

very well, even under the best of circum-
stances: when the mother s divorced ard
the father remains involved with the chil-
dren. When the woman is unmaried and
immature and the father of her chuldren is
as poorly equipped to be a parent as she is
the single-parent family tends to be a disas-
ter.

Even the earliest childhood and prenaa:
programs barely improve the sitzatiof; anc
then only under conditions that carmot work
nationwide. We do not know how—rno
matter how much money we spend—io
substtute social programs for compeient
parents.

Children learn to be responsible adulis
by watching what responsible adulis do

; The abscrice of such exarpics for young

men 18 especially dangerous. The vicienee
and sovial chaos in the inner Ciiles show

- is o pet nid of the welfure

4 what appens when about half & generation
{ of males is borx to single women. In most -

of these areas today, the figure is about 80
percent...

The solution lies neither in socxnl pro-
grams nor in making women on welfare go
o work. It lies in restoring 8 situation in
which almos: all women either get preg-
nant after they get married or gel married
after they get pregnant, or failing that, in
which a single mother who cennot support

a child—and has no other adulis who will
take responsidility—is motivated to give
her child up for adoption.

Comrurites did not need lessons in
how [u bring these things about unil] wel-
fare 1ook cvar. Butte revitalize the namural
mechanisms iha: used to work so effec-
tjve'-'.' we have to come to terms with a fact

trat is unfashionable 1o acknowledge and
paipably tneouitabie. For whatever com-
rlicaled reasors—not least, because wormien
bex chijdren—commurnities have ruch
more leverage over the woman's behavior

" than the ma~'s

The evil of (me modern welfare sysiem s
ret that it brides women lo have babies—
wanung 10 have babies is rnatural—but that

" it enables women 1o bear chiidren without

the rawral social resmaints and without
pressure on Gie fathers (0 behave
rCsToRsibiv,

fire cysiombymizsses the process

Ak

ehibies DT sangie wamen,

No incrementel reform-incivding—the

New jervev pian—wiil charge this funda-
menial cefect Tre only tong-tenn seiution
SYSICTML
[nstcad, govermmen! policy mus: be
faunded on the premise thai io bring e baby
ate the worid whern one s net emotianaliy

. or econormically equipped o be a parent is
_rotjust il-advised. Ttis..

.wrong, and gov-
emment will ne longer be a party to it
Govemment caz:ot interiere with indi-
vidual decisions to bear children witnout
destoying the mos: basic restrainis on state
power. But it can properly refuse to be a
ray 1o incoTest behavior ltwil keep the
F:-.".st: targain it has made with wemen
already orn the roils. Bui stasiing now, it
smould make single mothers eligibic for the
sime unemriovment benefiis and socia!
DTOCTETS A5 EVINOne

.
cise. Let govemn-
meni vy, with tie motier s Eooperation, 10

—~ '--vk

TeK? fatmer hear fininciziresponsitil-
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Reform the System

Past: +~The child poverty rales rose in 33 slates during the 19805, '
at the same lime meny siales were experiencing a period of |
economic growth.”! Current: +Census Bureau surveys show that |
between 1989 and 1990, 841,000 children fell into poverty, nearly
as meny as were added in the previous decade. +The percentage of |

children in poverty who were served by Aid

pendent Children (AFDC) fell froro a high of 80.5% in 1973 tos i
low of 40.6% in 1982 and has risen to $9.9% in 1990. *92% of

farmilies receiving AFDC have no father in the household.? «Of 2l!
womer. entering the AFDC program, three in ten stay for Jess thar
a vear, half Jeave the program within two years, and one in five
remain on the program for more than six consecutivé yeers.’
«AFDC benefit levels did not keep pace with inflation in 39 states
in 19914 Indicators: +30.4 percemt of children born betw een
1979 and 1980 will be dependent on welfare a1 some point before
reaching age 18}

10 Families with De- |

Goal: To promote self-suppor: , decrease dependency on welfere, expenditure on AFDC amounts 10 less than 2.2% of the sizle’s

and reduce poverty. Cost: In fiscal 1991 (estimated funding lev-

- budgel” Means: AFDC ard ETTC are the major components of the

cls), federel funding for Aid 1o Families with Dependent Childrer. | federa! govemment's income-tested cash assistance to families
(AFDC) was $12.4 biltion; for Earned Income Tax Credis (ETTC). ‘ with chiidre;LImplementation: Federal, state, and local agencies
federz! funcing was $7 billion. State funding for AFDC was $10.8 Federal metching funds pay 8t least 509 of each Siate’s benefiue
billion. and there was no state funding {or ETTC®The average state  and admirusrauve costs.

Reward-Focused
Reward Responsible Behaviar
Goal: Promote seif-suppor, decrease de-
pendency or welfare, anc reduce poverty.
Means: Reward positive behavior of wel-

fare recipients with financie) benefiss.

Examples include:*Reduce income tex he-
bility for jow income families; *Increase the
amount welfare recipients are allowed to
save for sme!! business endeavors an’

coilege: *End the reduction m benelits for a
famiiv with a step parent «Ofier weiflere
mothers & special work reward, *Provide

financial rewards to smdents with good,

schroi attendance; +Provide & bonus of

$2 07 1o any woman who marmies, leaves

the welfare rolle. and sieys off for eiicest 2

veuirs,

Combination
Combine Rewards arnd Requirerenis

Requirement-Focused -
| Reguire Responsibie Behavior ;
i Goal: Promote se!f-support, decteese de- i Goal: Promote self-support, dectease de-
! pendency on welfare, and rec.uce poveriy. ' pendency on welfare, and reduce paveTy.
| Means: Require recipients 1o engage in : Means: Apply rewerds 10 desired and pen-
' positive behavior ir order 10 receive beoe- %ahiu to non-desired behzvior. '

: fits, ;Emmples include: Provide hmnanciel re-
' Examples include +Require ettendance 8t wards to teenage parents with gonc K
“job meining. job search. or education pro- | atencance but reduce benefiis for poor el
. grarrs in return for welfare bene s «Limit "tendance; « Provide welfare benefiie formwn
e amount of tinme familier can recsive . years, afier which tme, & recipien: musi 4o

FDXC, eLimit paymenic to mothers who pubiic service work: sReguire recrieni i
have more childrer while meeiving AFDC ‘cngage in job search and rarvr oo
«Condition AFDC pavmenic 1o the atten- | crease the benefits redusiion when
dance of children 10 school and preveniive  Ing 1o work; sExpand the beneliic avelsDie
health care acuvities eEsizhlish & manade- | to two parent families but limi: benefi for
tory public service requiremen: for wellare *additionz! chiidren.

recipients.

Reward-Focused

sRelaxing restrictions on mamedcouples
and decreesing the benefits recuction on
earncd income hsve support from the Chil-
drer's DefenseFund and other child advo:
cele organizauons. «Washingiorn is pursing
2 reform to reduce benefit reducuon: o
camed income. *Twelve bills were inoo-
guced las: Congress, eight of which in-
creased the AFDC savings lemit.

Combiration
«Clintor supporis estabiishingapuoic s -
“ice requirerner: for recipierie on AFDC o
"more than two years, and expandicg the

Requrremer: -Focused i
s *Oregonis pursuing refomes t sxpand work
irequirements for welfare rezipients. <A
i Senzte hearing was held for the Work for
' Welfare Act. -RepresentativesVin Webes ' eamedmcome tax credit. *Bush suppori
"(R-MN) and Newt Gingrict (R-GA) are ' work and educetion requiremenis. and ir-
“strong supparters of links o work and edu- "creasing tht £MOUN! TeCiplenis Can eL™
Lcation. I'withou! losing benefHis. *Both Bt 2nd
E " Clinton support increasing the AFDC sev-
i lings limit, Ten states are pursuing combimed

“reform programs.

Chiitren's Defense Fund Repori, Auvgue

1952 3J2 Green Rook, Overview . o Budge and Poliny Prionties Yarraduction 10 $.757, the Nciey Lelen:

of Enudemen. Progmms, Committer on Wayy and Means, US. Huuer of  Chuldrod Hungsr Relief Azt Musch 21, 1962 Sen Parich Leaby fretaey

Repemisuves 'Tae Dymear o o Dependenre, Bane Many Jo, @nd Ellwons,

Cox.poar-ona’ Reseatt®, Senace, Sepiembe: 1052 ™auina! Assoral o

Devid? LS - of Flzalth and Horar Seaices Juns 1650 T hae Staiecan’  Sute Kodpr: Officen 1951
£ 1952

the Poor K Bucie: Decivinns in [951 Afir e Lo Income Peopie Cera--




Combine Requirement- and
Reward-Focused Reforms

Goal: To increase the rewards for work and marriage among low-
income families while reducing the incentives currendy provided by
welfare for non-work and single parenthood.

Means:

Allocation:

» Require work in retum for benefits.
+ Reduce benefits.

+ Require responsible behavior.

« Enforce education requirements.

+ Increase palernity esiablishment and enforcement of child-suppan psyments.
+ Provide tax credits ar vouchers for medical coverage 1o all working families.
+ Provide :ax relief to all families with children.

Implementaiion Federal government

Cost: Unspecified

Ou:look: Califorma, New Jersey, Maryland, and Ohio, tlong with severa! other siates,
have proposed or enacted laws which provide financia! incertives anc disincertives
targeting wark, marriage, school artendance, child bearing , and mecical care.

Contact: Robert Rector, The Heritage Foundation, 214 Massactuserts Avenue, N.E.,
Washingion, D.C. 20002; (202) 546-4400.

Source: “Requiem for ihe War on Poverty. Rethinking Welfare Ajcr tha LA Kiows.” in Policy Ravw
Magazine, Summer 1962

Combine Requirement- and Reward-Focus Reforms

 Rethinking Welfare After
the L.A. Riots

By Robert Rector, The Heritage Foundation

Although mzny elemeris of comprehen-
sive reform can be imriemerniad at the siare
level, state actions should be comyplemerted
by tax relief 2nd an overhaul of the U.S.
medical system 1 the federal level. While
tax policy and medical reform are formaily
outside the we fare sysiem, reforms in these
areas would have a significant impact on
the opportunities and beravior of low-m-
come families, mnd therefore are an impor-
tant pan of any welfare reform strategy.

A comprehensive weifare reform pack-
age would include sever imponan: policy
innevations:

1) Require work in rerrn for henefits.
States should require some but not ai!
weifare recipients to work in exchange for
benelis received Recipienisof food Liarmps

Many current Liberal proposals {al! short )
tecause they add small new rewards for
constructive bekavior while ignoring the

. huge rewarcs for idleness and single par-

i enthood a'ready embedded in the present

selfare svsierm. Serious welfare reform

, musi not only provide new inceniives for

i positive behavior, it must also reduce the

huge rewards for destructive behavior that

ex:st in the current system.
What is neceded 1s a comprehensive
weifare reorm sirategy that would balance
ese two key elements. Not only must it
increase the rewards for work and marmiage
ameong low-income famiiies, it must re-

Cuce the incentives currently previded by

wellare for non-work and single parent-

hood.

and general assistance who are not elderty
and not disabled and who are not directly
cering for small children should be re-
quired to obtain a job, or if a job is ot
gvailable, to perform commmunity service
for at least 20 hours per week. Withiz the
AFDC program, mothers who do not have

{ children under age five or who have re-
] ceived AFDC for over five years should be

required to find private sector employ-
ment. If such employment is not available,
they should be required to perform com-
munity service for at least 3 hours per week
in exchange for benefits. In all two-parent
families receiving AFDC, one pareni should
be required 1o work. For all programs the
work requirement should be permanent,
lasting as long as the individual or family
receives benefits.

This policy specifically exempts most
mothers with pre-school childrer from the
work requirement. Because of the high
costs of providing day care, work require-
ments for mothers with pre-schoo! chl-
dren would almost certeinly increase mather
than cut welfare costs. Morcover, greal
caution shouid be exercised toward any
policy that separaies young childrer from
their mothers, as this will ofien have a
significant negative effect on the child’s
development. Thus a well-designed work
program generally would notinchude moth-
ers with voung children. However, a sec-
ond rule requiring work from mothers «ho
have received AFDC payments for over
five years, either continuousiv or in sepa-
rate peniods, 1s needed to discourage moth-
ers from inientionally having additional
chiidren to avoid their work obligation,

If a work requirement: of Lhe sort outiined
here were established, roughly 50 percent
of AFDC mothers would be recuired 0
work as a condition: of receiving beneliis.
This would be an enormous improvemert
from the presemt situation; in the average
stale only € percent of AFDC mothers
currently participate in job search, work, or
training programs.

Of the seven reforms of the welfare in-
centive system presented here, the work
requirement 1s the most important Under
the current welfare svsiem a nom-working
sing e mother receives an incorse from he
govermmer: for free: if she becomes em-
ployed she must give up all ar pant of s
free income. However, if the welfae r:-

cipient is required 1o work in exchange for

s " . ~ A
2 Youth Pondy
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Reform the Current System Continued...
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benefiis, a new cos: is attached to welfare
dependence and the ail-aciiveness of wel-
fare rel2'ive to employmer: is greatly re-
duced. Indeed . if the work reguirement can
be coupled with othzr govertmment policies
that ensure the family will be somewhat
bezter off financial'v when the mother is
employed than wher the family is on wel-
fare, ther: the ani-work incentives of wel-
fare would be niterly eliminzied. However,
as long es the welfare recipient has the
option of receiving 2 sizeable income from
the govermmes! withou: work. then it will
be impossible through other means 1o re-
duce sigrificently welfare’s anti-work
incentives.

Surprising'v, a work requirement also
eliminetes the anii-marmiage inceniives of
the curren: welfare svstem Under the cur-
ren: weifere svstem, wher 2 single mother
meTies a fullv emrioves
mos: of her weliawe benefis Under e wel-
fare svsterm with a work requiremernt. g
sirgle mother sull would lose her benelits
upon maTyving, bul she would now be
losinig benelits the: she had 1o earn rather
th2n a free income, so the Joss would be far
less significant. As Jong a¢ the mother
could obiz:n & privaie-secior job that paid
roughly ac much as weifare, then mamage
would no ionger impose 8 Significan fi-
nenciel or perrong! cost on the mother or
her prospeciive spouse bhdeed ifregui-ed

b

o word for meifare benefite some wellarc

zle she loses

moters wolid prefer 1o mamy and e
supporied by 2 hushand'c miome rate:
thzn enter the labor force Converting
welfare from frec income 1o inwome Lhat
mus: be earncd would make mamiage
economical v ratione! once again for mil-
liers ¢f lew income parenis

Wrile fes siztes heve ziompied 1o oo

tediich serious work reguirements for
AFD}C parenis, those expenimental pro-
graws the do evist indicaie tha! work rv-
gutremenis cer hzve e significaniimpactin
reducing welfare dependency. Aspertof a
workfere program operatec on an experi-
menie! besis in siv Ohyo counties, AFDC

niny servaice for 20 hours per week. While
onh 25 pervent of e} AFDC mothers werc
requited 1o paricipatz. the work progran:
rediced the overal number of famihes on
AFDC by some 12 percent. bn other words,
for every 1T mothers whe were reguired

tor hene e ove:r 40

e Wwmh iroeaeh

moten jel welfore enurels

Characteristics of AFDC recipients

The most powerful predictor of long-term welfarc receipt is marital status. Single
women average 9 years of AFDC receipt. and 39 percent are predicted to receive
AFDC for 10 or more vears 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 to their first receiving welfare are estimated 1o average
over B years of AFDC receipt, and nearly one-third of each group are expected 1o
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 estimates are less reliable because the sample size with less than 9
years of education is very small.

Percentage of AFDC Reciplents with Various Characteristics
and Average Total Durations of AFDC Receipt
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Reform the Current System Continued...

2) Reduce benefits. Welfare benefits for
families on AFDC shou!d be reduced. This
is particular!y Tue in states with high bene-
fits levels. AFDC recipients areeligible for
benefits from nearly one dozen major
weifare programs. In all but five states, the
combined value of benefits received by the
average AFDC family exceeds the federal
poverty income
threshold. More-

not be cligible for welfare unless they are wedlock whom they have no inteniion of

willing to identify the father of ther chil-
dren. Contrary to popular perceplion, most
unwed mothers are not promiscuous; the

father of the child is well known to them. In ¢

cases where more than one male may be the
father, modern scientific methods permit
the determination of the true bio'ogical

supporting. Another benefit of the pro-
posed syster is that it increases the re-
wards to responsible couples who marry
relative 1o those who do not and thus, over
iime, will encourage marriage. Hewever, a
wamming is needed: the government should
8void aggressively pursuing child support
paymenis  among
young, low-skilled

over, there is con-
siderable inequality
in welfars benefit
levels within each
state. Because some

Biltions of 1990 Dotlars

The Poverty Paradox:

Massive Government Spending Shows No Results

Poverty Rate

males without the firm
backup of required
community service for
absent fathers whore-
nort they are unem-

families receive aid
from many pro-
grams, they wiil
have overall bens-
fits much greater

5250.

than other weifare g
familiesof thesame
size and character- |
istics within the
state. AFDC fami-
lies who also re-
ceive housing aid
wiil have overali
benefis some

S8 B W N I UL T W U A U 2 I O O I

135% ployed. Aggressive
| child-support activi-
ties among this group
without an accompa-
nying community
service reguirerment
will counterproduc-

tively nduce many
young men 10 leave
the labor for.2 or work
“off the books” to
evade their child-sup-
pont obligaiions.

SV Enforce

$4.000 10 $5.000
higher harp other
AFDC

within the state. In !

1930

families

aimosl every siale

fare beneliis well

U U——

1940

Souice Jai'cut L Sgovernmen! repc s

1950 1960 1970 1980

Toto! State ond Federal
Weltare Spending
(Adjusted for inflation)

Note- Az 2 rote prverty KOt DriGrto ivd] gre unavoscse

1990

Povery R3le

education require-
. ments. Staies pres-
crily fail to enforce
thelurren:federsilaw
rorequiring 2ll AFDC
methers under age '8

who have not com-
rleted righ scheol or

above the poverty
ihreshheold States
should reduce AFDC payments o families
who alsc receive housing aid

3) Reguire respensibie behavior. States
should requ.re responsibie behavior as a
coendition of receiving welfare benefits.
This would include policies such as insist-
ing tha: unmarmed minor mothers reside
with their rarents or in some other adult-
supervised setting, and reducing payments
to mothers who fail to provide their chil-
dren with free rmmunizaions. Most im-
portant, mothers who bear addiional chil-
drenwhile they are already receiving wel-

parent with nearly absoiute cerainty.

All single mothers prospectvely erroil-
ing in the AFDC program should be re-
quired to have the paternity of their chiid

legally established as 2 conditon of receiv -
ing benefits. The absent fathers should then
be required to pay child support to offset at -

least some of the costs of providing welfare
to their children. If an absent father claims
he cannot pay child support because he
cannot find work, he should be required 1o

- perform communiry service to pay off fus

child-suppon obligations.

Horitage DazaChar

passed 2 CED 10 at-
tend school. This pro-

vioon should be erforced To avoid the

4

egatve affecis of separating icfants from
thzir rmothers, however, mothers with in-
fan: children should not be required to
paticisaie formorethan 20 hoursper week.

6) Provide tax credits or vouchers for
rnedica! coverage to all working families.
The current welfare system provides free
medica! coverage 1o single parents and
non-working two-pareni families on AFOC,
pu: does not provide medical assistarce to

_tow inceme working families. This dis-
- courages work because a weifare mother

fare should not receive an increase in wel-
fare bene

4) Esta®:
suppont pas

Establishing a nigorous paternuty and .
child-suppont sysiem will greatly reduce
i the incentives for young males to enhance
their macho image by sinng chuidrenouiof

cons:dening a low -income job in a small
frm—which typically will not include a
hea!thenefits pran—-faces the los: of thou -
sands of dollars worth of medical berzlis

firg

h paternity and enforce child-
~rents. Single mcthers should

-22 Youth Pohioy
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Reform the Current System Continued...

—

if she accepts employment. It also discourages marriage because
g welfere mother marrying @ man in 8 low wage job in a firm
withou! family medical benefits will agair Jose medical coverage.

The federa} government could reduce the anti-work/anti-mar-
rizge effects of welfare by enacting the comprehensive medical
reforrc proposed by The Heritage Foundation in A National
Heclth System for America. The plan would, among other reforms,
provide federal tax credits and voucers for the purchase of medicel
insurance 1o low-income working families not eligible for Medi-
caid. A proposa! similar to the Heritage plan recenly was intro-
duced by President Bush.

7) Provide tax relief 1o all families with children. The federal
govemnment currently imposes heavy Laxes on Jow -income work-
ing families with children. A family of four making $20,000 a year
curresitly pays $3,780 in federal taxes. This heavy taxation pro-
motes welfare dependence by reducing the rewards of work and
marriage relative to welfare. A crucial step in welfare reform is

broad family tax relief along the lines proposed in The Heritage
Foundation's A Prosperity Plan for America: How To Strengthen
Family Finances, Revive the Economy, and Balance the Budget.
This pian would provide a $1,000 tax credit for each school-age
child and a$1,500 tax credit for each pre-school child: the tax cred-
its could be used to reduce the family's income-tax liability anc
both the emplovee and employer share of the Social Security
payroll tax. The pian would eliminate all federal taxes on working
families with children with incomes below 120 percent of the
poverty threshold. The revenue loss of these 1ax credits would be
offset by corresponding spending constraints through capping the
growth of total federal domestic spending a1 5 percen: per annum.
Thus the plan would not add to the federal deficit.

Comprehensive welfare reform must combine toughness and
refusa] to Teward negative behavior with positive rewards for
constuctive behavior. Reforms that fail to include both sides of
the equation will ot succeed.

Intergenerational Welfare Receipt

Researchers have held greal interest in
identifying possible intergencrational ef-
fects of welfere receipt, particularly the
extent that children growing op ih weifare-
recipient households are more lkely to
receive welfare wher they become adalts |

A study by Martha S. Hill anc Michae!

‘Ponze (1964). using dats from the Pane!

