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WELFARE REFORM

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 14, 1987

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:07 a.m. in Room
SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Lloyd Bentsen {chair-
man) presiding.

Present: Senators Bentsen, Moynihan, and Durenberger.

[Prepared statements of the Senators and background informa-
tion on the welfare reform bills before Congress appear in the ap-
pendix.] )

[The press release announcing this hearing follows:]

[Press Release No. H-63, Sept. 23, 1987]

Finance CommiTTEE To HoLp SECOND HEARING ON WELFARE REFORM

WaSHINGTON, DC.—Senator Lloyd Bentsen (D., Texas), Chairman, announced
Wednesday that the Finance Committee will hold the second in a series of full Com-
mittee hearings on the subject of welfare reform.

The hearing is scheduled for Wednesday, October 14, 1987 at 10:00 a.m. in Room
SD-215 of the Dirksen Senate Office Building. '

“Welfare reform is one of the most important issues we face,” Bentsen said. ““Sev-
eral specific proposals are now before the Congress. As we move forward with legis-
lation, we will want to have the benefit of the views and knowledge of experts
across the Nation.”

The full Committee hearings build upon a series of seven Subcommittee hearings
held earlier this year by the Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy,
chaired by Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan. Another full Committee hearing on
welfare reform is expected to be scheduled later.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. LLOYD BENTSEN, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM TEXAS, CHAIRMAN, SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

The CHAIRMAN. The hearing will come to order.

Good morning. Today’s hearing is the second by the full Commit-
tee on Finance on the subject of welfare. This hearing should be
especially helpful, because it provides the committee with the first
opportunity to hear the views of witnesses on specific legislation.

We now have before us S. 1511, the Family Security Act, intro-
duced by Senator Moynihan; S. 1001 and S. 869, child support en-
forcement bills introduced by Senators Bradley and Dole; and S.
1655, the AFDC Employment and Training Reorganization Act, in-
troduced by Senator Dole, companion to a bill introduced in the
House by Representative Michel. In addition, welfare reform legis-
lation has recently been reported out by three House committees.

§Y)

x
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Earlier this year, the nation’s governors issued a statement rec-
ommending that we “turn what is now primarily a payments
system with a minor work component into a system that is first
and foremost a jobs system, backed up by an income assistance
component.”

Now, that statement underscores a point on which most Ameri-
cans agree—that welfare reform legislation must bring about a
fundamentally new direction for the nation’s welfare system.

We know from experience that this is going to be difficult to ac-
complish. In years past, the Congress has enacted other laws de-
signed to achieve that same objective. I guess the most notable ex-
ample I can think of is the WIN program. It started about 20 years
ago, offering a generous open-ended entitlement funding for day
care. I can remember I voted for Fritz Mondale’s day care bill,
which was a highly controversial bill at the time. But the WIN pro-
gram had a wide array of education, employment, and training pro-
grams. The experts estimated that these programs would help
large numbers of welfare recipients out of dependency.

Unfortunately, WIN never lived up to its promise. It was enacted
at a time when the value of employment and training programs
was seriously questioned. It had an administrative structure that
was complex, and it lacked accountability. And neither the Admin-
istration, the Congress, nor the governors and state legislators were
fully supportive of it. Since it lacked that kind of broad support, it
was whittled away year by year, demoralizing recipients and ad-
ministrators alike.

So, I think the lesson of WIN was costly, both in time and
human resources, and we can’t afford another 20-year digression.

What we need now is to fashion a firm and effective welfare -
structure, one that addresses the needs of all regions of this coun-
try of ours.

I believe that there is a consensus on two major elements includ-
ed in the bill before us. One is that the Child Support Enforcement
Program just has to be strengthened-

The second is that we must build a vastly improved program of
education, employment, and training for welfare recipients. Ena-
bling the parents of needy children to participate more fully in the
economic life of the country is surely the most important task
before us. And how we go about doing this will determine whether
we initiate real reform, or just another program that later proves
to be a disappointment.

Building a new program is a complex task about which there are
many views, and we will hear some of them today. But I would like
to take a minute or two to outline what I believe to be several fun-
damental principles for a successful new program.

First, we need a system of financing that is stable and sustain-
able, and that takes into consideration the fiscal capacity of both
the Federal Government and the individual States.

Second, we need an administrative structure that builds on exist-
ing resources, encourages State and local initiative, and that can be
accountable for success or failure.

Third, we need to establish an effective planning process, to
assure the best use of limited resources, and to coorclinate those
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training programs with available jobs in the community. Other-
wise, it just doesn’t make sense, and it’s not effective.

Fourth, opportunities and obligations must go hand-in-hand. Pro-
grams must be perceived as fair, both by recipients and by the com-
munity at large.

Fifth, we need a program that is flexible. Recent research has
given us some new insights into the value of employment and
training programs for welfare recipients, but there is much yet to
be learned. States must be atle to adapt to changing situations and
take advantage of new experience and knowledge.

And then there is one final observation I would like to make.
This committee and others in the Congress are currently engaged
in the process of budget reconciliation. We are being asked to make
some very tough choices--raise taxes and cut spending, to reduce
that deficit and promote a strong econom.y, without which any
effort at welfare reform is going to fail.

Now, that painful budget process reminds us that we must
choose our priorities with care. In welfare reform, as in every other
grea of national policy, we cannot do everything we would like to

0.

Now, having sounded that cautionary note, let me say that I be-
lieve we can move forward, clear in our purpose of setting a new
direction for welfare, and committed to make the long-term invest-
ment that is necessary if we are going to succeed.

We welcome our witnesses today. They are diverse in their per-
spectives, and they will surely enrich our understanding of the im-
portant issues before us.

With that, I would like to defer to my distinguished friend, the
Senator from New York, who has been in the forefront of this fight
for a number of years, whose expertise and knowledge of the sub-
ject I think is as good as anyone in the United States Congress. 1
yield to him.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN, A
U.S. SENATOR FROM NEW YORK

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, I would say no more than
thank you for finding time for this hearing, when I think of the
things that you have got to do. You are managing the Catastrophic
Health Insurance Bill on the floor just now, you are reconciling the
irreconcilable demands of the House and the Senate and the White
House with respect to tax programs. The only thing you aren’t
working on is the space shot. And that is not being done. :

The CHAIRMAN. I returned from that Monday, in Houston.

Senator MoYNIHAN. You returned from that on Monday.

It is extraordinarily generous of you to find this time. We have
one more of these hearings required before we might get a markup
of some kind.

I just make this single pledge, that if ever there was a moment
to direct this sometime widow’s pension to job training and job
entry, it is now. We have the best unemployment rates we have
seen in years in this country.

We had Governor Kean speak to us a few months ago, and I
would just read to you a passage, he said.
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We haven't got any cpare people anymore in our society, if we ever did. In my
State we are going to create 600,000 jobs in the next decade. Many are going to have
to be filled, really, by the women and the children who today are on the welfare
rolls. If these people aren’t qualified, the jobs are going to go elsewhere. In other
words, if passion doesn’t motivate us, then economic necessity will have to motivate
us.

And for perhaps the first time in the history of the present-day
social policy, the demographics are going with us. Between now
and the year 2000, the number of persons between 18 and 24
dropped by a quarter in this country. So, as we start trying this
effort, we have one demand, more jobs are opening, and fewer
people are available for them. Things are kind of in sync.

Again, I thank you, and I look forward to our first distinguished
witness, an eminent social scientist in her own right, and a person
who has been there.

The CaHairmMaN. Thank you very much, Senator.

As I look at that first witness, I have rarely seen someone come
to the Senate and move as quickly in being accepted by her peers.
And that acceptance has turned to admiration. She is a person not
just of compassion; she has a toughness about her. She is a realist,
and she knows how to influence her colleagues. And we are here,
ready to be subjected to that influence.

The distinguished Senator from Maryland, Senator Mikulski.

STATEMENT OF HON. BARBARA MIKULSKI, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM MARYLAND

Senator MikuLskil. Thank you, Senator Bentsen and the Senate
Finance Committee, for the opportunity to testify this morning on
the Family Security Act.

I would agree that this is a wonderful window of opportunity to
reform the welfare system. And for those of us who pledge our sup-
port to-bring about such a reform, we bring a great deal of experi-
ence. Certainly you, Senator Bentsen, in the years that you sat on
the Finance Committee, from trying to fashion a day care policy
back in the Mondale days, to the WIN program, to now, you know
what works and what doesn’t. Certainly Senator Moynihan, from
his days as a scholar to a White House spokesman, to a member of
the Senate, too, has studied these issues. We know what's effective,
we know what is efficient, and we know how to separate out good
intentions from good legislation.

And I think that the Family Security Act is that legislation. It is
a significant step forward in addressing the welfare system. I am
pleased to join as a cosponsor of this legislation, which has both bi-
partisan and bicameral support.

I want to commend you, Senator Bentsen, for your long interest
in children and making sure that the welfare of children is en-
sured; and you, Senator Moynihan, for your deep commitment on
this very difficult and important issue.

As the architect of this far-reaching proposal, Senator Moynihan
has brought all of our attention and energies to bear on an issue
which will determine the future of many Americans.

I am probably the only United States Senator to serve with a
Masters Degree in Social Work, and I am probably the only United
States Senator ever to have been a welfare worker and to have
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been out on those streets, in those neighborhoods, trying to help
the poor help themselves, and, along with our colleague Jay Rocke-
feller, to have actually worked in the War on Poverty.

One of the reasons I went into social work was to try to help
people, and one of the reasons I came into politics was to try to
bring about institutional change. As a social worker, working in
AFDC and other forms of welfare, I learned that what we needed
was to change the system and to create opportunity structures.

We have known for some time that the welfare system needs to
be reformed. The poor who endured it knew we needed reform, the
social workers and administrators knew we needed reform, and cer-
tainly the taxpayers who paid for it knew we needed reform. And
that’s what this bill does. It meets the needs of the poor, it cuts out
red tape, and adds local flexibility to help social welfare adminis-
trators be creative and be helpful, and at the same time it meets
fiscal responsibility. .

What I like about the bill is that it reaffirms parental responsi-
bility, an affirmation that must be continually made, and at the
same time, the bill creates a parental opportunity structure. It
talks about people helping themselves, but it creates the resources
for people to be able to help themselves—through training pro-
grams, transitional aspects of Medicaid and other supplements
until the people are self-sufficient. And it is those other aspects
that provide a safety net to pecple as they move out into the main-
stream.

There are several areas I would hope the committee would ex-
plore as it considers this legislation. In doing so, I know you will
look at the solutions proposed by our colleagues in the House. I
make these suggestions mindful, like Senators Moynihan and Bent-
sen, that social reform is constrained by fiscal reality and our very
difficult budget situation.

Some issues that require closer examination would be:

The adequacy of the transition benefits, which i a key element
in the success of any program. We need to evaluate whether the 9-
month cap on transition benefits currently in the bill is sufficient.
It would be useful to explore different ways of targeting such bene-
fits; if budget constraints limit movement in this area.

As Senator Moynihan has pointed out in his writings, that Med-
icaid transition benefits are the key issue for the majority of recipi-
ents. Single mothers must have access to medical care for their
children.

Second, I hope the committee will consider being more specific
about what the State’s job training obligations should be. Remedial
education, job search, and skills training are important, if not es-
sential, elements of any jobs program. From being a welfare
worker, I know the single mother on welfare can get off of welfare,
and stay off, but she can’t do it without her G.E.D. or getting job
skills or training.

Third, child care. We need to look to the needs of workers be-
tween now and the twenty-first century, and that means child care
must be provided. We cannot require a single parent to work with-
out providing for the care of her children.
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I also want to raise a concern about the waiver authority issue
and underscore my concern about the mandated participation in
the jobs program.

An important element of the Senate bill is the flexibility that it
provides the States. I am a strong supporter of such ﬂexibi{ity. The
Federal Government should set the standards, guaranteeing all of
those who need assistance an even shot at getting it. But the ade-
quacy of the system should not vary because of what State a person
lives in. In considering whether to waive requirements in States for
programs such as AFDC, child welfare, and child support enforce-
ment programs, we need to insure against possible unintended neg-
ative consequences.

On mandated jobs programs, I long ago said that the best social
program is a job, and we want to send the message out there to
those who want to work that the right message is there is an op-
portllmity to work, but let’s not punish those who are unable to
work.

Finally, as a dues-paying member of the National Association of
Social Workers, I must make a plug about exploring a minimum
benefit for recipients. AFDC and other federal programs produce
benefits which vary dramatically from State to State—as much as
$118 per month for a three-person family to $617 per month. If we
can’t set a floor for benefits, recognizing fiscal constraints and
maybe resistance among the States, let us encourage States to in-
crease benefits by perhaps adding some incentives.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for the opportunity to talk
about this important bill. This is the kind of bill that, when I
worked in the neighborhoods and then went to graduate school
taking courses in public policy, we dreamed about. This is the kind
of bill that, when I joined the Legal Aid lawyers in Maryland,
taking the Welfare Maximum case to the Supreme Court, we hoped
one day we wouldn’t have to rely on the courts but could turn to a
legislative body. This is the kind of bill we have been waiting for,
in my judgment, for over 50 years since AFDC was created. I am
happy to be part of it and look forward to shaping it and passing it
through the United States Senate.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, that is a fine statement, and I do think
it is a chance for a real breakthrough and a turnaround in getting
people off of welfare to fill the productive role that the vast majori-
ty of them want to do. So, I am optimistic that we will be able to
put it all together and put it into effective legislation, which is
going to be a great benefit to our Nation.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Could I just thank Senator Mikulski? My
God, when it comes to heavy lifting, we have got a champion here.

Senator, just tc make a point, I wonder if you wouldn’t agree
that one of the events of recent years is the energy which we now
see out in the State governments? You raised that nice point about
waivers, and we absolutely agree with you, but the interesting
thing is the number of States that really want to do things and
think they can’t.

I had a letter just the other day from an old colleague of yours,
Don Frazer, now Mayor of Minneapolis, pointing out that in Min-.
neapolis one-third of the school children are on welfare, and one-
half of the school children in Minneapolis come from single-parent
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families. They have an interesting, complex set of ideas they would
like to put in nlace if they can move this around a bit, that around
a bit. And there is energy out there in the State and local govern-
ments that I don’t think we have seen before. Wouldn’t you agree?

Senator MikuLskl. Absolutely, Senator Moynihan. What I think
we have seen in the past has %een a kind of grudging attitude of
States towards AFDC. They had a Federal program which they had
to implement, and in some ways provide certain maximum funds,
and so on; and yet, it was a headache.

And then I think this new breed of governors, some of which we
are actually going to hear from—Governor Dukakis and Governor
Clinton—who really took a situation, took hold of it, and through
creativity, through energy, through involving the private sector as
well as the social welfare administrators, have come up with pro-
grams that have worked far beyond anyone’s imagination. And also
those programs have staying power.

One of the concerns I think we would share is the revolving door
of past programs. Senator Bentsen talked about WIN. A woman
might get a little training, move off of welfare, get a job, and then
within 18 months she was back on welfare. That didn’t serve the
family, it didn’t serve society.

Because of what the governors have done and the commitment
the governors have made, people moving off of welfare have actual-
ly stayed off of welfarz. ‘

We heard a case over in the Labor Committee where some
women who actually moved off of welfare, because of trades and
skills they had learned, were actually starting some small business-
es on the side.

Seriator MoyNIHAN. Great. Thank you so much.

Senator Mikucskl. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you one more question.

To what extent do you think these young mothers should partici-
pate in an educational program, where they haven’t completed
high school? I notice the House Republican bill requires participa-
tion by mothers of children aged 6 months and above, and Senator
Moynihan’s bill requires participation by mothers of children aged
3 and above.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is an option, if you want it.

The CHAIRMAN. To what extent do you think we should ask
mothers to participate in that kind of an educational program?.
Which age do you think we ought to recommend?

Senator MikuLski. Well, I think I support the Moynihan concept,
for several reasons:

Number one, some of the mothers are children themselves, Sena-
tor Bentsen. They might be in their late teens. They themselves
are in the process of finishing high school or need also some more
skills in parenting, and so on. ‘

The other is, the Moynihan Bill doesn’t put the same amount of
pressure on limited day care resources. As you know, when you
take a look at the legislation, the provision of day care and the ade-

uate funding of such is probably one of the more difficult parts of
the Ieiislation. I believe the House bill guarantees, we assure. And
I think one of the reasons you added the flexible language was,
how much day care do we have, and how could we afford to pay for
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it? Whereas, by starting at three, you take the pressure off the
family day care, and you have more of an opportunity that day
care will be available when the mother moves off. That, to me, is
that; as well as the fact that, as I said, some of those mothers are
very young themselves.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator. We appreciate
your comments.

Senator MikuLsk1. Thank you.

['I:ll}e ]prepared statement of Senator Mikulski appears in the ap-
pendix.

The CHAIRMAN. Our next witness will be Senator Sanford.

We are very pleased to have you here, Senator. As a Governor,
you had an outstanding record and great concern for education and
for working to find productive employment for people on welfare.

Now you are making a major contribution to the U.S. Senate. We
are very pleased to have you, Senator.

STATEMENT OF HON. TERRY SANFORD, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
NORTH CAROLINA

Senator SANFORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I certainly am cheered to know that you have chosen to take on
this task. Because of your vision and your many contributions, I
see now the possibility of our realizing some of the things we hoped
for years could be achieved, and I am so pleased that this falls now
within the scope of your official duties as well as your long-time
interest in improving this situation.

I know all of us thank Senator Moynihan for his quarter of a
century devotion to doing something about this, from the Kennedy
years to the Nixon years to all of his work in and out of academe,
and now in a position to bring together these ideas and in a posi-
tion to carry it forward.

I am delighted to be associated with both of you, as we attempt
now to make this very substantial turnaround.

The current welfare system does not work as well as it should.
We all know that. For so many on welfare today, it is degrading,
causing a deterioration of the human spirit, because it destroys the
sense of purpose and meaning of life and living. It is not in the
nature of the human spirit to be satisfied with living on the dole.
We no longer can lock people into a welfare way of life that de-
stroys the sense of purpose and the meaning of life and living. In-
stead of a welfare check, it is far better that we take by the hand
those who have not been able to cope with the system, to counsel
and advise and lead them through additional training and educa-
tion, and find them some useful work, getting them situated where
they can give something to society by using their minds and hands,
and where they can get something from society in pay for work
done and satisfaction for a life well spent.

I am not so much worried by welfare cheaters as I am by the
lack of vision that has cheated the taxpayers out of their money
and cheated welfare recipients out of their lives.

We need a new approach that says people are more important
than programs, that opportunity and a chance in life are more im-
portant than being on the dole. It is time to bring the welfare era
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to an end. It is time to give people, all people, their place in the
American promise. Education, training, and jobs is the course on
which we should set our nation.

I began by saying that reform is long overdue. To dramatize this,
I should point out that everything I have said so far was taken
fromn a speech I made over in Baltimore in 1975. Reform was over-
due then, as both of you know, and it is even more important today
that we get on with this dramatic change in the direction of our
welfare efforts.

I think this bill offers real reform. It emphasizes education and
training and jobs, as well as the necessary support services, and the
lz::)bﬁolutel:,' fundamental support service of child care. It is a good

111,

I might make a few suggestions, not to even hint that we ought
to slow up or wait for perfection. This bill doesn’t just tinker with
the problem; it gets to the real solution of it.

Education has got to be a fundamental part of welfare reform.
This bill now requires that welfare parents return to school if they
are 22 years of age or younger and have not earned a high school
diploma. I wouldn’t mind just taking that requirement out; no
matter what the parent’s age we ought to have the door open for
them to return to school and to get the kind of education that will
help them then make something of their lives, no matter how late
the start. The opportunities are so much greater for someone who
has got the equivalent of a high school education, and I don’t know
that I would draw the line precisely at high school.

And then, as I have already suggested, a limited number of dem-
onstration projects under Title VI is a very good idea. I would like
to see that number increased at both the State and local level, be-
cause much of today’s innovation is developed at the State and
local level.

You spoke of the erergy that is now out in the nation, directed
at this problem—the energy, the determination. I have seen, as you
have, a complete turnaround in the attitude of the professionals,
who for long years used their position as a paternalistic position.
And that was the concept of welfare for at least the first 30 or 40
years. Now we have seen that change, but we have also seen the
energy coming up in the federal system, through local communi-
ties, and through the States, the kind of energy that gives us the
chance at innovation, and we don’t have to do everything alike ev-
erywhere in this country. That is a concept of this bill: we can do it
in different ways, with demonstration projects.

I would like to put into the record two North Carolina examples
of this kind of creativity, and an indication that creativity doesn’t
mean finding ways to spend more money—frequently it means
finding ways to make money go further or to save money.