Sudy of Income Dynamics, foumd that
mos' daughtes in families tha' rece:ved
welfare did nol receive welfare as young
adulls. As the eccompanying table ilius-
trzies, only 19 percent of black dasghter
and 26 of white daughters in “highly de-

pendent” welfae {amilies becamne “high'y
dependent” themselves. It is alsc interesi-
ing tonote that fully 42 percent of the black
daughters and 27 percent of the white
daughters who grew up in families with
high welfare receipt received no welfare ac
young adults.

Al the same time, the daia also show 2
higher incidence of weliare receip: amesg
womer with some welfzre beckground:
{defined as both high and low welfare
dependence). From this perspective, ¥oung
women who grew up 1 welfze famibes
were more than twice & likely 1o receive

welfare thernselves as yourg adulis whose
parents received no welfare assistence—
5§ percent versus 27 percent, respectively.
The numbers also remair high when subd:-
vided by race.?’

Sources:

!Duncar,GregJ..Marthe §_Hill, and Sau
D .Hofman, *Welfare Dependerze Within
and Across Generclions,” Science, Vol
23¢9, January 29, 1958

21967 Green Book: Overview of Entiile.
men: Programs, Commitiée 0r Wavs ar.”
Mecre, US. House of Kepresentatives. f.
659.

Intergenerational Transmission of Weltare Dependency
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Combine Requirement- and
Reward-Focused Reforms

Goal: “To reward work, demand respensihility and end welfare as we know it.”

Means:

Allocation:

+ Expand the camed income tax credit

» Increase enforcement of child suppon responsibilities.

o Increase expenditures on reforms to promote educalion, job
training and placement assistance, and child care for recipients.

» Establish a community service requirement for welfare recipients
who receive benefits for more thas two years.

* Increase the amornt welfare recipients are allowed to save
without losing benefits.

Implementation: Federal government

Bil; Clinton

Cost: Addiriona: $4 billion in tax cred:is £nd $2 billion on ecucation and maining.

Outlook: . Clizton stazed that as pres.dent, he w1l continue 1o suppor the proposais he
taid out duricg his campaign

Point of View: “The changing face of weifare, the changing nature of it and the
enormous barrier of people moving from weifare 1o & productive life deserve special
atention. Especially now tha mos: people oo welfare are young women and their litde
children By the time wé'fe through we shouldn 't have a welfare program in America
We ought to have a belping band progra=, followed by a2 jobs program.”™

Contact: Bill Clinton for Presiden: Commitiee, P.O. Box 6185, Litde Rock, Arkansas
72203; (501) 3743322

Soarce: "Pwiting Pecpia Furm A Nanoas Economa: Siraiegy for America ™ Gev Bl Clintom
Gov Bdl Clintem's Spaech 1o the Natioms: 23 1 Conveniicn on Atlanza, GA September §. 1542,

Combine Requirement- anc Reward-Focused Reforms

Putting People First

By President-Elect Bill Clinton

" at the top of the totem pele, middle<lass
famnilies pay more anc earn less. Wages ave
+ flat, good jobs have become scarce, and
Putting our people first means henering | poverty has exploded. Hea!th care costs
and rewarding those who work bard and ¢ hgve skyrocketed, and millions have seen
play by the rules. It mesns recognizing that | their health benefits disarpear.
govermment doesr: ‘traise children—peopie ' Today almost one of every five people
do. It means that we must reward work, - who works full-ume doesn't earn enough

Rewarding Work and Families

demand resporsibility and end weifare as
we know iL

The Republicans who run the feleral
governmer.l have abandened weriing
famlies. Millions of Amaicans a =un- |
rur.g harder and harder justto stay i~ ;laze.
While taxes fa!! and incomes rise {07 st

Youth Pelon

. hions of single-parer:

- to support his or her family above the

poverty line. Deadbea: parents owe $28
b:llion in child suppor, and have left mul-

In the 19805 the Repubiicans once again
ased welfare as a wedge 10 divide Amer-
cing agarst earh other They silenty

famiiics in poverly.

hacked away at the programs that keep
disadvantaged children beslthy and pre-
pare them for school. They ialked about
“family values™ but increased the burden
0n American families.

My national economic strategy will
strengthen families and empower all
Americans to work. It will break the cycle
of dependency and welfare as we know it

End Welfare as We Know It

* Move Peoplefrom Welfare to Work.
The Clinton plan will provide people
withthe education, training. job place-
ment assistance and child care they
need for up tc two years—so they can
break the cycle of dependency. (Cost:
$1-2 billion in first year, future net
cosis wiil depend on size of savings
from reducing the welfare rolls)

* A Two-Year Limit. ,
After two years, those who can work
will be required to go to work, either in
the private sector or in meaningful
commurity service jobe. They won't
Just pick up a check. They'll earn it

Make Work Pay

A Living Wage.

The Eamed Income Tax Credit will be
expanded sc thai neo one with 2 fam!iy
who works full-iime has to ra:se their
children in poverty (Cost: $2 biliion
wher: fully phased in).

 Incentives for Welfare Reciplents.
Welfare recipients shouldn't be pe-
nalized {or belpirg themselves. The
assel 1Lmit will be raised from $1,000
10 $10.000 for savings to be used, for
instance, for job raining and coliege.

+ A Falr Minimum Wage.
The minimurm wage will be indexed to
keep pace with inflation. Working
people shouldn'thave io lose purchas-
ing power just becausr of inflazion.

+ Individual Development Accounts.
The federal goverment would maich
on a sliding scale money placed in &
savings accounl. AFDC recipients and

. those with ne more than wice the
poverTy leve! wouid be elig:bhie.




{ Reform the Current System Continued...

: Clinton Continued...

! + Guaranteed Health Care.

Unde: the Clinton Plan, every American will be guaranteed affordable, quality health care. No one will be forced to stey on welfare

1o preserve medical insurance.

s A Strong Economy.

i Toughen Child Support Enforcement

i
i The Clinton adminisiration will get our economy going again—the single best policy for getting people from welfare to work.
i
[
!

« Governments Don’t Raise Chlldren, Parents Do.

; Clinton will launch & nationwide crackdown on deadbeat parents: a national deadbeat databank, automatic wage upholding, early
i establishmen: of paternity, and reports to credit agencies of failures o pay. (Cost: $500 million.)

=

—

Mandate 'For Change

By W:li Marshal; end Elaine Ciulla Kamarck

—
The Progressive Policy Institule (s @ project of the Democraiic
Leadership Council,an orgenization Clirton helped Lo create and
which he headed from Marck 1990 to August 1991. In the
Institute’s recently released book, Mandate for Change, the fo!-
lowing welfare indriatives were oullined:

! 1.Make welfare temporary. The new president should pro-
* posetha: AFDC eligibility be Lm:ted to two years for all able-
bodied recipients.

2 Subsidize work, not dependonce.
We should expand the Eened-bhzome Tax Credit in oraer tc
11 all fasiiies with 2 fuli-time workes out of poverty.

3, Creste 2 civillan Gl billL
The U.S. should offer young peopie & chance 1o earn college
and job Uaining beneflit by volunieering 1o serve mecdy

i peopizintheir communines Comrrnuniny service also should
offer minimum-wage jobn o wellare recipients unable to find

a privete joh afier their AFDC elipihilin has expired.

i 4. Estatlish a soclal insurance system for children.

A mirimum chiid-suppor bene s guaraniced by governmen:
will reinforce parental responsihiliny and lessen single mot:-
© ers’ relance on assisiance.

f

!

{ 8 Change AFDC eliglbility so married reciplents can keep
I some of thelr benefts.

I AFDC shiould fosier marnage md offer a8 Darsitions! siage

6.Unlve:rsa!) access to health care.
A wok-based socigl policy recuivs thatl wellare recipents
notiose medica! protection when theviake 8 job Tne new att
minisration shoutd adort @ miahelhased gpproath

Combine Requirement- and Reward-Focused Reforms

7.

Stress job placement over education and training.

The adminisratioz should shift money from education and
training progarns W private efforts to place recipients i johs
with decent pay 2 benefits.

.Promote microenterprise.

The pew admizisTedon should permi states 1o use federe!
comrTimity ang rere! developmen: and job teining funds e
rmake 2:rest loams to noproft goups that lend o microbus .-
resses a2 po ecuepreneurs Such proups eouid also rasse
mo~) {rom business and foundations.

. Encorrage saving mopey ané butiding assets.

The administraiion should spend $1 billion to leverzge com-
muity-based efoms 1o encouragt low-income Americans 1o
save through Individual Development Accounis. Communty
develmomen eoporations and other nenmprofit groups would
commpeie for federe’ granis and raise moncy frors otner sourzes
ir. erder 1o mach DDA deposits of up 10 $2,000 2 yvear.

10. Expand choice through vouchers.

11.

The new actrinie~ation should convert into vouchers the $4
bitlion now spent under Title XX of the Social Securiy Act,
AFDC xnd twenscioznal child care, and the chiid cxe &2
devclopmer bl grant

Fosier management and ownership by tenants.

The V.S shouic expand funding for temant manegemen: an?
owTerthip proocis It should encourage further exper
mernc like Chozagn’s Mixed Income New Communitiee
Sratrpv, wih mseizside e percentegz of housing for were

g famities



Combine Requirement- and Reward-Focused Reforms

Goal: To ease the tax burden on working and middle income §
families.

Means: Allocation: _

+ Replacing the personal exemption with a refundable tax credit of
$800 per child.

« Expand the eamed income tax credit (EITC) and make the credit
more sensitive to family size.

+ Implerent a rate structure of 15-28-32-35 percent.

» Addan 11 percent surtax on the income of taxpayers with adjusted
gross income above $250,000.

Implementaticn: Federa! government

Cost: Cost neutral (No additiona! cost to the government).

Outlook: President-Elect Clinton supports expanding the earned incame tax credit and
proposes a tax increase on the wealthies! 2 percent of Americars.

Point of View: “Middle income families are losing ground. They’re finding it harder and
harder to catch up. Working poor famulies, stugghing 10 keep iheir independernce, are
facing a system tha! makes welfare seem a lof casier than work. In every family, the
children fee! the pressure. I's time we let American families know we understand the

financial strain they face and that we're on their side.”

Contact: Senator Al Gore, SR-393, Russell Senate Office Building, Washington, DC

20510-4202; (202) 2244802

Source: Press Release on the Working Family Tax Reliaf Act, May €, [199].

Combine Requirement- and Reward-Focused Reforms

Working Family Tax Relief

By Senator Al Gore

percent=$800). For families in the 28 per-
cent tax bracker, the new credi: would be
equal in value to an exemption of $2,857;
for families in the current 31 percent bracket,
the new credit would be equal in value o an
exempton of $2,581.

* This tax credit will be in additior to the
current child care credit.

The refundable portion of the new child
tax credit, available 1o those with no tax lia-
bility, will be limited 1o the larger of $400
per family or 20 percent of earned ircome
or child support received.

Strengthening Working Poor
Families

* Expand the eamed income tax credit
(EITC) and make the credit more sensi-
uve ‘o family size.

Under curren: lew, the EITC begefit
amoun: varies by two family sizes. The bill
would expazd the EITC amourt and would
vary it by three family sizes. In addition,
the bill would eliminate the supplerental
EITC for health insurance expenses and
the supplemental EITC for young children

Progressive Tax Changes

-« Implerent a rate struciure of 1S.28-32-

For too long, working and middle in-
come families have been paying toc many
of America’s bills. Working and midd'e
income families are telling us that even
with two paychecks and full-time jobs they
can’t make ends meet. They don’t have any
more (o give and we shouldn't be asking
them.

I's time we started listening to the
American people, Washington's economic
statistics are real life to the people we
represert. They don't need an economist to
tell them that they have less morey 1o
spend to feed or clothe or educate their
kids Their packetbooks tell them that every

dav.

26 Youth Policy

. Tax Relief for Families and
{ Children
i

; * Increase the tax bene fii for childrer under
. age 18 by replacing the personal exemp-

tion with a refundable credit of $800 per |

i
| child.
]
I

For workdng amd middle class families,

!

i this new refundable cild credit car more

{ thar. double the tax benefit of the existing _
' . » Increase the alicrnative mirimum tav

. exemption for children. Families in the 15

parcentlax bracket whocancurrentiyclaim
: 2 82300 persona! exerption per child get |

: a tax savings of orly $345 (82,300 x 15

35 percent, with the top bracke: begin-
ning at approximeiely $130,000-
$140,000 of adjusted gross income.

In addiiion to the rate sucrure change,
the bi!l would restore to iop bracket taxyay-

I ers the ability (o fully decduct state and loca!

taxes and chantable conmbutions, and 10
claim a full personai exemption. That is, it
wouid remove the existing !imit on item-
ized deductions and the phase-out ¢f per-
sonal exermpuons.

{ = Add & 11 percent surtax ox. the income

of taxpayers with acjusted gross income
(including both ordinary andcapital gams
income) above $250,000.

rate to 29 perceni.
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Combine Requirement- and
Reward- Focused Reforms

Goal: To 2dd sccountability 10 welfare and reduce dependency.

Means:

.Allocation:

» Allow stales and communities more flexibility 1o undertake

" broad anc inmovative reforms.

« Exclude income used by an AFDC family head to become self-
emploved when assessing AFDC eligibility.

«* Establish a demonstration project which provides s bonus pay -

- ment to welfare recipients who work their way off AFDC.

+ Increase the AFDC savings limit '

« Broaden child support enforcemen! megasures.

Implemen:ation: Federa!l and state government.

George Buéh

Cost: LUnepeciined.

Qutloo}.: Presiden: Bush's proposals 1o increase the AFDC savings iimat and broadon

child suppont exforcement are supporied by Preident -Elect Clintoz

Point of View: “We cen't afford the welfare system we have 1oday. .. Welfarc is a sysiem
tha: literally weasies militons of tax dollars a year... Those who receive governmer!
essistance have cemiain responsibilities to seek work. or gel education and raining tha:
will heip them get & job, and the respons:bility 1o gei their lives it order. Tha! means

establishing lifes:vies that wall enzble ther o fulfill their poteniz!, not desiroy i:.”

Contact: Ofice of the Press Secretzry, 1600 Pennsylvania Ave,, NW. Washingion, DC

20800; (2G22 455.2100.

Source. Preccien s Belfcre Reform Fomt Shee: (Fe ¢fthe Prass Secreiz— Jus 711500

Creating Opportunities for
Self-Improvement

By Prev:den: George Bush

~ Americans and their familics in tmes o

“It's fire 10 repiace the assumprions of the welfare state Gnz heip reform ke
welfare sysiem Statesthroughou! the countryare beginning 10 oper ate with new ar-
sumpiions:tha:whenahle-bodied peeplereceive governmeni azsisiance they han ¢
[ training. @ respansibility 1o get their bves tn order - a responsih. oy 1o hold the:
¢ familteswicingr and refrain from kaving chifdren okt of wed. 23 and a respor-

shiiny 1oobey ihe law”
President George Bush
State of the Unier acdaress
Junuens 28,1092

The President’s Objectives for
Welfare Reform

The principles outlined by the president in
his State ¢f the Union Address are esseniiz!
to adding accountability to welfare end
reducing dependency. These reforms' in-
clude:

* Requirements that able-bodied wel-
fare recipients enroll in workfare or
some form of job training iz exchange
for receiving benefits.

» Measuring the success of welfare pro-
grams by how many pecple move from
the welfare rolls onio the job rolis.

» Adding incentives that encourzze
families to stayv together, and disin
centives thatdiscourage additionai ovi-
of -wediock births.

To accelerate impiementaton of weifare
reforms, President Bush hes made a com-
mitmen! 10 speed up review of federe!
waivers for state reforms. The presiden:
and the secretary of Health and Huma=
Services have alreedy approved a8 wasver
for Wisconsin's Pereniz! ancé Family Re-
spoasitiliny Initiative, which proviages new
incentives for welfare recipienis to work
anc marry.

Reducing dependency 1 wilize vl
save taxpaver doilars, but more mmpoe--
tantly, make able-bodied cilizens procic:
tive again. Griting peopie off welizre and
into jobs helps former recipients, thes
families, and society generally. In 2cc:-

tior, getiing long-term dependents off

" welfare wili free vt more deliers for pro

grams the are supposed to help working
economuc sain. msicad of provid
govermnmen: funds for already depinden:
welfare recipients.

ngmone

| The Need for Welfare Reform

The 1988 Famiiy Supposi Act rerre:
sented 2 prilosoptizal turung point in L
approach 10 wellare: it expanded gove
ment effors to pain recipien s and to ¢

lect child suppon, but 1t also required re-
b

Many refoms proposed e 1obe 1o

CIpICNL [0 TP MOW respon
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flect the Fam.ly Security Act's conceptual
approach, however, there rernains a grow-
ing need o Tanslate new thinking inio
lasting resul:s. Dependency remains a
penvasive problem Research has shown
that ahouw Two-thirds of the families on
AFDC at 2y given time will spend a total
of eight or more years on the rolls.

Addressirg long-term dependency by
ircreasing incentives for those on welfare
to work and bekave responsibly will help
dependert recipienis become productive
agzain, and wili prevent the current genera-
tion of chiidren from becoming the AFDC
parents of the next decade. New welfare
reforms il meet government’s respons:-
biliry to become both more effective and
MOre COThpissionale.

Federal Approval of State
Demonstration Programs

On A% " 0ts, Presideni Bushannownced
approva! of federal waivers for Wisconsin's
Parental and Family Responsibility Initia-
tive whizk is designed to encourage teen-
age welfare recipients to work and marry.
The inizaZve will strengthen families by
encouraging poor couples to marry and to
be respersible about child-bearing. Also,
r=cipients will be required to participate in
educaion and job placement services.
Unik=exisung programs, Wisconsin'spian
wll increzse the reward for taking jobs by
increasing tme amown of monthly earnings
trat can be reccived before AFDC pay-
ments are r=duced.

The Bush administration has approved
several other welfare reformm demonstra-
ten projecs, uwluding:

+ [iinets’ Chance for Self-Sufficiency
progra~ whichishelping families pre-
vious!y on welfare to stay off welfare
by providing state-sponsored and com-
munity-hased post-welfare education
and raizing services.

+ In Ma~iand, Montgomery County's
Cash lacenisves Payments for Self-
Suficiency which increases the value
of work by providing incentive bo-
nuses for compleiing job waining or
getiing * ;0b.

+ Texas' Towwrd Independence Program:

2% Youth Foby

Disposable Income at Various Wage Levels for a Family ;
of Three with Chiid Care Expenses I
Pennsyivanla, January, 1992 !
Disposable Income {(Thousands) i
14 — !
| |
12r ,
t
10
|
0 2.000 4000 50CO 8000 7.030 60630 -g,ooo 10,000 15,000 20,000 }
Wages i§) \
i r s — 1' )
. EE et wages AFDC L Food Stamps |
Source: Commitiee on Ways and Means

which provided one-yexr of Medicaid
and child care benefits w0 easc the
transitior from welfare 10 work.

More than 20 states have begun to de-

velop welfare reform propesals. These -
proposals are receiving expedited review

at the federal level

Reforms by States

Reforms that require responsiility, pro-

i mote family values, and reduce depend-
i ency, \f adopted by a number of states, !
would fundamer.ially irprove welfere’s

£

operation. Meaningful weliars reform a8 -
outlined and promoted by the presiden: -

will mean dependern! recipienis. o con-
tinue receiving bemeliis, would have ©
assume a measure of personal responsitii-

ity and take concrete sieps 10 irsprove their

lives.
States such as New Jersey and California

are taking steps 1o approve reforms similar |

to the president’s proposals New Jersey

passed 2 law this year that =culd sl
responsibility by requiring work for wel- .

fare (or jobtraining}. and by motinsreasing
benefits to those w ho have adi uonal il
dren while receining wellare.

. Putting the Private Sector to
: Work in Reducing Welfare
i Dependency

i

! :

The private sector can play mm imporiant
rolz in geiting weifare recipients back to
: work. Some states have established public-
_ private networks which pay private [imms

for cach weifae recipient placed in 2 ich.

Rzcuitsonerted programs hike thece

e
=
r

the power of the marketpiace o work o
ways that benefit taxpavers, staie and iocal
. governments. and wclfare recipicats.

By focusirg onresults. private firms are
- ahle to take direct cenTol over weilare

1 cases, Sieering recipients inie joos sooner
- than e stale might have, and recucing
cosis 1o taxpavers. Siates have suong in-
centives to turn to the privaie sector, which
can be held directly accountzble for suc-
cess or failure.

In partnership with state and loca: gov-
- emments, privale secior nitiatves under

" the Job Opportunities and Basic Sills
- 1JOBS) program remove bariers to em-
' p!o_\'..“;emwi:_hp}acem:'n:sm'ices,s'r.s:;\e:
workers' skills, and place welfare rec:pi
ens in paying jobs. Major “weifure o
©work” projects with trivate seclor invoive-

“menienistin Connedioul. New York, Mas-
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I

i sachusetts, and Wyvoming. One private firm
! menages over 14,000 AFDC cases in Los
Angeles Counry aione. Thousands of Texas
AFDC recipients benefit from a privale
firm's casc managemen! project that pro-
vides focused raining and placemen: senv-
ices.

Budgetary Commitments to
Welfare Reform

The President is making concrete his
commiunent to workfare and welfare rc-
form by.

i

significant new funding for child care
programs to help the children of working
parents onto the path of opportunity and
Job Training 2000 whick would establish
“one-stop shopping™ skil! centers repiac-
ing the existing job training maze o help
the low-income disadventaged find jobs,
and raining more easily.

If government is to encourage personal
esponsibility, the design of current pro-
grams must be charged significantly to
expand job opporturnities anc promote self
sufficiency. To this end, the president’s

: FY'93 budgel conizins several initiatives 1o

i

I

* The presiden: has proposed a demon-
stratior; program aliowing states 10
create escrow savings accounts for
long-term AFDC recipienis trying 1o
work their way off welfare. Indivice-
als could set aside an amoun: equal to
staic’s savings from no: having to psy
AFDC that would be realized when
the family heac gets a job. These sav-
ngs would be paid back to the family
i a lump sum once family income ex-
ceeds the need for cash assistance.

These legislaiive changes would assist
states indesigning worklere

Provid:ng 81 billion ir
FY93 (o finance the fed-
erel shere of the Job
Oppomznites and Besic
Skills maining progrem
(JOES: JOBS helps el
gibie perents receiving
assisiance under AFDC
toobiain education, oain-
~ ingandemplovmeniseny-
ices, and thus to avoid

weilzre dependency.

+ Proposing $250 miilion

over Trevearsfor AFDC .

ch stoprovide inien-

i Lavinge ENO .
moie seii-employ. ‘ Lo

MeDT BTOnf WeLTare re | o

Maximum Combined AFDC and Food Stamp

Benefit as A Percent of Poverty
(For A One-Parent Famlily of Three, Jan. 1992)

plans that meet the
president’s reform objes-
pves. They wouid also a-
| low welfare recinients o
prepere beiier for enty i
the work ferce and heln
prevent their rero o the
| weifare rolis.

Enforcement
of Child Support

Presiden: Bush under-
stands tnat wellare depend-

ency ofien stems from the
faiivre of femities o form

se Tt Do oi exdure Thu
oo bey a0y ™ v e Dyeval Iy 2 MY, Y Py df‘.’.'.i.“v\'O!."..'._E on2ver N
AR Ak i of fremistoswrengtnen fam

» Bush aiso wanis 1o expand op-
e seltor involvemnen:
£ 2000 ininative has
wiolfare-10-work
fus:d piblic-pri-
morc thar

swelfare povienis

Soverz: noew

p'mow :

rcf C"‘“\‘i""

vaie pa"\e'ﬂu}v nvoiving

ruthon

Creating Opportunities for Self-
Improvement

The rresider: urndersiands that s ihng
responsibliny means mene than just pro
viding oppounities for educetionandwain
INg- i means creaang a network of oppo
1o ] - the HOPE
10 housinp 10 encourape homs:
carersht the AMERITA 2000 st2iepy
Prvae edusatien, gndd

4
'

SEEIAN
miiat
aTeoumint e

o mosloms

! help Jow-inzome farilies escape welfare !

¢ denendency:

« The president ke proposed 10 give

:_..\)

sizies the opuon of llowing famibies
alrexdy on the weliere rolls to accu-
mulate savings. Thus will give AFDC
farm:hres the opporizniny 1o save un 1o
10.00010ackieve m*c‘\mdcn e from
welfare educatr ther children, or stan
a business.

* Thepresidenthas rorasediocreate a

weilare injtative, sindiar 1o &80 exisi-

ing Social Securinv miuative, the Pian
SQ)

for Achieving Seif-Suppon (PA

Triv plan wor!d le: we

Hare famite
who egree to leave welfare within a
speaifted penod to e income whith
the

nomially woo'd can epainy

far Vs welfese ber o

1
i
H
i
t
l

i pereent. In 1946, child supp
 covered by the [ der!

I responsibiiities, giving chidren & leas:
" financial support they need. In the

lies and lower the coss of
raising children.

President Buch is comem
sure that absent parenis mec the:

: \
Q[0 mering

«{ins

1N

ree years of the Buch adn
ch:id suppori collections by siaies rose 30
or orders e

£OVETMen: ol
Just $3.2 billion. Last vear, recoveries b
more than doubled o almost $7 bill:
About $2 billion of thz amoun was o]
lecied on behaif of famihes recerving wol-
fare.

Presiden: Eush hzs proposcd legisie:
changes 1o extend chiid suppor enforie
ment services to recipienis of other fedu
ally funded programs besides AFDC, 2nd
te increawe health msurance
creldrer by their ner ¢

coverags of




Combine Requirement- and
Reward-Focused Reforms

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

Means:

Allocation.

« Require participation in sex education and parenling classes.

« Eliminate benefits increases for more than two children.

+ Permit welfare recipients to keep more of thier earnings.

« Put the educational, training and job experience resources of state
and federal JOBS program behind low-income, young parents.

« Combine the authority and resources of the welfare agency, the
famnily, and the employment and training staff to ensure prompt patemity payToeni

« Fliminate the requirement that one mermber of a low-income marmed couple have
work history to be eligible for AFDC.

Imolementation. State of Wisconsin.

Tommy
Thomoson

Cost: Unspecified.

Outlook: The Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services received mrorove of
the Parental and Family Responsibility Demomstration Project on April 10, 1432 Tre
five-year project will begin operation on July 1, 1993 in six counties.

Point of View: “Welfare recipients are undermined oy rules anc regulations hat rus
thern away from marriage, from earning an income, and from gaining an education Ow
first task must be 1o rebuiid the welfare system upon the three fourdarions of suzcess iz
our society: home, work, and school. A significant part of this reconsTusiior is the re-
establishment of the two-parent, self-sufficient family as the norm. and not the rare
exception in poor neighborhoods.”

Contact: Office of Governor Tommy Thormpson, (608} 266-137 1.

Source: Governcr Tommry Thompson, "The Amercan Revolution™ keyncte 2:idvess 30 ine D515 Annaz

Resowce Barnk Meriing of The Heritage Foundation. April 23, 1992

—

Combine Requirement- and Reward- Focused Reforms

The New American
Revolution

By Governor Tommy Thompson of Wisconsin

|
1
|
!
|
i
!
t
i
|

U

The Socialist Welfare State. The chief
political fact of our times is the death of the
sociaiist idea. In the United States, the
sociaiist idea has taken the form of the
bureaucratic welfare state. Although the
welfarists drecamt of a war on poverty re-
suliing tn a Great Socicty, the reality has
been the devastation of our urhan commu- | tion in our welfure and
nities that were onve stong and vibrant. © tems. Let us undemsiand how =
The chief casualtics of the war on poveriy * veloped. Welfare came into e sien

I can be found in our central z:i=s. where
welfare is too often a way of 172, and where
the educational rouls (o acrisvement is
often too closed off.

Thatis why [ want to address mivself s
evening to the ways [ have been ving 2o
Governor of Wiscorsin to wzzz a revalt-

I T -
CCUllI. TTe

30 Youth Pody

sociefy where women were generally un-
able Lo oblain decent paying jobs that would
allow them to support a family. A widow,
for instance, had very few options, and
weliare was a compassionale 1e5ponse o
her probiems. But today that original vi-
sior. of welfare has had its props knocked
out for such reasons as the advent of the
womea’s movement and the sexual revolu-
tior: that made premarital sex and single-
parent households much more acceplabie.
Tocay, we have a 1990s welfare program
bat 1s governed by 1930s socioiogy.

Ovur Founders envisioned a nation of free
and independent, self-sufficient families,
ecucarzd to play an active and intelligent
role in public affairs. In contrast, welfare
recipients are undermined by rules and
regulations that turn them away from
ma—iage, from eamning an mcome. and
rem gzining an education. Our first task
=ust be torebuild the welfare system
ne tree foundations of succese in our
socieny - home, work, and school. A sigrafi-
can: pant of this reconstruction is the re-
estzhl:shment of the two-parert. self-sufl-
ciert family as the norm, and not the rare
exzetion in poor neighborboods. The
“Perez:al and Family Responsibility Ini-
tatve which we have introduced in Wis-
¢orsin would greatly aid in that effort by
removing a major disincentive to marriage
in the most disadvantaged areas.

Spon

Imitzuve 18 a pilol program designed {0
eromote and presenve famiilies by remov-

disincentivesin the weifare systerm that

JE

serve as barmers o young couples from
mzrving and working. The Initiative tar-
geis AFDC applicants under the age of 20,
whoare first-time parenis, and their spouses,
the 2judicaied fathers of their chiid(ren).
and non-custodial parents.

Tt wiil encourage low-incorne youih i
delzy pregnancy and parenting, to finish
scroon 1o form & two-parent family, to
work, ard to be financially and socially
responsible parents. By piloting this pro-
g2 in four Wisconsin courtes, includ-
ing Mitwaukee, the State of Wisconsin will
he 1aking a serious step loward addressing
e problem of teen pregnancy and parent-
ing.

By eliminaiing the requirement thai cne
memnerof a low-income marmied coupie
Raverworkhisiorytobeeligibiz for AFDC,
,_'..c S
e AFDXC program for yourng paronis 1o
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may. By permitting welfare recipients to
keep more of their earnings, the Initiative
. will encourage people to work. And by
putting the educatioral, training and job
experience resources of the state and fed-
era! JOBS program behind these low-in-
come, young parents, the lnitiative will
provide opportunities for people 1o be-
come self-sufficient.

1 Also, the Initiative will encourage low-
income teenagers to complele schoo! and
10 delay pregnancy by requiring participa-
| ticn in sex education and parenting classes
| and by removing the financial incentives in
¢ the welfare sysiem 10 have additiona! chil-
i dren.

f To encourage male responsibility for
| parenting and supporting their chiléren
! when there is no marriage or wher. z di-
* vorce occws, the Initjative will combine
the author:ty and resources of the welfare
apency, Whe family, and the employmen:
I end training swaff to ensure prompt pater-
i nily establishment, to establish an obliga-
tion to suppornt the child(ren), and 1o re-
quire the education and work activities
needed (o meet suppon obligations.

Components of the Initiative
Under curreni AFDC policy, all AFDC
recipients are eligible for Medica! Assis-
tance, Food Stempe and child care ex-
penses. All AFDC recipients who leave
AFDC becruse they earn more than AFDC
aliows are eiigible for 12 months of Mzdi.
ca! Assistanice benefits and ransitona’ chuld
care. These benefits are available (o single
parenits now &5d would also be available to
; thepewlyelizible iwo-parent family. AFDC
" recipients arc also subject o Leamfare
reguiremenis if the mother or father hasr.ot
completed high schoo.. Upon completion
_ of high schoo!, employment and tra:ning
i services arc evailable through the JOBS
Progzram
i Ir addition to the existing services de-
! scribed sbove, the Parental and Family
- Responsibiliny Initiative will include the
¢ foliowing components:

Eligibllity Criteria
¢ Curent AFDC eligibility criteriareguire
tither the: an epphican: be a single paren:

or, if the ap;licants are married. one of |
i them: must have an employmen: histen

¢ These “deprivazion factors” are wadinema!

©facion uerd ie extahlish a need for anl

|
i

AFDC Caseload Growth

July 1989/September 1992
soned by percent change In cases (in thousands)

July 1989 September 1992  Percent

Rank State Cases Cases Change
1 |Florida 121.6 255.7] 110.3]
2 __|Now Hampshire 5.3 10.7] 101.9:
3 |Arizons 37.0 67.4 82.2]
_4___[North Cerolina 78.3 125.9 _%0.8
5 |[Nevads 7.4 11.8 59.5
.4 IDélaware 7.8 11:1 - 52.1
7 |Connecucut 37.7 56.3 49.3!
B iAlasks o FeB 10.8] A9,
9  |Georgia 93.1 138.8! 45.1]
10 - 283 B} 273,91 o - -49.1]
11 [New Menco 20.1 25.7 47.8;:
.12 " ]Rhode Ietaid _38.2loi. . T 42,8
13 |Kentudy 58.3 82.8 42.0;
34 ~1Scuth Curalina . 35.8 3Ty 42.0.
15 |Vermon: , 7.0 95.91 £1.4]
1¢ _{Tennemoc i '70.6 9g.11 80.¢:
17 |Indians i 51.0] 70.6; 38.4
1% [Californie i 604.7] 825.5 36.7
19 | Wyoming 5.0 €.7 34.0/
20 1OXahome F35.7 47,8 33.9
21  |Oregor 30.6 40.7 33.0
22 {Virgmd C 54,2 - 71,8 $2.7
2 | Maine 16.0 23.4/ 36.0
24 | Missour 67.4 86.3| ..28.9
25 [Massachusetts 87.6 112.0 27.9]
36 .0 . 80,5 27.8
27 !Guan 1.1 1.4 27.31
28 [Calorads 33.2! 42:1! 2€.8,
20 'Wastmmo- : 78.1 $6.3] 25.91
$G__{Idaho ] ‘5.8 3.3 325.9;
3. iHawal i 13.9 17.4: 25.2°
2 |Rew Jeney i 100.1} 124.4 .24.3;
33 'Utad ' 14.8 ] 18.2 23.6
34 | Virgin Isdands 8.9 1.3 22.2°
3¢ 'Mortams 9.0 11.0 22.2!
36 |Distric. of Calutss | 18.11 '21.8 20.4
37 iNew Yorh i 336.6 | 405.0! 20.31
38 {Ohiv i 21B.6: 261.4 19.6
3 [Kanse: | 24.7 29.5: 19.4
40 |Nebrasks : 14.1 16.8/ 19.1
4]  |Norti Dakowe ! 5.4 6.4 18.5/
42 | Minpesots 53.721 63.6! 38.4.
43 |Penmsvivacis 173.5 203.7! 17.4
- 84 Wost Virginia .35.1 81,0 .36.8
45  |Dlinois 198.5 227.3 14.5"
“ hm‘ ‘4-5 5005 13-7
47 | Arkansas : 24.0 26.4 1C.01
‘48 {Sooth Dakots i 6.6 7.2 9.1
49  ilows ! 33.7 36.€ 6.6
S0 | Michigar ! 210.2 221.9; 5.6
$1  Pueno Kico 59.4 61.0! 2.7!
52  {Wiecontie 79.0' 80.5 1.9,
53 'Musnssioo: ; 55.2] 59.9 1.2
54 |Louixixns I 91.8 91.8! €.0
‘Unned States ' 374€.11 4B5¢ .64 . 29. €
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based on the fact that a child is “deprived”
of the support of a mother, father, or both
parents. Because the AFDC eligibility cri-
teria essentially require couples to have an
established work history, there is nowhere
for a young couple to turn for help if they
wish to marry and suppor their child, but
have not yet worked. This situation tends to
force young parents to be single parents.
The Parental and Family Responsibility
Initiative will allow young couples with no
work experience to be eligible for AFDC.
This change in policy will make marriage
aviadle optionto pregnant and single teens,
especially if they are older teens. The

The following table shows how the AFDC
grant will change with an additional child
bomn irto an AFDC farruly.

Parental Education

The Parental and Family Responsibnlity
Initiative will require all AFDC recipients
under age 20 in the pilot counties and their
spouses or the non<ustodial parents to
| participate in classes on parenting, human
| growth and development, sex education,
i and independent living. Antendance will be
| 8 condition of AFDC eiigibiliry for partici-

|

An urermployed, non-custodial parent
who does not fulfiil his or her child support
obligations will be requured 10 participae
for 40 hours a week in & cornbinetion of
education, parenting and work activities.
Education opportunities could include
completing high schoot or attending a vo-
cationa! education program.

Failure 1o cooperate with work experi-
ence and training activities for non-custo-
dial parents will result in areturnto courtin
contempt of the “seek work”™ order. Thus,
the authority of the court is joined with an

panis in the Initiative and a requirement of | employment requiremezt to ensure the

program is targeted at first-ime teen
parents who are new applicants for
AFDC or are currently part of an
existing AFDC family.

Work Incentlves

Incentives to work will be ir-
creased by allowing participanis in
this program to keep the first $200
and one-half of additional earnings
per month. Currently, AFDC recipi-
erts whe work are only allowed to
keep the first $30 and 1/6 or 1/3 of
their eamed income.

Elimination of 100-Hour
Rule for AFDC Unem-

ploved Parents
+ Bu:there has been one fina! disin-
centive to work in Wisconsin no-

|
x|
, ‘ STATE OF WISCONSIN

Wisconsin Welfure Reform

THE PARENTAL AND
FAMILY RESPONSIBILITY
INITIATTVE

young parent becomes seif-sufficient
ji and meets his or her child support
i obligation.

Paternity and Child Support

One of the mzjor objectives of the
Pareniai znd Family Resporsitality
¢ Initative is to rewnforce the impor-
© {ance of male respoasibility in par-
enting and child support A’ DHSS
study of minor mothers on AFDC
revealed that in adout half the cases,
palerity was esi2blished within one
. yearafter the baby was born. Inabout
30 percent of the cases, paternity
establishment was expected to take
more than onre vexr. In the remaining
20 percent of cases, the repomt con-
civded that paternity would never be
exiabiished Enforcemernt of the con-
sequerces of paremiing cannot pro-

toriously referred to as the 100-
Hour Rule for Unemployed Parents.

« Two-parent farmilies on AFDC are not
allowed 10 work more than 99 hours
per month without loss of AFDC.

« Wisconsin is one of three siates tore-
ceive a federal waiver to drop this re-
quirement for SO percent of the cases.
(California & Utah}

« The Waiver will be implemenied on
October §, 191,

Grant Size

Currently,the AFDC grant increases with
the size of the family. There is the appear-
ance in the AFDC program that parents
who have additional babies are “rewarded”
with an increased grant. Therefore, the
Parental and Family Responsibility Initia-
wve will limit the size of the AFDC grant
when a second baby is bormn and not -

l.
L

crease the grant for any additionat children.

ment for non<usiodial parents

Male Responsibility
Currendy, when a pregnan: single leen
applies for aid, the county econotlic sup-
pon worker refers the case to the child
support agency to ‘nitiate patemuly estab-
lishment and orders for support. Once pa-
ternity is established, the court must order
support for the baby. If the father is unem-
ployed, the judge can order him (o “seck
| work,” but the cowrt has no resources (o
assist him. The father isor hisown, withno
! job history and ofter no high school de-
| gree.
¢ Under the Paren:ai a~d Farsiy Respon-
s sibility Initiative, ati unemploved non-
. custodial parenis 1n the ot counties wiil

the education and work aJusity require-

ceed prompily if paterrity takes
moznths 0 establish

Counties tha! pilot the Parectal and
Family Responsibility Initiative will be
encouraged 0 improve coordination of
economic suppon and child support pater-
rity s:aff 1o expedite pziemnity establish-
meni for all AFDC appiicanis, including
low income single parents under age 20
wha are the largel group for this Initiative.
Counties ihai participate in the Initiative
will receive 2 $200 increase (from $100 to
$300) in the bonus paid for patzrmities
estabiished within one year for babies born
10 women under 20 vears of age. County
child support agencies will be encouraged
to use the inceniive funding to experimen!

| with innovative wavs 1o cxpedite patermity

establishment [naddition. onefam:!ycount

comraissioner wiil be added in Miiwaukee

. Courty to ceal solely =it patermnily ac-

| . - .« \ .-
f be ordered by the judgs 10 Tseek work” by

couniy SOBS program

" reporting to the

Lions.




Combine Requirement- and Reward-Focused Reform

The Common Good:
Social Welfare and the American Future

By The Ford Foundation

Background:
The need for a comprehensive approach 10 social welfare reform |
was siressed by an independent Executive Panel made up of |
leaders in business, labor, civil rights, the nonprofit sector and -
education. The Executive Pancl, sponsored by the Ford Founda- '
tion. heard briefings from expenis and policy analysis representing
e broad range of perspectives.

Goal:

* Increase funding for improved staff compensa-
tion and staff training in early child development
*  Address the needs of children whose imowledge
of English is limited.
4) Provide child<care subsidies for lower-income families
through refundable federal 1ax credits.

. 5) Expand siate and loca! effor:s 1o test and implement

family suppon services featuring earlv interven:ion,
paren! education, and
coordinatior: of diverss

« Develop a comprehensive

welfare s encom \i public programs.
elfare systemencompass- i . -
ing ali ages ’ Summary ot Federal Funding Increases | € Provide adequzte fed-
E a7l ages. . eral funding of programs
+ Create er expanding econ- in Blllions: like Socia’ Semvices Biock
ory to provide funds and WIC $1.7 Grants, AFDC-Foster
1 . i '
B o e | Head Start $2.0 Care, those ir the Child
* Blen ra! - o .
Gatives. Medicaid $£3.0 ?busc Prc;enuond ar“ll-d
.  Treatmemt Act, and the
» Emphesize the need for Chapter 1 $1.5 child-wrlfarcl‘servicct
a.mic_ipalor).' care and pre- EITC $2.3 provisions of the Socia)
ventive acticn. AFDC $3.7 | Securiny At
Cost: Public Service Jobs $2.0 | 7 Increasc suppor for
* ) . ; Tescerchon chiid-welfare
= $29b.llior overcurrenifed: Unemployment Insurance $1.0 ! probiems a: the Naijone!

ere! expenditure. \

/ Insinie of Chilg Heelth

« Privete, non-profit, local,
and stale increases,
* Increased federa! funding provided by laring Socia! Secu-
r.ty benefits that exceed lifeiime contributions.

Allocation:

Infancy and Chlidhood

Investing in Infants

1) Provide a!! pregnan: women wiih access io prenatal care
and well-babvcere.

2} Fully fund WIC as an eniitlement for nutritionaliy at-risk
women i -d children with incories ¢f up to 185 percen:
of the federal poverty line

3}  Expand the Head Stan prograr:.

*  Provide enough slot: for the 8D percen: of poor
3- and 4-year-olds whe are now denied this
service.

*  Male at Jeast ane -half of the slots fuli-czy pro-
grams for children with working parenis

*  Expand family supporl, referrzl, and home vis-
HIng services 10 very Jow incomie parenis. exp -
ciaily leen monthers, with children bolow ape
three.

an¢ Human Deveicp-
men..

" £; Offer financiz! and informationa! suppon 1o swsie gov-

ermmmen:s and loca! entinet 1o impove their services 1o
chiidren in nesd end prevent the need for suchenuties in
the first place.

: Young Adulthood: Preparing for a World of Work
- Drug and Alcoho! Addiction

1) Guarantee help in overcoming drug addicuon for&!! whe
seek 1.

- 2 Further research. demonstrations, and evaluations ¢f in-

novative addiction programis.

. Reducing Schoo! Dropout Ratex
Communities across the counlry necd to learr arl de elop their

own set of coordiraled actions from the foliowing programs:
* Education incentives for youth.

+ Schoo!-based reforms.

+ Collaborations be:ween schoois and business.

¢ Iniegraied Remedial Education, Work Experienze, &nd Life

Opuinne Services
+ Sumnies Traning and Eduret o Programs




Reform the Current System Continued...

!

i Teen Pregnancy

]; 1) Design programs to help teenage mothers avoid welfare
| dependency.

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

3) Expand education, raining, and employment programs
to help fathers be respomnsible.