In Charlotte, the business community formed a partnership with
Mecklenburg County, with the social services, to provide child care
for children of welfare mothers who wanted to work. They would
provide the jobs, but they had to have child care. $600,000 was put
up immediately, $300,000 from the county in county funds and
$§00,000 from the private sector;-te-begin what they called a day
care recycling program that would allow mothers the opportunit
to work. This approach, the recycling concept, would allow the wel-
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fare mother to recycle into child care services a portion of her wel-
fare benefit, which she would no longer receive if she were em-
ployed. The jobs were available, welfare mothers were eager to fill
them, and employers were eager to hire them.

For most of these women with small children, ¢nly access to

* child care stood in the way of their making something of their
lives. Well, because the Department of Health and Human Services
has been reluctant to grant Mecklenburg County a waiver to divert
a portion of the basic AFDC benefit into child care when a welfare
mother accepts employment, backed up by this recycling fund, that
community still hasn’t put that recycling program into effect. The
$600,000 start-up money is drawing interest in the bank, and we
are pushing for approval here.

But that is a good example of local initiative, of local coopera-
tion, finding a way that is going to save taxpayers money.

In Guilford County, North Carolina, there is an interest in creat-
ing a quality child care program similar to Head Start. We know
Head Start works. We know that the children who have gone
through the Head Start program are less likely to drop out of
school—we have already demonstrated that—are more likely to
graduate from high school, are more likely to continue beyond high
school. And we know that Head Start students are more likely to
become employed and less likely to end up on public assistance. We
know this, and we have for a long time. And yet, the Head Start
program serves less than 20 percent of those eligible.

Now, there is an interest in Guilford County to do something
about this. They are attempting to find local ways and local contri-
butions. They want to make the Head Start program 100-percent
available, or at least a similar program for children not quite ready
for that in terms of age.

I think State and local demonstration projects are very impor-
tant in shaping the future of our welfare system. That is where we
are going to get the new ideas, and the new interest, and the new
energy, the innovative approaches to change.

So, coming out of this committee, encouraged by the terms of
this bill, I think we are going to see that kind of new energy and
innovation reflected all over the country, with far-reaching ef-
fects—not just another federal program.

I thank you for giving me an opportunity to say something about
my great faith in what you are doing in this committee. I am de-
lighted to see this progress made, and I volunteer to help in any
way I can.

; The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you, Senator; that is good testimony
or us. .
Let me ask your counsel on this: If we put in a new education
and training program, there is a lot of concern across the nation,
and Senator Mikulski referred to it in part, that you will not get
the same kind of effort in all areas because of high unemployment

and other serious economic problems.

I can think of my own State, as an example, today. I can look at
Louisiana, Oklahoma, the energy-producing States, and then I can
look at some of those agricultural States up there through the
Middle West, that are really having an extremely difficult problem.



*&

11

What thoughts do you have in regard to trying to get some uni-
formity of effort, uniformity of availability, of that kind of educa-
tional and training program for people on welfare, to try to help
them get off?

Senator SANFORD. Meaning that there might not be jobs out
there, or there might not be opportunities?

The CHAIRMAN. There may not be jobs out there, and if you have
severe economic problems within a State, there may be problems as
far as State support.

Senator SANFORD. And where is your incentive?

Well, you and I came through a period of time in the develop-
ment of this country, especially in the development of the South,
when we were living in poverty. And a great many people then
said the answer to poverty is education. And then we said, “Well,
how can we educate people when we are living in poverty? Where
do we get the money?” And we demonstrated, I think, in State
after State, and I know in North Carolina, that you just have to do
it, and indeed it does pay off. And the more educated people you
have, the more jobs are going to be created; the larger pool of edu-
cated people that you have, the more industry is going to not only
be attracted but is going to spring up locally.

It is just an element of faith, I think—it has to be. And wherever
we have to dig out of a situation, as with the appalling statistics
that you gave about Minneapolis, whenever we need to dig out, I
think the best investment is education, because educated people
can’t be limited, they are going to move on, and that just has to be
our faith.

My sense of the Governors I know and the State governments
that I am familiar with—and it is something that I have followed
very closely for 25 years—is that they know that. I think Governor
Clinton will talk about that.

We believe out in the country that education is the greatest
ansver to the future. So I would just have faith that we would
buckle down and do it.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Moynihan?

Senator MoYNIHAN. I think, Senator Sanford, with the energies
that are developing around the country—the Charlotte/Mecklen-
burg example—Washington has become the problem. The idea that
they wouldn’t give you a waiver, a self-evident effort to do what we
ought to be doing, finding work for women who want it, and child
care in order that they can do it. And you can’t get it through
downtown. That is what our waiver section is.

And in that Title VI, we have included specific demonstration
provisions for Maine, Minnesota, New York, and other States whose
officials asked us to give them greater flexibility. I know out in
Washington, I think Governor Evans is going to talk about some-
thing they would like to begin right away, in the expectation that
we might get this legislation quicker than some people think, we
&‘vloilldvtfe happy to put any demonstration authority you want in

itle VI

Senator SANForD. Well, I-think it is a broad question. Senator
Mikulski pointed out that there is a certain danger that too many
waivers or too much flexibility could lead to some State deciding
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that this is not important,.that we have to have national goals, and
we-have to outline the importance of people receiving what they
need to receive under this new concept, and that therefore we
ought to approach waivers with a certain degree of caution. But I
think that we need to open up that section; I think we ought to
anticipate the Mecklenburg Counties all across this countiy coming
up with ideas, and we ought not to block out with a limited
number of waivers available,

It would seem to me that, with good administration, every waiver
requested would have to be examined; but nonetheless, almost
every waiver requested would improve the system.

That was the only thing that I suggested earlier to you, that I
thought maybe we ought to open that up a little more, so that we
wouldn’t have to list specifically Mecklenburg County but we
would have the door open for all of the Mecklenburg Counties.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I much agree, sir. And may 1 just say I think
you and I would know why that waiver doesn’t get through HHS
downtown. They are saying, ‘“You can’t help Charlotte/Mecklen-
burg,” and my feeling is that you can.

Senator SaNrForp. This bill is just limited to welfare reform.
There are some other reforms that are needed in the country, too,
and downtown is one of them.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator SANForD. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Senator Sanford appears in the ap-
pendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Our next witness will be Senator Daniel Evans,
the distinguished Senator from the State of Washington, former
Governor of the State of Washington, a man who has played a lead-
ing role in the concerns of trying to get people off of welfare and to
do so by a means that is not an undue economic burden to the com-
munity or to the State.

Senator Evans, we are delighted to have you here.

STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL J. EVANS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
WASHINGTON

Senator Evans. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will try to abbrevi-
ate my written statement and ask that the full statement be in-
cluded in the record.

The CHAIRMAN. That will be done.

Senator Evans. Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to have this oppor-
tunity to testify before this committee on a matter of such extraor-
dinary importance to the nation.

Reform of our federal welfare system is long overdue, and I sus-
pect that statement has been made by previous witnesses, in previ-
ous years, in front of previous committees for as long as any of us
can remember. But I think they have made those statements be-
cause welfare programs nationwide are failing to help the very
people they were intended to serve.

Hard-core poverty and long-term unemployment persists. Too
many of our children confront a world of limited hope and opportu-
nity. When a recent study by the American Enterprise Institute re-
ports that between 35 and 40 percent of the nation’s poor in the
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mid-1980s were children, and their caretakers in families headed
by women, something is wrong.

Miilions of our citizens are functionally illiterate. A government
such as ours, premised on equity and fairness and ensuring that all
of our citizens share in prosperity, cannot and must not tolerate
the ill effects of our existing welfare system. ,

I really do commend this committee, and particularly the distin-
guished Senator from New York, for the enthusiasm with which we
are moving ahead on welfare reform. It is important. It is long past
due to bring this issue back to center stage in domestic policy
debate.

Mr. Chairman, today I would like to comment on three areas
which I think are important in the crafting of this particular legis-
lative reform package.

Always we have got to consider the framework within which wel-
fare reform must take place; namely, a strong and cooperative Fed-
eral-State partnership—I should say Federal, State, and local part-
nership. Although most of the welfare responsibilities are at the
Sltate level, certainly in some States the cities have a large role to
play.

Secondly, I think we ought to recognize the current efforts by
States to develop and implement welfare demonstration projects. I
have always been a believer, certainly as a Governor and with
equal enthusiasm now as a Senator, in the ingenuity and ability of
our States to handle problems, given the opportunity, and handle
them perhaps in different ways. But, in doing so, they can give us a
lot of information about what works best and what, then, is worth-
while to take on as national policy.

So, with that, let me say that I was an original cosponsor, and
proud to be, of S. 1511. I strongly endorse the major elements of
this package. For example, it requires all States to join the 26
States already participating in the AFDC Unemployed Parent pro-
gra}xln. I can’t think of anything more important to keep families to-
gether.

We had some extraordinary results in first having and then de-
nying a program in the State of Washington. We discontinued the
AFDC/UP Program in February 1981. In the next 17 months, in
just 17 months, 38 percent of former AFDC/UP families became el-
igible for regular AFDC benefits, in almost all instances because
there were no longer two parents in the home.

The CHAIRMAN. Would you repeat that?

Senator Evans. We discontinued our AFDC Unemployed Parent
program, which would have given benefits to those families in
which there were two parents in the home. They did it in February
1981 because of fiscal stringencies. And in the next 17 months, 38
percent of those families who had been drawing the AFDC/UP pro-
gram, shifted to regular AFDC benefits where the eligibility was
for only a single parent. So, these 38 percent, for the most part,
had been families which had broken up, very likely, in most in-
stances, simply because the need was there to support the family,
and the children especially, and they no longer were eligible for
governmental help.

That is anti-family, it is anti-children, and it seems to me it is
the worst kind of direction we can take, the worst kind of discrimi-
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nation we can make in this country. And I think this is a critical
and an important part of this legislation.

Along with this provision, I think the strengthening of child sup-
port enforcement laws, and enhancing work and training opportu-
nities, the child care, and assistance for transportation costs are all
important and desirable standards which we ought to endorse.

But there are other provisions which I would like to see ad-
dressed by S. 1511.

I think at some point, Mr. Chairman, we simply have to consider
the inclusion of some type of national minimum benefit standard.
The national disparity between States is disgraceful. Such grants
vary up to 500 percent between the most generous and the least
generous of States. But to be poor and hungry in New York is not
much different than to being poor and hungry in Missouri or Texas
or Washington or any other place in the country.

To eliminate these inequities, I believe we should work hard
toward establishing national minimum benefit standards and levels
in both the AFDC and Medicaid programs. Ultimately, this nation-
al benefit floor should be established at somewhere between 75 and
90 percent of poverty-level income. I fully recognize, however, that
we ‘“‘maybe” do not have the opportunity in today’s budgetary
world to accomplish this proposal. But I say “maybe,” because I be-
lieve, at least as an alternative, that we should add to this legisla-
tion a provision calling on the National Academy of Sciences to
comlilete a comprehensive evaluation of the minimum benefit pro-
posal.

This study could include assessments of how to establish per-
formance standards, the State impact, other implementation issues.
I understand a similar provision is in the House bill. And I would
urge that this be done. In fact, I would urge that this study be ex-
panded beyond the House proposal, to give us an opportunity to
look seriously at what I have introduced as a Federalism proposal;
to really look at what responsibilities are and should be at the fed-
eral level; what are and should be at State and local levels. And
how, by sortmg things out, we can really take care of a natxonal
safety net for all of our poor, and do it in a way that won’t break
the Federal bank. And I think that can be done.

Second, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that the waiver requests
which have been set forward for demonstration projects are highly
desirable. They will give us a good deal of information from States
that are able and willing to move ahead.

Washington State’s waiver request is far along. It has already
achieved legislative approval in the Washington State legislature
for a dramatic new approach to welfare. The AFDC portion, I un-
derstand, has been included in S. 1511. I would urge that this pro-
vision be expanded to include Medicaid, which is an integral part
of our whole welfare program and, I believe, would make our abili-
ty to dprov1de a good demonstration that much better. It is a five-
year demonstration project as an alternative to the current AFDC
program. It is a work and training intensive project, aimed at en-
hancing job skills for welfare recipients. In my view, and I believe I
am correct, it is probably the most developed of all the State
waiver proposals now in front of the Congress. And if S. 1511
doesn’t move in this session of Congress—I would hope that it
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would, but if it does not—I would hope that some point before we
adjourn we are able to at least attach that waiver proposal on some
legislation, because the legislature and the Governor are prepared
to move in January of 1988. And I don’t think we ought to delay
that opportunity to learn a good deal from this proposal.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we do need to reform our federal quality
control program. But our efforts to reform our whole system will
be futile if we are unable to ensure that States have the necessary
“resources and capabilities to carry out these new proposals.

The existing quality control programs for AFDC, Medicaid, and
Food Stamps, if left unchanged, will prevent States from moving
forward. They are atrocious programs, in terms of the aim toward
penalty, with the lack of incentive. Huge fiscal penalties have been
levied against virtually all States in the nation for so-called “exces-
sive error rates” in program administration.

During the last session of Congress we recognized the serious
flaws in federal quality control and commissioned a study by the
. National Academy of Sciences to explore reform alternatives. Al-
though the study has not yet been completed, we have some initial
information that indicates clearly that our current program is off
base, that we need to have new direction, that we need to move
strongly toward incentives and away from inordinat penalties. And
I believe that, while the current moratorium in the AFDC program
will expire in July 1988, I strongly urge the committee to include a
provision extending the moratorium to Medicaid and making both
long enough so we have an opporiunity to finish these studies and
to implement the necessary corrections.

Anytime you have a program where 49 out of the 50 States are
under sanction in one or another of these quality control programs
because of excessive error rates, that indicates clearly to me not
that 49 out of 50 States are incompetent in their administration
but that the system itself is giving us the wrong answers.

We now have over a billion dollars in fines levied against 49 of
the 50 States of this nation. That billion dollars, if collected, comes
right out of the opportunities to build better systems, and right out
of the opportunities to do a better job in handling the new respon-
sibilities which are likely to fall to States if we move ahead on this
very important welfare program. h

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, S. 1511 I look on as an important
first step in building a strong and secure safety net for all of our
citizens. But as we move ahead, we should keep in mind the critical
next steps in this continuum. They require a determination of how
the Federal Government will finance its increased role in providing
a more secure safety net. We must begin the important task of
sorting out and returning to State and local governments programs
and responsibilities they can operate more efficiently and more ef-
fectively. )

The legislation I introduced earlier this year, S. 862, I believe
offers such a concept. And a more secure safety net can be
achieved by gradually terminating federal responsibilities for a va-
riety of intergovernmental programs that can be operated better by
State and local governments; and in turn, we, then, would have the
resources to assume a broad safety net of proportions that would
aid—really aid—the citizens of our country who need help and give
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them the opportunity to work back to a position of true independ-
ence.

As a Nation, we cannot afford to continue proposing reform and
always falling short. The mood in Congress and throughout the
Nation I believe is receptive to change. If we are clever and pru-
dent, we can make the necessary changes proposed by Senator
Moynihan and others and add to it, and make this really an impor-
tant first step in what must be a continuing effort to finally
rgtmove from the backs of this nation the continued olague of pov-
erty.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Evans, I think that testimony is helpful,
and particulary so because of your experience as the Governor and
as chief executive of the State that has been in the forefront of
trying to make this system work, insofar as welfare reform and get-
ting people off the welfare rolls in productive roles. I am delighted
to have your testimony.

I defer to Senator Moynihan.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, Governor Evans—Senator
Evans—made a number of very powerful points. The first are the
striking statistics about what happens to AFDC/UP families when
that option is taken away. But there is a correspondence between
the Washington data and the Missouri data; they are in the same
range of experience. You always feel you know something there.

David Broder writes this in his column this morning in the
Washington Post, and he notes, and it is hard to understand, that
the White House, which is trying to work with us, opposes more
than anyone thinks our provision in this legislation, which is the
most costly, that extends this program nationwide. We should have
done it in 1962 when we adopted it. Twenty-six States have it now.

The White House writes, and Broder comments, ‘“‘the distorted
view that this simply would be ‘increasing the welfare load.” ” Well,
to the contrary, it is just the opposite, as I think we at least have
your experience and Missouri’s to tell.

Senator EvaNs. I concede to the Senator from New York that I
am absolutely convinced, from my own experience and I think from
just pure logic, that you are likely to save rather than spend
money by opening up or ensuring that there are opportunities for
poog families headed by two parents to draw help for the time they
need it.

We found, during the time I was Governor, we had some pretty
tough times, also. We went through an aerospace recession where
unemployment went to 13 percent State-wide, but we maintained
to the maximum degree we could that Unemployed Parents pro-
gram. It is an important one, and we found that they were the first
families off welfare, as soon as there was opportunity, as soon as
there was education. They tended to be temporarily in trouble; but
if you force them in order to feed their children and to maintain a
family, which they care about every much, to split up and to have
one parent leave the home, you are almost by definition ensuring
that that that is left will remain on welfare much longer.

I frankly cannot understand the logic of those who would assume
that it would increase welfare costs. I think quite the contrary.
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Senator MoyNIHAN. On the subject of a national minimum, true,
we should move in that direction. Yes, I think that is a first-rate
i(}ilea, the National Academy of Sciences study, and we can work on

at.

May I make the point that, while we have spent lots of time talk-
ing about the disparities in the nation—and clearly, they are
there—not perhaps enough attention has been made to the fact
that the provision for children under AFDC, has in constant dollars
dropfed by one-third since 1970 in the median state. The only
pe:p e in the Social Security System, the only citizens who we have
cut.

In my City of New York, the provision for children—you know,
Canadian forest’s perish every year, in order that New Yorkers can
proclaim their concern for the poor in print—and it goes on and
on, indefinitely—and yet the provision for the poor, the children,
has been cut almost 40 percent since 1970. And 45 percent of the
children entering our school system are on welfare, and we give
them half as much to eat. It wasn’t that good in 1970, but it was
almost double what it is now. It doesn’t speak well of our attention to
matters that we let this happen to children.

Senator Evans. If I could interrupt at that point—and I am cer-
tain, during all of those years, we have not cut by one dollar the
COLAs for the very wealthiest of our Social Security recipiemts.

Senator MoyNAHAN. No, nor anyone else.

Senator Evans. Nor anyone else.

Senator MoynNIHAN. Yes.

Could I just say, if we can’t get the Washington program, if we
aren’t moving in the sense that we ought to or could, I think you
are right, that we should find a vehicle to put it on, because the
States want to do these things.

Senator Evans. Surely. And I think that they are prepared. It is
hard enough—I know from serving in both the Legislative and Ex-
ecutive Branches of the Government—it is hard enough to get an
executive and a legislative branch together on a program that rep-
resents a very big change from current policy. But I think the Gov-
ernor has had remarkable success in Washington State in thinking
through a program and gaining legislative support, and now
having all of the laws passed at the legislative lavel, the State
level, required to embark on this brand new program. And I think
it would be a no-cost investment by the Federal Government in
learning something that might be of great use to us in designing
national programs.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I would just finally say that your moratori-
um point is so clear. I am happy to be a cosponsor. And Mr. Chair-
m?in, if we could include this in this legislation, I think it is in
order.

Thank you very much, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. And I must say, Senator, your comment about
the entitlement programs not being cut, and often for the more
wealthy, that is true, but children don’t vote, and that is part of
the problem.

Senator Evans. They will someday.

The CHAIRMAN. You bet. But todays politician figures he will be
long gone by that time.
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I know I rarely try to intervene in those things in the State legis-
lature—I have learned better. But in the last session, when it came
to the question of children and what happened there in the way of
health care, I chose to intervene. We were able to make some head-
way in that regard. But it is a tough fight in every State to see
that we get the proper care for our children.

Senator Evans. It is, indeed.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Senator Evans. Thank you, Senator.
d_['Iihe prepared statement.of Senator Evans appears in the appen-

ix.

The CHAIRMAN. Our next witness will be the Honorable John G.
Rowland, a United States Congressman from the State of Connecti-
cut.

Congressman Rowland, we are pleased to have you.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN G. ROWLAND, A U.S. CONGRESSMAN
FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT

Congressman RowLAaND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

You have my written statement. What I would like to do is sum-
marize and make a few remarks about welfare reform proposals
that are before us, both in the Senate and in the House.

I especially want to congratulate you and thank you, along with
Senator Moynihan, for conducting this hearing and airing some of
the views and some of the differences that might be out there. I
want to commend you for taking that initiative.