!
!
|
| Coordinating Efforts
i 1) Resist efforts to slash funding for federa! programs
': aiding disadvantaged adolescents.
i 2) Create interagency state youth councils composed of
) serior officials from educational, job raining, and human
* services agencies to develop strategies 10 coordinate
i service delivery, share information, maintain continuity
i and quality control in local programs for at-risk youth.
| 3) Useschools as centers for delivering integrated services
i 10 adolescents.
4) Expandexly detection and eatly inlerveruon prograrms.
$) Recognize the intetreiated nanre of such probiems as
leaving school, teen parenthood, unempicyment, anc
weifare dependency.
§) Creale positive incentives and life-option counseling.
7) Involve the private-sector in educational and employ-
meut programs and adequately funding of public-sector
programs.

Number of People Working Full Time Year- W

Round and Living Below the Poverty Line

3
z ? s
x . -
3 -
3 |

Oﬁ' > 1
YEAR 1965 197 1975 1940

Soarce: U S Bureau uf the Census. kn Werking bus Poor . by Sac Levius and Lsaa: Shapico
Balumore Sohns Hopkins Umiversicy Press. 1987, p. 4.

Economic Growth

1) Reform entitlement programs.
2) Reduce expenditure on discretionary non-defense pro-
grams.

: 3) Reduce expendirure on non-critica! nationa! defense

outlays.

4)  Enbance productivity through fiexibie worker compen-
sation, incentive pay, and profit-sharing arrangemer.s.

5) Reforms obsoiete work rules.

6) Allow workers to change jobs without losing pension
and health benefits.

. Improving the return to work

i The Earned Income Tax Credit—
| , What it Is.
$

| The EIC is a tax credit for low-income workirg families with
| cniicren. Crea:ed by Congress in 1975, the EIC was Cesignec t0
offsef (he regressive impact that Social Securty payrol! taxes
have on low-mcome working families. The EIC also serves as an
incertive 1 work.

The IRS off=rs billions of dollarsir tax credits through the EIC.
The credit is paid to low-income families just like 2 tax refund It
can mean cash back for working families even if they do nothave
to pay any federal taxes at all. Working parents also can arrang”
| 1o receive the EIC over the course of the year in their regular
! paychecks.

The EIC is available to families with childr=n ith al Jeas: one
member who has worked during the year. It does not matier if the
work was full- or part-time. Families can receive the credit if they
only worked part of the year, too. To be eligitle, 2 family mus!
have income of less than $22,370 in 1992.

Eligible families can qualify for a credit of up to $1,224 for
1992—and even more if they have two or more children, a child
born in 1992, or if they incur costs for a health insurance policy
thal covers their chuld.

! Source: The 1993 Eamed Income Credit Campaign, The Cemer on Budg:
| anc Palicy Priceiies. T77 N. Capitol St.. NE. Suie 708, Washingur, D0
1 20002, (2007 408- 1080.

1% Youth Folicy

1) Restore the purchasing power of the minimum wage.
2) Expand the Ezmed Income Tax Credit by varying its
benefits with the size of the recipient’s famuly.

Assuring Health Care Coverage

1} Require employers to offer a basic package of health

insurance coverage to workers or cortribule az amoumt

per employee 10 a prblic fund Gat will finance conver-

age for uninsured workers.

Extend the AFDC program to establish a minimum cash-

beneit level that assures Medicaid eligibility to at least

the poorest of the poor. :

1)  Expand Medicaid to cover more than those receiving
cash welfare assistance.

4) Expannddicaid'swlyUcatmemmdprcvenﬁvchcahh
care programs.

(28]
~

Redesigning Unempleymentand WelfarePrograms:

1) Tighten up administration of the program by stressing
job search requirements.

2)  Provide lump-sum payments that can be used to move io
a more promising labor marke1s.

3) Recast the schedule of benefits decline gradualy as
more training and employment services are provided

4) Implement solvency standards to put state unempioy-
ment systems on 2 sounder and more equa: financia!
foorng.




Reform the Current System Conﬁnued...

Earnings for Males in Their 'fwéhties, by Schooling and
' Selected Years

5) Establish a national minimum
benefit equz! to two-thirds of the
federal poverty line (AFDC plus
food starmps).

sure minimum poverty-line in-
come.

2y Ease resticive limits on liquid
assels (82,000 for individuals an:2

E Convey pradaz:e.
Mg Chons prodesse . A

B o are xomar pramar

A 324 Ap P
- 6) Limitthe length of time tha: those am
. i who can work are entitled to _ eom Z 5 -
! welfare benefits. i .
"1 7) Provide a public-sector job for : e ,
1. | those who have exhausted theis P — s
1 i benefits but cannot find work. D m—— N
L PN A
1% | OldAge: ATime to Reap and Sow Again ‘m N
i-_] | Protecting the Weakest Today: .
o : 1) Increase federal Social Security .
. ; | Insurance (SSI) benefits to ac- S o I
!
i

$3,000 for couples in 1989) in

!
order to gualify for SSI. Creating Protectionfor Long-Term Care : 6)

Expand the use of the private

' . L

3)

Expand the ouweach program 10
Increase parcticipetion amorng
those eligible for SSI.

Protecting the Many Tomorrow

'+ 1) Move towarc &= inscrance-based
mode] whateve: the combinalion
of public and private insurance.

2;  Use public subsidics to encour-
age the spread of private long-
lerm care nsurance.

noprofit sector 1o provide coor-
dirzied services to the elde:ly.

7) Provide respile care sponsored by
€orrnunity organizations.

POVERTY LINE

PERCINT OV POVFRTY | INE
£

Bowrce | S lwpantacr: of Laboy In Womea Al Baor by Sae et ol Daas St -

Balveewr Jorns Hophin: Univer oy faess cve

- &
Aol

B i 1) Save Sociel Security surpluses or ) i . Implementation:
_J' ' allow long-lerm investment only. 33 Integrate P”"?‘e Insurance for Federal. state, and local goverment as well
- : long-term cere into fiexible bene- | as, pnivate busineses and non-profits
= , Reducing Medicare ] fit packages and provids targe:
i 1) Broaden the base of taxetion, : subsidies to help lewer-income | Status:
Z ' OppOSOd 10 an increase in the raic ! P('Up](.' afford v ) ‘ The repart nuklshel in 1986 hax
of taxaton ! 4, Educatc the putic ahoui the need _ ledkcran’no'u W“;;W";:ﬂ‘ e
. 2) Esiablish new costcontrol meas- ] for jeag term care protection n.a;ior-'s:nai;'xg-’cl1.§:-i(;;u‘_}>-;.cs.-a;;[h(;;--»,,_
wes. { - Ex‘pam‘. coc:cazien of acue- : dox, .Ro:na:.. CaLho-]ic a‘nd J.f:wi.:'.h.—’;o
i and long-tez. cate benefius, combine their mora! authority 1o help
. { i change presen: U.S social weliare poli-
' I ’ l!i cies The efforiis described ac the first ume
.+ | Value of Full-Time Work at the Minimum Wage jn | 5h @ %i spectum of Amercian retg-
P ! . L. R lous agencies has tackled joinily such e
f ; i Relation to the Official Poverty Line broad concens The Ford Foundaiion has
;! . provided & grantof $152 00: 1o finance the
[ ‘ i | early phases. A join: team has been set up
' ! X by the religious groups to develop a com-
_ ! 2 mon policy statement, with a= Interfaith
| :c]:l Summit on Social Welfare planned in

| Washingron: early next year.

! Contact: Michar! Lipsky, The Forg

2
o Famteclimer ' Foundanon, 320 East 43rd Sweer, New
) Fam:'s of i [ York New York. 100117;(2121573- 5000
S T T T 1 . T |

& 196 1% 1970 197s 195 oRe 1. '

5 Source: The Commor Good: Social
{ Welfare and the Americar Fuiure Ford
- Founda:-r 1950




“~_ Reform the Current System

Combine Requirement- and Reward Focused's Reform

California: Welfare Initiatives and Reforms

By the California Health and Welfare Depariment

Goal:

To turn welfare into the temporary assistance and the path to
opportunity it was designed to be.

Means:
Allocation:
« Grant Reduction

To reduce the incentive to choose welfare over employment,
welfare grants are initially reduced by 10 percent—from
$663 per month to $597 for a family of three. This reduction
is offset by an increase in food stamps of $20 per montn.
Despite the grant reduction, California reiains its ranking 2s
the siate with the second largest AFDC grar. in the conlinen-
!l U.S. (U.S. median grant is $382).

Transitional Grant

To reaffirm AFDC as s temporary assisiance program and 1o
encourage recipients to transition back inte the workforce, 2
two-tiered grant structure is established. A “trarsition” grant
for 1 maximum of six months would be available to assist
families requiring immediate financia! support. After six
moaths, those families with an able-bodied adult continuing
on 1id would shifi to a basic aid grant of $£17—15 percen:
below the transition grant level.

Work lncentive

Recent studies have determined that the AFDC program pro-
vides recipients with a disircentive to work—AFDC rec i

1
|
1
I

i
1

ents gain litle 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
earned income. The additional income necded to make up the
gap can be camed by working just a few hours a week.

Cal Learn

To encourage pregnant and parenting teens on AFDC to com-
plete their high school education, thereby promoting long-
term seif-sufficiency, a new education mcentive program is
proposed for schocl-age pregnant tecnagers of mothers re-
ceiving AFDC. A $50 cash incentive wiil be provided to those
AFDC :2ens who choose to remain in school. For those teers
who chocse o drop out of school, their family’s grant will be
reduced v $50. In addition, teens in schooi would remain at
the Tans:ucnal grant level for their duration on aid
Max{mum Family Grant

To discourage growth in family size while on public assis-
tance, AFDC recipients will not receive a cash grant increase
for acAitional children bom to mothers who are receivirg
assistance. This proposal is based on the govemor's belief
that it is 2ot only fair, but reasonable, to ask & family on pubiic

aid 10 refrain from increasing their family size until they ’

become self-sufficier: and independent of public support.
Teen Pregnancy Disincentive

To discourage teen pregnancy and 1o encourage families 0
stay invact the proposal includes a provision which allows
minors who have children who require public suppont to

L

Percent of Increase in AFDC vs. General Population

12% 1
10% t
8% 1

6% -

v

4%

2%

(in California)

Years
1991-92
are
Projected

0%
1982

1983 1984

1888 1989
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Reform the Current System Continued...

receive AFDC only if they remain at
home with fit pareni(s) or a legal
guardian. The payment would be made
directly to the parent or guardian on
behalf of the minor and her child.
« New Residency Requirement
To reduce any possible potential in-
centive to migrate to California solely
to seek higher public assistance bene-
fits, the maximum AFDC payment
level for a family who has resided in
California for less than one year would
be based upon the payment rate of the
siate of their previous residency.
« Child Support Enforcement

The edministration remains commii-
ted 10 aggressivelv seeking absent
parents who can suppon their family.
Mos: AFDC families are headed by 2
singie parer.l. Meny of thest parenis
have ehser! pariners who couid con-
mbule to supponiing the family. In
1991, Govermner Wilson signed legis-
latior. which toughened laws or par-
entx who do not! live up to their lege:
responsibiliny of financialiy suppori-
ing thecir children.

Impiementasion Celiforniz Health end
Weliare Depamiment.

Cost: 82428 nillion for fiszel 198

QOutlook:
Im July 1992 Ca'ifomnis received spprove.
of waivers for the gbove initianves These

waivers were continger: upon approva of

a referendum on the Nevember 3. 1992
Califomniz balle:. The referendum failel.
On October 20,1962 Califermie recened
2pprova!l of @ second sei of waivers as an
alternarive 10 the first ser of waivers The
initiatives approved by the second set of
waivers w1l begin implemeniaiion thie
month and will run for 5 year:.

These waivers provide for.

s Extension of the $3C and 173 income
distegard for &'l families without the
twelve-mont and fow -month liraite -
tions

+ Esieblishmen: of new residenirequire-
ments,

» Eliminztion of the AFDC resmicuon
which prohitiis eligible unemployed!
paen recinien: farmihier from receiv.
ing benehisaf the principalwagpe camne:

I
!Pennsylvania

i
i
i
i
!

i
|
i
i

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

California

New York

Texas

Florida

lllinois

Ohio

Michigan

New Jersey

North
Carolina

|
I
i
|
i
i
I
i
i
1
|
L
|

works mens than 100 hours/month
The family must meei ell other rujes
for eligihiliy.

Note: AFDC pavmentis for ail house-
holds will be recuced by 5.7t0 94.2
percent of the maximum 2id paymen!
in effect for Sepiember 30, 1992. No
warver was peeded for this change.

l Point of View:

' "The governmer: and recipients heve 2

a

i has an oblipation not lo crezlc programs
. which Joster dependency upor governmen-
! assistance. Because pest policies have
done jusi tha, govermmenli now has the
additiona! obligation to provide those
trapped in & cycle of dependency with the
tools 1o break out. Able-bodied recipienis
| have an obligation alsc, to prepare them:
selves for rejoining the workforte.”

| Contact:

mutual obligztion Tne povemment has an | Office of Governor Pete Wilson, State

obligation 1o provide assisiance to people | Capitol, Sscramente, CA - 95814; (916;

i intemporary trochis

Tre govermmen: also

| 4251764

Drecen her 1920




Just a fraction of what we spend on
. dothescan help mend society’s problems.

If we all shared just a small part of our extra and five hoursof « olx.mer, time per week as
money and time with the causes we America’sstandarc of ghving.
really care about, we could sew up some of If we all reached this standard we could
society’s loose ends. generate more than $178 billion

Like health problems. Education. Or every vear. With a force equivalent 10 20

million full-timz workers.
This year. make it your goalto give five.
And help us 2! fashion a better society.

international understanding.
Millions of people have helped exiab-
lish five percent of their incomes

!
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Past: +Children displaced the elderly as the poores: age group in

Requirement-Focused

Scope of the Problem

tonskip change that created a female-headed family. Never-mar-

- nied single women are at greastest risk of long-term welfare

|
1974, and by 1983 22.2 percent of children were living below the :

© poverty level.! Current: «"An estimated 11.5 million children i receipt, averaging over 9 years on AFDC.4 #6059, of all poor fami-

under age twelve are hungry or at risk of hunger.™ «“In 40 states, | lies contain someone who works part- or full-time * Indicators:
the purchasing power of Aid to Families with Dependent Children | «Poor children are a1 greatest risk of schoo! failure and are more
(AFDC) benefits declined in fiscal 1991. Basic AFDC benefit | likely to artend a feiling school; their family life is the mos:
levels have kept pace with inflation in only 11 suates this yees.™ | stressed, and they are unlikely to ge1 adequate social suppor:.¢

sThree-fourths of families begar. receiving AFDC due 10 a rela- !

Goal: To promote self-support, decrease dependency o welfare, . recipients pursue Job training, work activites, and eduzation
and reduce poverty.Cost: In 1991, federa! funding availzble for | programs Priority of program funds mus! be given 1o the recipi-
the Job Opportunities and Besic Skills (JOBS) progeT was §) f CTus at greastest risk of long-1erm dependency. Implementation:
billion Actual expenditure was $546 million.”A siate must maich : The federal government sets program goels, provides enhanced
anry federal funds it obteins. Means: The Family Suppor: Actof | funding, end ensures particapuon. States determine the eppropsi-
1988 requires that each state have & JOBS propramto heir welfare  ate types of services 1o offer their welfare recipiens !

Work-Focused : Non-Work Focused
Require Employment Aciivities Reguire Posirive Family Behavior
Goal: To encourage welfare recipients 1o engage in employmen: : Goal: To encoursge welfare recipienis 10 engage in posiiive

| activities. | family avior. . :
| Means: Link the eligibility of welfare benefits to erplovmen: | Means: Link the eligibility of welfare benefits 1o positve family

Examples include: *Require some recipien:s to work or anend  behevior. ) . )

school a: least 30 hours weekly; *Require welfare rec:picats 1o Examples include: sReduce welfare grants by $50 if 2 student
work at 8 public service job in order to receive benefis. sReduce | TOPS 0ut of school; «Revoke a studeni's driver's licenre if schoo]
AFDC payments by 15% safter six moniis fo- any fazily headec = ATlendance requiremeris are petmey 'chdife teenags mothers to
by an abie-bodied adult; sLimit eligiitity for welfore benefits 1o Ve With 8 parent or lega! guardian; *Reguire parer.is 1o obiaiz pre-
4 years. | - ventve health cave for their children; «Eliminate weliare grens for
adcivona children; *Require teenage parents to palicipate in sex
educelion and parenting classes.

Work-Focused Non -Work Focused
-Qo»-. Clm‘c’". SUrports 8 $4 billios increase in MF‘E i °d‘ . *Non-work focused requirements are gaining siale suppor bu!
celon and training programs and suppors esteblishing PublLs . g, e strong opposition from the Chiléren's Deferse Fund and other
se-vice requirement for those on AFDC for more than 2 years

. , : * child advocate organizations. »Gov. Clintor, orposes limiting
*Pres. Bush Supports hnhng'work and educayor mqumenu ' benefits for additionz! children. *Five states (MD, NJ, OH. va,
welfare benefits and expanding youth centers which provide job

e : : : . : W) ewrently have reforms tageting health, femi! larning.
training. *Five national bills have been intoduced »Six siazes (AL~ schioi mmgancc. No nzLionaf bi!lf ha:e g&?m;;“.mb “
ML, NJ, OR, UT, WI; have expandec feders! work requirernents. | ’

"Children in Poverry ” u repon by the Congressiona’ Budger Offir nd th: Programs, Commiuee or: Ways and Means. SCenter for Corrmunay Grarge,
Congressional Research Service, 1985 Commurin Chidhoad Hw.ser lder Cormvmuniry Change Mugrine, FallMWinie:1992 %7467 Fon: Reper: ¢ tne
tification Projeci. A Survey of Childhoad Hunge: (n the Unied Siaze: Exeov Navional Commistion on Children,p 7571992 Greer Book (nenview o Enu
tve Summary, Food Research and Acuor Cente' 195 "The Siaier an? the  Uemen: Progmms, Comuzuites on Ways and Meame *JORS Faoi Shee: UL
Poc- How Budpe: Decivions in ]199) Affecrec Low Income Feop'e Cener o Deparumen: of Health anc Huznan Serviees, March 19¢2

Buége: and Paiicy Prioriues 1991 1952 Graeaback Ohvervicw of Ent lemen




Goal: To eliminate dcpcndcdcy, increase the self-esteem, and m-
prove the skills of welfare recipients.

Means:

Allocation:

The Community Works Progress Administration (CWPA) )

« All 2ble-bodied welfare recipients wil! be required to accept em-
ployment on CWPA projects if no other ermployment is availabie.

David Boren
« Secondary schools students (grades 7-12) will be able to eam college scholarship

The Youth Community Corps (YCC)

funds by working on approved comrounity projects after-school or on weckends.
Preference will be given o the dependents of parents on welfare, out of work, or with
‘ncorne below the poverty line, but shall not be limited 10 those groups. :

The Natlonal Youth Community Corps (NYCC)
« Carps, or dormitory units in urban areas. will be created for young people age 15

10 22 10 work on projects ranging from reforestation 10 town beautification.

Implementation: The Departrnen: of Labor’s Employment and Traiing Administralion

Cost: Unspecified.

Outlook: A modified version of the Community Works Progress Administration
(CWPA) was incorporated into H.R. 1'1, the Urbaa Aid Bill. HLR 11 passed the Senate and
House but was vetoed by President Bush. A modified version of the National Youth
Comnmunity Corps (NYCC) was incorporated into the 1992 Defense Authorization Bill
and was appropriated $20 million. Boren plans to reintroduce bill $.2373 next Congress.

Potnt of View: “If we are going to solve the urban crisis in 1his couriTy, we need to work
our way oul of it—literally. Inthe 1930s, America 1ddressed ar economic and social crisis
with a straightforward, action-oriented approach; the W arks Progress Admunistration end
Civilian Conservation Corps. What worked for FDR was work—act the dole, noi welfare,
but work, both in the WPA and the CCC.”

Coutact: Serator David L. Boren, (D-Okla}, SR 453 Russe!l Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC 20510-3601; (202) 2244721, '
Source. Prest Packe! (o the Commatily Works Frogress Act. Coober X, 1952,

Requirement-Focused Reform

The Community Works
Progress Act

! By Senators David Boren (D-Ok!a.) and Ha-ris WolTord (D-Penn.)

The current welfare sysiem needs acor- | the productive part of our country and

l plete overhaul. No one doubts it. It is serv- | bring them back to the folc of the commu-
ing neither the taxpayers not the welfare | nity. If we can help restore people’s integ-

recipients. There are too many pecple in i rity then that is worth far more than any-

| this country drawing a check for doing ! thing a welfare check can buy.

nothing, who fec! alicnated and hopeless. It i The taxpayers curently get very litde

is high time for us 1o retumn these pecpie for what they are spending. Those on wel-

40 Youth Policy

fare are deprived of a sense of personal
worth which comes from the satisfaction of
performing useful work. In addition, the
unhealthy idleness prometed by the cur-
rent welfare system also contributes to
increased crime rates, drug abuse, family |
disintegratior. highcr school dropout rates, ‘1
and many other serious social problems. |
There is nothing worse for an individual |
than to have no reason for getting outof bed |
in the moning, to have no sense that they !
are doing anything of value or conmbuting ‘
|

I

|

i

!

|

I

anything back to the community.

In spite of billions spent on welfare
programs, America’s urban underclass is
growing at an unprecedented rate. In the |
last two years, the number of people re-
ceiving AFDC benefits has gone up 24
percent and (o1al spending has increased 17
percent.

As the New York Times put iton March |
1: ;

“Faced with welfare rolls that now reach !
recorls every menih. the country seems !
stuck. i cannot increase payments without. |
making welfare more atracuve. It cannot ‘
cut them withou: risking further harm to |
the 13 million people on welfare, 9 million -
of whom are ctuldren. Either direction |
promises more misery.” §

While marginal progress has been made -
in the last few years through job scarch :
programs, oaly 7 percent of the welfare
population has actuaily swilched from
weifare 1o work under these plans.

America Cannot CCnlinug 1o SUppom 2 |
welfare system that spends, but does not
invest: one that tzkes, but Joes not give !
back. We have to reawaken the spirit of .
community in this country and help to :
make America great again. We have to
invest more of our resources in our pecple. ":
Itis iime we changed our welfare system to -
give people a chance to work instead of

! simply giving them handouts. Let us bnog '
back a modem version of the WPA and .

restore people s pride in their work Letus .
help those who are stuck in the unrelenting
cycle of welfare, poverty, and unempioy-
ment regain their self-respect and make 8
real cortribution o their communities.
During the seven years the WPA was i
existence. 1935 io the 1941, WPA workess
built more than 650,000 miles of high-
ways, roads and sicewalks, 124,000 bricges,
125,000 public buildings, and 39,000
schools. They served more than 1 billior
lunches te peaple who were hungry. They |
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Reform the Current System Continued...

were able 1o sew together 350 million gar- | tor, do

ments 10 provide clothing for those that
were cold in the winter time. Books were
wrillen: murals were painted. The tota)
seven-vear cos: of the WPA for al} of its
bencfits 1o the country, in 199 dollars, wes
$90 billion. .

For 90 billior: current dollars, in seven

you see that siadium wall over
| therc?" I said, “Yes, sir.” He said, “] buin
{ thal stone wall myself. Il was part of the
! WPA." He said, “You see there is not s
i crackinit. Itisnot aninch out of Jine today.
| I has not setded. It was built right.”

| As ] listened, I though! 10 myself, tha;
I[ man feels 2 part of the community. He feels

!

nity. Our plan would put them back 10 work
as productive members ofsociety and would
make workfare job search reguirements a
reality. All able-bodied welfare recipiente,
with the exception of womer, with smial;
children end those who are enroliec i
education and job raining proprams—
which, of

| course, we wani 1o
years, we received those 640,000 miles of | pride because of what he gave back. In a i encourage~could be required to take an
roads and | | availzble joh
those 39,000 : : with the new
school . Community
buildings The Civilian Community Corps Demonstration Program Works Project
and those Administration
billionmeals Onginally inroduced in March as part of The Community Work Progress Act, §.2373. (CWPA).if they
served, as ‘the Cyvilian Community Corps was sccepled as an amendment 10 the 1992 Defense are unabie o find
well as nu- Authorizatien Bill. For fiscal 1993, the. appropriation will be $20 million, & job elsewhere.
merous ! There wil! be established two divisions of the new CCC: 2 summer Nationel Service Al least 25 pe:-
other contri- Program and s Netional Service Program. i ceniof these jobs
b“}“""‘*' The Summer Netional Service Program will give young Fecple between the ages of 14 10 f would be re-

n con- '

tras. the lax:
eigh! years
of our cur-
rent welfare
syster, have
not cos: the
laspavers
$90 bilion

Or projects thz: will

18. primasiiy from disadvantaged backgrounds, the o

reimbursement of necessary expenses, & living
to 2 maximum of $1,000 or hal

of 17 10 25—from all over the
backgrounds—an Orportunity to work on val
year. Corpsmembers will receive advance se

projest-specific skills trziming.

Source: Press Facke: 1 the Commuc- v Work: Frogress Ac:. Ocrober 5, 1902
i SK4S3 Russd! Senae Uffice Buiiding, Washingior. DC.

i
!
they have | gemice Progra
cost the tax- P lowance, and & edu:cational cred:: Uploe max
PEYery ! senvice cash benel:: '
$932.5 bl Initiatives wiii be developed 1o ass
I?GT‘- ¢ CCC 10 schoxs! o7 work. Sup
times  the i Every compsmember wiii 1eke Dart in
c(’)sl of the ! camprehensive senvice-learming curricuium designed o
WPA an¢ | leadership, work maining, citizenshm, anc physical cong;
the CCC 'l bers will receive add:tiomal
with  tan- i The new OCC wili be run unde-
gibic bene. i anc Community Service—a federa)
fis w0 show 10 o000
for it. !
These
peopie will | Comtact: Senaior Dovii L Borem. (1) (i
never have .) 20810-360) (202124277
| —

the salisfac-
tion, hike
those who worked or. the WPA or the CCc,
of pointing 1 some valuable community
Project ang saying. “I helped build the;
Pk Lheiped b that schoo!. | have the
sausfaction of conuibuling semetung 1o
my community. T helped serve meals 10 the
homeless ™ ' :

Pwili meve: forger ialking 10 &n elder
genilenan one div afier @ specsh 1o
foothe! stalive ir a smal! tovwT it Oz
homs He ¢

ar Urlome and said CSene

T
i
'
|
i

!

TROMUNIty 10 work for a few months
beaefit the communiny. Ir remm they car receive room. board,
allowance, and either ar education cred;: up
that amoun: in a pos:-service cash bepefiL.

The National Service Program wil! have & diverse group of young people berween the ages
counry of all races, classes, creeds and 30Ci0~economic
uable community projects for 9 months 1o 1
Tvice wraining in project-specific skills so as 1o
be able 10 tackie mere difficull assignments or greaier communin benefit. The Nationa!
provides room, board. reimbursemen: of necessery expenses, & living al-
imum ¢f$5,500 or half tha: amount in e posi- |

'*i corpsmembers complete the ransition from the
pon services shall be provided 1o the exien:
28 3-6 week common curriculum
Fromote tear-building, discipline,
iioning. Nationa! Service corpsmer.

the a2uspices of the bipartisan Commission on Natioza!
agency crealed by tie National and Commurnity Service

served o 2 Vol
uniary beus for
those who have
been urierm-
ployed for §
weeks or more.
The program
would be admini-
stered by the De-
Parimen: of
Labor'sEmploy.
l men! and Trair-

tion through the
Siate  agency
which admiri-
sters the Joh
Trairing  and
Parnership P-o
gram We wonld
nol be creating
any
TEALCTIacy wiih
acdiiional cosis,
Loca! and Sizie

Decessary.
that includes a

new

way, that football stadium belongs 10 him.
I'bet he has never even dropped & candy

WraPne an that footha!! stadium, and he

cenainly wousld not stanc by and see it
vandalized.

Community WPA (CWPA)
The modem version the: w ¢ are creating

in tus b= g designed 1o crezie jobs for

woilare reciprenis and the Lnemplaved to

hels misie tho fed per ol G commu.

BECTITICS, a¢ will
as private no:-
profit orgenizations could apply for gras«
from the Comzuniny WPA. The projeans
could include areas such as infrastseiore,
construclion and maintenance, the creaijos,
o7 maintenance of parks, community work,
such as lew enforcement assistance, aces.

! tance 10 police, delivering mealc 1o the

elderly and shutine. or any other promosed!

. Projects which serve a usefu! pu.bl pus

pose
Tre LS Conference of Mivers i

Dreoomiee o oo



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 return, provide all participants
with a compensation al least 10 percent higher than their current
welfare or unemployment benefits. Because we want to encourage
people to go 1o 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 current benefits, or perhaps day care for their chil-
dren or other benefits that are necessary for them to work.

Our plan would also create two youth divisions within the

- Community WPA to provide substantial education benefits to

students and young adults in exchange for work on community
projects.

Youth Community Corps (YCC)

The first division, the Youth Community Corps would allow
secondary school students to earn college scholarship funds by
working on approved community projects after school or on
weekends. Beginning in 7th grade, students could work up to 230
hours per year on these projects unil they reach 12th grade.
Students participating for 6 years could eam up to $10,000 =

educational benefits or elect 10 receive $5,000 cash upon gradu- |

ation as an »'iemative.

If they ~.m these education benefits, it would not be counted
agains' iy resource that they might otherwise qualify for under
feders. scholarship or loan programs, Pell grants, or otherwise.

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

people age 1710 22 to work on projects ranging from reforesiation
1o auxiliary police work to town beautificaiion. With the contin-
ued down sizing of the military establishment in the country. oid
rmilita~y bases and former military personr.el could be put to good
purpose and used 10 help house, supervise and train young aduiis.
A volunieer national youth corps would help get young people off
the sireet while providing them with & real education opportunity.

benefits for each year of service to be used for college, vocational
school, or other kirds or additional traiming that they need. Those
not wishing 10 continue their education afier high school would
also have the option of receiving $5,000 a year in cash, although !
they would have the choice of receiving , as | say, twice that value
in educational benefits. i

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

Preference Lo those signing up for the youth programs would be |
given to dependents of famiiies who are on welfare, out of work, -
or below the poverty level. But the corps would not be limited 10
these groups. Other young people hoping to have a work experi-
ence would have the opportunity if the funds were available.

Let us give young Americans who are disadvaniaged and
disillusioned an incentive to become a productive part of society.
Let us instil] in them at an early age the ethic of hard work, reward
them for providing service io their country, and give them a sense
of accomplishmeni—accomplishments on which they can iook
back in later years with pnde.

It is ime iorecycie an approach that worked weli in the pasi and
modify it to current condisions. Instead of the growirg division in
our country between taxpayers and weifare recipients who are
taking tax benefits— a wicening gulf- increasing resentment, and
increasing sense of division in our country- it is time to make all

. Americans part of the same team

And maybe someday, welfare recipients, unemployed pecple
and young adults will be able to point o some major comumunity
facility, environmenutal project, or restoration project and like that

. . ! man who stood in the fooiball stadium who had worked on tae
would create camps, or dormitory units in urban areas, for yourg !

WPA, pointing 1o that stone wall- can say with pride, “[ helped to

' build iL”

because they also would be able to earn $10,000 in educaticna! !

That is what we need in this courry. We camnot afford o waste
the talens of (O percentcfour peopie. Alost | in 10receive some
check in the mail, again, bu: are not giving back to the community
or producing amything in retumn. We need (o give them the
opportunity lo conmibule to thelr neighberhood, to give back
something 1o the community.

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

Constard 185C Dollars In Willone
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Current Policy

JOBS:
Job Opportunities
~and Basic Skills
Program

by American Public Welfare Associaijon

JOBS is designed to assure tha: needy
families with children obtain the education |
and training necessary 1o become inde-
pendent of welfare. It builds o previous
legislation related 1o welfare eopleyment '
programs, including the Work Inceniive |

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

]

State JOBS Expendires

Fedesa' JOBS Expencicizes

Federa' JOBS Chix Care Expendr.es
State JOBS Chiid Care Exoe-ce e

(WIN) Progrzm and other prograr activi-
ties that were permiited under the Omibue
Reconciliation Aciof 1981 and subseguent
amendmen's.

Primary responsibiline for JOBS reste
with each state’s welfare agency, which |
was allowed to implemez: JOBS in July
1989 and required to do so by October
1990. S:ates mus: offer educations] activi- |
ues, including bigh schoc! or equivalent
educaiion. bas:c and remed:z! educatior,,
x:dEnglisk proficiency eduzauon: iob skills
raining: job readiness aciivities: and job
development ai,2 joh placemen:. AdZitian-
ally, stales mus! provide i lees: twe of the
following. groupand idividuel jobsearch,
on-the-jobiraming. work supplemeniation,
and community work expesience.

In a significant depantzre from previ-
ous legislaiion. mothers with children ape
3orolder are required to pankipate if child !
cereis evaiizhle At siaie oplon participe. |
dor in JOBS mayv be required of parenic
with children age ! year or older. Mathers !
under 20 vears of age whe have noi com.
picted high school o7 s equivaien: are
required te pariizifale in educalions’ ac-
tvities, regardiess of ther children's ages. |
States must puarantee child care'is open-
ended and matches state expenditures a:
the Med:caid rete, which ranges from SO0 -
&0 percen:.

To encourage siate: 1o focus or people
who are most Like!y 10 become long-term;
welfare recipien:s, the federal legisiation
Tequires the: 55 peveeni of the JOBS funde
be spent on recipicnic who g, or ac tikely

i become. Jongtemr welfat repienis |

. paruicipationrates for the states' JOBS pro-

- rete 1s 9G percent up 1o each: siate’s WIN

" admnistralive expenses arc maiched a1 50

. proposed culs 1o theys s

The legislation hat alse manda:2d overall |
grams: 7percer:: of the none xempt caseload
musi panicipate in 1990, 20 percent in
1995,

To assist states in financing their JOBS
programs, federal matching finds have been
increased significant!y. The hmitstion, on
the total amount of federal grarts 10 the .
states are lifted considerably from previ-

 ous levels, available federa) funding was !

$800 million in 1992, and it increased 10 i
$1.3 billion in 1995 The federz! matching |

eliocenion for 1987, Expenditures for JOES i

. services beyond the: amount are matched ’

21 the Medicaid raie or 60 perceni, which-
ever is higher Supporive service and

percent.!

Staie's progress ir, helping pasticipann
become seli-sulficier. may be slowed by |
states” limited spendinp on JOBS funds :

. anc budget shortfells. Aimos: one-half of !
. the federal JOBS spending funds available .

to states will go unused in fiscal 199} |
because many states arc not plaming 1o l
1

: spend enough state and joca! moneys o
i ber JO3] GAQ HEL 4.

obain all of the feder funds available. In |
1995, federal spenciny totelec only 55
percert of the £1 biliion in availeble funde. |

JOBS spending mzy be furthe limited
by the fiscal difficuliec affecting many
states. The Natiora! Govemnor's Associa. |
tinn reponis thas 29 siates had enacted or |
calvee 1047 staie

budgens Frcal ot

slowed the influx of new pzmicinar: oo
JOBS programs imited (he pums
peopie who car become self suffizien:
States’ progress in moving pelicipanis out
of JOBS and into employmer: mev aisc he
slowed by poor economic condition. ©
Due 10 these difficulses. the Deparzmern:
of Health and Humen Services (DHES,
has entered inte a comrac wiik e Ma-
power Demonswaiion: Research Comor:
ton (MDRC) for & & ver siudv a7 aw
10 sites in various siazas 10 eve'uzie JOSS
programs. Analysit s plarna? i the gy e
of impzct aralysic (eamurgs. deprer ¢
AFDC dependence. poverty sizioe edor:
uon), process ana'isis. and cos e
analysis. Related siudies are plemes 2

ans

ouicomes for childrer peior

of spegif
tonal acivities 3

Sources:

'Heavily beowed from FKzren. Jon | gncis-.
Irere. "How I( Siates Imoiemenie 025 " Fun
Welfare Mogatine Swumms- [§50 tmpeszn 2o
lic Welfare Association Wask. LU
2 Welfare 10 Work. Staer begun JOFT pus i
and other probiems may LTyede theit progren:
Unued Swates Genera! Aczourcn; OF.c0 Ser.om

e
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Our lepistation would accomplish this
and related goals in the following ways:

Requirement-Focused Reforms

T T

Goal: To break the cycle of dependency of those on welfare. o Create the AFDC Traasition Program.
: This program would expand require-
ments for AFDC recipients to prepare
Means: and wain for work, with additional re- |
Allocation: sources to fund these efforts. In return, ! boa
+ Expandrequirements for AFDC recipients to prepare and train for the legisiation limits the total amount : | A
work. of time most people can reman on ! “
« Limit the amount of time most people can remain on AFDC 10 AFDC 1o four years. ; t
four years. 8 ¢ s : C e
« Allow welfare benefits 10 be used to subsidize a recipient’s em- L . Allow the states touse thecashvalueof 1 |
rloyment. Newt Gingrich AFDC and food stamps to subsidizea
« Link welfare benefits to preventive health care and school anendance. recipient's employment This provi- L
+ Reduce the AFDC restrictions on marriage. sion is the same as the work supple- i | [
Implementation: Federal and state government. mentation bill authored by Sen. Hank I"'—
! Browr, S. 2288. Employers would be P C
able 10 supplemeni the wages they pay —
Cost: Cost neutral. with the cash value of centain weifare s
— benefits. This gives businesses an in- Lot
Outlook: The Welfare Reform and Personal Responsibility Act of 1992 (H.R.5501)is | centve o oifer valuable work experi- -
strongly supported by Represeniatives Newt Gingrich (R-Ga.), Vin Weber (R-Minn.), | ence to welfare recipients. o
Bil! Gradison (R-Ohio), and E.Clay Shaw (R-Fla.). - —
. « Require states to condition the receipt : P
Point of View: “Many people have beer: talking to me about how frustratingitistowork | of aparent’s welfare benefits on whether l H
hard every day to support their families and then have the government take money from | they ensure that their children receive i 0
their paycheck to give to people who don’t work for 2 check It's noi fair to those of us | imrunizations and preventive health Do
who work, they say, and welfare is not heiping ip the way in which it was intended.” care and whether their chiidrer. attend —_—
school. Currenily, stales can insiiu'e C
Contact: Newt Gingrich, (R-G.), 2438 Rayburn House Office Building, Wash:ngton, these programs or their own with a bo
DC 20515-1006; (202; 225-4501. federa! waiver. Our legislation wouid —_—
h make these programs a basic pant of 5.
| Source: Press Reiease and "Dear Coliecgue™ lerier on HR 5501 Rep NewtGingrich. House Repubiicar i AFDC natiarwde. L
U Whip, June 25,1892, i -
! - Reduce financial penalues motiers on E
| Requirement-Focused Reforms - welfare sler J they choose i mamy.
; i This provision would remove Lhe saff
? i penaity fora mother who mames some-
| Welfare Reform and Pare ntal | cne who is not the father of ber cbil-
i drexn.
: .y sge i
é ResponSIblllty Act Of 1 992 ' We believe :hai this legisiation will be 2
l isignificant factor in the deveioping debate
. o . 'over welfare reform. Some have argued tha k.
. By Representatives Shaw, Gingnch, Gradison, and Weber ‘ime-limuling welfare or instituing tougher —
§ This legislation is an outgrowth of the certain level of support and the assistance irulcsis 100 draconian. Others are concerned
'i Wednesday Group’s ongoing work on ! peeded to leave weifare. Al the same time, :that requiring mothers on welfare 10 work Ec
i poverty. As you kmow, Moving Ahead: | individuals have a responsibility to soci- | Wil undermine their role in the home. Pl
! Injtiatives for Expanding Opportunity in : ety. which this legislation recognizes by While recognizing these concems, we ci.
| America has received a greal dea! of favor- | lim:ting the time a person may remain on . Delieve strong measires are necessary w0 3
able atiention since its release in October | welfare and requiring that persorn to work. break the cycie of dependernicy of many 27 iir
NTDIN Through this legislation, we hepe to i By establishing additional opportunitics i\»\t:‘.fa.'c. Sixty-five percent of the peopie o7 -~
' orovide further debate on needed reforms ' and requirements for wclfare recipienis, -welfare rolls at any momeni will remain < o
in the welfare system. ! the bill underscores the resporsibilities of cwelfare in at least eight vears—hat's oV
We helieve the governmens: camies a + both welfare recipients and the govern- ,"J’L'CC m:llien families today. We need 2 -J'-
responsibility 10 provide recipiens with a | mentin a“new social coverant.™ ‘lougher apprcach o break dependenty. u;

Youth Policy

.
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Requirement-Focused Reforms

p—m

Goal: Tohelp welfare recipients achieve rea) independence through |
their own effons. :

Means: )

Allocation: S

“Gradually introduce people to the world of work while weaning

them from the world of nonwork " .

+ Require states toimvolve 100% of the nonexempt AFDC caseload, :
tbout 60% of the entire caselowd, in loyment and training S

* activities for 10 bours per week, |+ E. Clay Shaw

+ Place a time limit on the number of years AFDC benefits can be received,

Implementation: Federal and state government.

Cost: $3 billion a year, ($2 billion more than wha is currently aliocated).

Outlook: As pant of his comprehensive plan, President-elect Clintor has proposed
tha! welfere recipients be subject 10 work requirements afier receiving benefits for
more than two years. Rep. E. Clay Shaw, with-support from Reps. Johnson, Grandy
and Jobmsor, is currenily drafting Jegislatior. in line with Clinton's proposal.

Polntof View: "We believe it will prove necessary to restrict every family’s eligibility
for welfare benefits » & particnlar length of time. Our intent is to send a clear message
10 welfare families from the first day they apply for benelits—AFDC cash payments
BT DEVET peranent but must be both contingen: on behavior and limited in doration.™

Contact: Rep. E. Clay Shaw, (R-Fie ), 2238 Raybum House Office Building, Wash.
ington, DC 20515-091S; (2023 225-839%.

Source: Moving Aeac: How America Cax Reduce Foverty Through Wortk, Rep E Clay Shaw, Nansy
L. Jokrson. Fres Grandy, Republizon Members, Human Resowrces Subcommiiee, Commisier on
Waw and Means Unued States Howse of keprasenaiives. June 1957

~ Requirement-Focused Reforms

| Moving Ahead:
- How America Can Reduce
Poverty Through Work

By Rep. E. Clay Shaw (R-Flz.)

——

! Ouwr greatest concern is that young moth-
i ers become dependent or welfare and thar
. anentire culture has growt. up around life
or. AFDC, Food Stamps, Mediceid, and
houwsing. For many yeas, poiicy makers
and scholars have argued about whether
| most people usc welfare ac a lemporary
[ cruichto survive an €mCTEENCY O as Jong -
! term means of supporung their family.

Editor's Note: The Joliowing article ex-
. Plains only one of the six proposals in
t cluded in the plar surporied by Reps
i Shaw, Johrsor., and Grandy. In its er-
. Wredy, their plan consisis of both require-
L ment- and reward-focused reforms. Their
' proposa! on time-limiting AFDC benefics
i Wos excerpied because it provides a clea

8l concise proponcns’s view on this is.

S

- Liberals allow thet although a few welfzre
© familice 1ake advaniige of the sysiem,

most families do not The recent Nationa!
Commission on Childrer, report, for ex-
ample, argues that “the average spell of
AFDC ewrollment is &pproximately two
years.”

“The Commission's quotation is notable
for what it omits. True, if we collect infor-
mation on everybody who enrolls in wel-
fare and follow them for a few years, we
will find tha: half are off the rolls within
two years. But many of them rerem to the
rolls later; if repeat spells are counted, only
30% of the famiilies are on welfare for Just
WO years.

But the more imporizt omission from
the Commission's quotation is that those
who stay or the rolls for 3,4,5.6, or more
years buiid up on the rolls over tire. As 2
resull, if we examine ali the families on

! welfare at & giver, momer.t, we fird tha: the

claim tha: the average spel is 2 yews is
very misleading. In fact, 65% of the people
on the rolis at any given momen: wil'
eventually be an the rolls, counting Tepee:
spells, during 8 or more years. We call this
scrious and substantial dependency. Fur-
ther, we hold tha: these figures make it
exceedingly unwise for policymakers 1o
minimize the depth and seriousness of
dependency.