It is indeed one of the most important pieces of legislation that
we will be discussing this year. And I think if you look back over
past campaigns and past discussions by so many people over the
years, everyone is in favor of welfare reform. But it has been quite
a time since we have actually sat down and put a piece of legisla-
t%i)n together and addressed some of the real problems that are out
there.

I would like to state at the outset that I support your plan and
your idea to go with the Welfare Reform Plan, whether it is in the
Senate or the House as a freestanding bill. We have had some
rather harsh discussions in the House about whether this bill is
going to be freestanding or whether it is going to be included in
Reconciliation.

I can also tell you that over the last three or four weeks in the
House we have not done a lot of business. As a matter of fact, if
you look back to the last three or four weeks, we have passed prob-
ably about six substantive bills and the rest of the time we have
been more or less sitting around and not doing much other busi-
ness.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Rowland, would you like to know what
we do in the Senate? (Laughter.)

Congressman Rowranp. Well, I was going to leave that alone,
Senator, but perhaps you can tell us later on. I was just going to
pick on the House for a few moments.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Fine.
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_Cor_xgressrpan RowLanb. But indeed, we have passed some appro-
riations bills, yes, in comparison to what has happened in the
nate—but I won’t touch that.

We have indeed spent a lot of time sitting around when we could
be debating welfare reform. There are many of us who are very
frustrated that have been working on a tas{c force that we have
been very involved in. We have spent many, many hours within
our own Republican Caucus discussing some of the provisions and
coming to agreement.

I was the original proponent of the GROW Proposal which the
Administration put forward and I've got to tell you that this Ad-
ministration, working with my friends in the Republican Confer-
ence, liberals and conservatives, have come to great agreement and
we have had to come to great compromise.

So, I hope you will move forward with your proposal as a free-
standing proposal.

As the debate continues I would strongly urge you to consider
the proposal that we have—we call it H.R. 3200, the AFDC Em-
ployment and Training Reorganization Act of 1987, sponsored by
the Republican Leader. As of today, we have about 114 cosponsors.
And as I said earlier the bill was developed by a House Republican
task force headed up by Congressman Hank Brown of Colorado and
we believe that it presents real reform. It has got a lot of outstand-
ing features and I would like to take a few moments to outline
some of those.

Number one, the biggest fault I see with the Democrat proposal
that is in the House is that it is a large welfare increase while at
the same time it has no mandatory participation. So I think the:
rational, logical question that we must pose is: If we give a welfare
increase to welfare recipients are we then taking away any incen-
tive to go out and work? And I think that has got to be addressed.

I think we need to carefully walk through some of the transi-
tions. I think we are all very naive if we believe at some point in
the future welfare recipients are going to wake up and all of a
sudden begin working. That is not going to happen. And I think,
Senator Moynihan, many of the components of your bill address
that issue.

I think that there has been too much rhetoric over the years as
to the fact that welfare recipients aren’t working and “there are
plenty of opportunities out there.” Well, there are not plenty of op-
portunities. And if you look especiallfv at the AFDC recipient, we
have got to look at hard reality. Reality is, for that AFDC recipi-
ent, she probably has not finished high school, probably has one or
two children. And for us to believe that this gal at some particular
point in her life is all of a sudden going to start working is unreal-
istic.

We propose some long-term strategy in the House Republican
plan. We look at that long-term problem. And so we address educa-
tion. And again, the cornerstone of the House Republican plan is
participation, mandatory participation. I think that is where our
plans may separate along the way. We want to see a goal-oriented
participation plan.

What we do is we turn to those AFDC recipients and we talk
about education; we talk about investment in transition; we go
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after those AFDC recipients in the hopes that they will finish, for
example, high school or that they will get involved in some work-
training program. And we require, over a 3-year period, almost 80
percent participation by those AFDC recipients.

No one ‘s going to hire a young gal or a young guy, for that
matter, if they haven’t had at least a high school education.

We also, in the transition process offer some child care programs.
It is naive of us, again, to believe that the woman. who is on AFDC
with one or two or three children is going to be able to automati-
cally start going to school without some child care support and
transportation.

So, I think we have come a long way, as Reyublicans who I think
are probably criticized as being “hard-nosed” on welfare, because
we offer some real transition guidelines without payback. We offer
to the AFDC recipient an opportunity to finish their education, the
realistic problem that we are facing in the welfare situation.

We turn to the rest of the AFDC recipients and others on wel-
fare, and the participation schedule that we put forward is not too
strict but it is reasonable. Over a 9-year period we hope that there
will be participation in either work, work-study programs, or edu-
cational programs. And that scale ranges from some 15 percent up
to approximately 70 percent.

And again the transition guidelines that you present, Senator
Moynihan, some of the child-support programs, all of those features
are excellent.

What I hope will happen somewhere along the way is that your
proposal will move forward through the Senate and the House Re-
publican proposal will move forward through the House.

The Democrat Plan, for example, costs almost $6 billion in wel-
fare increases alone and I find it hard to believe that it is going to
garner a great deal of support. The House Democrat Plan, H.R.
1720, is referred to as ‘“Network.” I would facetiously refer to it as
“No Work ” because, again, that benefit increase is going to act as
a disincentive to people to go out and work.

In essence what the Democrat Plan in the House is saying is:
“We will give you a benefit increase. We are not going to mandate
that you work, but we hope that you will go out and work.” And
that is not going to happen; it is simply not realistic.

I think we need to look at the bottom line, the results. What are
the projections of what is going to happen in the future?

CBO makes a number of estimates as to the number of people
that will participate in the program. I know, for example in your
bill, Senator, the participation is estimated by CBO over 5 years, 1
thmk to be some 86, 0(5)0 participants. I believe that the House
Democrat Bill over 5 years has an estimate of about 365,000 partici-
pants. And our House Republican Bill, H.R. 3200, has an estimated
935,000 participants—an extraordinary amount of participation.
And the reason for that, quite frankly, is that we mandate those
percentages.

We are willing to work with the Senate. We are willing to work
with the many good provisions that have pressed forward. And
with all of the good elements that are out there, 1 think we can
come to some excellent compromises.
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I cannot speak for my Republican leadership but I can tell you
that we are very encouraged, that we are very excited about this
-happening, that we want to move forward. And I think, again, the
key element is a freestanding bill. Many of us are also realists and
think that this 'may not happen this year for a number of other
reasons and that we need to move into next year. But I hope that
we keep the ball rolling because we have talked about this, we
have all written articles about this. I don’t think any member of
Congress hasn’t talked about welfare reform in a campaign or a
newgletter and I think now it is quickly becoming time to fish or
cut bait.

So I want to give you the encouragement of the Republican lead-
ership and many people that have been involved in the issue—114
cosponsors—to push forward and push on, to bring together some
of the transition, the realities of the welfare system, and I hope you
will encompass some of the participation schedule that we have
been making reference to.

At this point I would like to conclude my formal remarks and
entertain any questions or thoughts you might have.

The CuairMAN. Well, let me say, Congressman, 1 very much
agree with the idea of encouraging in every way we can the partici-
pation of the recipients of the program.

Insofar as the scheduling of the piece of legislation, I am fully
committed to push it and to try to move it forward, but I want it to
have a full airing and debate. I don’t want to repeat the problems
of the WIN program that happened once before. But I think this is
a very high priority for the United States Senate, and this commit-
tee is dedicated to seeing that we move forward with it. Whether it
will be this year or early next year, I don’t know, but in my opin-
ion it is going to be within a few months, at the outside, that we
will see full consideration for it.

I defer to Senator Moynihan.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank our dis-
tinguished colleague from the House for very strong, clear testimo-
ny. You have 114 members. You know, this is an issue that disap-
peared four years ago—two years ago. On this legislation we have
56 cosponsors already, and I think we will get sorne more. Many of
the differences we have are differences on numbers, and that we
are pretty good at compromising on.

We are coming together on these ideas, and I look forward to
working with you, sir. I have got to study H.R. 3200 more than I
have done. I apolngize if I haven’t, and I promise you that I will.
Thank you for coming.

Congressman RowLAND. If I just may conclude, Senator, i think
one of the key agreements that we have is building a bridge to the
welfare community. I think we need to get past some of the rheto-
ric and some of the statements and, quite frankly, some of the very
strong sentiments that people have against welfare recipients.

We can build that bridge. It is going to cost a few dollars. We can
make it happen. And I think with some of the thoughts that you
have professed in your legislation and some of ours, we can come to
gat agreement and then just work on the numbers as you indicat-

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Congressman.
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Congressman RowLAND. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Congressman Rowland appears in the
appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Our next witness will be the Honorable Jaime B.
Fuster, who is the Resident Commissioner of the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico.

We are very pleased to have you.

I must say we are going to have a vote in a very few minutes.
Unfortunately, I have an amendment that will be up on the floor
that I have to deal with. Senator Moynihan will be chairing in my
absence, and I hope to be able to get back.

If you would proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAIME B. FUSTER, RESIDENT
COMMISSIONER FROM THE COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO

Commissioner FusTerR. Mr. Chairman, Senator Moynihan, I
appear before you on behalf of the 3% million American citizens who
live in Puerto Rico. I want to commend you for your efforts in trying
to bring about a much-needed comprehensive welfare reform. We
share tﬁe goals pursued by your committee in this regard and hope
that a Family Security Act will get enacted as soon as possible.

I appear before you today to express our support generally for
this important legislation, and specifically to bring to your atten-
tion some basic concerns that my constituents have regarding the
application of the basic welfare program to Puerto Rico.

The AFDC program was extended to the island in 1950, 15
years after its implementation in the United States Mainland. De-
spite the extreme poverty prevailing on the island at that time,
Puerto Rico was not granted participation on a parity basis. In-
stead, a ceiling was placed on the amount of federal assistance,
which included both Aid to Families with Dependent Children and
Aid to the Aged, Blind and Disabled.

This cap was subsequently raised in 1972. Later, in 1979, the cap
was raised to $72 million, where it stands today. That was the last
time that the ceiling for Puerto Rico’s participation in this most
important program was revised. Now, 8 years later, as we enter
the closing years of this decade, I believe that the time has come to
revisit the conditions and limits placed on Puerto Rico’s participa-
tion in AFDC.

In this regard, I request your support for a moderate cost-of-
living increase to raise the ceiling currently applicable to the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico from $72 million to $104 million. This
action is absolutely necessary, simply to restore the original pur-
chasing power that the existing cap had when it first went into
effect 8 years ago.

Such an increase is also needed in order to partially rectify the
major disparities which have arisen between benefit levels payable
on the mainland and those payable in the Commonwealth. At
present, the average AFDC monthly payment for a family of three

is only $97 on the Island, as opposed to $340 on the mainland.
These figures reflect real and significant inequalities. Moreover,
since the existing cap was established, the cost of living in Puerto
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Rico has risen by over 40 percent. This has substantially eroded the
real value of the existing allocation.

The bottom line is that the poor Americans who live in Puerto
Rico not only receive public assistance which is grossly inadequate
to meet their most basic needs, but that they are also subjected to
a form of economic discrimination which other poor Americans do
not experience. The resuit is that those who need assistance the
most are actually receiving the least assistance. While it is true
that we are presently laboring under severe budgetary constraints,
it is also true that the present situation perpetuates inequity. As a
matter of simple justice, this situation should not be allowed to
continue.

Second, I would like to request your support for the inclusion of
Puerto Rico in the welfare reform package finally approved by
your committee. I support the concept of welfare reform, and I
hope that the people of Puerto Rico will eventually participate in
the benefits of an improved, family-oriented approach.

Finally, I request that Puerto Rico be excluded from any provi-
sion mandating the AFDC/UP program. As the proposed expansion
of the AFDC/UP program would entail new outlays, most jurisdic-
tions would automatically receive additional moneys to cover such
outlays. This will not occur in the case of Puerto Rico, however.
Since our allocation is capped by statute, any additional outlays
would have to come from Puerto Rico’s own extremely limited fi-
nancial resources. Any increase in our allocation would thus be lit-
erally eaten up in an attempt to comply with this new require-
ment. I therefore ask that the Commonwealth be relieved of this
burden until additional funding is available to facilite compliance.

In considering Puerto Rico’s request, the committee should bear
in mind that after an 89-year long legal relationship between the
Island and the mainland, and despite substantial economic develop-
ment, needy American citizens in Puerto Rico still remain the
poorest group within the population of the United States.

Per capita income for Puerto Ricans falls far below mainland
levels, reaching to just one-third of the level for the United States
in general. Mean family income for all families in Puerto Rico is
only slightly above the U.S. poverty level. Despite the economic
progress that we have made in the past decade, our unemployment
rate still exceeds 16 percent. }

Moreover, in spite of the Island’s dire economic circumstances,
Puerto Rico does not participate at all in several major federal as-
sistance programs, such as Supplemental Security Income, and par-
ticipates only to a very limited ~xtent in various other federal pro-
grams for the needy, such as Medicare, Medicaid, Nutritional As-
sistance, and Primary and Secondary Education. These exclusions
are particularly unfortunate, since the elderly, children under 18,
and members of single-parent female-headed families comprise a
disproportionately high share of the total number of persons below
the poverty level in Puerto Rico.

These stark realities are reflected in the Commonwealth’s
waning capacity to meet the basic minimum necessities of its
AFDC clients. When the Commonwealth made its initial cost deter-
mination of recipients’ basic needs under the program in 1978, it
was determined that the minimum cost of meeting basic needs was
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$64 per month for one person, $112 per month for two persons,
$208 per month for a family of four, and $304 per month for a
family of six. At that time, due to the inadequacy of federal assist-
ance under the cap, the Commonwealth could meet only 50 percent
of these minimum basic needs.

From 1980 to 1987, the average monthly AFDC caseload in-
creased from 83,000 households to 98,000, an increase of 18 percent.
During this same period, the cost of living in Puerto Rico increased
by close to 50 percent. By December 1986, the cost of basic needs
for one person had increased to $90.75 per month. Similarly, the
cost of basic needs for a family of four rose to $294. These sharp
increases, coupled with the rise in the average caseload, without a
corresponding increase in the Federal share, have seriously dimin-
ished the Commonwealth’s ability to meet these basic needs. At
present, the Commonwealth can meet only 35 percent of the needs
of its AFDC clients.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it has been said
with some accuracy that an adequate provision for the poor is the
true test of a civilization. We hope that you will help us to meet
that challenge.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Fuster, you do have a unique situation there
in Puerto Rico. This comimittee will have to be mindful of that as
we consider this piece of legislation. Your comments do have an
i;lnpact, and we will be keeping them in mind as we progress on
this.

I am sure my distinguished colleague from the State of New
York, with a great number of people who travel back and forth be-
tween there and Puerto Rico, will be considering that.

Senator MoyNiHAN. We will, sir, and we ought to do. We provide
for an increase in that AFDC cap in the present legislation—not as
much as I think equity wants, but somehow or other we are going
to address these perfectly legitimate, proper questions.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much for your testimony.

Commissioner Fuster. Thank you, sirs.

[The prepared statement of Commissioner Fuster appears in the
appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Our next witness is the Honorable Nancy John-
son, Congresswoman from Connecticut.

STATEMENT OF HON. NANCY JOﬂNSON, A U.S. CONGRESSWOMAN
FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT

Congresswoman JOHNSON. Thank you very much, Senator Bent-
sen and Senator Moynihan. Recognizing that you have to leave,
Senator Bentsen, I want to go right to the heart of a couple of very
controversial issues that I am interested in and believe we must ad-
dress if welfare reform is to fulfill that concept of reform that I
think all of us here are talking about today.

We are talking about restructuring a system that has promoted
dependence so that it will instead promote independence, a system
that has in fact not only rewarded but required dependence.
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I think it is important, as we talk about this issue, that we recog-
nize that a woman who stays on welfare instead of accepting a low-
income job is making the right decision for her children, the re-
sponsible decision for her children. If she cannot take a job through
which she can provide day care and also continue to provide health
care for her children, she is making the wrong decision, not the
right decision. If leaving welfare means that she has to leave her
children without proper care and without any medical support,
then she is making the wrong decision to leave welfare.

I think that is very important to recognize I have sat and talked
with many a young woman who has struggled mightily, sometimes
taking two jobs, to try to regain her independence, because she
feels so strongly about it. But finally, when that child who isn’t get-
ting adequate structured care begins to have behavioral problems,
or when there is a medical problem that requires a lot of dollars to
solve it, she is forced to return to the welfare rolls.

So I think our goal ought to be—and I know it is yours, and I
commend you both for your tremendous leadership in this area—
our goal has got to be to support her, realistically and honestly, in
her deeply-held aspirations to work and to be that kind of inde-
pendent parent that she, as well as all of us, get great satisfaction
out of being in life.

The Republican Task Force on Welfare met many, many months
and frequently had long, detailed discussions, and there are a
couple of things in our bill that speak directly to the issue of help-
ing women gain independence that I want to bring to your atten-
tion.

First is the whole issue of mandatory participation. The House
bills require that women on welfare participate in education, work,
and training programs when their youngest child is six, or, in the
case of another alternative, when the youngest child is three. I
would beg you to take a careful look at the Republican alternative,
which gives States the right, it allows States to require participation
when a woman’s youngest child is 6 months. That is a provision that
I fought hard for.

Now, the State cannot require participation unless there is day
care available, and it is only allowed to require half-time participa-
tion. But unless we get that 16-year-old mother with her first baby
into at least some of the wonderful parenting and education pro-
grams that for example, our YWCAs have started, that our school
departments have started, at various agencies from community to
community, we will have failed these young women.

We.have learned a lot about how to help young women parent
more effectively, how to help them to deal with their own develop-
mental problems at the same time they are trying to deal with a
child’s developmemtal problems. We have learned a lot about how
to integrate parenting programs and education.

If you keep that 15-year-old or that 16-year-old girl hooked into
education and self-development, then you are likely to prevent
child number two or child number three from coming along. And if
you don’t get her immediately, you are not likely to prevent it.

The statistics are indeed astounding: Of all women under 30 who
are receiving AFDC, 71 percent had their first child as a teenager.
Only half the giris who give birth before age 18 are likely to com-
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plete their high school degree. Whereas, 96 percent of those who
postpone childbearing until after the age of 20 are found to have
completed their high school degree. And the correlation between
dropping out educationally and dropping out in terms of one’s own
maturation and setting of goals and understanding of their own
abilities is well correlated with teenage pregnancy and with long-
term welfare dependence.

So I want us to get that young girl—and I don’t mean full time.
I want her to learn to parent. I want her into that system half-
time. If you wait until her youngest child is 3 years old and you
look at the normal spacing of children—I am the mother of three
girls—if you look at your friends, and so on, the second child usual-
hv comes along after the first is about 2, or younger. So, if you

on’t require your participation before the youngest child is 3,
you are likely to let that young girl of 15 avoid the education and
work-training program until she is 22 or 23. By then, her self-con-
cept, her own deep-seated understanding of her abilities is deeply
eroded, and her belief that she can parent that child is probably
not much better, because by then she has already experienced the
problems of parenting that we all know are not easy in those early
developmental years. You not only compromise her development
and her opportunity to make good use of what we all now know
and agree is important—education, training, job-placement sup-
port, and all that stuff—but you also compromise her ability to
build a strong family, because she doesn’t get a good start in life,
f_upport in parenting that is so critical to establishing strong fami-
ies.

I would ask you to look at our proposal in terms of mandatory
garticipation. I would support you 100 percent if you required

tates to offer at least a half-time program for welfare recipients
that is focused on self-development, education, parenting, and so
on.

I am not advocating requiring her to work full-time before that
youngest child is 3. We have a terrible dearth of day care facili-
ties that can care for children under 3. Requiring her to work
doesn’t make sense. But, if you keep her hooked in young, then
your infrasiructure to educate her is already there—it is the high
school system. You also can use those high schools to provide the
child care that young children need, under very good supervision,
and have mothers participate in that as part of their education,
and provide parenting training as well.

So, the dollars are not really big bucks. But if you are talking
early intervention and prevention, strong families, economic inde-
pendence, you really have got to start when that youngest child is
6 months old.

That is the most important thing I wanted to say, and I am aw-
fully glad, Senator Bentsen, that you didn’t get called out before I
finished.

My second point is, in our bill we make the day care subsidies
relative to income. I think that is very important. Day care is ex-
tremely expensive, especially for children under 3 but even for
children over 3. If a mother enters the workforce with a mini-
mum-wage job—and we make provisions for access to medical bene-
fits, either through Medicaid extension and co-payment, and vari-
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ous other transition arrangements in the medical care area—in
day care I think we have to be realistic and recognize that her day
care subsidy must decline as her wages grow. If she enters at a
minimum-wage job, it may take her 2 years to be earning
enough money to be able to pay day care costs, because they are
-very high. You know, day care costs are at least $50 a week, $200 a
month, and that’s cheap. Two hundred dollars out of a minimum-
wage salary each month, she can’t do it. She is making the wrong
decision to get off welfare if she does that. And, if we cut her child
care subsidy off after 6 months or a year, you see, then she will
have to fall back onto welfare.

Now, some of our welfare mothers are actually very smart—they
are on welfare because of the day care problem and the medical
care problem, and they are going to go through training, and they
are going to get computer programmer jobs, and they are going to
actually make enough money to manage their day care costs fairly
early in the game.

So, if day care is an income-related subsidy, then those who are
going to get better jobs, who are going to be subsidized much more
briefly. Those that truly need to spend a long time working up
tﬁose ear(‘ily rungs of the ladder are going to have the public support
they need.

Philosophically, the House bill that has come out of the Ways
and Means Committee requires the employer to make up the gap.
It says a new worker can’t take a job that is below the community
standard wage—nobody knows what that is. Their concern is that
we don’t require the welfare person to accept a job that doesn’t pay
her enough to be able to support herself and her children.

I take the opposite approach: Give her the education, give her
the training, let her come in just where everybody else does in our
society and just where that employer would normally hire someone
of that job experience. We, as a matter of public policy, should take
the responsibility, then, for making up the gap that she needs to
?urvive and to support her children, off welfare rather than on wel-
are.

So I would urge that the barriers not be in the form of requiring
wages higher than the minimum wage; but that our subsidies, like
our day care transition benefits, be income related so that, as she
progresses—and some are going to progress more slowly, some are
going to progress more rapidly—and the pubiic subsidy declines as a
function of her position in the workforce. :

Lastly, as to State participation standards and State flexibility,
the States have certainly led the way. It is State action that has
developed the broad consensus in both Houses that work, educa-
tion, and training are important, better child support enforcement
is important, and transition benefits are necessary. I think we have
to be certain to allow States to rztain their flexibility. I know you
support and agree with that. It is an issue of how flexible, and I
think we should err on the side of being too flexible, especially
when States which come in with radically different programs
would have to have our approval.

As to State participation goals, when I was in the Connecticut
Sena:iteL—Mr. Chairman if you have to get up and walk out, I under-
stand that.

85-457 0 - 88 -~ 2
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The CHAIRMAN. I may have to in a minute, but I want to get to
Governor Clinton, too, so if you could, summarize, please.

Congresswoman JoHNsSON. All right.

The State participation standards did make a big difference.
When we passed Work Fare for general assistance recipients, the
big cities, particularly, told us they couldn’t possibly comply. They
complied the first year, the second vear—it was a 3-year phase-
in—and the 3d year we did have to make adjustments. But I do
think that participation standards do provide some pressure to get
involved.

Last, I really commend your interest in strengthening families
and in the issue of paternity determination.

Our bill has a little demonstration project that I think shouldn’t
be overlooked. It allows States to develop demonstration projects
that reach out to teenage fathers of welfare babies and gets those
unemployed young men into the education and work training pro-
grams, then they can be covered by the child support enforcement
program. .

Thank you very much. I would like at some other time to talk to
you about another aspect of the day care issue that 1 think if we
don’t address, we won't succeed, and that is our ability to use home
care providers within this system, without whom we will never
have enough care for young children, Yet, if you require States to
reach out only license homes, we won’t have enough either.

I have introduced legislation that would put the unlicensed
homes in a relationship to the State that could be useful, helpful,
protective of children, expansive of our care facilities rapidly, but I
will leave that until another time.

The CHAIRMAN. Congresswoman, you obviously are very much in-
volved in this issue and quite knowledgeable on it. You speak not
only with vigor but with knowledge. I am appreciative of that, and
I hope you have a full prepared statement that we can have for the
record, to get to some of the other points I know you wanted to tell
us about, that we didn’t give you the time for.

But I am much appreciative of your being here.

Congresswoman JOHNSON. Thank you very much.

I do have Hank Brown’s statement, because I was actually filling
in for him and was scheduled for a later hearing with you. But I
will leave his, and I will get back to you with mine.

The CHaIRMAN. We will put that in the record, and also your
prepared statement when you bring it to us.

Senator MoyN1HAN. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to ask if I
can arrange to come over and talk. I mean, you all have been
working very hard at this, Congresswoman, and you have had your
hands full on this subject for a long time. I would just like to come
over and talk with you and get to know more about that bill.

Congresswoman JOHNSON. Well, thank you. I would be honored
to get a group, and we will come to your side, Senator.

enator MoyN1HAN. Good. Thank you.

Congresswoman JOHNSON. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Thank you very much.

We have the Honorable Bill Clinton, Governor of the State of Ar-
kansas, great friend of mine, and I think a real leader in coming
up with innovative, creative ideas, trying to help in this issue. He
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is at the forefront of it, and I am just delighted to have him. He
pﬁayed a major role in the Governors Association in working on
this.

We are pleased to have you.

[The prepared statement of Congresswoman Johnson and that of
Congressman Hank Brown appears in the appendix.]

STATEMENT OF HON, BILL CLINTON, GOVERNOR, STATE OF
ARKANSAS

Governor CLINTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and
Senator Moynihan.

I would like to have my prepared remarks presented for the
record; but I will try to be brief so that we can conclude the hear-
ing.

The CHAIRMAN. We will take it in its entirety.

Governor CLINTON. There are some points I would like to make.
First of all, I want to thank you for having me back again. We had
a meeting here in April, at which you gave me the opportunity to
present the Governors’ position on welfare reform. It is our
number-one priority this year. We adopted the policy in February,
by a vote of 49 to 1. We are almost equally divided, Republicans
and Democrats. We have 26 Democrats and 24 Republicans.

Therefore, I speak to you on behalf of not only myself, but virtu-
ally every other Governor in the country. I talked yesterday to my
cohort in this endeavor, Governor Castle from Delaware, who is
well-known to both of you, and he asked me to give you his regards
and gave me his proxy, which is a rare thing in this partisan at-
mosphere that we live in.

I just would like to make a couple of points:

First and foremost, since I talked to you in April I have done
what I could to keep these negotiations, if you will, on track, in the
hope that we could reach agreement—not only agreement between
the parties, but also between the two houses of Congress and the
White House. Senator Moynihan was good enough to come to the
Governors’ meeting in Michigan, where we had Congressman
Downey and Chuck Hobbs from the White House, and others. We
had worked hard to pull people together, and at least to keep ev-
eryone talking along the same lines.

Simultaneously, I tried to enlist the support of the National Alli-
ance of Business, the United Way, and other groups who have
probably already been in touch with you as a result of the contact I
have had with them.

The bottom line is that there is an enormous interest in and
commitment to the idea of welfare reform in this country, and we
have a great opportunity here. At the same time, there are all
kinds of reasons why you might not want to deal with it right now.
I know the Senate has a full legislative agenda, I know the House
does, I know there are differences with the White House over taxes
and spending and the budget. I know you have got all these other
problems.

If I could just make one point, as someone who doesn’t have a
vote and therefore doesn’t have to deal with all of your headaches,
it seems to me that this session of Congress, this calendar year, and
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certainly this Congress, offers an opportunity that may not pass
this way again. It really bothers me when I hear people who are
sort of on the periphery of this issue, some people in my party, who
say, “Let’s wait until after the next election and see if we can’t get
a better bill.” Some people in the Republican party say, ‘“‘Well,
what difference does it make if the bill gets vetoed?”’ I think that
overlooks the fact that we are talking about the lives of millions of
parents and their children who stand to have a piece of the Ameri-
can dream, and, that this whole idea of welfare reform is a critical
part of our responsibility to develop the capacities of the American
people, so that we can face the Twenty-first Century.

The CHAIRMAN. Governor, let me tell you, this chairman is dedi-
cated to seeing that we have full consideration of welfare reform,
and that we have it at the earliest opportunity that we can get
that kind of a debate on the floor of the United States Senate. We
do, however, have an incredible platter of things to deal with.

Governor CLINTON. I know that.

The CHAIRMAN. I left here at 6 o’clock last evening and felt
guilty that I was leaving early, and it was early, because normally
we are around here much later than that. And that is the way it is
going to be. They were once talking about an October 3rd adjour-
ment, and now they are talking Thanksgiving, and last night they
were talking Christmas Eve.

So, as soon as we can get to it, we are going to do it. But I can’t
tell you it is going to be this year, it may be early next year. But it
is a priority item.

Governor CLINTON. I think the critical point I want to make is
that I don’t think we should let it become a part of the politics of
the coming presidential campaign, except to get everybody to say,
“Hallelujah. Let’s do it now!”

I said what I did, Senator, in sympathy. I understand that your
job as Chairman and all of your work in the Congress this year has
been immeasurably complicated by a lot of things that have noth-
ing to do with welfare reform.

But Senator Moynihan used a word that I have now practiced 15
times, trying to make sure I could pronounce it, and I am going to
go play Scrabble with my friends and family members and lay this
on them, “syzygy,” which apparently means that the moon and the
sun and the stars are in some sort of mystical alignment which has
prought us all together in this moment in history, around this
issue.

Senator MOYNIHAN. An emergency happened last October.

Governor CLINTON. That’s right, and I have been blaming it on
that ever since, Senator.

But I just wanted to tell you that I think the Republican and
tl,)emocratic Governors will support youin keeping this on the front

urner.

If I could make a couple of specific comments, first of all, in addi-
tion to Senator Moynihan’s bill with 56 cosponsors, you have the
bills by Senators Dole and Bradley that deal with child support.

I think the Governors believe, without regard to party philoso-
phy, that the elements of these three bills on child support must be
part of any welfare reform-strategy. I think it offers the Senate an
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opportunity to take a very aggressive posture in this regard. And
we will support essentially whatever you want to do.

We know, by the way, that not all of our States have done the
greatest job in the world of implementing the amendments of 1984.
A lot of States have a long way to go, and we welcome your insist-
ence that we do better.

The second thing I would like to say is that a very important
part of this program is requiring the necessary education, training,
?nd work to prepare the welfare recipients to go into the work-
orce.

If I could make one suggestion to my friend Senator Moynihan
about his bill, I think that some of the people who have expressed
reservations about it do so because they think perhaps the lan-
guage of the bill is not explicit enough. And one of the problems
the Governors have with the House Republican bill, the Michel
Bill, introduced in the Senate by Senator Dole, is that we fear that,
while it mandates participation all right, we wonder participation
in what? That is, we know if we just go through the same old job
search and that sort of stuff, that it won’t be good enough to deal
with people who are structurally unemployable. There ought to be
some language in the bill which leaves the States the flexibility to
develop programs appropriate to the circumstances in each State,
but which clearly requires, in return for this money you are going
to appropriate, a range of services to be offered. This plainly in-
cludes remedial education, high school alternative degrees, adult
literacy programs—clearly, the full range of education and training
programs, without which this program won’t work.

One or two other points:

There are differences among the bills about the mandatory par-
ticipation. I disagree with the distinguished Congressman from
Connecticut that the House Bill doesn’t require participation; but
there is a difference of opinion about how old the children of the
welfare recipients should be before participation is required.

Our policy says three. The House Bill says three, and if you get a
waiver you can go down to one. Your bill says three, and you can
go down to one. And the Republican bill says six months.

Maybe what you ought to do is to basically say age three, but the
States can go down to one if they demonstrate that quality, appro-

riate child care is available. That if a State can’t do that, then you

ave to take voluntary participants of the parents of children be-
tween one and three, because, by definition, they are going to have
child care or they won’t be in it.

One or two other points:

The transition services are, next to education, training, and
work, the most important parts of this bill in terms of their practi-
cal impact. I think you will have a lot of welfare recipients lined
up, dying to go to work, if they know they are going to be able to
have day care for their kids, and they know that their kids aren’t
going to lose medical coverage.

Most of us, if we were in the position of taking a minimum-wage
job that we wanted to take for our own pride or dignity because we
thought it was the right thing to do, wouldn’t do it if we thought
we would put our own small children at peril. And I think a lot of
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attention needs to be given as to how that thing is going to be
structured and how it will work.

In that connection, the Governors support the maximum latitude
you want to give to waivers, to allow the States to do a lot of things
that may not be mandated by the bill. The White House wants
that, we support it, but we don’t want to get away from the entitle-
ment nature of this health care issue.

I have been trying for one and a half years to get a waiver from
the Department of Health and Human Services to extend Medicaid
coverage in my State under one of our WIN demonstration pro-
grams, and we have got a good program. I still haven’t heard any-
thing about it. I say that to point out that support waivers, and we
want to support them. We want you to provide whatever latitude
you want, but let us not lose sight of the fact that medical coverage
and the child care are the two biggest institutional barriers to get-
ting a lot of these welfare mothers in the workforce.

I would say just one final thing about an issue that you, Senator
Bentsen, and I have discussed before. It is very touchy in our
States, in our part of the country, and that is the Unemployed
Parent program. It is mandated by the House Bill 1720, the Ways
and Means Bill; it is mandated in Senator Moynihan'’s bill' it is not
mandated in the Michel-Dole Bill.

I wish we could reach some agreement on this. The President
feels very strongly that this should not be part of the bill, and he
has basically said through Mr. Hobbs that this is a no-compromise
issue. Maybe we could go to a system where we permit some com-
promises like the Oregon and Utah plans, which provide sometime
coverage—six months every two years of Unemployed Parents cov-
erage. But if you do that, again, I think it is very important not to
obscure the fact that we think at least the Medicaid portion of UP
ought to be there; you ought to give those kids the medical cover-

e.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me understand “sometime coverage.” Ex-
plaiﬁ that to me a little better how you would anticipate it would
work.

Governor CLINTON. There are 24 States that I think don’t provide
coverage for unemployed parents.

The CHalRMAN. That is right.

Governor CLINTON. You can provide Medicaid UP—that is, you
don’t give any cash assistance to the unemployed father in the
home, but you do provide Medicaid coverage to the kids. That is
one possible compromise.

Another possible thing you can do is to go beyond that to the ex-
periments which are in place in Oregon and Utah, which essential-
ly provide that over a two-year period, or a few months in each
two-year period, a father could be covered, but only for say 6
months, on the assumption that that is enough time to give him
time to find another job.

That is what they do.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Could I say something there, Mr. Chairman?

The,CHAIRMAN. Sure.

Senator MoyNiHAK Ours is one of the 26 States that counts in
the two-thirds of the population represented. It seems to me the
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States that don’t should be talking about what they want. And I
am sure we can come to agreement here, I know we can.

Governor CLINTON. Well, I want to emphasize that this is an
issue, it seems to me, that we have to work through with the White
- House and the people on the Republican bill. The Governors adopt-
ed a position a E)ng time ago which was in support of UP,

The CHAIRMAN. Have you taken a public position on this?

Governor CLINTON. The Governors Association? Yes, even before
this issue.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, but I am talking about you.

Governor CLINTON. Me personally?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes,

Governor CLINTON. I am for the coverage, as long as you do one
thing: I think if you mandate UP, you must mandate that, no
matter how old the children are, if they are a day old, at least one
of those parents has to be in the education, training, and work pro-
gram from the day the UP comes in, and I think that is critically
important. Otherwise, I would be opposed to it altogether.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, you are living this problem down there in
Arkansas, and we have it over in Texas, and that is why I am par-
ticularly interested in your application.

Governor CLINTON. I agree with Senator Evans, who talked about
this from his perspective as a former Governor. I think all of our
policies ought to be pro-family, pro-work, and pro-kid, and not nec-
essarily in that order. So, I think we ought to do whatever we can
do that is good for families, good for children, and good for letting
people be productive citizens.

And 1 still believe, if you have the right kinds of requirements,
the UP program does that.

But I think we also have to realize that we want to pass a bill
that won’t be vetoed.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Governor CLINTON. Senator Moynihan will tell you that in all of
our conversations with the White House, they said this was one of
those lying-in-the-dirt issues, that, “Maybe we will go for some-
thing like Oregon and Utah have, but not for the whole UP.” That
is why I offered that as a possible compromise.

I think what we all think, Senator, is that you, Mr. Chairman
and this committee, are going to be critical to whether we get a bill
that will be signed and not vetoed and that we actually have some-
thing to show for this year and a half of effort we have all mace.
That is the only reason I raise that issue. .

The CHAIRMAN. I don’t want this just to be a political issue; I
want to see it implemented, put into law in something that is effec-
tive, that we think will work.

Governor CLINTON. One thing that the first Congressman from
Connecticut said is something that I think is a very sensitive point
with the Governors, that we don’t want to spend a lot of money
and not have anything to show for it. If you read our policy, we
certainly don’t support the idea of just putting a lot more money
into a system with no results; we think that H.R. 1720, the House
Ways and Means Committee bill, is a lot better bill than th%y do.
But we also feel very strongly that we should moderate benefit in-
creases and try to finance it as much as possible out of savings
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from this program, the work program, and that before there is a
national benefits standard, we ought to have a study. I

One of the things that we suggested to Senator Moynihan and
others is that we ought to put a little money into this program
maybe to have someone study, the National Science Foundation or
somebody, what an appropriate standard of benefits should be.

hSena\tor MoyNIHAN. Governor Evans was speaking about. just
that.

Governor CLINTON. Yes, sir, he talked about that, and I think
that is something that I would commend to you.

But we are ready to work with you, and we think that the Moy-
nihan Bill is a good place to start. We do feel, Senator, as I said,
that we ought to be a little more explicit about what is in the edu-
cation, training, and work, but still leave the States the flexibility
to put it together. But be explicit about it.

We also think that the language on child care, at least, needs to
be clear, that we are talking about appropriate quality child care,
even if the State doesn’t pay for all of it.

And I think, with those two exceptions, we feel pretty good about
where you are starting now. And the Governors are still holding
together right across the spectrum. I hope that there won't be any
attempt to split us apart, because we have not tried to play favor-
ites or play politics. We just want to do what we can to help you
get a bill out that will be signed in this Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. Governor, that has been very helpful to us. We
are most appreciative of your comments. You helped us before, this
Spring, and this is added to it. And you have added to my educa-
tion. Thank you.

Yes?

Senator MoyNIHAN. I would just like to ask, of the Governor, if
we could get some language from you on those two points? I mean,
you are the ones who are going to have to run these programs.

That “lyin’ in the dirt” may not be like the lie-ins we have down-
town, but if we can get that language, we will go your way. You
are the ones who came in and said you wanted to do this, you are
the ones who have shown you can. This is where the energy in the
system is. ‘

What we have down here is that it is a failed system that nobody
has any confidence in, and if you have any idea that you can make
it work better or differently, they just say—they don’'t even say
“No” to you; you are just waiting for the answer. What was it, 18
months to try to get a Medicaid innovation?

Governor CLINTON. I haven’t been turned down, either; I just
haven’t heard from them.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes, they just make a decision, and so, there
is just no answer. That has got to stop. And the energy, gentlemen,
is out there; it is not here.

There is still a little bit of a 1930s-40s-50s mentality which says,
“You can’t trust the States; it has to be done in Washington.” 1
would put it the other way around, that it is Washington you can’t
trust.
dThe CHAIRMAN. Governor, thank you very much. We are delight-
ed.

Governor CLINTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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The CHAIRMAN. We have one more witness.

Senator Durenberger, did you desire to make a statement?

Senator DURENBERGER. All right.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me state to you, sir, that we have one more
witness. We are pleased to have your statement, and neither one of
us will stay and hear the other witness.

Senator DURENBERGER. Right. I regret not coming over sooner,
Mr. Chairman. I have spent the last 2 hours trying to facilitate the
process of the Medicare Catastrophic Bill, and I regret not being
able to get here until now.

The CHAIRMAN. But did you make some headway? That is what
want to know.

Senator DURENBERGER. We made head but not way. [Laughter.]

Mr. Chairman, I do recognize the lateness of the hour, and 1
have a statement that I would like to have made a part of the
record.

The CHairMAN. Of course.

Thank you, Governor.

[The prepared statement of Governor Clinton and Senator
Durenberger appear in the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Our last witness is Mr. Kevin M. Aslanian, Exec-
utive Director of the Coalition of California Welfare Rights Organi-
zations, from Sacramento, California.

We are pleased to have you, sir.

STATEMENT OF KEVIN M. ASLANIAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, CO-
" ALITION OF CALIFORNIA WELFARE RIGHTS ORGANIZATIONS,
INC.,, SACRAMENTO, CA

Mr. AsrLaNiaN. Thank you, Senator.

I am very grateful that we have an opportunity to testify before
the Finance Committee. We represent basically welfare rights orga-
nizations throughout the State of California.

We have done a section-by-section analysis of S. 1511, H.R. 1720,
we have reviewed the Republican bill, and we put out a monthly
newsletter called “The California WorkFare Reporter.” We would
like to share with you a little bit about the California GAIN pro-
gram.