The very persisience of these families on
AFDC convinoes us thai some famidies
will peed swong inceniives to leave we'-
fare. People whe sizy or weifzss tend 1o
have liwe educatior or job experience.
Moreover, afier severa! years out of the
mainsream economy, many are iniimi-
deted by the prospec: of trying to find and
bold a rea} job and lack the prereqguisiie
skills and experience to hoid evern Jow-
msomne jobs.

For these reasonc, we believe it wil;
prove mecessany 1o restricl every family's
eLgibility for welfere benefits 1o a pa-ticy-
lar length of time. Our intent is to seqd &
clear messape to welfare families from: the
first day they apply for benefis—AFDC
cash paymenis are pever permener! bu:
st be boih contingen: on behavior g2
limited in duraion

Here is a reasorable way for siates 1o

- mmplemen; tis policy. Fin, these mus: be

some exemplons These include: the dis
abied (as defined cwrentiy in AFDC)H,
WOmeT: in the second o- third rimes'er of
prrEmancy or 1nothe first few momthe e

b-hithicwo ldw g OnC- e creTn




Retorm the Current System Continued...

women with children under age 1 (although
mothers with babies between 6 and 12
months of age should be offered instruc-
tion in parenting), and those providing full-
Lume care to a disabled dependent. Adulis
meeiing any of these tests would not be
subject 10 the requirements associated with
time limitations. '

Particularly over the first several years
after the program is implemented, a major
focus of activity should be to gradually in-
iroduce people to the world of work while
weaning them from the world of nonwork.
We estimate that well over 2 mllion fami-
lies have been on AFDC for more than 2
years, about 1.3 million for more than 4
years, and 1.1 million for more than 5
years. They will face a tough transition to
private sector work. We don't expect all of
them 50 siart work immediately.

adapt to the world of work. The JCBS

program crezied by the Family Suppont

Act of 1988 recognized several types of

i employment and raining programs that

states could use to help AFDC parents

prepare for the labor force.

These include:

« Job search in which trained staff use any
of several approaches to hielp parers lo-

Ttus. we believe staies should ailow
parenis severai yeas lo prepare for and !

cate potential jobs, prepare for inter-
views, and then interview;

money from employers, to subsidize jobs

a paycheck but work experience and on-
the-job training;

Community work experience in which
parents work in government jobs to gain
work experience and 10 establish work
references for use wher applying for pri-
vate-sector jobs;

business and math courses,
« Training programsir. whichparenisieam

ing, and hospiia! tecknician

All of us are well aware of te debaie.

Work supplementatior in whichthe wel- |
fare check is used, in combination with -

in the private sector that provide notonly ‘

participation standards are fu!ly operational
in 1995, staies must involve 10% of their
caseload. Given that around 4.8 million
famnilies are now on AFDC, under current
law states will need toinclude about 480,000
people each morth for an average of 20
howrs per week.

Under our approach, states will need to
involve 1009 of the nonexempt caseload,
about 60% of the entire caseload, for 25%
time or 10 hours per week. If the caseload

! is 4.8 million, staies will need to conduct
- programs for an average of 2.9 million

« Education programs including English
as a second language, high schoot or
high school equivalency degrees, and :

people per week, for 10 hours per week.
Ignoring lots of comglexity, the toal pro-
gram hours per week under current iaw are

' 480,000 x 20 hours or 9.6 million. Under

actual skills such as carpenmy, bricklay- °

our biil. states wiil need programs that
cover 10 hours per week for 2.8 rmiliion

~pecple for a iotal of 28 miliion hours.

" sometimes ¢ ontentious, thathas surroungdsd

state implemeniation of the paricipauos |
; least 1wo things: more time and more

| standards in the JOBS bill. These standards

| noncxempt caseload in employment and
: pose 1o phase ir; participalion over a 4-year
Given tha roughly half the AFDC caseload

training activities for 20 hours per week

is exempl, the actuzl percentage of the
caseload states must invoive is 5.5%. Whez

l

}

!

\ now call for states to involve 11% of their
|

!

\

: accourn’ing, Siales

Thas, based on this admiitedly crude

employmeniand caining capacity. Achiev-
irg tas substantia) expanson wili iake at

money. If time-limited AFDC is ever
impiemenied on a national basis, we pro-

period and to give states $2 billion more per
year for their JOBS programs.

e

B Require Welfar

e Recipients to Work

" By Rep. Randy "Duke” Cunnirgham (R-CA)

I fecl that our current welfare sysierm s 2 major conmibuiing
Lctor to the strife in this country. For this reasen. 1 will soon
ir.roduce legislation to reform owr welfare system.

Nearly three decades have passed since President Johnson
1:unched his “unconditional war on poverty in America.”
Despite the enormous financia' and political resources thal
nave been commilted, welfare deperdency is at the highest
level ever. In many respects the tondition of the poor is worse
than it has ever been.

The problems facing the poor today, however, have less 10 do
wilh low material living standards and more to do with the
coilapse of the raditional faculy unit. Welfare, most analysts
now agree, has discouraged family formadon and the work
ethic. It is then our responsibility in Congress 10 amend this
faulty system and restore pride to welfare recipients.

Under the guidance of my bill, stales wouid set up programs
which would require welfare recipients who 8o not have pre-
schoal-aged children, and those who have been on welfare for
more than 7 years to work 30 hours weck. Hours spent in job-
traming would be deducted from the required work hours.

At a lime when state budgets are
pmchcd, welfae recipienis San p:o\'idc
the needed work force, and &l the same
time gain valuzble work experience and

waining. By becoming @ productive Randy
1q* olf I leI e .
member of the Lanor force, weldars reaipi- Cynningham

ents can more exsily make the Tansinonio
a permanent o™,

1 38 clear tha: the Amer.can 12Xpayers is frustrated with the
curreal sysiem and ther® s good reasca for this public
hostlity. In 1961 alone, the federal government spent $140
billicn on a renge of welfare programs. State spending on
welfare has growt even fasier. From 198C to 1988, federal
ouilays for all programs rose from $248.7 tuliion 1o $74.1
nillion State spending diuring the same perioc mushroomed
from $23.23 billian to $46.2 iition.

I fee! tha: my legisiation offers weifare dependent indi-
viduals the opporaaity lo DeIome sroductive members of

socicly, rens» their celf esreem, and evennually serve as a

caia'yst from welfure dopendmmey 10 seif-suficiency.
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Reward-Focused

Scope of the Problem

Past: «22 percent of all children born between 1967 and 1969
spent &l least one year on welfare before age eighteen ' «Between
1965 and 1985 case loads of Aid 10 Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) grew 270 percent? «Between 1972 and 1990,
the real value of AFDC benefits fell 42 percent.? Current: #1992
Census Bureau siatistics show that children under 18 comprise
40.2 percent of the poor. «4.6 million families receive AFDC. This

consists of 13.2 millior people, 9 million of whom are children.

Goal: To promote self-support, decrease dependency on welfare,
and reduce poverty. Cost: In fiscal 1951, estimated federal fund-
ing for Earned Income Tax Credits (EITC) was S7 billior.® There
was ne state funding for ETTC. Means: The EITC is the major
reward-focused componen: of the federal govermment's income-
tested cash assisiance to families with chiidren. The EITC was
designed to offse: the regressive impact that Social Secuniry taxes

Work-Focused
Reward Employment Activities

Goal: To encoursge welfare recipients to engage in employmen:

activities.

' Means: Provide financial rewards for employment.

Examples include: «Allow teenage parenis and mothers on welfare Examples include - *Reward scho-

Curient Policy -

toreiair: & greater portion of their ewnings when returning to work:

*Increase the eamed income tax credit »Allow two parent families
to work more than 99 hours per month without losing AFDC; sEs-
tablisk a public job program which offers a bonus equal 1o a: Jeas!

10% of the AFDC benefit amount; *Expand the amount of earned
income thet is disregarded for tex purposcs: *Provide & bonus

pzyment when & recipien: leaves the welfare rolls

Work-FocuseZ

*Gov. Cuntor supporis providing an additiona! $4 billion in tax
credits. «The Center for Law and Socia! Policy and other child
advocaie organizations suppon the ezmed income tax credit,
*Four bills were introduced last Congress which lowered AFDC
benefit reductions on employment. sEight states (AL, CA, M1, NJ,
KY, UT, WA, W1) currently allow recipienus to keep more bene-
fit when returning 10 work.

‘ Fane! St of income Dynamics. Greg Dunaa:. University of Mich:gan
Yncentrwe Efest ofthe U S Welfare System. A Keview Robert Mot Mad sox.
Wiscopsi- Insutuie for Research on Poveny  March 19908 2 *Uvervien of
e AEDC pregram for fiecal 1697 Depantmar: of Healthand Human Sz ze
‘eranc Kaeroric, Firal heopom of the Natond! Cammission o Childeer 1oL

Statiss of Proposed Solutions

; *According to the Department of Health and Humar, Services. 32
| percent of welfare recipients stay on the rolls twelve months or
less, 50 percent stay Jess than two years, and IWeTty percert stay
longer than six consecutive years. «The average size of a family on
AFDC is 2.9 persons. Indicators: «"Failure 1o address the eco-
nomic needs of farilies will inevitably lead 10 more crime, more
| teenage childbearing. more failure in school, and lower procuciiv-
ity among the working-age populatior.”s

| bave on low income working farvilies and 1o inzrease the incentive
i to work. The EITC is available 1o farmilies with chiidren ir. whic

’ 8! Jeas: one member has worked during the vear. Working fenn-
i Lies can receive cas® back even if they dn rot have 1o peuoery
. federal taxes. A farnily of three can qualiiy for & cred of o7 o
D $13247 Implementatior: Federa: governmern: (RS .

!

Non-Work Focused
Rewced Positive Femily Behavior
| Goal: To encourage welfare recipients to engafe in posiive
: family behavior.

' Means: Provids financia! rewards fo: positive fa= s

-zged parenis and Lo
welfare with good schoo! etiendance with 2 S50 breus eI
each month; sIncrease the amoun weifare recipieni: can save for
sma!! business endeavors or for coliege from §5,000 '
*Provide a$7 borus paymenteach week to womer, or v ¢
are not pregnanl =Allow marmied young coupics to:
. of therr independer: income while or welfare: oEli—inzir 1= 1o
 duction in benefits for families with e stej.raser:

Non-Work-Focused

! *Pres. Bush and Gov. Chnten stpport increasing the AFDC

sevings limit for selected purposes. sEight netione! %l we-¢ o
troduced last Congress for this purpose. *MNichiga. New Yoop,
and Utah have elimine:ed resource limits inseven co:

seEasin:

requirements or: maried couples end expanding Mediceiz o
those leaving AFDC heve broad-based suppon from OFgen.z:
uons as diverse es the Heritage Foundation anc the Cepe o
Budget and Policy Priorities. »Virginiz and Ohio comenthh of-e:

> E )
honus payments 1o chiidren on AFDC with goo schoo! ation
dance

i p Sl Bevend Rheroru p B Meiicre Corgressiony’ Peres- n Som

Scpuermber 1992 /957 Earned [aome Crec.: Camgain For Seees (e
Budge: and Poliny Prnony:.



UNICEF

UNITED NATIONS
CHILDREN'S FUND

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.
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“lMeaslesDOD
198182 83 84 BS 86 B7 88 89 1990
The years 1981 to 1985 exclude figures for Chuna
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Reward-Focused Reforms

Goal: To remove the barriers 10 work and farmily formation.

Means:Allocation:

+ Establish and ensure minimum benefit standards for the AFDC
Program..

+ Ensure federal food stamp benefits gre federally determined,
nationally uniform, and paid for by the federal governmen.

* Vasily increase the commitment to education and training.

+ Broaden eligibility for hea'th care and child care assisiance for
working poor families. CLASP

- Expand the amouni and availability of the eamed income tax credit

» Establish a stronger and more reliable child support enforcement systern.

+ Decrease AFDC benefit reductions on work.

+ Ease the more stringent AFDC eligibiliny conditions

Implementacion. Federal governmen.

on two paren! famiiies.

Cost: Unspecified

Outlook: This testimony was heard oz APT 5, 1992 before the Domestic Task Force,
Select Commitiec on Hunge:, U.S. House of Represeniatives. Child advocale organi-
7ations such a« the Children’s Defense Furd and the Center on Budge: and Policy
Priorities, have voiced strong support for Greenberg s proposals.

Polnt of View: “The fundamen.al problems are that welfare does not provide enough
assistance 10 mee! basic peeds, docs no: provide enough assistance 1o belp people
succeed in the labor market, purushes poor famijies for working and punishes poor
families for being married. Rea; weifare reform wouldn’tadd new punishmentc—here
&t loo many already. Instcad, it would remove the barriers to work and barriers 10
family formztion.”

Contact: Mesi. Greenberg, Cenier forLaw and Sociz) Policy, 1616 P Sree NW', Suie
450, Washirgion, DC 236 (202) 328.5520.

—

Source: Testimor. before the Domes::- Task Fece, Seiezi Commiiiee on Lurge: US Hoge ¢’
Representatives. Apri §, 1992
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Reward-Focused Reforms

Real Welfare Reforms

* Does 1oo little 1o improve education,
training, and employment services to
families;

* Imposes sharp penalties on families
when they atain employment; and

* Sharply penalizes families for geting
Ot staying married.

Insufficient Basic Income
Support

It recent months, sizte legislative propos-
als have often focused on tying receipt of
AFDC 1o particular behzviors in the AFDC
family. Bu: there should be a threshoid
quesion: whatever conditions are alached,
wha! is the basic leve! of suppor: that ough:
to be provided when 2 family bas chiicren
a1 no income?

There are no federe! standards for the
adequacy of AFDC benefits. Each state 1s
free 1o set benefits at the level it chooses.
The only current safeguard is a provisior
imposmg a Medicaijd penalty if the state re-
duces AFDC payments below the March 1.
1988 pavmen: level,

With no federal sizndards. the AFDC
pzyment for 2 mother with two ¢%ildrer
&N 20 InCome i the mediarn state is $3172
2 morth, 395 of the federal poverny leve!,
If food stamp: are counted, the combines
income from AFDC and food slamps wili
brizg the family into the median state of
67% of the federz] poventy line. In nine
states, the monthly grant 10 a family of
thres with no income 1< less than $250.

Las: year, AFDC benefits were reduced

" inrune states and frozer in turiv-one ot}
" ers. Overall, the real value of AFDC bene.
; fits has dropped over 406 since 1970

: Ever when food slamps are counied as

Tesiimony of Mari. Gresnbergp
Senior Staff Anomcy, Cexniter for Law anc Sociz' Puiicy (CLASP,

. i
of highcr weifare benefiis Nor is it (ha! :
they keve sddinonal chijdee- 10 pe: add:-
Lorel wellare benefits, of the: mothen
receiving AFDC do no: case erouvgh ic
senc the'r children 1o schoe! Ratner, thess
arv four fundemenial probiems in the oo

reni sysier. Tre AFDC Prog-am:

T'welcome the Opporiunity to discuss the
82D between the rheloric and the reality of
the current welfars reform debates Many
of the curreni projosals are, at best, mic.
Buided. They may stern from deep frustra-
ton with the failure: of our welfare svalem,
bit too often, they de hitile or nothing o
addross the rez! prodlems in the svsiem

The probler: with AFDC is non the:

MOlthers move from: SLAlC LG siete o seancy

s Doee rot prosde bt

Poam i Bamihienn nedd

AOITC

ncore. the combined value of AFDC and

" Fooc Stamps dropped by 275 since 1672,

The experienice of 1991 underscored thar
when AFDC beneflst decisions are Jaf: e
the urniettered discretion of stztes, the fiscal

sess Erposed My 2 recession wi'l ead (o

freczes and rec_ctions in bencfin. AL the
heigh: of a recession, when the salety nes
should be expanding. it convacted insiead.

Welle discuss om of “behaviosa) jssues”
have beer more frequent ir cumers siat
leg:

2ive sessans the fut aw Vet e
v dnven by pereeny )

redace seondinp Toe pol




Reform the Current System Continued...

¢aald be clear: is it a matter of federal
crcem whether stales raise or cut basic
assis asce o families with children? 1f so,
(¢ feceral government must play a greater
role m 2ssuring the adequacy of benefits.
The current maintenance of effort provi-
<on for AFDC benefits should be updated
and srengthened. The federal requirement
cortiined in the Family Support Act that
siates periodically reevaluate their AFDC
reed siandards and payment standards
~ould be enforced  And, it is ume (o
r2consider whether the federal government
shouid establish and ensure minimum
nenelit standards for the AFDC Program.
Faderai Food Stamp benefit levels are
‘cderally determined, nationally uniform,
1-d e costs bome by the federal govern-
rnient. An expanded federal role in AFDC

wou'? ersure that the issues of benefit ©

as ranonal ssues.

Insufficient Links to Education,
Training, and Employment

17 restimony before the full Committee
(w0 weeks ago, several witnessesexpressed
gereral caution aboul the exient (0 which
education and training services will lead to

| suficient income for a family w0 get out of

I'm in general agreement with
 that observation, but would emphasize two '

! poverty.

| key qualifications:

« Often in the welfare context, when
people talk about therecord for educa-
tion and waining programs, they arc
talking about programs that histori-
cally did not involve much education
and training. Instead, many of the
most carefully evaluated prograrms
were ones that primarily involved job
search or job search combined with
work experience. We do mot have
comparable random assignment stud-
jes that tell us the impact of providing
basic educatior 1o parents lacking high
schoo! diplomas; nor do we have ran-
dom assignmen: studies telling us the
impac! of permitiing AFDC recipients
with kigh schoo! dipiomas or GEDsto
pursue posisecondary education.

Though we lack random assignment
| studies on the mpact of access 10 edu-
cation, we know that in the labor force
generally, the correlauon between
educatioza! amainment and earnings
is srong. In 1988, the median annual

!
|
]
|
i
i

income of a fuli-time female worker
age 25 and over with one Lo three years
of high schoo! was $13,104; with four
years of high school, camings rose o
$16,810; with four years of college,
camings rose to $25,187. Al each
educational level, men's carnings were
higher; a woman needed a college
education to approach the earnings of
2 man with four years of kigh school.

When we pull together what we know

work-welfareprograms with what we kmow
! about the general correlation between
! education and earnings, there are two ap-
propriate policy corclusions:

« If we want to help AFDC farmitics in-
. crease their chances of geting jobs
that pay above-poverty wages.we peed
an increased COMIuUME Nl {0 2CCLSS 10
education and walning:

« Whatever we do in the educatior. and
Training area, it will still be esser.zel 1o
provide income suppont 1o families
entering low wage empioyment

¢ In a few moments, 'l ik shout the

from the random assignment studies of -

Mothers in the Paid Work Force, 1970-1990

80%

60%

40%

: 20%

0% .
197G

Curreat Poputaticn Su-vey

AGE OF CHILDREN [l Less tan 6

COURCE US Depamrment of Laber. Bureau of Labor Smrin. Hondbook of Lobor St oes.
Prinng Ofce. 1989). p 144, bies 56 3nd 57, US Devartment of Labor .

617

g 21340 (Y ashinpor, DO Governmet

Bureau of Labor Saasocs. unp b-ihee @3 from Marc 199C
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. first, I want

Reform the Current System Continued...

need for continuing income support. Bui,

ing assistance. Since 1988, there have been

- some important steps forward in the link -

age berween AFDC and access 1o educe-
tion end training, but the present leve] of
effor1 affects only a xmall minority of re-
cipients. The Family Support Act of 1988
mandated that each state develop a Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Training
Program. CLASP has analyzed available
federal date about JOBS and found thai-

* Probably between 400,000 and
500,000 people are involved in JOBS
acuvities in some way. Over half of
JOBS pariicipants are in some kind of
education. or rraining actvity.

* The mos: commor Jobs Activity is
participatior: in besic education, i.e.,
literacy, high schoo! or GED comple-
tor, Englist: as a Second Language.
About one-fourth ofJOBS participants
are m & basic education activity.

l

|
|
ii
l
i
|

i

j
l
|
1
i

|
s
!;‘
|

While these signs are encouraging, it is

to focus on the gap between | essential to keep in mind that the program
. whatis necded and what is currently occur-
© ring in the provision of education and train-

only affects about 1 in 10 of the over 4
million adult AFDC recipients. This is not
surprising in light of the limited resources
for the program: this year, only $1 billion
in federal funds is available for JOBS
expenditures; last year, when $I billion
was also available, states drew down less
than 40% of the available federal funds
because of failure or inability 1o provide
the required state maich. There are many
issues 1o discuss aboul the nature and direc-
tions of the JOBS Program. but the central

t 1ssue is that of resources: if Congress

believes that welfare reform should enzail
related activities, there mus: be g greater
infusion of resources into the program.

Insufficient Support for Fami.
lies Who Enter Employment

While AFDC does nol provide a family
enough 1o live on while unernployed, the
system treats the family worse when it
enters employment.  Anv means tested

program must have & benefit reduciion
rate, i.e, 2 rate at which assistance is re-
duced when the family has income from
another source. However, the bene”; TC-
duclion raie for AFDC is exceptionally
steep. For the first four months of employ-
ment, the family is allowed limited deduc-
tions for work expenses and a deduction for
one-third of gross eamings. After the first
four months of employment, all eamings
after the first $120 Jead 10 a doller-for-
dollarreduction inthe family’s AFDC gran;
inmost states. For example, if Ms. Smith's
Eross earnings are $500, her family's AFDC
grant is reduced by $380. This may mean
complete loss of AFDC. Or, if the family
is still eligible for AFDC, the net pain from
ermployment is £120, part of which wili be
lost through a reduction in food slamyp
assistance,

Another sei of penalties apply to fam:-
lies entering self-employment. Curren:
federal rules make it virtually impossioe
for a self-employed Tecipient 1o retain eli-
gibiliry for assistance. In part, this i be.
ceuse federal rules draw no distnction

¥ —

Revamping the Earned Income Disregard Structure

Definizion

The earned inzome disregard is the amoun! of earned
income which is exempred Jrom the bencfits reduction cal-
tncome exceeding the
disregard is “countable income” and results in a dollar.
Jor-dollar reduc-tion in the Jamily's AFDC gran:.

culation. CurrentN in most stazes,

Unde: curren: jaw, a family receiving AFDC thei

Ployment is potenzally eligible 10 receive:

1. A $9C work expense disregard;

2. For the first 12 mopths of empioyment, & $30 work incentive

disregard;

3. For the first 4 manths, & work incentive disregard of 173 of
&oss eamned income afier the $9¢ and $30

dlowed:

4. Actual dependenti care expenses, subje<t (o 2 limit of $200 per
child under age 2, $175 per child age 2 end over.

There seems to be broud agreemen: that the current structure is
Complicaied and! difficult for both recipieris and caseworkers 10
undersiand. As aresull, il impose s administrative costs, and makes
It quite hard for & indivadual to kmow whai wili herpen 1o her
farnily's income when she emien anpicyTen:

In the current structure, the major disregard-of 1/3 of
income -expires after four months. Thus, & family faces ar: eZje: -
tive 1ax rate of close 10 67% in the initia) months of employm o=
and close to 100% after the first four months. As aresult, ever in
States where 8 working poor family is initially eligibie for AFDC.
meny jow wage families lose eligibility after the fourth mor:- of

employmen:
enters em-

gross camed

* A lfomty bour a week minimum wage job resulls in immediz e
loss of AFDC eligibility for & family of three in 26 siates.