This program has been in operation for about a year, and we
have just reviewed the Fresno County program. Fresno County has
been operating for about one year, and during that one year 109
people found employment. The WIN program, during the one year,
found 789 people jobs. The Fresno County Plan said that 80 percent
of the participants are going to need child care. The 1-year report
shows that only 8 percent of the participants received child care.
The reason is neither that legislation, nor any, other legislation on
the table today, actually mandates child care. It merely says that,
if you need child care, we'll give it to you.

In San Diego, a lady was participating in a Workfare Program.
When she came home, her children were taken away by the Child
Protective Services. Apparently the child care arrangements were
failed, but she still had to participate in the Workfare -program,
and the next thing you know, when she came back home, the chil-
dren were gone.
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We are also big advocates for welfare reform. For examgle, in
America a pregnant woman cannot get AFDC in many States,
which is the primary reason for the high increase in the infant
mortality rate in America.

There is a real problem about the work incentives. Today if a
woman goes to work, in many cases they have to live on food bas-
kets, because they cannot feed their children. And as you know,
the work incentives were changed in 1981, and we never got back
to where we were. And your legislation, Senator, does not provide
for the work incentives. So under the current statute, if you go to
work, you lose money, and you lose money so you cannot feed your
children. So, when a woman comes to me and says she cannot feed
her children, I have to counsel her and tell her that her primar
obligation is to raise her children, not to work and punish her chil-
dren. So, she must quit her job to be able to feed her children. That
is very hard for me to do, but I have to protect the children.

There is no emergency assistance program, nationwide. Some
States have it, some States don’t have it, and many States use it to
enhance federal financial participation for their pet projects. We
would suggest that there be mandatory emergency assistance in all
States, to provide when families are homeless that they could get
emergency assistance and could receive some help. -

Senator MoyNIHAN. Well, now, aren’t the emergency provisions
in Title IV available automatically to the States, the 30-day provi-
sions? I believe you will find that is true, sir. But I don’t suggest
they are always effective.

Mr. AsLANIAN. No. In fact, the AFDC/UP program—States can
participate, but they don’t have to.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Very well, I won’t question you. I mean
simply that all States that I know do. But then, we will find that
out. Thank you.

Mr. ASLANIAN. There is also a real problem with retrospective
budgeting. We have had a woman who lost her job this month. She
had been working for six or seven months, and she was on A¥FDC.
This month she lost her job. Her grant for November and Decem-
ber will be computed based upon the income that she received in
September and October. So, you can imagine what a horrible
Christmas these children are going to have, just because their
mother went to work. The children are going to be sitting by the
Christmas tree with nothing around it, because their mother
worked. Had she not worked, had she gotten the regular AFDC
check, they would have had a better Christmas.

There should be automatic supplementation for victims of restro-
spective budgeting. The current law provides that the State may do
that, and that is the current law because New York wanted it; but
it should be mandatory if we want to encourage people to take jobs.

You should also stop penalties for late reporting. If a woman gets
her income reported in 3 days late, 2 months down the line they
don’t get their child care deductions, so they have to quit their job.
It just doesn’t make sense, Senator.

enator MoyNIHAN. No, that doesn't.

Mr. AsLANIAN. I think welfare reform, basically, is an interesting
thing. Where we are today, basically, is that it appears that our so-
ciety is saying that it is okay for a woman not to take care of her
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children under the age of 6. And I don’t think our society really
believes that. If our society doesn’t really believe that, then we
should not impose these discriminatory policies against poor chil-
dren. Some children do need their mother’s guidance, some other
children may not. Some mothers may be able to do it, some others
may not. There should be flexibility for the woman to decide how
she wants to_raise her child, rather than having big-brother gov-
ernment say, “This is the way you are going to do it, because we,
up here, have decided, or we at the State level have decided, that
you are going to do this.”

In fact, it is interesting. I have been in some of the debates about
the mandatory versus voluntary. All the proponents for mandatory
say, “Well, you know, we can’t have people on welfare for genera-
tion after generation after generation. So, how will we deal with
this? We will have a mandatory work program.” And that becomes
an assembly line approach. Everybody goes through the mandatory
program. That doesn’t make sense, either. That is not an efficient
utilization of our limited resources.

Our suggestion is, we should target, and only make those people
mandatory participants who are long-term recipients, who have
been on aid for more than 6 years, who have children over the age
of 12. Those are the people who should be mandatory participants.
And if you give other folks the chance, they will volunteer for this
program. You don’t have to push people into these programs. In
Massachusetts they are standing in line to get into the program. I
mean, it really doesn’t make sense,

We also have real problems with the welfare department admin-
istering these programs. When you have a cardiac problem, you
don’t run to your lawyer and say, ‘“Lawyer, I have a cardiac prob-
lem.” You go to your doctor. And if we have a job problem, we
should not go to the welfare department, we should go to the job
department. The job department happens to be the Labor Depart-
ment, and the State employment agencies are the ones who operate
the training program and the other programs. I could never under-
stand why all of a sudden everybody is pushing welfare recipients
through the welfare department. You are still going to have the
welfare problem.

Child care problems: We had a classic case in California. A
woman who was participating in the GAIN program was doing her
job search. Of course, she didn’t need child care while in the job
search program, because she was looking for the job while the kids
were in school. On the fifth day she finds a job. She was overjoyed;
she finally found a job, and she was going to get off of AFDC. She
runs to her welfare worker and says, “I've got a job. I need child
care. What do I do?”’ The Workfare worker says, “Sorry, there is no

“child care. You could call up a child care center, but there is a big
line.” So she says, “What do I have to do?”’ They said, “Well, you
don’t have to take the job if you don’t have child care.” She says,
“Fine. What do I do tomorrow?”’ They say, ‘““Go and look for a job
again.” Now, that’s ludicrous, and that is exactly how the pro-
grams work. .

Our position is that you should never have anybody out there
looking for a job unless they have a certificate saying that they

——— .
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have a job child care slot at Pepper Tree Child Care Center or any
other child care center.

What happens with the employer? The employer calls you up
and says, “Look, I have read the newspapers. You appropriated
millions of dollars for child care, and this lousy welfare recipient
comes to me, I offer her a job, and she turns the job down and says,
‘I don’t have child care.” T know better.” He complains to you, he
complains to his CongressméeM, complains t¢ everybody. It doesn’t
make sense. The program should be structured solidly.

Under your bill, part-time workers who are working less than 30
hours are not exempt from this program. We suggest that they
should be. If somebody is in a part-time job——

Senator MoYNIHAN. Why?

Mr. AsLANIAN. Why? Because a part-time job——

Senator MoYNIHAN. I mean, we are holding hearings, and we are
trying to get information. Tell us why.

Mr. AsLaNIAN. Okay. A person has a part-time job, is making a
decent salary, has an opportunity for a promotion. It is their
chosen path into independence. They have taken the initiative. We
should encourage people to take initiative rather than to say, “No.
You took a part-time job? No way. It should have been a full-time
job. We say you quit your job, go into our training program, into
our job search program, or go into the Workfare program.” That is
simply wrong. I think we should discourage anybody who does
something on their own.

For example, self-initiated educational training. I think anybody
who is in some kind of an educational program, or some kind of a
training program, that they initiated, at any time, that should be
encouraged and not trashed.

What our system does now—I have a lot of people who are in
some kind of a training program. They say, “Well, you can’t be
there, because we did not approve that. We, the government, did
not decide that you should go there. So, therefore, you have to drop
that, come and see us, and go through us.” I guess they make more
money that way.

We have a real problem with the so-called “contract.” First of
all, under your legislation the contract is optional rather than
mandatory. The second thing is that we have, in California, this so-
called “contract,” and the contract is——

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Yes, under GAIN.

Mr. AsLANIAN. In the GAIN program, yes. Basically what it is,
Senator, is a rights-of-responsibilities form, where they lay out your
rights of responsibilities. In fact, in California the clients don’t
even get to complete the contract; the worker completes the con-
tract and says, “Sign it, here, okay?”’

It is hard to have a contract that is not a bargain between
two equal parties. And there is no way you can consider the wel-
fare recipient and the welfare worker to be equal parties; because,
if the client does not cooperate, they get sanctioned. The client
can't sanction the welfare worker. So they are not equal parties.

We also support the National Governors Association, who sug-
gested that the range of services be mandatory. Under your bill,
basically, there is no mandatory range of services. If States could
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only run a workfare and job search program, it will be consistent
with your bill.

The final thing I would like to talk about is sanctions. For exam-
ple, in New York they ran a work program. They saved $11.5 mil-
lion through sanctions, and they saved $6.5 million through getting
people jobs. So, it appears that sanctions is where they save most of
the money.

I don’t know if you know how the sanctions work, but in the two-
parent family—and I have had lots of families come to me—they
get sanctions for three months for the first time and six months for
the second time. And the whole family is sanctioned for this period
of time. I can’t understand; why punish the children for what their
parents do? It is unconscionable. And do you know what the father
does? He leaves the family, because he has to leave the family to
make sure that those children can be fed.

The other problem is that, when you im‘pose these durational
sanctions, and the parent comes and says, “Well, after 15 days, I
am willing to participate,” the welfare system says, “No way. You
have to serve out your three months”’—their prison term—“and
then come back and see us.”

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is about as dim as you can get, isn't it?

Mr. AsLANIAN. Yes, but that is basically what happens.

We have your problem with the waivers—these waivers of the
States, to do whatever they want to do.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Aslanian, I have no choice at this point;
it is a quarter past 12. The rules of the Senate require us to cease a
hearing at noon.

Mr. AsLANIAN. I am sorry.

Senator MoYNIHAN. No, nothing to do with you.

We allow ourselves 15 minutes leeway, and no one complains.
Otherwise, we are subject to an objection on the Senate floor. So, I
am going to have to momentarily bring this hearing to a close.

Let me say to you two things: First of all, thank you very much
for coming all the way from California.

Mr. AsLANIAN. Thanks for having me.

Senator MoyNiHAN. And thank you for very interesting prepared
materials, which we will listen to with great attention. ’

You have some hands-on experience with the GAIN program,
and we want to know more about that. I would like to make, how-
ever, one general point. It is our experience—it may not be so in
the GAIN program—our experience is that there is a great tenden-
cy of this present system to forget about these women and children
and just leave them to moulder.

The idea that there is an energetic bureaucracy out there that is
just waiting to seize the moment to take these poor people and
force them into jobs—no. No, it is just the opposite. It is just to
send them their checks and leave them alone.

Fifty-two percent of the married women with children are in the
workforce today. That is a choice we have made. Seventy percent of
all mothers with children under 18 are in the laborforce. Fifty-four
percent with children under six. In contrast, the workforce partici-
pation rate of AFDC mothers in 1984 was 4.6 percent. They have
the highest level of unemployment; it is the greatest concentration
of unemployment in our society.
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And no one is rushing out to make sure the é get to work. On the
contrary, people are rushing away from any e

But now, suddenly we see some willingness, as you heard from
Gmiernor Clinton. Wouldn’t you accept that as being more nearly
reality?

Mr. AstaNIAN. I will attest that most welfare recipients would
rather work than get AFDC. I also believe that if a program is
going to be structured, it should be structured with sugar and not
with a stick. And S. 1511 has a big stick and very little sugar.

The reason that you only have 4.6 percent of the AFDC popula-
tion working today is because of the 1981 cuts, at which time 30
percent of the caseload was working. And it went right down by 25
percent, as you correctly pointed out.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That may be.

Mr. ASLANIAN. So, that is where the problem is. And I think
when you combine sanctions and bring down the mandatory ages,
you just have a pilot program. That is what you are going to have.

Senator MoYNIHAN. But at that point, when we took away, we
took people off of the system because they did have earnings, and
that brought that ratio down.

We absolutely agree with you that child care is the choke point.

Mr. AsLANIAN. But there is no bill today that would guarantee
anybody child care. I have had GAIN clients call me up in Yuba
County, California, and say, “My worker told me that I have to
find child care. And if I don’t, my family is going to be sanctxoned "
That is the way they actually operate. the GAIN program.

Now, you may sit up and say, “We are going to guarantee child
care,” and the tates will write a letter and say, “Oh, yes, we guar-
antee child care.” In fact, every county plan t at is submitted has
to say that “We have looked at 1t we have done all this planning,
and there is all the child care.’ " But there is no child care there,
sir.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is under GAIN, though.

Mr. AsLANIAN. One thing I would like to give you for the record,
if you would like to have it, sir——

Senator MOYNIHAN. Please.

Mr. AsLaNiaN. We have a Recipient Impact Statement of S. 1511,
and it is side-by-side.

Seraator MoyNIHAN. Oh, good. We shall make those part of the
recor

And now, the rules of the Senate really do require me to bring
this hearing to a close.

First, I want to thank you for coming, and thank you for your
wx}lllmgness to put so much of your own career into a concern for
others

Senator Henry Bellmon, now Governor Bellmon, wished to be
" here and prepared a very careful statement, and, alas, is not going
to be able to get to us on time. So I am going to put his statement
in the record at this point.

Thanking our audience, thanking our various lighting experts
and our most generally expert staff, and particularly our witnesses
and the staff members from other members of the House and the
Senate who are here, we will call this second of hearings of the
Senate Committee on Finance on S. 1511 to a close.
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[Whereupon, at 12:18 p.m., the hearing was concluded.]
[The prepared statement of Mr. Aslanian and Governor Bellman
appear in the appendix.]







WELFARE REFORM

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 28, 1987

U.S. SENATE,
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, DC.

The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 10:03 a.m., in
room SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Daniel Patrick
Moynihan presiding.

Present: Senators Moynihan, Bradley, Mitchell, Chafee, and
Durenberger.

[Pé'ppiared statements submitted by Senators appear in the ap-
pendix.

[The press release announcing the hearing follows:}

{Press Release No, H-68, Oct. 21, 1987]

FiNaANCE CoMMITTEE To HoLp THIRD HEARING ON WELFARE REFORM

WasHINGTON, DC.—Senator Lloyd Bentsen (D., Texas), Chairman, announced
Tuesday that the Finance Committee will hold the third in a series of full Commit-
tee hearings on the subject of welfare reform.

The hearing is scheduled for Wednesday, October 28, 1987, at 10:00 a.m., in Room
SD-215 of the Dirksen Senate Office Building.

Bentsen said, “As we continue to examine specific welfare reform proposals now
before the Congress, it is important that we know how specific proposals could influ-
ence our %oal of settin%la new direction for the Nation’s welfare system.”

~ The full Committee hearings build upon a series of seven Subcommittee hearings
held earlier this year by the Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy,
chaired by Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN, U.S.
SENATOR FROM NEW YORK

Senator MOYNIHAN. A very good morning to you all.

This is the fourth in a series of hearings by the full committee on
the subject of welfare reform and change in the welfare system
which, of course, is Title IV of the Social Security Act of 1935.
These hearings began in the Finance Subcommittee on Social Secu-
rity and Family Policy in January this year, in response to a
number of initiatives including, of course, that of President Reagan
who proposed in his State of the Union Message that 1987 be devot-
ed to this inquiry. And we were following the lead of the National
Governors Association, which made this subject their number one
issue of the year and which came forward with a series of proposals
of their own.

We have had excellent testimony from Governor Clinton, Gover-
nor Castle, Governor Kean, Governor Dukakis, and a number of
other distinguished Governors, and we have, of course, fashioned

(43)

af



44

our legislation—S. 1511, the Family Security Act of 1987—closely
on their proposals.

There are 56 cosponsors for our bill and a degree of agreement
across party lines and regional lines. That is not only rare; I think
it is unique for this subject.

We have been advancing with a great sense of confidence and
purpose, and I hope we continue to do so. I would note that in the
last several days, a number of Senators, including my good friend,
the distinguished Republican leader who is the ranking minority
member of our subcommittee, has suggested that in light of the
budgetary difficulties, the deficit crisis, and the disarray of the fi-
nancial markets that it may be that we cannot afford to do any-
thing for children this year. He didn’t put it in those terms; he said
that welfare reform can’t be afforded.

I would hope that we not accept that counsel, and I know that
my good friend, Senator Dole, would only de¢ so reluctantly. I would
call attention to two things.

This last evening, the Senate by an overwhelming vote amended
the Social Security Act to provide catastrophic health insurance for
some 32 million senior Americans and provide monies for prescrip-
tion drugs, in a very ingenious and successful enterprise a solution
to a prob'em that was set forth by the distinguished Secretary of
Health and Human Services, Dr. Bowen, earlier in the year. And
in very short order, the Congress responded.

In the case of this legislation, Senator Mitchell, Senator Duren-
berger, Senator Heinz of this committee acted with great capacity,
energy, and tenacity and negotiated an agreement with The White
House; and it will be law, after a short period, I would think.

And there, we have done something important for people who
are, in some sense, out of the work force and need.social insurance,
Z principle we established some years ago in the Social Security

ct.

Similarly, on Friday it was announced that the cost of living ad-
justment would be made for those 32 million Americans and
others—but 32 million who are receiving Social Security—retire-
ment benefits of 4.2 percent. A 4.2 percent increase would be pro-
vided in the last check that was mailed this year—because of the
weekend, it would otherwise have been the first check of next
year—so that the retirement benefits of elderly persons, retired
persons, would be protected because they are indexed to inflation.

All Social Security and social insurance programs are indexed,
except for the program that benefits poor children, AFDC. The 4.2
percent increase that Social Security retirement benefits will re-
ceive corresponds, in effect, to a 4 percent reduction in the benefits
which children will receive under the AFDC program within Social
Security. There are half as many children in the system as there
are retired persons; children are the poorest group in our popula-
tion. About one child in three is likely to be dependent upon public
assistance before they reach 18.

I was traveling around New York on Monday and met with a
number of editors who were reporting the Social Security COLA in-
crease and I asked if any of them reported that this actually consti-
tuted a real cut for children? No, they hadn’t; they hadn’t thought
about it that way, but it does. And it would seem to me a very poor
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thing if this Congress should end, having made the first major ex-
pansion in the health care benefits since the 1960s, if we still
couldn’t find the capacity to do something for children; and some-
how we blame the Japanese or something. [Laughter.]

That doesn’t seem to be very helpful. I have a statement to that
effect, which I would like to place in the record at this point. I
have a few other items that I think also would be useful.

As many of you know, part of our bill, proposed by the gover-
nors, would provide limited authority for the States to operate
waivers within the context of the Social Security Act. New formu-
las and arrangements can be made to fit particular interests of par-
ticular States and needs because so much of the energy and innova-
tion on this subject comes from the States.

On Friday, it was announced that New Jersey, after extensive
negotiations here in Washington, had obtained a waiver agreement
from the Secretary of HHS which would make widespread changes
in the way they run their welfare program. In accordance with
that, the ideas that Governor Kean has brought to this committee
are most consistent with the things our legislation would like to
bring about.

I will not ever forget Governor Kean’s testimony that, in New
Jersey, his Economic Development advisers said there were going
to be some 600,000 new jobs in New Jersey in the next decade; and
that means we don’t have a child to waste—not if we ever had
one—he said; but we certainly don’t have one now.

I would like to place the report of this new agreement in the
record and also a very handsome letter from the Honorable Gary
Carruthers, who is the Governor of New Mexico, who writes to
thank us for information regarding the Family Security Act and to
say that in New Mexico, “My Administration is completing a wel-
fare reform plan which we have chosen to call ‘Mainstream.’” This
effort is a combination of State legislation, waiver requests to be
submitted through Federal funding agencies, and regulation
changes designed to promote self-sufficiency and reduce dependen-
cy on public assistance on the part of persons receiving food stamps
and AFDC.

“The objectives of the Family Security Act are similar to those of
Mainstream, particularly with regard to the emphasis placed on
child support enforcement, as well as education and employment
opportunities.”

[The information appears in the appendix.]

Now, in that regard, we are seeing such enormous energy at the
State level, it seems to me it would be very unfortunate if we did
not match them with some corresponding response here in Wash-
ington. And that will depend a very great deal on the courage of
this Congress.

May I ask if there is anyone present here from the Department
of Health and Human Services?

ggo response.]

nator MoyNIHAN. We are here talking about more than 11 mil-
lion welfare recipients. Is there anybody here from the Administra-
tion? Anybody? I see a hand. Would you come forward?

May I say that Representative Roukema cannot be here until
10:30, and so we have just a moment.



- 46

Is anybody here from Health and Human Services? Good. Come
forward, sit dewn, introduce yourself, and I will welcome you. Tell
us who you are. You don’t have to if you don’t want to. Come on.
[Laughter.]

Good morning. Come forward. Sit down, and give us your name.

STATEMENTS OF SONIA RIVERO, LEGISLATIVE ASSISTANT;
PENELOPE SPERRY ASHCRAFT, CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON
[AFDC], OFFICE OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE [POLICY], FAMILY
SUPPORT ADMINISTRATION; AND CHARLOTTE O’LOUGHLIN,
CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON, FAMILY SUPPORT ADMINISTRA- °
TION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Ms. Rivero. Good morning, Senator. I am Sonia Rivero, and I am
ﬁeﬁrsesenting the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Legislation at
Senator MoYNIHAN. So, you are here from Congressional Liaison?

Ms. Rivero. Yes, Senator.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Fine. That is very nice of you, but there is
nobody here from those divisions of Health and Human Services
that deal with this program?

Ms. Rivero. Yes, Senator. We do have staff here.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Are there some persons here who have not
announced themselves?

Ms. Rivero. I want to keep the Secretary informed of the pro-
ceedings here; but we also have program staff attending the hear-
ing who, of course, are very interested in what people have to say
on this subject.

Senator MoyNIHAN. If they are here, where are they?

y Ms. Rivero. We do have some staff sitting in the audience, I be-
ieve.

Senator MoyNi1HAN. Now, listen. This is a formal hearing of the
Committee on Finance. I asked if there was anybody here from
Health and Human Services. Is there anybody here? Are you
hiding?

Ms. RiviEro. Senator, we were not asked to send any official rep-
resentatives; but, the staff is represented here.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Then there are some staff persons here?

Ms. Rivero. Yes, Senator.

Senator MoyNiHAN. Then, why don’t you stand up and point
ther]n out? This is bizarre behavior, but it is not unusual [Laugh-
ter.

I saw a hand. This is like a game show.

Ms. Rivero. They are shy.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Don’t be shy. Come on. Please, if there is
anybody here, stand up and come forward. This is a meeting of the
Committee on Finance. You have every right to be here, and we
welcome you. Why would you not let us know you are here? Good
morning.

Ms. AsHCRAFT. Good morning.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And you are?

Ms. AsHCRAFT. I am Penelope Ashcraft from the Office of Family
Assistance in the Family Support Administration.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Good.
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Ms. AsHCRAFT. I work in Congressional Liaison.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I see. You are welcome. And you?

Ms. O'LoucHLIN. Charlotte O'Loughlin, and I am with the
Family Support Administration, Office of Policy and Legislation.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Good for you. We have one person from the
Policy Office. ,A

Ms. AsHCRAFT. I am also from the Office of Policy.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You also are? Good. We welcome you. It is a
rare sight to see anybody from the Administration, dealing with
this subject. Part of the problem is that we don’t even have in our
Government an assistant secretary who is exclusively responsible
for welfare matters. This is an important point I would like to
make, which is that the capacity of our Government to deal with
these issues is so limited; we have almost a trained incapacity—if I
can use a term from the great economists—we have a trained inca-
pacity to deal with these things because nobody is responsible. Who
is your immediate superior?

Ms. O'LouGHLIN. Mine?

Senator MoOYNIHAN. Yes. -

Ms. O’LoucHLIN. Howard Rolston.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And who is he?

Ms. O'LoucHLIN. Associate Administrator for Policy.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Has he ever been up here? Do you know?

Ms. O’LouGHLIN. He does attend hearings.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I am sure he attends hearings, but has he
ever attended any of these hearings? -~

Ms. O'LouGHLIN. I believe he has, but I report directly to him on
these hearings when he is unable to attend.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Why don’t you do us a favor—we have been
holding these hearings all year—call Mr. Rolston and ask him. Ask
him if he has ever been to one of our hearings. I have never met
him if he has. Have I ever met him?

Ms. O’LouGHLIN. I am not sure.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Who is his boss?

Ms. O’LoucHLIN. Wayne Stanton.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Wayne Stanton? I have heard his name; I
have met him. He has been to Washington from time to time, I
think. And who is your boss?

Ms. ASHCROFT. Mine?

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes.

Ms. AsHCROFT. I work in the Office of Family Assistance for
Catherine Bertini, who was recently appointed Director of the
Office of Family Assistance. Her superior is Wayne Stanton.

Senator MoyNIHAN. The mysterious Wayne Stanton emerges
again. Fine. [Laughter.]

Thank you very much. I was just curious. As I said, our first wit-
ness is necessarily delayed on the House side. We have a vote, and
I had better make that vote right now. So, I will be gone and take
just a quick turnaround; and I will be here when Representative

oukema is, and we will continue the hearing then.

I thank you very much. You are welcome at this committee.

We will stand in recess for about eight minutes.

[Whereupon, at 10:20 a.m., the hearing was recessed.]
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AFTER RECESS

Senator MoyNIHAN. Good morning again. Representative Rouke-
ma has not yet arrived. She has got the same conflict of many en-
gagements that we have on this side. We very much look forward
to her testimony. The moment she does arrive, we will ask our
guests if they would be considerate enough to put aside their testi-
mony for the moment.

To get going with the day, I would like to welcome my colleague,
neighbor and friend, Senator Bradley. Would vou like to make an
opening statement?

Senator BRADLEY. Mx. Chairman, I don’t have an opening state-
ment. I simply wanted to say that this panel and the hearing today
are very important. I hope that we will move a bill this year. 1
think child support is a very important part of that bill. As you
know, we have worked together on this issue in the 1984 child sup-
port amendments and also in Title I on this bill, We have made a
number of very important steps forward in this bill, one of which is
immediate wage withholding.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Immediate wage withholding. Yes.

Senator BRADLEY. And a number of other reforms related to pa-
ternity. So, I am anxious to get on with the hearing.

Senator MOYNIHAN. As are we. I should have said earlier—and I
apologize to everyone—that Senator Bentsen would normally be
chairing this hearing; but he is necessarily delayed at the summit
meetings on the budget and has asked that we do this. Now, we are
~ just going to proceed one at a time, inasmuch as we are waiting for
Representative Roukema.

I wonder if Stephen Heintz, who is the very distinguished Com-
missioner of the Connecticut Department of Income Maintenance,
could commence? Commissioner, this is not the first time you have
been before us in this room on this subject. You appeared with a
number of your colleagues in the subcommittee hearings earlier in
the year, and we remember that with great appreciation. We look
forward to your testimony this morning.

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN HEINTZ, COMMISSIONER, CONNECTI-
CUT DEPARTMENT OF INCOME MAINTENANCE, HARTFORD, CT,
ON BEHALF OF THE AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIA-
TION

Mr. HEINTz. Senator, thank you very much. I am very pleased to
be here, to be before you and Senator Bradley; and I appreciate the
opportunity to offer testimony on welfare reform this morning, in
ggg}?icular S. 1511, Senator Moynihan, your Family Security Act of

Senator MoYNIHAN. Might I just say that it is the committee’s
bill; it is the bill of the governors; it is the bill of 56 members of the
Senate?

Mr. HeinTz. We know how hard you have worked on it, Senator,
and we commend you for that effort. We have submitted written
testimony for the record, and I would like to just briefly summarize
this morning. .

Senator MoyNiHAN. It will be included in the record.



49

Mr. HeiNTz. Thank you very much. We believe that there are a
number of excellent provisions in the legislation that you have
crafted and, in fact, we have at the National Council of State
Human Service Administrators adopted a resolution supporting
this bill and H.R. 1720 in the House. We would like to see some
further work done as the bill moves forward, and we would like to
support some amendments; and I would like to discuss some of
those changes with you this morning.

Let me say, though, again that there are a number of provisions
that we are very supportive of. We are very pleased——

Senator MoYNIHAN. Mr. Commissioner?

Mr, HEINTZ. Yes, sir?

Senator MoyNIHAN. Just as you would expect, just as you got
going, Representative Roukema has arrived; and I think it would
be nice if you could step aside as we formerly agreed upon, and we
will get right back to you.

Mr. HEiINTZ. Yes, sir. I would be delighted.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Representative Roukema, we welcome you to
this committee, and you have a friend on this committee—you have
many friends on this committee—but a special friend from New
Jersey, who would like to say a word before you begin.

Congresswoman RoukemA. Thank you.

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to welcome
Congresswoman Roukema to the committee, and I look forward to
her testimony. She has had a long interest in this issue, and 1
think she should be very pleased with the bill that we have put out
because it does include a provision on immediate wage withholding,
which I know is something that you have argued for for a long
time. I just want to tell you how much I appreciate your interest
and contribution to this area.

STATEMENT OF HON. MARGE ROUKEMA, U.S. CONGRESSWOMAN
FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Congresswoman RoUKEMA. Thank you, Senator Bradley, for
those very kind words; and certainly, both Senators have been
strong supporters of the child support enforcement amendments
and that landmark legislation of 1983, and we are very grateful for
that. But we are moving forward in a new direction, much beyond
those initial reforms; and I am here really to speak to not only the
question of the reforms in your bill, Senator Moynihan, but also
what the prospects are for passage in the immediate future.

I assume that I must ask unanimous consent to have my re-
marks put in the record. Is that correct? Those are the ways of the
House, Senator.

Senator MoyNiHAN. You have only to indicate your slightest
wish. [Laughter.]

Congresswoman RoukemA. That is very courtly of you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Of course, that will be done.

Congresswoman ROUKEMA. I would like the full text of my re-
marks to be included in the record. To summarize them, they are
in strong support of your efforts here on behalf of welfare reform
and, in addition, the child support enforcement amendments that
are a component of that welfare reform measure.
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However, today I would like to limit my remarks to the context
in which we are considering welfare reform and child support en-
forcement in the present instance.

And by that, I am referring to the fact that not only has the
world changed, since the stock market events of the last week to
two weeks, but the way Congress is looking at legislation has inevi-
tably changed. As we all know, this week we have seen the Presi-
dent, as well as leaders in both the Senate and the House, agree in
principle through a bipartisan approach—a so-called ‘“summit” ap-
proach—as to how we reach a deficit reduction package.

It is in the context of that incentive and that goal that I would
like to speak to the subject of the child support enforcement
amendments today.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Good.

Congresswoman RoOUKEMA. It is understood, Senator, that your
bill in toto is an excellent welfare reform bill. I would like to see it
passed this year quite frankly. I don’t know if that is feasible, how-
ever; I don’t know how realistic that is. I don’t know if, in the con-
text of budget reduction, we can find a package that can pass and
still be accepted in the context of the $23 billion or more that we
need to meet our deficit reduction goals.

However, the child support enforcement amendments deserve
support under any circumstances; and if indeed we are not able to
reach the goal of welfare reform this year, then I believe that we
should include child support enforcement as part of a reconciliation
package and a deficit reduction package. And that makes sense
from two perspectives.

In the first place, true enforcement reform will be a net deficit
reduction plus because it is estimated by various groups that there
will be maybe $100 million net profit, so to speak, from proper
child support enforcement.

Senator MoYNIHAN. You mean $100 million in benefits not paid
because they are not needed?

Congresswoman ROUKEMA. Saved. Actually in the administration
and in the cost to the States and to the Federal Government, it
could be $100 million plus.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes, CBO estimates at least that.

Congresswoman RoOukeEMA. Yes, at least.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And very early on.

Congresswoman ROUKEMA. So, as part of a reconciliation pack-
age, it should be understood to be appropriate to reconciliation be-
cause it is not an added expenditure or cost to the Federal Govern-
ment. In addition, as much as child support enforcement is a com-
ponent of welfare reform, it goes much beyond the welfare reform
issues that we are addressing and is an issue of simple justice for
millions of American families, women and children, who may fall
under the welfare rolls or who are indeed in every economic status
in our sociely. We are talking about millions of people who have
legal child support orders, which are not being collected, and
should be collected so that, whether it is considered welfare reform
or whether it is considered reform and equity on its own terms, it
is a matter of simple justice for those families. And therefore, I be-
lieve it belongs in legislation passed this year and should not be
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held hostage to the politics that may be going on with respect to
welfare reform and the deficit reduction package.

Presently in the House, we are going to be considering a reconcil-
iation package, and that will probably be coming on the floor to-
morrow. We cannot predict precisely what will happen, but welfare
reform will be wrapped in that reconciliation package. It will be a
contentious issue since there is no clear indication as to how the
cost of that package will be balanced within reconciliation; but it is
my intention to offer an amendment that would permit the passage
of child support—I mean that inclusion in that package—regard-
less of the welfare reform issue in and of itself.

I would hope, Senator—and it is my reason for being here
today—not only to commend you for the work that you are doing
but also that, as this legislation sees its way through the legislative
process on the Senate side, if we are not successful in passing wel-
fare reform, that the child support enforcement component will be
protected under any circumstances.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is a very straight-forward proposition
and somewhat, I would have to say, discouraging one. I hope you
haven’t given up entirely, but you have been so much associated
with this matter. As you know, on our side—and I think it is true
on both sides—the first year cost of our bill is only $87 million; and
it is provided for—and is specifically fenced, as we say on our side;
we do use that term in budget matters—the money is in the
budget. I think you make an excellent point when you say that
part of this bill saves money.

It doesn’t just save money, but it-sends the right moral signal.
You can’t have children and walk away from them in this country,
as we have been getting into the habit of doing. Senator Bradley?

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, let me thank Congresswoman
Roukema for her testimony. I want to follow a little bit on what
you have said. As you know, a premise of the welfare reform bill—
and I think thought generally about welfare reform outside this
committee—is that it has to deal with child support enforcement
first, as Senator Moynihan said; but then, if you are going to deal
with the problem, you also have to have some enhanced training
for people so they can upgrade their skills, get a job, go to work,
get off of welfare, and you also need a day care component for a lot
of women who work and who would work if they had some day
care. A basic rationale of this bill is that the savings that come
from child support enforcement can be used to provide the en-
hanced training and some day care.

So, if you take the money saved in child support and rip it out of
the bill, it presents a problem as to how you would fund enhanced
training or the day care services.

So, I don’t think that you have any disagreement here on the
basis of the emphasis on child support and the necessity of child
support, but it is a part of the total package; if you pull it out, then
you have to find another $100 or $200 million in training and child
care. I don’t know, in this environment, where we would find that;
I think welfare reform would then be in danger.

" Congresswoman ROUKEMA. Senator, let me speak to that issue
and make a few observations. I hope I didn’t sound as pessimistic
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as Senator Moynihan understood, except that we are talking on the
House side not of—is it $2.8 billion?

Senator MoyNIHAN. $2.8 billion, yes.

Congresswoman ROUKEMA. On the House side, we are——

Senator MoyNIHAN. Excuse me. It is $2.3 billion.

Congresswoman RoukemA. $2.3 billion, and on the House side,
we are speaking about $5.8.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Right.

Congresswoman RoUKEMA. Which is a significant difference. 1
am simply saying that, realistically, in the circumstance of the
summit to reach a $23 billion plus deficit reduction package, it may
prove to be an impossible situation.

On the House side, there is no quid pro quo relating to child sup-
port in terms of paying for the package. I do not believe that the
lynch pin of the Senate bill is really the savings on child support. I
think there are some other factors there. However—and here I go
back to the question that we must all face as policy-makers—we
must also recognize that we are speaking about millions of other
women and children who are not presently on the welfare rolls but
do need that simple justice because they hold their legal child sup-
polrlt orders, and they are working very hard to stay off the welfare
rolls.

So, I think this help is necessary sooner, rather than later. I
simply don’t want to see it held hostage if the event occurs that the
negotiations break down and we are not able to do the right thing,
which I think would be to pass a welfare reform package that does
meet the deficit targets. If that doesn’t work out and with the un-
certainty in the markets and the uncertainty in those negotiations,
I am simply making a plea that we do simple justice for all the
other orders that are out there.

Senator BRADLEY. So, your recommendation to us would be to try
to do the welfare reform package that we have?

Congresswoman ROUKEMA. Yes.

Senator BRADLEY. And keep child support in that package?

Congresswoman RoOUKEMA. That is the first objective.

Senator BRADLEY. The first? Then, if it looks as if welfare reform
is not going to happen, then you would urge us to remove the child
support enforcement provisions?

Congresswoman RoukemA. Correct. Nothing I have said should
diminish our support for a welfare reform package.

Senator BRADLEY. That has child support as a part of it?

Congresswoman ROUKEMA. Absolutely.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Clearly stated. A number of colleagues have
joined us. Representative Roukema has just been talking to Title I
issues. Senator Chafee or Senator Mitchell, would you like to ad-
dress this matter?

Congresswoman ROUKEMA. Senator, excuse me. There are two
points that I think should be made, and I would be derelict if 1 did
not make them. Senator Dole, your colleague, is a Senate cosponsor
of my amendment package that was introduced, and he introduced
it on the Senate side.

I would also like to point out, Senator Moynihan, that your bill is
far preferable to the package on the House side. It is stronger and
it is consistent with the amendments that I put forth in a couple of
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areas, primarily in the fact that it requires mandatory wage gar-
nishment with the handing down of the legal child support order.
The House provision unfortunately—the House Ways and Means
provision—is not as strong and not as direct. It is only indirect in-
centive to the States with regard to wage garnishment; and I cer-
tainly hope that the Senate is going to hang tough on this particu-
lar issue because it is the lynch pin of true reform along, of course,
with the interstate interceptor program.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I think we can promise you that.

Congresswoman RoukeMA. Thank you.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Senator Mitchell? Senator Chafee?

Senator CHAFEE. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoyNiHAN. We thank you very much for your courtesy
in coming over, and we would like to congratulate you for all you
have done in the past in this field. You have legislation on the
books. We thank you, and we will pursue the matter further.

Congresswoman RoukeMA. Thank you, and I congratulate you
for your leadership, Senator.

Senator MiTcHELL. Mr. Chairman, I have an opening statement
that I would ask be made a part of the record. To expedite the
hearing, I won’t read it now. I merely want to commend Congress-
woman Roukema and yourself, particularly for the leadership you
have demonstrated in this area. This is the first effort to achieve
comprehensive welfare reform in a half-century. There have been
many previous piecemeal efforts over the past several decades, and
I think the force that you have brought to this issue, the vigor with
which you have pursued it, placing it in the forefront of consider-
ation, are all commendable; and I hope very much that we are fi-
nally going to see legislation that, for the first time, is comprehen-
sive and combines basic concepts with the needed resources to meet
the task.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you. I just want to say that earlier,
when you were on the floor, I remarked that last evening a bril-
liant work of legislative craftsmanship that you and Senator
Durenberger and Senator Heinz—with you as the manager—and
Mr. Chafee produced the catastrophic health insurance for 32 mil-
lion senior Americans. The question is whether we are going to be
able to do something equally important for children.

This week it was announced that there would be a 4.2 percent
cost of living adjustment for retirement benefits. Since only chil-
dren’s benefits are not indexed, that translates into a 4 percent re-
duction for children. OQur record over 17 years is not impressive: by
failing to require indexing of AFDC benefits, we have cut Social Se-
curity benefits for children by one-third. Congresswoman Roukema,
we thank you.

Congresswoman RoukemA. Thank you for your courtesy.

Senator MoYNIHAN. We now have a panel that consists of Ms.
Linda Wilcox, who is Director of the Division of Welfare Employ-
ment, Department of Human Services of the State of Maine; Mr.
Stephen Heintz, our friend from Connecticut who was already
before us for a few moments; and Ms. Ann C. Helton, who is Execu-
tive Director of the Child Support Enforcement Administration,
Department of Human Resources in Baltimore, Maryland, speaking
on behalf of the National Council of Child Support Administrators. .
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We welcome you all. Ms. Wilcox, your Senator, the distinguished
Senator from Maine is here. Perhaps he might want to say a wel-
come.

Senator MiTcHELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased that,
among the witnesses today, is Linda Wilcox, who is the Director of
Maine’s Welfare, Employment, Education and Training Program.
That is a WIN demonstration program. It is known by its acronym,
WEET, in Maine. It has been operating for over 5 years and,
through its individualized case management system, has been
highly successful in helping AFDC recipients obtain the education
and skills necessary to become self-sufficient. Ms. Wilcox, I thank
you for coming here today and for sharing with us your experi-
ences with the WEET Program in Maine.

Ms. WiLcox. Thank you, Senator.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Mr. Durenberger has come in, after a trium-
p}}llang evening on the floor last night. Would you like to say some-
thing?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DAVE DURENBERGER, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM MINNESOTA

Senator DURENBERGER. Just briefly, Mr. Chairman. We have
been ecstatic in Minnesota by what happened when a bunch of
young people made believers out of all of us.

Sena*or MoyNIHAN. Oh, yes.

Senator DURENBERGER. You may think the only thing that went
on yesterday was catastrophic, but a million Minnesotans turned
out to cheer the impossible.