* In twenty more states, a family with a forty hour & weei:

muinimum wage job is initally eligible for aid, but Joses

disregard sre

assistance afier four menths.

In 1992, we see a range of epproaches to eamnings disrega-ds

There is Jess

ui the pereeniape

All of the waivers lesve the dependent care deduction
Michigen, Utah, and Wisconsin all have stale proposals whoh
reflec: an interest i o sumpler system. All the states share
mteres: in gbandonir:g time limits on expiration of the disrega-2
ggreenient on how much income should be diee.
fardud—doth ir: the injr;z) amouni{ranging from $90 16 S200: an
disregardes (ranging from 209 1n ENSE

mniec:

[

—————— e
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Reform the Current System Continued...

berween assets of an individual and assets
of a business; nor do federal rules distin-
guish berween the income of an individual
and the net receipts of the business. The
effect is that an individual begirming self-
employment is likely to Jose AFDC eligi-
bility long before the business has reached
a point of stability and viability.

The most severe employment-related

parent noed not fear that taking 8 job or
receiving an additional dollar of income
meanslossofhealthcm.mdneedno(fw
that she must leave her children unattended
when she goes to work. In the loog N, if
we want 1o remove barmiers (o employment
for AFDC families, it seems essential o
broaden eligibility for bealth care assis-
tance for working poor families. This
would both remove 8 serious barrier W

peod 1o be raised to $5.40 10 equal the three-
person poverty line.

In recent years, many people have taken
up the slogan “Meke Work Pay.” But
“Make Work Pay” can bave at least two
different mesnings. It can mean “Make
wark pay enough that a working family is
no(inpovert)"orhcanmean“m:kew«k
pay more than AFDC, by cutting AFDC.”
Bu!ifomgodismnfmﬁhesmnwod:

penelties for AFDC families occur when a
job results in loss of AFDC eligibility.

Under current rules, so

jong as the family is eli-

gible for AFDC, it is also

eligible for Medicaid and
i job-related child care.
| When the family loses
I AFDC. it loses automatic
| Medicaid and child care.
| The Family Support Act
| enacted aprogramof up to
| one year of continuing
Medicaid and child care
assistance. Asaresult, in
September 1991, only
46,000 children were re-
ceiving transitionsl child
care, in contrast with the
Congressional Budget
Office's onginal esumate
of 280,000 children.

Whether or not a family
initially receives transt-
tional child care and Medi-
caid, that assistance ends
after a year. And at the
end of the year, the farnily
mey or may not be cligible
for Medicaid or other child
care in the state.

The critical point is that
in our current system, the
moment the family loses
AFDC, the family nisks
being without health care
and child care assistance.
This occurs even though
the family may still be

work for AFDC families and would be an

Poverty Rates for Children and the Eiderly
1959-1988
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deep in poverty. In 26 states last yeas, if an

important step 1owzd equity among the

income supplements for

those families. There are '

at least three options 1o
explore:

« Farmmed  Income
Credit: Congresshas
made important
strides in expanding
the amount and
availability of the
Famed  Income
Credit. But at pres-
ent, over 99% of
farilies who receive
the EIC dosothrough
an anpual lump sum
rather than the ad-
vance payment op-
tior. For the creditto
be partof the farmily’s
monthly dispesable
income, it is €8S~
tial to find ways to
make advance pay-
ment work.

+ Child Support: Less
than half of single par-
ents have & child sup-
port award; of those
with an award, only
68% actually receive
some payment. The
child support system is
particularly ineffective
for AFDC families: i

FY 89, collections were made in oniy

AFDC parent took a minimum Wage job

working poor.

for 40 hours a week, she would lose AFDC ; Besides addressing health care ard child
assistance immediately. Inall butsix states, | care, we mus: resoive when and how gov-
she would lose AFDC assistance after four | emment should provide income scppertio
months. And with the loss of AFDC assis- | the working pocr. In 1992, a full-time

Medicaid assisiance. | that fall $2,40C below the povery line for
Our goa! should be a sysiem where 2 ‘ afamily of three: the mrimum w 2g¢ would

e ———

‘__’______4______________._—._.__
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\ance, she would risk losing child care and l worker at the minimurs wage has eamings

| . AFDC as Income Suppiement: AFDC

115 % of AFDC cases. A stronger
and more reliable chiid support en-
forcemeru system cou!d provide es:
sential income supplemenis for work-
ing poor families.

used 1o be a source of income SUPPOT
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i Reform the Current System Continued...

1o the working poor. Before 1981, the major AFDC eamings
deduction, of $30 and one-third of earnings, was not time-
limited. As a result, a single parent i a low wage job was
much more likely to retain AFDC eligibility, for an income
supplement and for Medicaid coverage. In 1981, pan of the
AFDC restructuring promoted by President Reagan involved
time-limiting the $30 and one-third deduction to 4 months;
the effect was to dramatically reduce the availabiliry of
AFDC to the working poor. It is hard to see any policy
rationale to why the $30 and one-third earnings deduction
should expire afier 4 months: it only serves to make working
poor families poorer.

Penalties of Marriage

The AFDC Program punishes marmiage in two ways: by how it
© treats a married couple with children in common, and by how it
i treals families with stepparents.

A needy two-paren: family is less likely 1o be eligible for AFDC
© than ar equally needy one-paren: family. When a two-paren:
' family applies for assistance and nejther paren! is incapacitated,
: the family can only receive AFDC if it qualifies unde: the terms
i of the AFDC-UP (Unemployed Paren:) Program. AFDC.-UP
i Tules restrict assistance in three imporiant ways:

i+ Work history rules: A family applying for AFDC-UP mus
satisfy federa) “work history” requirements. These rules gen-
erally require that the principal wage eamer either have
worked in 6 of 13 past querters or have beer eligible for un-
employment compensatior under staie law. The families
most likely 1o be unable to saiisfy work history requiremen:s
are young familics. In a recen: U.S. Genera! Accounting
Office (GAO) repor: looking a: states pewly impiementing
the AFDC-UP program, severa) siates voluntecred they were
finding anywhere from 1in 6 to 3 in § applican: familjes
eligible for AFDC-UP benefits. The workforce attackmen:
requirement was identfied as one of the w0 ma)or reasons
for the high denial reies. {The other major reasor was
reporied to be the AFDC auset rules;  UNEMPLOYED
PARENTS: Initial Efforis 1o Expand State Assistance. GAQ:
PEMD-92-11 (January 1992;.

* The “100 hour" rule: An AFDC-UP family loses AFDC e}i.
gibility if the principal wage earner is employed for 100 hours
& month, even if the weges from employment are so low tha:
the family would sti}l be financially eligible for AFDC. This
is a particularly harsh and unjustified penalty: 100 hours of
employment at the minimum wage wouid lead 1o gons
eamnings of $425 - plain'y insufficient to meet family needs.
The findings from e demonstration project in Fresno, Califor-
Nia waiving the 100-howr rule sugges: that eliminaling the
rule could actually increase work among AFDC-UP families.
After the rule was eliminated, the pereeniege of the AFDC-

'P caseload with earned income increesed from 116, 1, 166
See “Linking AFDC-U Parents 10 Emplovment Freen
Counry's Li}ik'»Up Project” (Fins! Evaluetion, M.y, 1N

* AFDC-UP Time Limits: Some states terminate AFDC-
UP benefits afier six or nine months, even if the family sti}]
needs assistance. The Family Suppont Act of 1988 100k an
important step toward improving the way in which AFDC
treats two-parent families by mandating that al! states begin
to operate an AFDC-UP Program by October of 1998, Butthe
newly implementing states were aliowed the option to im-
pose annual time limits on assistance, According to the GAO,
13 of the 23 newy implementing states have opted 1o do so.
UNEMPLOYED PARENTS: Initjal Efforts to Expand S:ate
Assistance, GAO/PEMD-92-11 (Yanuary 1992).

There is no justifiable reason for imposing more stringen: eligi-
biiity conditions on two-paren: families than one-paren: fami!ies.
States have sufficien: tools through their JOBS Program 10 ensure
tha: at least one paren: in an AFDC-UP family is actively looking
for work or engaged in eppropriate JOBS activities. Bu the
quesuon of approprisie requirements while receiving assisiance
should be a differen: question from whether assistance 1c a needy
family with childrer is provided.

The AFDC program also sharply peralizes famiiies wher 2
mother gets married. In most states, a Stepparent has no legal dury
10 support the children of his or ber spouse. Nevertheless, AFDC

* severely cuts or eliminates benefits when a mother masries, by

counting much of the siepparent’s income when calculating the
family’s AFDC cligibility. The effect is often 10 recuce or
elimivaie benefits to the family even if the siep-parent is working
a! 8 Munimum wage job

Tne stepparen: peze'ties are so extreme because oy very
lirited deductions fror income are allowed for steppa-en: far-
lies undes AFDC nijes. The major deduction from income is the
siz.2 "standard of need™ for the step-parent and his lege! epenc
exis in the bome. The problem is that in many stales, the stange-2
of need is an arbitrary and wholly unrealistic figure. The standz-c
of need is the emoun; of money & slate supposed!y considers ne. -
essz2ry for a family to live on. In eighi siates, the standerd of nees
for a family of 3 was below $400 Jast year.

Since the standard of need is an ofien-arbirary figure with n
relaiion torez) need, it should not be the messure used to gecermine
how much of & Step-parent’s income should be counted in the
AFDC budgeting process. I instead, s deduction was bases or. the
fed=r2) poverty leve! rather than the standard of necd, prog:im
TNiies would drametice!!y reduce the penzllies involved wher, g~
AFDC mother marries & low income father.

Rea! Welfare Reform

The striking thing ahou: so many of these proposals is thz: the
bave Litie to do witk the real probiems ir, the welfare sysiem, Ac
I've suggested, the fundamenta! probiems are tha: wellz-z goe:
ne: provide enough assistance to mee: basic needs, does po
provide enough assistance 1o help people succeed in the labe:
mare., punishes poo: families for working and punishas poo:
farriiies for being mamied Real welfare reform wouldi'resinew
PEirimenis—there e 1o many already. Ineead, i walt's

Term e the bamiers e worh, and the beners o fami'y fommi on
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Goal: To help

families get through bard tmes and ensble people |
who work and play by the rules to get ahead.

Means:

Allocation:

« A $1,000 refundable tax credit 10 replace the current persoaal
exermplion.

. Simplification of the earned income tax credit and further adjust-
ments for family size.

« Child support demonstralion projects.

. Allow economically depressed communities to use federa! funds
1o create jobs for low-incame parents.

Implemeniation: Federal government.

John
Rockefeller

Cost: Unspecified.

Point of View: “The time has come 0 shift emphasis from punish:ng those famities of
whom we appear not to approve, 1o rewarding those, whatever thetr income, whe
embrace the values that we hold dear, to wit; hard work, persona! rwgvnsibi}ity, family
stabiliry.”

i

ing hard work and demanding responsibil-
ity in ways that promoie STong and stable
families.
We were not alone in making these dis-
coveries,obviously. Inrecent months, many
of our colleagues have introduced legisla-
tion which parallels parts of the Family
Income Security Act of 1992. 1 hope that 1
will be able to work with those collcagues
10 combine the best of their ideas into the
systemic reform that we desperately need.
The time has come, in my view, 10 Stop
pretending that piecemeal approaches to
family income security work, 10 stop pi-
geonholing families by income or educa-

are, in fact, intimately intentw ined with ooe
another. The time has come to shift ermpha-
sis from punishing those families of whom
we appear not to approve, 10 rewarding
those, whatever their income. who em-
brace the values that we hold dear, 10 Wit
‘hard work, personal respensibility, family
stability.

The Family Income Security Act is

Outlook: Bill $.2237 was introduced by Senator Rockefeller on 2/20/92 and referred 10
the Serate Finance Commitiee with no further acton. This bill incorporates the
recornmendations made by the Nationa! Commission onChildren which Sen. Rockefeller
chaired. '

important because it puts every farnily in
America on exactly the same footing. It
recognizes the continuum betweea poverty
and the middle class and between the middle
class and wealth. It undersiands al indi-

Contact: Senator John D. Rockefeller, D-W.Ve), SH-109 Han Senaie Office Build-
ing, Washirgion, DC 20510-4802; (202) 2246472

viduals over time and families over gencra-
tions can climb to higher levels of success
if we do not place insurmountable barriers

|

Sourte: Inraductory remarks to §2237 Congressional Recard. February 20 1592, 2. SIaM- 1855

in front of ther and that the vast majonty

of Americans can and wanl 1o contritute to

b

|
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Reward-Focused Reforms

- Family Income Security Act

By Senator john D. Rockefeller

our society.

It would take a lot more time than Iam
allowed to spend now 1o detail the damage
done to ous families in the past 10 years. the
i decline in living standards, the need for
| two incomes, where one once sufficed, the
| rising Coss and the narowing oppormuni-

. ties. You do not have to be an expert io se¢

i

Tt 1s our first and best bope o ranslate 2
vision of our nation where every child is

For 3 years | have had the honor and |
somewhat a struggle of chairing the Na- l
tional Commission on Children. This is a
bipartisan board which was created by
Congress and it was charged with examin-
ing every fact that has to do with family and |
childrer: in our county, and then recom- ‘|
mending a means for improving their lot.

The Family Income Security Act of 1992,
is the principal product of the unanimous ‘
bipartisan recommendations of that com-
mission, a 32 to nothing vote, membders of
the Bush administration, liberals, conser-
vatives. everybody in between. 2 urani- |

reus report. |

has the opportuuty 10 contribute to our
society into legisiation I refer to my in-
come secunity legisiazion.

During my tenure as chair, we discov-
ered that no single action by the federal
government would Yenefit children more
than by providing their families with rue
income security. Tha: means helping fami-
‘ lies keep more of what they eamn and help-
| g themto reach up and grab the nextoung
on the ladders to success. Thal includes
reforming our welfars svsiem and reward-

youth Puhoy

| healthy, every childiseducated., everychild |

You just have to be a parent.

Butihe experts and the econorusts ATong
l us have pointed out that in ignoring our

families, we have undercut our ability, in
fact, to compete economically. Auemplsto
| revitalize American industry by encourag:
! ing capital formation, by focusing onmoney
and credit, by changing laws and regula-
| tions can, at best, partially be effective.
' ]gnoring those who can grow to dircct
| those investments, to design and operat¢
| tha: capital equipmert.to exportand 10 sl
! our products abroad condemns us to fight
\- ous trade bartles and economuc barties with

—————— "
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tion, 10 stop disassociating programs that -

that something has gone lerribly wrong.
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Reform the System Continued...

Eﬂects of Comprehensive Income Securlty Plan on Famlly Income

(1991 Dollars)

one hand tied behind our backs.
Investmen: in our families, particularly in our children, mus: be

. the cornersione of any policy that embodies economic growr™
- Rigtt now, we risk placing them in the nexus of & vicious

downward spiral; Poor families, unprepared children, an inferior

~ work force, @ contracting economy, poor families, unprepared

children and on and on. Without action, I believe this generation
of children will have the sad distinction of being the firs! in tha:
downward spiral. That is why this legislation is so important.
The bill has four parts. All are wholly interdependent. A $1,000
refundable tax credit to replace the current personal exemption

- This would benefit every family, without exception, and brirg

proporuonality, greater relief 1o the middleclass and lower in-

. come families that most need belp. The tax credil concep: cor-
~ ras's clearly with the president's proposal which increases oy

the pervonal exernplion, thus saving top bracker taxpayers twize ac

" much as middie-income families.

Second, simplification of the earned income tax credit and
further adjustments for family size. I believe tha: simplifyirg

* paperwork and adjusting for family size would encourage million:
. of low-income working families who are not taking acvantage of
. what is their due under the earned income 1ax credit to 1eie

advantege of thic siep toward sclf-rehance.

Third, child support insurance demonsiration projects. Cor.-
bining tough enforcement of child suppon laws, incentive and
suppor: for mothers who help track down missing fathers and o
govermnen!-insured minimurn benefit wher absent parents do no:
mexe: their obligations. Ultimately, this sysiem would recapture,
wher fully implemented, between $25 and $29 billion out there in

, -~ the private economy in unpaid child support. The effect of that or:

famities with children who arc owed tha! suppor it obviousiy

enonrous and you do not have toraise a single tex dollar to get iz,

Fourth, waivers to economically depressed communities allow .
ing thezn 10 use fecera! funds to creatc jobs for low-income paren:s
who are willing 1o work as an alternative 1o welfare.

Passage of this legislation will leave ai families with childrer,
better off. Middlelass families will kecp more of what they eary
lower income working famities will find themselves Lfied o o

{
sibiliry for one’s employment and one 's childrer, is rewerding whije |
child suppori cheats are hunted down and made 1o pey. j
It makes sense, and al! I can say to you is that the combisazion of ;
the four pants of this package together will, in fact, mathematicaly '
and literally lift out of poverty the overwhelming majonity of
families in America who now do live in poverty, and help every-
body else on the income scale with respect o bringing up childrec. 1
Welfare will once again become what it was inieraied o be: A
transitional program helping families get through hed times. |
People who work hard and play by the rules will be able 1o gerahead |
and the system will work for them, too. i

Puvesty by v credits and child support eriforcement which js ¢

44

tompeliing incentive 1o get a joh and o gui o wellere Keener .

Net Federal Cost of Income Security
Proposals
(1993 Doliars)




least the barest level of support.™

Goal: “To ensure that the poores! children in the nation receive at |

Means:
Allocation:

Implementation: Federal government.

“Require that AFDC payments, when combined with food stamp
benefits, equal at least 50 percent of the poverty level.”

Cost: Unspecified.

Danie! P.
Moynihan

Fund.

Outlook: Bill S.835 was introduced on April 17, 1991 and referred
{0 the Senate Finance Commitiee with no further acton. Minimurn payment standards
have strong support fom child advocate organizations such as the Children’s Defense

Meanwhile, we have 12.6 million chil-
dren who live in pauperdom; who at the
very least must be provided with food,
clothing, and shelter.

The federal government does not set
benefit levels, states do. And some states
settheirsquite low-Alabama: $1182 menth
for a family of three;, Mississippi: $120;
Termessee: $184; Texas: $184; and Louisi-
ana: $190. By contrast, the State of Alaska
pays $346. This is over seven times as
much as Alabama and Mississippi, a rar.ge
that grealy exceeds geographical differ-
ences in the cost of living.

Since the 1970's, Social Security bene-
fits have been indexed 1o inflation. As a
result, poverry among the elderly has been
nearly elirminated—surely one of our most
significant achievements. Indeed, by 1989

Point of View: *.. the social calamity tkal is welfare dependency will not be reversed
cvernight. What tock near & generation W create will lake near a generation to remedy.
" Meanwhile, we have 12.6 million children who live in pauperdom; who at the very
least must be provided with food, clotiing. and shelter.”

the proportion of the elderly who were poor
had dropped o 114 percent, dosn from
5.2 percent in 1959, Sumalaniy, Supple-
mental Security Inceme, a nationa! pro-
gram of imcome assisiance for the aged,
biind and disabled, also provides federally

Contact: Senator Danicl P. Moynihmn, (D-NY),
Building, Washington , DC 20510-3201; (202) 224-4451.

SR-464 Russell Senate Office

set benefits which are indexed to inflation.
By contrast, the value of AFDC benefits

Source: [nroduciory remarks 1o S 835, Congressional Recard, Aprd 17,1991, pp. $4615.

has steadily dropped over the past (w0
decades. From 1970 10 1989, the median
maximum benefit for a family of three

Reward-Focused Reforms

Minimum Benefit
for Families Act

Ry Senator Daniel P. Moynihan (D-NY)

| declined in real terms by 37 perzent In
* Texas the decline was 60 percent. .

The weifare benefits required urder ths
! wiil are exwemely modest—some $238 2
! mrorth in AFDC pavments for a family of
* mree. If we took the minimaum benell for
" a family of three included in President
| Nixon's famuly assistance plar and passed
i by the House back in 1970. and inflate 1t

M. President, I rise today to inroduce a
bill that wouid require that AFDC pay-
ments, when combined with food stamp
© benefits, equal at least 50 percent of the
. poverty level. Under this proposal, the
minimum monthly AFDC-food stamp
benefit for a family of tree would be $364.