I was reminded, appropos of this hearing this morning, that a
week ago, when I wasn’t sure we were going to be the World Series
winners, we were thinking about other things. There was an impor-
tant article that I am going to make part of the record here in The
Washington Post entitled “Fewer Students May Make the Grade;
Poverty Language Home Life Raise Barriers to Graduation.” It
talked about a kindergarten class in St. Paul, Minnesota, and how
53 percent of the kids in the class of the year 2000 lived in single
parent households, and 81 of these kids—49 percent, almost 50 per-
cent—lived in homes where either both adults are unemployed or
the single parent is unemployed, and a lot of those other things.

When you put in context that kind of information about 5-year-
olds, the class of 2000, and across town, the class of about 20 years
ago is performing some of these miracles, you would like all of
those people to have that same opportunity. And yet, it is a strug-
gle to get there.

I think what we have been doing here is working to change atti-
tudes in this country about the income maintenance system, and
about the opportunities that a good income maintenance system
should insure. A good social insurance system, in effective work sav-
ings and investment in America, should be goals for everybody in
this room. Certainly these are the goals of people who have worked
1t:)o make the income maintenance system in this country work

etter.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Could I just say, Senator Durenberger, that
your not-distant neighbor in Minneapolis has indicated that now
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one-third of the students in the school system are on welfare. That
is astonishing. Perhaps we will let the people who work with this
hands-on tell us more about it.

STATEMENT OF LINDA A. WILCOX, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF WEL-
FARE EMPLOYMENT, DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES,
STATE OF MAINE, AUGUSTA, ME

Ms. WiLcox. Thank you, Senator. In many significant respects,
our WEET Program closely resembles the Jobs Program in the
Family Security Act. We applaud the subcommittee for having
drafted legislation that substantially changes the fundamental pur-
pose of public assistance.

Moving away from limited income maintenance and moving
toward comprehensive support for family independence; at the
same time this legislative obviously reflects the funding constraints
imposed by the Federal budget deficit. We realize this has been a
very difficult task.

From our experience, we strongly endorse the following provi-
sions in the bill: the wide range of education and training services;
the support for assessment, contracting, and case management; the
funding for child care and other support services; targeting of these
services to the most disadvantaged welfare recipients; the continu-
ation of child care and medical assistance after employment begins;
and policies for automatic income withholding and paternity estab-
lishment.

I wish to speak today specifically about one provision in the bill,
the disparity in the Federal matching rates for job programs activi-
ties. A 90 percent rate has been established for the first tier fund-
ing for the operation of the jobs program, with the exception of the
following administrative activities: participant assessments, case
management services, and developing agency participant contracts.
These activities are to be reimbursed at a rate of 50 percent. While
we fully support a 90 percent reimbursement rate to encourage
States to invest in substantive education, training, and job search
activities, the 5% years we have spent providing professional indi-
vidualized case management to Maine’s AFDC recipients have con-
vinced us that this is the most critical service we have to offer in
helping participants break out of the cycle of poverty and depend-
ency.

The availability of education and training programs and the pro-
vision of financial support for child care and transportation, while
necessary components in any welfare to work program, are of
themselves not sufficient for many welfare recipients. Their needs
must be identified and matched to existing programs. Entering into
these programs must often be negotiated, and counseling must be
available to deal with the personal crises that characterize the
lives of low income single parents.

A woman dependent on public assistance can easily lose confi-
dence in her ability to provide for her family without welfare. Feel-
ings of victimization, fear of failure, and lack of self-confidence
make risk-taking very difficult.

The case manager provides the encouragement, support, and con-
fidence building that so many welfare women need to succeed. In a
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world comprised of a maze of human service, education, and train-
ing agencies—all with their own entrance requirements, rules, and
organizational expectations—the case manager is often the one
person the welfare recipient can rely on to help make her way
toward independence.

The foundation of our WIN demonstration is in the case manage-
ment system. Each participant is assigned an employment counsel-
or with whom she works closely through initial assessment, career
exploration, planning development, training, and job placement.
For case management to be effective, we have found the following
elements must be present: a thorough, on-going assessment of both
the participant’s need and potential, an ability to solicit the partici-
pant’s preferences in developing a contract, a knowledge of commu-
nity resources, a willingness to move at the participant’s own pace,
and the development of a trusting and cooperative relationship.

I have included an actual example of case management that in-
corporates these elements in my written testimony that I have sub-
mitted to you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes. It is a very, very moving case.

Ms. WiLcox. A woman who had been on AFDC for 4 years and
who had been initially assessed as unemployable was able to over-
come her personal barriers and find a job through the compassion-
ate and skilled intervention of her case manager.

Our current employability plan incorporates the requirements of
the participant agency contract. Each step the participant will take
is preceded by a signed agreement, specifying what the participant
will do and what the case manager will do. We have found this
. clear statement of the responsibilities of both parties to be an effec-
tive mechanism for structuring the participant’s movement toward
independence.

We have also found that a high level of skills is required in de-
veloping and monitoring these contracts.

Three out of four of the groups that the Act specifically targets—
long-term recipients, welfare repeaters, and teen parents who have
dropped out of school—are especially in need of these assessment
case management and contracting services.

For these reasons, we strongly recommend that Congress encour-
age States to provide these critical services by matching State costs
at the rate of 90 percent. Thank you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That was stated with the economy and di-
rectness we have come to associate with the State of Maine.

Ms. WiLcox. Thank you.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And also the persuasiveness. We are going to
hear from each of our panelists, and then we are going to talk
about it generally. Commissioner Heintz, if you would resume, sir?

[The prepared statement of Ms. Wilcox appears in the appendix.]

Mr. HEINTZ. Yes, sir. I had started earlier, but let me reintroduce
myself for the new members of the committee who are with you. I
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am Stephen Heintz; I am Commissioner of the Connecticut Depart-
ment of Income Maintenance. I am here not only representing my
own State and my department, but also my fellow commissioners
and their organization, the American Public Welfare Association.

We are here to talk about S. 1511, to suggest those areas where
we feel that the bill is very strong, to offer some comments where
we think the bill might be strengthened further.

I would like to start by saying that my colleagues and I are very
pleased that the bill does place such a strong emphasis on child
support enforcement. We agree with Senator Moynihan and other
members of this committee that parental support is the first line of
defense against public dependency. Stressing child support enforce-
ment not only accomplishes a recruitment of financial support that
may have been paid, but it makes a statement about what we as a
society feel the role of parents ought to be.

It is a central value in our society, and it ought to be a central
element of our public policy.

We also applaud the mandatory coverage of two-parent house-
holds. In 24 States, children are not eligible for assistance simply
because they enjoy the benefit of having two parents at home, and
the only way those children can gain support from the welfare
system in those States is if one of those parents should leave. It is
simply nonsensical to continue to penalize children in families with
two parents.

We are encouraged by the efforts of this committee and particu-
larly Senator Moynihan to make this a bipartisan bill, and we are
very encouraged by the number of members on both sides of the
aisle who have cosponsored the legislation.

Poverty is not a partisan issue. Policies to better serve children
should not be a partisan issue. My colleagues in APWA represent
Republican and Democratic governors, liberals and conservatives.
We struggled for two years in our own effort and produced a bipar-
gsan”report, which many of you have seen, called “One Child in

our. .

Se}r:ator MoyNIHAN. We surely have seen it. It helped us very
much.

Mr. HeiNTz. Thank you, Senator. I appreciate that, and we would
like to move forward with welfare reform in that spirit of biparti-
sanship, which is a tradition in this Finance Committee. My col-
leagues and I view welfare reform in the context of the mutual
rights and obligations of society and its citizens. On the one hand,
parents are obligated to support their children; but on the other
hand, Government must accept the responsibility to support and
assist families who are either incapable of supporting themselves
or who are working to become self-sufficient.

Within that context, we believe that welfare reform must include
three essential elements: first, a comprehensive approach to self-
sufficiency through meaningful welfare-to-jobs programs; second, a
more compassionate, equitable, and rational system of cash assist-
ance benefits; and third, improved administration and delivery of
welfare services themselves. With regard to all three of these ele-
ments, we believe that S. 1511 can be strengthened, and we would
like to offer some suggestions for your consideration.



58

We are pleased that the jobs program in the bill would be sup-
ported by a two-tiered funding system that includes some open-
ended funding. That is absolutely essential. The WIN demonstra-
tions that have been accomplished in States like Maine and Con-
necticut and a number of others—I think some 20 States now—
have proved that thoughtful, comprehensive, tailor-made welfare-
to-jobs programs can work. They need a stable and adequate base
of Federal support to ensure that we continue on on the path that
we have trailblazed so far.

These are Federal dollars very, very well spent; in fact, they
yield savings, as we help people become self-sufficient.

But if participation in work or education and training toward
work is to be mandatory, as we agree it should be, we must pay
very, very close attention to Government side of the agreement, to
the support that Government must give to families as they move
forward.

The jobs program must be comprehensive. It must allow States
flexibility to design a program that meets their particular and pe-
culiar economic circumstances, but it must also meet the clients
where they are. If they need remedial education or basic skills or
on-the-job training or supported work and grant diversion, we must
be able to provide those services. Under the language of S. 1511, a
State may include that full range of activities; we think it is very
important that States be required to recognize education and train-
ing as a part of a welfare-to-jobs program and not simply be al-
lowed, for example, to sponsor a job search program and call that
welfare-to-jobs.

That won’t work to help today’s recipients move into the jobs of
today and, more importantly, the jobs of tomorrow that provide
long-term career opportunity.

The agency side of the contract must also include essential sup-
port services, especially in the area of child care. The language of
the bill says that those required to participate must be assured of
child care. We would urge that that language be strengthened to
say that they must be guaranteed child care. It is simply impossi-
ble for a mother, a single parent, to meet her dual responsibilities,
responsibilities that we all agree are so important: on the one hand
to take care of her children and to be a good parent, and on the
other hand to go out and gain the education and training and work

_to become self-sufficient, if child care is not guaranteed as part of
that equation.

If I may be permitted a few more minutes, Senator?

Senator MoYNIHAN. Please, go ahead.

Mr. HEINTZ. My colleagues and I believe that the mutual obliga-
tions of society and its citizens are best expressed in written client/
agency agreements and best accomplished through case manage-
ment services. And as S. bill 1511 would provide, the process should
start with a comprehensive assessment undertaken by both the
agency and the family of its total needs and a family support plan
developed and a written agreement signed.

We think that those written agreements ought to be required in
all States, as well as case management, so that good welfare admin-
istration will be accomplished in all States, fairly, equitably, and
effectively.
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My last point, Senator, and I know I am beyond my time is that
we believe—

Senator MoyNIHAN. You are speaking for 50 States. So, take your
time.

Mr. HeinTz. Thank you very much. I appreciate that.

We believe that the final issue that must be addressed in welfare
reform, especially as we think about the economic future of this
country and the lives of children in that economic future, is the
issue of benefits. It must be a critical element of this new social
contract that we are all defining. In our view as welfare commis-
sioners, it is reasonable to expect able-bodied parents to work or to
get the education and training that leads to work; but families who
are engaged in that effort, which is a very intimidating, difficult
process, deserve to be supported at a level that provides for the
health and safety and decency of their children.

We all know that current benefits, as we look across the 50
States, are insufficient. We know that the current benefits struc-
ture is terribly cumbersome, and we know that it is out of date and
that, in fact, it does not reflect actual needs.

Senator, as you pointed out this morning and many times in the
past, the value of the AFDC dollar has dwindled by a third just
since 1970. And frankly, we think that it is time to redress that
issue, especially if we are headed into bad economic times. If a re-
cession is coming in the next several years, or five years or when-
ever it may strike, it is important that we put in place today the
kind of mechanism that will protect children against the suffering
that occurred in the last recession. We know, though, that it costs
more to live in some parts of the country than in others; and so,
while we considered a national minimum benefit standard as part
of our recommendations, we decided not to recommend it. It simply
may cost more, and if we had a minimum benefit that was ade-
quate to support a family, for example, in rural Tennessee, we
know that that same benefit would not be enough to sustain a
family in downtown Hartford, Connecticut.

So, we proposed, as did our governors, a nationally mandated but
State-specific family living standard based on the actual costs of
meeting those goods and services necessary to sustain families. The
family living standard would replace AFDC; it would replace food
stamps; and it would replace low income energy assistance as they
are available to families, thereby also greatly simplifying adminis-
tration.

Cash assistance then would make up the difference between
earnings, between child support payments, and other income
through the family living standard concept, which is very consist-
ent, Senator, with your view, that cash assistance ought to be the
last resort after parental support and earnings. The benefits would
be based on the principle that it must always be more profitable to
work than to rely on welfare; and in recognition of the current
fiscal constraints, we recommended this approach be phased in
over a ten-year period.

Now, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, if in 1987
we must put off a more equitable, fair, and appropriate system of
benefits, like the family living standard, that is a political judg-
ment and a fiscal judgment and is up to the Congress to make that

85-457 0 - 88 - 3
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judgment. But if so, if we must put it off, which I hope we will not,
we urge you at the very least to amend S. 1511 to include language
requiring a study by the National Academy of Sciences of the
family living standard and move forward, realizing that we must
come back to this issue and protect these children from reductions
in the purchasing power of their henefits and from the suffering
that results.

A similar provision to that is included in H.R. 1720, and we

would urge your consideration of it here.
" In concluding, I am very concerned that this window of opportu-
nity that we have had last year and this year may soon close, and
we may find ourselves waiting for another decade, as we have
waited through the past ten years.

And if we don’t address comprehensive welfare reform today in
this year in this session of the Congress, when a recession hits—
and {hope it doesn’t hit for years to come—if we haven’t accom-
plished welfare reform, the people who will suffer the most are
single parents and children as they suffered in the past recession.
And if we do not include some effort to address the benefit pack-
age, even if it is only a study, we will not have accomplished wel-
fare reform in this session. So, I want to conclude by stressing how
important it is that Congress act this year, even in the current en-
vironment of budget deficits and fiscal summits.

It seems that almost every day there is new evidence of the per-
sistent and devastating poverty in our midst. Yesterday’s evidence
was the study by the Harvard School of Health about the suffering
of hunger in our country. As you have said, Mr. Chairman, we
have unfortunately distinguished ourselves by becoming the first
society in history in which the poorest segment of our population is
the children. Our children must not wait for another time; indeed,
they cannot. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Heintz appears in the appendix.]

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, Mr. Heintz. While you were
speaking, Mr. Commissioner, your colleague, Mrs. Helton has been
agreeing and is indicating that. We welcome you this morning,
Mrs. Helton.

Ms. HevtoN. Thank you.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And you are speaking on behalf of your na-
tiongl association, the National Council of Child Support Adminis-
trators.

STATEMENT OF ANN C. HELTON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, CHILD
SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF
HUMAN RESOURCES, BALTIMORE, MD, ON BEHALF OF THE NA-
TIONAL COUNCIL OF CHILD SUPPORT ADMINISTRATORS

Ms. HELtON. Yes, thank you, Senator Moynihan. My name is
Ann Helton. I am the Director of the Child Support Enforcement
Administration for the State of Maryland. I am speaking, however,
today as the immediate past president of the National Council of
State Child Support Administrators.

It is nice to walk into this room where you have already strewn
rose petals about this program and to hear what is music to our
ears, and that is something we have all well known and other
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people are coming to know, and people like yourself and Senator
Bradley have known, and that is that we are the income mainte-
nance program of the next decade. That is, we will be expected to
fulfill some portion of the cash needs of families.

I am not disinterested in welfare reform in general. I am part of
a welfare reform team for the State of Maryland under the able
leadership of Secretary Messinga, and we expect to move forward.
We are sorry that New Jersey got there ahead of us, but we are
preparing our own welfare reform activity.

The good news is that the child support directors in the 50 States
and four territories have reacted quickly, with a lot of enthusiasm
and spirit to what Congress is trying to do and, in particular, your
bill, to make child support a more visible partner in welfare
reform.

Quite frankly, I was not sure what to expect from them because,
in the past, there has been concern about what we are doing and
are we just doing it well; are we doing it poorly; are we wasting
money? I see that you are now looking beyond that to say: We
want to make sure the linkage is in there in all the States to make
sure that you help contribute to families.

You have given us, or rather this program, almost pedestal-like
status. However, we feel our job is to take your bill and to realisti-
cally view it in light of what we are doing, what we are capable of
doing, and whether or not we can deliver on the expectations. We
think that is our job, and we think that is why we should talk to
you about it.

We want to couple your hope for improved services with im-
proved management; and we, too, would like to serve more people
and do it better. We believe that the major provisions of S. 1511 are
very, very good; and I will mention quickly that the centerpieces of
that positive effort are: immediate wage withholding. I was a bit
surprised that States took up that gauntlet as they did because
some of us are really just starting to feel the effects of the 1984
amendments-regarding wage withholding, and they are positive.
But we also know that over 50 percent of our cases at one time or
another will be in arrears; and why are we kidding ourselves by
waiting 30 days, which is what the minimum Federal requirement
is today? We fully support immediate wage withholding; and in
fact, we would like not to have a good cause section, rather prefer-
ring that the only exception to immediate and automatic withhold-
ing be when both parents agree to make another agreement.

econd, we thank you for your emphasis and full support on
automated systems. I am here to tell you today that the one major
hurdle to implementing the 1984 amendments, and would be so
also with your progressive moves in S. 1511, is the lack of automa-
tion. We tl";ank you for your continued support of preferential fund-
ing in that area, although limiting it to a point where you either
get in it or you are out of it; and we think that that is good.

You have tried to grapple with the paternity problem, and I use
the term prejorative%' because nobod reallfr seems to be able to
put their finger on the paternity problem. I can openly admit to
you that all States do not do a strong and good job of establishing
paternity. None of us need {0 name names; we need to look to cur-
selves about what emphasis we are putting on paternity. '
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- I know that Congress as a whole has been concerned about what
are we doing and are we doing enough? Paternity is definitely a
lynch pin to welfare reform. The Council, however, does have a
slightly differing approach in that we would think that the total
piece of paternity ought to represent a carrot and a stick ap-
proach—carrots being how to better fund the paternity pieces, and
" the sticks being tighter and more clear mandates for all State laws
to improve the paternity establishment.

I have provided a prepared statement for the record.

Senator MoyNIHAN. It will be included.

Ms. HELtoN. I want to reiterate that I am glad to hear you say
that we help pay our own way; and that as a program, if you feel
forced—and I hope you will not—to dismember any portions of this
approach, remember that we are an investment with an incentive
for children.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Helton appears in the appendix.]
hSelx{lator MoyYNIHAN. And you are a moral statement as well, I
think.

I thank this panel very much. I know that my two colleagues
have to be in three other places, and I would like to ask if they
wouldn’t wish to make some comments first. Senator Chafee?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN H. CHAFEE, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM RHODE ISLAND

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, I think this
has been excellent testimony. I was particularly interested in the
point that Ms. Wilcox made about the contract that you have be-
tween the welfare recipient, or the client if you would, and the
State and setting for the duties of each. That is extremely interest-
ing; and Mr. Heintz echoed that as well. I think another point was
interesting, and I must say this is a learning experience certainly
for me here, and that is the experience that Maine has is appar-
ently duplicated in the Nation.

And that is that the majority of teenage dropouts from school
who subsequently become pregnant are not pregnant when they
drop out of school.

Ms. WiLcox. That is correct.

Senator CHAFEE. Then the required to live at home point that
you were making. I certainly agree with that. Is that part of the
legislation, the requirement to live at home? I think the point you
made is a good one, that frequently there is stress and difficulties
- at home; and that is probably the worst place, or at least not a
very good place, for the person to be.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I think we have presumption.

Senator CHAFEE. The presumption?

Senator MoYNIHAN. The understanding that there are times
when that is what you don’t want.

Senator CHAFEE. Yes. Now, let me ask your experience on a prob-
lem. I saw the other day, a statistic that Maine has the lowest un-
employment it has had in 31 years, which is extraordinary. The
key point you made was the necessity for a good counselor and for
the counselor/client relationship that is so important. Can you get
the good counselors?
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Ms. WiLcox. Yes, Senator, we certainly can.

Senator CHAFEE. That is very labor intensive. In your illustration
of April Spring, or whatever her name was——

Senator MOYNIHAN. Smith.

Senator CHAFEE. April Smith. The time that that counselor
took—three visits—just to get her to realize that her overweight-
ness isn’t going to keep her from getting a job, and on and on it
went.

Ms. WiLcox. But I think the critical element here is that we
must have the resources to allow them to have small enough case-
loads so that they can do this kind of intensive work; and I think,
as we are working with our clients with multiple needs, the need
for that kind of work increases. I think probably you all know that
a high proportion of AFDC recipients are going to go off the rolls
within two years by themselves, with no help from programs like
ours. That is why the funding level is so critical if we are going to
really make an impact on that part of the population who will not
be able to get off on their own.