Children now make up the largest pro-
| pontion of poor persons inthe Un:ted Suates.
Some 12.6 mitlion, 39.9 percent of the
poor. This development is linked to recent
chunges in the American family. Today.
nearly one -quarter of all families are hez Zed

percent in 1080, 11.5 percent in 1970
Single-parent families now represent

two-thizds of all poor families And they
weem oui of the teach of the standard e

35 Youth Pohoy

by a single mother. That's up from 194 |

! nomic prescripticns. The amnual pevery
i status report recent!y issucd by the Burcau
! of the Census suggests that the economic
! growth and high empleyment levels of the
| Jast decade made no impact on this group.
! In 1988, we enacted legislation, the

Family Support Act, to address child pov-
\ erty and welfare dependency. This pro-
| posal inroduced a whelly new concept to
}_ welfare, a2 social compact. Society owed
| single mothers support while they acquired
l the means of self-sufficiency, mothers owed
i, society theeffortto achieve this goal. Absent
! fathers owed child support 1o both. Bul the
! social calamity that is welfare dependency
U will not be reversed overright. What took
" near a generation to create will leke neara

forward to today, we would have a pay-
+ ment of $364—over 50 percent more than
tha! required in this proposal. Many pectie
would argue that a much higher ourtmum
© payment s justified, and Imightwellagree.
i But in suzpont of the proposal. I would
advance three peints. One. the minimum
, benefit will increase over time. As the
: poverty level goes up with infatien, the
| minimem benefit will increase also. Twe,
(: in the 10 siates that are affected, tals bili
| would increase income going to some ¢f

ous needicst famiiies. And tyee, the cosi i
! pearable—S250 million to ke fedez!
govermumeni

It is ime we 100k this badlv needed siep

© 10 ersure that the poorest childrem in Y

ration recoive at least the harest pvel Ol

SUnDOTL
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' 7% 7 Reform the Current System

Reward-Focused Reform

Goal: To “provide Jow-income people the opportunity for financia!
independence through self-employment »

]- 3

c |
LR
:‘ ...
< :
-
'
a !,
= 1
¢ ..

Means: Allocation: C

+ Increase the amount which can be excluded from the net worth of
& microenterprise (persona business enverprise) for AFDC eligi-
bility purposes. - '

* Ensure that AFDC caseworkers make it clear to AFDC recipienic
that begiming a microexnterprise is an option for them.

Implementation: Federal government.

Charles
Grassiey

Cost: Unspecified.

Outlook: Sen Grassley bills, S.
Comnittee with no further

1395 and S.1860, were referred to the Senate Finance
aclion along with three other microenterprise biljs.

Point of View: *Noy only is microenterprise beneficia) to welfare-dependent persons, it
is egually importent 1o steie and federa! governments. First, there is a reduction in welfare
expendiures for persons whose success full business starts enable them 0 become
financially independen:. Second, tax revenue is generated from the additions] economic
aclivity generated through the business.”

Contact: Senator Charles Grassiey, (R-Iowa), SH-135 Han
Washingion, DC 20510-150 (202) 224-3744.

Senzie Office Building,

Source: Inroduciony remarks 1o S 1860, Congressiona! Record, October 23, 1991 PF.S15072.

e
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: By Senator Charlec

Reward-Focused Reform

|
Self—Sufﬁciency Through
Personal Business Enterprise |

|

Gras:lev (R-lows)

A

oy

© The title of tha! act was the Act for
. enierprise Development Act. At tha: time.
- 1 believe it wovld provide low-income
! people the CPrortunity for financia® ind: .

D demonsireon projecis are astoniching

Cosellesiver an?

Severe! weeks ago, T introduced§ 1395,

. be oversiated. Success in terms of loan
Micree- .

© Tepayment is equally impressive with lev-
. els reaching 94 percen:.
. Notonlyis microenterprise beeficial to
wellare-dependent persoms, it is equally
pendence through self-employmer.: ; lmportanitosiate and federal governments.
The 1erm microenterprise is defined ac | First, there is a reduction jn welfare expen-
Ny unincorporated trade or business en- © ditures for persons whose successful bus;-
lerpnise which has five or fewer employ- | ness slarts enable them to become finar.
oes, of which one or more is the owne:. The cially independen:. Second, tax revenpe is
microenicrprise Program makes particular | generated from the additional economic
sense in rural areas of the United States | activity generated througt: the business,
where e loyment opponunities are lim- Today 1 am introducing another micro.
ited and sel-ownership often is the only . enterprise bill tha addresses not only the
tliemnative 1o emplovinent. concem:. mentioned ir S. 1395, byt glse ;
The resu’s from TICIOENterprising in | other concem:s raisec by my constituent :

who work ir: thewe demoensiration projects !
iwmy stzte. Congressmz. Tony Hali chair. !
man of the Selecs

Succesy in jem of personal satisfeonon,
commumiy pade conne

[ bureaucralic bamiers tha: preven:

has introduced this bill in the House and ]
&m proud 1o join him loday.

There are several goals o this bill.

First, 1o increase the exclusion of the pe:
worth of the microenterprise for purposes
of AFDC eligibiiiry. Currently, the exclu-
sion limit is only $1,000. This means tha;
the cos: of 2 personal computer would put
a0 AFDC mom over the Limit. One of the
women who spoke a1 the House hearings
on this issue was an Jowa constituen! who
wanis 1o start her owp medical computer
billing service. Unfornmately, if she buysa
computer while on AFDC, she wil] Jose
eligibility for AFDC and the \mportant
medice! assistznce provided 10 her family
because of her eligibility. Certainiy it is
Clear taet this §1,000 limit is too jow, My
bill raises this limir 1o $10,000.

mmmuimponanlhlha!il
allows the pew errepreneur the abiliry to
remain on public assistance and not draw
income ou of the newly formed enterprise.
As most new businesses are not cash rich,
their owners cen seldorn rely or. the busi-
ness for their livelihood unti] the business
is more estzblished. Also, ary income
generaied from the business can be reir.
vesiec back mio the business without pen-
a1y to subsisience paymexls.

A second goe! is 1o ensure that case-
workeTs make it clea: 1o recipients tha;
beginzing a Tucroenierprise is an option.
They car s:27: their own business wik the
assisiance of leaders in the communiry, and
Provide a bener future for their chiidren,

Simijer 1o the second gozi, this bil; also
includes microenterprise in the Jjobs pro.
gram. The goz’ of the program isto provide
Erealer incenlive to welfzme mom: to ge:
off public assisiznce. This it} makes micro-
enlerprise a further option for this mom.

The original goa! of welfare was 1o pro-
vide a slop-gay o those who lemporanly
bave a crisis and need assistance. i was
Dever mean: i be & permanen means of
support. Allowing these women the Oppot -
tunity tc make changes for theis futures is
what welfare assistance is alt ebout.

Finally, thic bii: calis on the secreary of
Healt: &2 Humar Services to conduct a
study (o identifs the administralive and
recipi-
enl from deveioping LUCTOenterprises.

Ouw desire i 1n mage independence from
Publiitanitience areanomaty s gox!for
WiR R ey o

those
raun el dikr e

10t e




:.+,- . Aid to Families with Dependent Children

Glossary

AFDC .oveercerisrememserinsseenss Aid to Families with Dependent Children, the major cash welfare program for families with children.

Cost Neutral ...ocoveesuenssesenes At no additional cost to the government, i.e. the same amount of expenditure.

Demonstration Program ... AD experimental program which is used to test the effects of a reform. Demonstration programs run for
_ a set amount of time and must be followed by 8 thorough evaluation.

Earned Income Disregard ... The amount of earned income which is exerpted from any reducticn in benefits.

EITC coevveevnncacmranmrnssssnenenss Earned Income Tax Credit, this tax is refundable and therefore allows working families to receive cash
back even if they do not earn enough to pay any federal taxes.

Family Cap ..covvemmmssesrsensesss No sdditional benefits are given to recipients who have additional chiidren while on AFDC.

Family Support ACt......cc.o.. Enacted in 1988, this legislation expanded support and services but increased eligibiliry requireroenis.

Food SLAMPS ..ceecuioressmsecsenss The federal system of means-tested provision of food

157 TR Individual Development Accounts, tax-free accounts that the federa! govemnment would guararice at 8
minirmum fixed amount and that families could add to over Ume.

JOBS ovoceemriresessssseemsasnsees Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Program, the program established to fulfill the Family Support Act's
requiremnent that certain welfare recipients engage in school, traiming, or work sctivities.

Learnfare. ..o menessinisees AFDC benefits are reduced to families whose children are truant from school for more than a specified
number of days.

Maiching Funds ......cocovcnes Funds which require that some percentage of the amount received be “matched” by the entity recerving

the funds. For example, if the federal government matches sate funds at 60%, than for each state dollar,
the federal government will provide 60 cents.

Medicaid ...oveeremeenrinsrnnesnnens The federal system of means-tested provision of health care.

MiCTOCTIETPIISE .ovvnvrmeuneenes Any unincorporated rade or business enterprise which has five or fewer employees, of whick one or mare
is the owner.

Non-<custodial Parent.......... The divorced parent who does not live with the child

REFOMN cuveeeercremsmmsnsessssnsnsas The troad range of initiatives 10 modify the current sysie of means-tested income support

Refundable Tax Credit ....... This credit benefits poor working farnilies who pay few if any taxes. With a $1,000 refundable tax oedit,
a family that would have paid $200 ip taxes would be tax-exemp: and receive an $800 “refund”.

ReqUIrEments ........oooeesesss A variety of reforms which link a recipient’s eligibility for beneits to his her engaging in desired behavior.

REWATES covverecviemreerccnmneees A variety of reforms thatprovides incentives 10 8 recipient for engaging in desired behaviar.

Tax Liability ..ooooivenicerrenns The amount of taxes for which one is responsible.

WRIVET covicreraerresasannssaeeas A state must seck permission to “waive” federal welfare requiremernis tonun 8 demonstraznion prograrm

WOTKIATE oo AFDC benefits are reduced to families whose cligible members co nct arend work, Taining, or job search :
acuvites.

Review Credits
This policy overview on “Aid 1o Families witn Dependent Children” has been reviewed by:
« Mark Greenberg, The Cenzes for Law and Social Policy, 1616 P Street, NW. Sujte 350, Wash, DC 20036; (202 328-5140
« Robert Rector, The Herntage Foundation, 214 Massachusents Avene, NE, Wast.., DC 20002-4999; (202) 5464200
« Arloc Sherman, The Childrez's Defense Fund, 25 E Street, NW, Wash, DC 200C1. (207 6288787

« Julie Strawn, The Center on Budget &Policy Priorities. 777 North Capitol Sueet, NE. S.ie 705, Wash. DC 20002 (261} 4081080,
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- Financing Higher Education

Scope of the Problem:

private colleges this year.

. Proposed Solutions

offering three-year baccalaureate degrees.

i Change Demand- Reduce the cos: of higher educ

¢ According to & repont by the College Board in New York,
tuition is up 11 percent at state unjversities and 7 percent at

ation by

!« Restructure Firance: Make it easier for students to pay for

,'i ! highereducation trrough income contingent Joans and public

3 . service.

x

3 - » ExpandFinance: Create anew pooi of capitel to supplement

} ' the curren: sysiem a5 extenc eligibilin,

® . Outlook

;t' .+ Change Demani: S. Frederick Starr, president of Oberlin,

1 College in Okic, has proposed 2 three-year bacca!au.reaxc‘
degree.

* Restructure Firance: Presiden:-Elect Clinton has proposed
giving students the option of repeying all or partof their loans
by taking community-service Jjobs.!

* Expand Finance: Senator Kemnedy introduced §. 2255 on
February 25, 1992 which Proposed “self-reliance” Joans in
which all students are eligible to borrow money directly from

the federal government. Loans would be repaid through the
Internal Revenue Service. 2

Contact:

Change Demand: S. Frederick Starr, Oberiin College, Oberlir,
Ohio; (216) 775-8121.

Restructure Finance Presidential Transition Office, 1120 Ve-
mont Avenue, NW, Washingion, DC 20270, (202) 973-2600.

Expard Finance: Ser Edward M. Kennedy, SR-315 Rugse!!

© Building. Washington, DC 20510, (202, 224-4543.

|
!
|

Notes
1. "Putting People First” Bill Clinton,

¢ 2. Congreesional Record, February 25, 1992
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Updates and Summaries Continued...

Family Leave

Scope of the Problem:

1990 Bureau of Labor Statistics studies found that 37 percent of
fernale employees have maternity leave and 18 percent of fathers
at medium and large firms are covered by urpaid paternity leave.!
Two oul of three new entranis into the workforce will be women
by the year 2000.%

Current Policy:

The Pregnancy Discrimination Act mandates that employers who
include disability leave in employee benefits must include preg-
nincy in those provisions. Several states have family leave laws.

Proposed Solutions:
Mandatory Offer of Family Leave- Businesses are required 10
Zran employees unpaid leave.

Cost:
The average cos: of the legislation{S.5/H.R. 2] t0 employers with
more than fifty employees according to the GAO is $5.30 per

employee per year.?

Allocation:

12 weeks of unpaid leave for the birth or adoption of a child, or
serious illness of an employee or his o1 her child , parent or spouse.
Employers would mainiain health coverage during the leave.

Implementation: Federal legislaion would require businesses
with more than fifty employees 10 provide family leave.

Preferential Rehire:
Job protectior: for employees who leave employmeni for a
mate family purpose.

legiti-

Cost:

The cost of providing “parental preference” will be marginal, as
the employer would accrue the cost of hiring and training a new
person regardless of the iastatement of this legislation.

Allocation:

Provide up 1o six years of job protection

The employee would be reinstated in his or her previous or
equivalent position if it was available or would be enutled to the
first suitable position 10 opern. Benefits and seniority would alsobe
reinstaled upon return.

Implementation: Employers.
Tax Incentives:
Encourage businesses to offer family leave by providing tax

incentives.

Cost: Estimate unavailable.

i
|
i

Allocation: An additional tax deducton for the costs (o employ-
ers of providing family leave for the birth or adoption of a childor
the serious illness of a child, spouse or dependent of the employee.
Implementation: Federal government and businesses.

Status

Mandatory Offer of Family Leave

The Family and Medical Leave Act passed in the Senate and inthe
House. The House fell 27 votes short of overnding the president’s
veto.

Preferential Rehire

Although several bills have been proposed, none have been
schedu'ed for a heaning.

Tax Incentives

Presicent Bush proposed up to S50 mithon in1ax-crediisubsidies
for companies iba! grant fauly o medical leave. The credit would
amoust to 20 percent of the cost—p 10 $6,000—tc tire & replace-
ment. continue a worker's bereliis or pay partial saizies durng a
leave.

Nowes 1. Congrassional Record, Sepembher 271037 2 YAmenan Women
and Thaar Families Need the Famuly ar< \edical Leave Acu” Women's Legal
Defense Fund, 1951. 3. Congressions. %zcord, Sept=mber 7. 1991,
Origmal Publication’ January, 1992.

Top Priorities for Government Action
to Improve Family Life
(By Country)

Youth Polizy
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! Updates and Summaries Continued...
r—
! . - Public Schools Only
~ School Choice | : : '
| S * Goal. To improve education performance and creale school :
: - accountzbility. |
5 S { the Prob] - Cost* Noexra public funds.
; >cope of the Problem: | Allocation: The three main options of bli ic
l' Despite large increases in educational spending over the Jas: { Intra-District Choize, Inier- 'ogict Q:oiz: l:;scmhool :hsc:g;oz'
: decade, the average verbal score on the Scholastir Aptitude Tes: | Implementation: States and schoo! districts ’
| in 1991 dropped two Points 10422, the lowest level of all time. The ; '
| average math score fell two points as well 1o 474. | Status:
i :
| | | Public and Privase Schools. President Bush s GI Bill for Childreg,
' | Curren.t Pollcy.. _ . _ i sen: to Congress on June 25, would have authorized $500 million
i Goal.. To provide improved educational choices for students. L in new federal (FY 93) funds, and sdditiona] amounts in laer |
gé i Cost: Ymes f"?”f SI8Le Lo State. ., year, for states and communities 1o give $1,000 scholarships to J
e '; Allocation: Individua! state Plans, which range from limited ' middic and low income children. Families could spend the schol. |
" {5| | choices among public schools in several siates 1o & PTOF  arships at any schoo] of their choice—public or private. An Asso. |
=] | including privale schools in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, " cizied Press survey in late August found 63 percen: favoring the ,:
= i Implementation: States and school districts. ' pronosz! : i
45 ; ] [ |
S kP . |
-+ i Solutions : , o . !
d 1t : _ ' Publiz Schools Ox!5: The California legislature approved a char- i
. Public “’:‘d Private Schools . _ ter schoollaw on Avgus: 28,1992, which Governor Wilson signed !
8 1F}  Goal: “To make schools more responsive and 1o stimuteic Ir:claw, Sepiember 20 The legislation authorizes the creation of |
““g'ov‘_}“hi""‘ m.:ducauona] Pcsr;((’)gna_‘;fe- ; federal . - Up 10 100 charter schools. The National Educz:ion Association |
¢ 1 ost: president proposed million for a federal vouzhe: 5:PpoTts choice within the public systemn only. |
n {3} suppon fund? ; FP P y |
\ g . Allocation: Incentives 1o Stales and localities to adopt COmPTE:  Noges. !
2|  bemsive choice plans. . 1. President’s Budge: 1962, Pan Twop. 4. |
ig ! Implementation: States and schoo! districts. © 2 President’s Budge: !
£
i Percent of Americans Favoring Vouchers
il
_if; Tota! sample
L
41 . .
N Parents with children
p i in schoo]
j!
; : East
!
. {: Midwest
P
B 1
1 : South
l b i
1 : West
"
o Catholic
¥ NonCatholic
E African American 8%
Hispanic American
Y.
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Updates and Summaries Continued
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National Health Care Finance Reform

Scope of the Problem ) the way for national reforms. -STC‘:
Past. 1n 27 of the 30 years from 1960 to 1990, health care spending '
grew faster than GNP. Currens: Between 34.7 and 35.7 million | §tatus of Proposed Solutions fhci
Americans did not have health insurance in 1990. Indicators: ! Single-Payer System ! er
Health care spending is projected to reach $800 billion in the | |p g recent survey, 30 percer: of the public favored a single-payer ; m;
United States in 1992 system. Congressional Democrats were divided over this cate- |
gory. ! Pre
Current Policy o Y,
A multiple-payer, primarily employer-based, system, With varied © puiriple.Payer System e
public programs for the clderly, the poar, and velerans. Foderal | 15 4 recent survey, 60 percent of the public favored one of two L
govemmel‘nl subsxdxzcs_cmployu'-provxded private health benefits : kinds of multiple-payer approaches. This catcgory has the most ! e
by not taxing them as it does regular wages. i support, with over 50 bills inroduced, yet much disagreement . mo
| exists within the category. i
Proposed Solutions ! © Ou
Single-Payer Sysiem ' | State-Based : ' M.
One organization, in most cases the federal government, is the | Mot Americans are lookirg 1o the nationa! government (0 soive B
insurer. i the healthcrisis, finds a recen: survey. Thirty states are developing [
Multiple-Payer Svstem ' giiirn.?!ancnﬂ:g T:cf;jorsr‘r;;'ncvRobm V:md Jc'Jhr_Ton Fo'md;i:'o:
More than one insurer. Employment or non-employment based. _UL:ZZ;T:C“ ol - eulionto 12 states lo plan state reform
Siate-Based Reform
Allows states to take the initiative in healtt care reform and pave ?rlglnal Publication:Yourh Policy. March/April 1992,
|1
\
State Initiatives in Health Care Financing Reform
Arkansas — Scarless
system of basw health
care coverage for 3 )
chiid-en .
Colorado — Statew:de '
plan witk muinge
Juiureny
Florida — Expanded )
privaie conerGge for '
small employers and i
Med:.a:d Buy-in ’
lowa — Managed .
cempennen urder A i
expend:ture caps \\f* ; ,A.
Minnesota — Insurance New York — Single . //M
market reform and Paver Authority ard \l)
state plan for the insurance marke!
uninsured refarm
New Mazico — Prmary  North Dakota — Ay Oklahoma — niulual  Washinglon — Dezcop
payer paver rale-setting health accourss kealth rejerm with
svstem and universg! Oregon — Play or-Pay mauliiple Lompeiing
health coverage erriover mandate plans médd state
Vermont — Un:versal opested vabsidized
svstem witk plonal ren
huizress
States Receiving Grant Money from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation .
re
Q...
Scarze ADVANCES. Newsletier of the Robert Wood 1xinson Foundrion Faii i792.9 4 L

62 Youth Policy




Updates and Summaries Continued...
Public Health Improvement
Scope of the Problem l forms to improve the health of its citizers. Over 100 bills dealing
*The leading causes of death and disability have evolved from | with health care financing, administration, delivery, and quality
a'l communicable discases to chronic diseases and injuries. sAl- | were introduced in the last session of Congress.
-~ though the US’s infant mortality rate is at an all-time low (9.1
:" deaths per 1,000 live births in 1990), it renks 21st among indus- | «Holistic Approach: The World Health Organization begar. the
f trialized nations, but progress in reducing the rate has slowed. Healthy Cities Project in 1986 10 put this view into practice; loce!
projects are now operating in 1,000 communities sround the
Proposed Solutions world  Thbe California Healthy Cities Project is hosting an
*Medical Focus: Promote health primarily through reform of the | orientation session Jan. 8, 1993, in Qakland.
medical care system.
Coatact
ol ppraach rmote ey i viormniough | Sl £ LS Dt of et md M S, s e
mobilization of the entire communiry. Building. 200 Ind. Ave, SW, Washingion. DC20201; (202) 245-7694.
*Holistic Approach: Calfornia Heabhy Cabes Project, Gregory S Shafier,
Outlook (916 3230702
sMedica! Focus: The U.S. is primarily focused or medical re-
New Morbidities of Childhood
Behavior Disorders
Moae!ate Chronic lliness
[ Leod Poisoning
i Severe Chronic liness
i Chiis Abuse”
!
! Developmentai Deloy
; Sexuai Abuse
i J‘ ‘[ vg
: L I ST R i i T L
[ 0 20 ac 6C 8- 10 120 140
; Rates pe: 1.00C chioren
-
L
T *Does nct include sexuct abuse
W
!
} Scurce: U.S. Depertment of Health and Humon Services Healthy People 2000 National Health
i Promotion and Disease Prevention Objectives Washington, DC' U.S. Government Printing
Ottice (DHHS PHS 91-50212). 1991: Newacheck, P.W | and Storfie'd. B. Morbidity andg Use of
Ambulgtory Care Services Among Poor and Non-poor Childrer. Amerizan Journal of Public
Hea*n (1988) 78:927-33.
; Credus "Hezl:hCare Service: for Children amd Adolescen::,” Jame: Ferrin Berna- - Guver,anJear M Lom~ence on The Famure of Childrer, U.S Hea'd.
i Care for Cllrm: Tae Do vl ans Laecile Packars Foundztoe Vol 2 No 2 Wane 7947, o
i

1l
l
l
|
j
i
[
1
l
f
|
i