Senator CHAFEE. I suppose there is greater satisfaction when the
counselor can work with fewer people rather than having a mass of
counselees that he or she can’t work with adequately. I must say
there was a note of discouragement through your testimony, when
you stated that those that you have gone to all this work with and
gotten them jobs, I think you said something like one-third of them
subsequently dropped out or lost their job for one reason or an-
other. I wasn’t sure over what period that was, and you didn’t give
it.

You said: “A follow-up survey of WEET participants who got jobs
found that one-third of them were no longer working.” Over what
period was that?

Ms. WiLcox. That was over a 15-month period. We interviewed
our former recipients 15 months after they had gone to work. And
in fact, I think that that job retention rate is quite high. The other
way to look at that is that two-thirds of the participants were still
working; bt I agree with you, Senator, our real concern is with
the one-third who had to stop working and the reasons for that. I
think essentially the reasons are because the kinds of jobs welfare
recipients can get in a State like Maine, even with the resources
we have to bring to our program, they are very risky jobs. Only 40
percent of our clients are getting jobs with health benefits. AFDC
recipients are earning just enough to get off of AFDC; when they
do, they lose their Medicaid as well.

Senator CHAFEE. I think that is a key point. I am interested in
this program and what we are trying to do here because of what it
is doing to the children of the country. I just feel that the failure to
dissociate Medicaid from income support payments is a disaster for
the country.

Ms. WiLcox. I think one of the most encouraging parts of the bill
is the extension of both child care and medical assistance after
someone goes to work.

Senator CHAFEE. My time is up, but I want to ask just one quick
question. Each of you—or perhaps you and then Mr. Heintz—both
of you have stressed the importance of day care for these recipi-
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ents. Now, what worries me is that we sit up here and we will have
day care programs, but we get into enacting a zillion regulations.

My question is: Are these regulations frequently self-defeating, in
trying to require that the day care centers be run in such and such
a manner, and the Government can’t ever keep its hands off any-
thing. The result is that we are discouraging their establishment. I
suppose one of the big discouraging things we can’t do anything
about was this liability insurance problem that has come up over
the past several years. That is separate, and we can’t affect that;
but is there over-Government regulation so that day care centers
can’t be established where they might perhaps be established?

Ms. WiLcox. This is not an area in which I am an expert. My
understanding is that it is not an area that is overregulated. 1
think, however, we cannot expect the public—the Government—to
take over the responsibility the parents have for determining what
is in the best interests of their children. And I think one of the
things we try to do in the WEET Program is to educate our client
as to what to look for in good day care and then provide them with
the funds for finding it.

I agree with you. I don’t think publicly supported day care cen-
ters could possibly begin to meet the need for day care in this coun-
try, and I think we have to look for alternatives.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, Senator. Senator Mitchell?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE J. MITCHELL, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM MAINE

Senator MircHELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just following up
on Senator Chafee’s comments and questions. While we in Maine
are gratified at the decline in the unemployment, there is a con-
tinuing problem in the level of compensation for those employed
and the fact that the unemployment figures increasingly include
persons who are employed part time. The method of determining
the rate of unemployment is imperfect because it lumps in as em-
ployed a person who may only be working far less than full time
and, therefore, receiving compensation reflecting that level of work
and also increasingly doesn’t have the health insurance benefits
that Senator Chafee so correctly identified. That is really one of
the crucial aspects of the problem.

And you should know that we are working on that. We are going
to try very hard in this session of Congress to deal with that prob-
lem, to make certain that people do not have an incentive to
remain out of work in order to retain some form of health insur-
ance.

On the question of case management, Ms. Wilcox, I want to ask a
question regarding the administrative matching rate. Throughout
its history, the WIN Program has been caught between two con-
flicting objectives, the first to immediately. reduce welfare expendi-
tures by quick job placement and the other to help individuals in-
crease their ability to achieve self-sufficiency by improving their
education and skills so that, once they do gain employment, they
can remain there.
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Now, this Act reduces the Federal matching rate to 50/50 for ad-
ministrative functions such as case management and assessment in
an effort to place more emphasis on actual skill development. M
question is: Can you specifically define what you believe to be ad-
ministrative functions and the role that case management plays in
your WEET Program? And would it be possible for WEET to oper-
ate successfully without adequate case management?

Ms. WiLcox. To answer the questions in reverse order, no, we
certainly could not operate the WEET Program as it exists today
without good case management. I think that there certainly are ad-
ministrative activities that are legitimately matched at a 50 per-
cent rate—certain things like program planning and implementa-
tion, fiscal management, staff training—all the things we have to
have in place to actually implement a program.

But in our minds, the activities that I spoke about earlier and
that you just mentioned, Senator, they are our direct service. They
are the services we are providing directly to clients, and I can’t em-
phasize strongly enough that the only way to access education and
training services for a large number of AFDC recipients is to pro-
vide them with this kind of support. I simply don’t believe there
are a significant number that are going to find the services on
their own, and we need to do more than just tell them it is okay to
get job training or to go to school and that we will provide you
some child care and some transportation so that you can do it.

Senator MiTCHELL. I want to ask you just one more question, Ms.
Wilcox, about the participation rates. We know that individuals
with multiple barriers to employment can require expensive and
sometimes long-lasting services, certainly for a longer period of
time than some others who are more readily adaptable to the work
programs.

Now, the administration has proposed and the committee is now
considering imposing participation rates in this welfare reform leg-
islation. There is some disagreement among members in both the
House and the Senate as to whether mandatory participation rates
in work programs would result in helping more people find jobs
and leave the welfare rolls, or have the reverse effect of helping
only those who are the most job-ready in order to meet the partici-
pation rates and neglect those individuals who would otherwise
remain on the rolls for longer periods of time.

In your opinion, how would States be most likely to adapt to a
Jjobs program that requires a certain percentage of the welfare pop-
ulation—say 20 or 30 percent—to participate?

Ms. Wircox. I think it would entirely depend on the level of
funding that would be available to States. I think the very worst
position States could be put in is to be required to enroll a certain
proportion of their AFDC population, but then not given sufficient
funding to serve them adequately, to give them substantive serv-
ices.

Senator MoYNIHAN. May I interject that we are going to hear re-
search findings later on in this hearing that will directly support
what Ms. Wilcox just said.

Mr. HeiNTz. May I add a comment there, Senator?

Senator MiTcHELL. Go ahead.
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Mr. HEiNTz. Thank you. I would like to make a strong statement
against arbitrary and mandatory participation rates, especially if
they are linked to sanctions as the Administration has proposed.
They will lead States, out of desperation and a necessity to be in
compliance, to take the easiest, quickest route, which may be just
mandatory job search assistance, for example, and may in fact
meet the compliance but will do nothing to prepare the welfare re-
cipient for the long-term self-sufficiency and independence that we
all want to achieve.

I think that, instead of mandatory participation, we need a pro-
gram that gives States the funding and the flexibility and requires
the kinds of activities that Ms. Wilcox has talked about, that we
have all talked about, to prepare welfare recipients comprehensive-
ly for success in the job market and not for short-term placement
and ultimate failure. And participation rates may drive that pro-
gram to be skewed toward that short-term success.

Senator MiTcHELL. I would like to ask, if I could, one more ques-
tion of Ms. Wilcox, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes.

Senator MrtcHELL. What percentage of the population receiving
AFDC in Maine is currently participating in WEET? And what
effect would a mandatory participation rate have on your program?

Ms. WiLcox. We are currently able to reach only 50 percent of
the AFDC families in Maine. By that I mean that we have staff
who are located in areas where 50 percent of the population could
come in for service. Of the total AFDC population, only about 13
percent are actively working in the WEET Program at any time;
and that, of course, is partly because of the fact we can’t even get
to the 50 percent of the population and another factor is the high
proportion of AFDC recipients who are never registered with the
WEET Program because they are assessed by the eligibility work-
ers as having too many barriers, that they are essentially deter-
mined unemployable.

So, I can’t do the math quickly in my head, but I think what is
clear is that the level at which we are currently funded, we would
essentially have to change the way in which we operate our pro-
gram if anything approaching a 50 percent participation rate were
established.

Senator MitcHELL. Thank you, Ms. Wilcox. Thank yeu, Mr.
Chairman.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, sir. Senator Durenberger?

Senator DURENBERGER. Mr. Chairman, just one question. I won’t
delay the panel. We here are all asked: Do we support national
health—we don’t call it health insurance any more—but a national
health plan? And the idea is: Is it even possible to provide health
coverage for everybody? And the answer is not an easy c¢ne any
more because it is not just one plan; it is a variety of approaches to
ensure access to medical services and health services for all people
through a variety of approaches.

But in the 1984 Child Support Enforcement Amendments, we re-
quired State child support agencies to—I think I can quote the law
here—*petition for the inclusion of medical support as part of any
child support order whenever health care coverage is available to
the absent parent at a reasonable cost.” Now, we have a recent
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Census Bureau report that tells us that health insurance coverage
was included in only 44 percent of the child support awards.

And I also understand that, even after medical coverage is
awarded, there is not a lot of effort to find out whether this was
ever actually enforced in any way. So, the question is: What is the
problem? And what, if anything, can we do as a part of this reform
effort to ensure that more children are awarded medical coverage
an(ii t?hat the coverage will actually exist in terms of a support
order?

‘Ms. HeLToN. I think that, first of all, we would have to examine
the reasons why only 44 percent. Remember that it has to be avail-
able to the employee. So, in other words, on some proportion of the
orders, there won’t even be that question. It won’t be able to be or-
dered. Other than that, I think you could go into all kinds of dissec-
tions about the remaining percentages and why they didn’t get it.

I would have to say that probably there is spotty—from talking
with my colleagues—effort to do this. I know in my own State,
when the policy was implemented and we later did some little
quality control, to go around to make sure that they were asking
for it as pro forma, matter of course, when they went to court—
consent order or not—I found that there were prosecutors who had
not yet bought into this or who were ignoring it. Consequently, I
threatened not to pay them unless they did that. They were re-
quired to do it.

That got their attention, but I can tell you that, if you are in a
very, very large State with lots of contracting for legal services,
you will have to spend an inordinate amount of time making sure
they have done it. We are having problems maintaining follow-up
and enforcing on medical support orders. It is a huge problem.

The devious ways in which people will not comply with court-or-
dered medical insurance would amaze you. It is unbelievable. One
man I know, who is covered under Blue Cross-Blue Shield, was re-
quired to have coverage for his children. He subsequently moved
from one of the wealthy counties in Maryland to the City of Balti-
more. He decided that he would change his package, and he bought
into a small, virtually unknown HMO. The mother and child none-
theless were some 50-60 miles away. She had absolutely, virtually
no access to the coverage.

Senator DURENBERGER. Oh, yes.

Ms. HeELtoN. We asked the people who administered that court
order to take him into court for contempt because we felt it was de
faicto, that he had not complied. I was just giving that as an exam-
ple.

Senator DURENBERGER. Yes. I appreciate that.

Ms. HELTON. There are a hundred ways for people to pervert and
‘subvert medical insurance, and I think we have to become more
savvy about how to overcome that.

And by the way, while you are back in the room, I would like to
mention that the current President of the National Council is Ms.
Bor;lnie Becker from your home State, who works very closely
with——

Senator DURENBERGER. She did a lot on that 1984 legislation;
Bonnie Becker did.

Ms. HeLtoN. That is correct.
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Senator DURENBERGER. I am glad you recognized her.

Ms. HELTON. I am here representing her and all the rest of them.

Senator DURENBERGER. Right.

Senator MoYNIHAN. She would be here today, but she is out on
the street, waving.

Senator DURENBERGER. Yes, her homer hanky, right. [Laughter.]

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman, I have a quick question for Ms.
Helton. First, if I were going to be chased with a support order, 1
wouldn’t want Ms. Helton to be the one chasing me. I will tell you
that for sure. [Laughter.]

Second, one of the points you make is quite controversial here;
and that is “improved paternity performance through mandatory
blood testing.” Now, that is probably the way you track down a lot
of these fathers, if you can do it. Now, there are constitutional
problems whether the person is testifying against himself through
mandatory blood testing. We don’t have much time. Could you
answer briefly: Have you ever seen that in action? Do you know of
any State where they do that? And how has it worked?

Ms. HELTON. We do it in Maryland, although we presently have a
new piece of little case law which has thrown us for a loop.

Senator CHAFEE. Suppose she has been friendly with a group of
six and she names one of those?

Ms. HELTON. She names all the possibilities.

Senator CHAFEE. She names the possibilities?

Ms. HeLTon. Yes.

Senator CHAFEE. And you track them down through mandatory
blood testing—have you ever tried it?

Ms. HeLToN. Yes, sir. If they refuse to voluntarily submit to
blood testing—because remember, in a paternity case, blood testing
is the only empirical piece of evidence. There is nothing else. There
really is nothing else there.

If he does not—and it is “he” usually, obviously—if he does not
agree to voluntary blood testing, we get a court order to require
him to submit to a blood test. That is common practice in the State
of Maryland.

Senator CHAFEE. And it is pretty accurate? I mean, it is very ac-
curate, I presume.

Ms. HELTOoN. We have a high probability standard, and we typi-
cally submit it as evidence. Usually, he consents. First of all, most
of our fathers consent before a blood test. Another high percentage
consent after the blood test. And only a few of our cases are litigat-
ed. The honest fact is that we don’t take many patermity cases to
court.

Senator CHAFEE. That is very interesting.

Ms. HeELTON. Consent is the way to go. It saves a heck of a lot of
money. There are some due process questions because, typically,
they do not have counsel.

Senator CHAFEE. All right, fine. Thank you very much; Mr.
Chairman. Thank you all on the panel.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I would like eigeciall to thank the panel.
These are the people who are there. Ms. Wilcox, if I were in trou-
ble, I would want you to be helping me. Ms. Helton, if I had been
abandoned, I would want Fou to take my case. Mr. Heintz, if we
needed some social policy, I would want you to be devising it.
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May I just ask the panel a question? Mr. Heintz said there is a
windq’w of opportunity which may be closing here? Would you
agree?

Ms. WiLcox. Yes.

Ms. HELTON. Yes.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You all agree. We are going to hear from a
number of people now who don’t think this legislation does encugh.
I would put myself among them, but I would hope everybody keeps
in mind that the opportunity to do nothing is right there before us.
We have done it before, and the only people who suffered were the
children.

I will give you a little bit of New York counsel on these things.
There is a saying around the criminal courts in New York that the
lawyer always goes home. That is particularly around the criminal
courts in Brooklyn. [Laughter.] '

The opportunity to turn down this opportunity to help children
on the grounds that it is not helping them enough—children aren’t
being asked about this, are they? Thank you all very much.

Ms. HELTON. Seize the moment.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Seize the moment. Yes.

We now have a panel. I would ask to come forward Dr. Douglas
Glasgow, Vice President of the National Urban League. And be-
cause we were a half hour late getting started because of the sched-
ule of the House of Representatives, I am going to ask Ms. Susan
Rees of the Coalition of Human Needs and Mr. Arthur Keys, who
is Executive Director of the Interfaith Action for Economic Justice,
if they would join Dr. Glasgow in this panel.

I am going to have to step aside, and my colleague will preside
for just a moment.

Senator CHAFEE. Good. Why don’t we go right ahead now. If ev-
erybody will try to observe the time limitations, we will appreciate
it. Dr. Glasgow, why don’t you start? All right, doctor. We are very
glad you are here. Why don’t you proceed?

Mr. KEeys. Senator Chafee, before you start, could I ask my col-
league to come to the table and join us?

Senator CHAFEE. Sure. Come right ahead. Dr. Glasgow?

STATEMENT OF DR. DOUGLAS G. GLASGOW, VICE PRESIDENT,
NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE, INC., WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. GLascow. Senator, thank you very much. It looks as though,
Senator, that you are here alone, and I am sorry that the distin-
guished Senator Moynihan had to leave.

Senator CHAFEE. He will be right back. Each of us have demands,
but I want you to know that staff is here. We are following this.
There is a record. So, don’t feel that you are speaking only to one
Senator.

Dr. GrLasgow. Not in the least. I just missed the opportunity to
thank the Senator very much for his initiative and also for the op-
portunity which he afforded us to come in and sit with him and
discuss this legislation.

Senator CHAFEE. He is intensely interested and has spent a lot of
time on it.
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Dr. GrLascow. 1 appreciate this opportunity to offer the Urban
League’s approach and recommendations, in light of our long-term
work in social welfare reform. In lieu of this discussion, however, I
am submitting the full text for the record.

Senator CHAFEE. Right. If you can stay within your time limit of
5 minutes, please.

Dr. GLasgow. I would hope that we are starting now.

Senator CHAFEE. Right. We will give you a 30 second break.

Dr. GLascow. Thank you. Our perspective on welfare reform is
framed by seven guiding principles, which stem from the Urban
League’s 1Y1istorical and current experience at identifying and meet-
ing social service and economic needs of primarily poor individuals
and families.

Key areas of long-standing service include education, {ob train-
ing, and other employment-related services, which we believe con-
tinue to be the key to welfare reform.

Before 1 proceed with our specific comments and recommenda-
tions in regard to S. 1511, I must first stress that the National
Urban League, in its extensive work on welfare reform with mem-
bers of both houses of Congress, has repeatedly emphasized the
need to address the broader issues of poverty and unemployment in
this country.

In prior testimony before various committees and subcommittees
of the House and Senate, we provided extensive analysis and per-
spective on these two national problems, including the growing
phenomenon of the working poor, which was referred to here earli-
er this morning. The National Urban League fully intends to keep
these issues before the nation and Congress and is committed to
fashioning creative, humane, and effective plans for their solution.

Senator CHAFEE. And for that, we thank you and encourage you.

Dr. GrLasgow. I appreciate that, Senator. The Urban League is
encouraged that both houses of Congress have recognized the need
to address the problems of at least one-third of America’s poor,
namely the parents and children who are the recipients of AFDC.
Indeed, we must and can be successful with this population of poor,
and we approach the hearings with this spirit and commitment.

To strengthen families both economically and socially, welfare
reform proposals must reflect what we have learned about AFDC
through research and direct field experience.

It is imperative that we incorporate what we know about the re-
alities of AFDC and poverty. In light of what we know about
AFDC, the Urban League has generated seven principles as a
guide. I should like to highlight the following comments on and
recommendations for S. 1511.

First, we are encouraged that Senator Moynihan's bill has taken
a positive step toward strengthening families by mandating the
AFDC-UP Program for all States and allowing for State improve-
ments upon current AFDC-UP law. We urge that this provision be
adopted fully.

Second, we are pleased to learn of Senator Moynihan'’s intention
to include language in S. 1511 that would place community-based
organizations at the planning, program design, and service delivery
levels of education, training, and employment programs. This is es-
pecially important if we wish to utilize the entire continuum of
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service delivery systems available to us in implementing welfare
reform. We urge again that S. 1511 be amended to adopt such lan-
guage.

The National Urban League, however, is deeply concerned about
those provisions of S. 1511 which are not compatible with the prin-
ciples we consider to be of high priority. Our principle (2) addresses
the issue of parental support for their children through equal
access to income through viable employment. The National Urban
League prefers placing primary national emphasis on improving
the labor market system and the means of getting into and staying
in that system as the first avenue by which parents can support
themselves and their children.

By placing first emphasis on the child support collection system
and by particularly proposing immediate mandatory automatic
wage withholding, as occurs in S. 1511, we feel this feeds into the
distorted and rather disruptive public perception that all poor fa-
thers are assumed to be irresponsible and unwilling to support
their children.

The impact of this message is especially detrimental to Black
Americans, in light of the fact that Blacks remain disproportion-
ately the poor and disproportionately the unemployed. Based upon
our analysis of 1985 child support and other income-related data,
as well as findings from studies prepared for HHS by the Bush In-
stitute of Child and Family Policy in 1985, national child support
collections would be greatly increased if more emphasis was placed
on higher income fathers; and it is highly doubtful what it will
really do in the collection from low income fathers.

Urban League principle number (3) states that families and indi-
viduals having multiple barriers to employment such as a lack of
education, skills training, work experience, and long-term spells of
poverty and unemployment, must be targeted for intensive services
that facilitate their transition to the labor market.

S. 1511 fails to meet this most critical principle. It must be
amended to include major improvements in its “JOBS” program
emphasis by: assuring that States provide at least basic education,
skills training, and other employment related services; placing em-
phasis on voluntary rather than mandatory participation; provid-
ing clear and strong Federal directives and performance standards
for meeting the needs of the long term and those at risk of becom-
ing long-term AFDC recipients; and lastly, providing satisfactory
guarantees that appropriate, safe, and quality child care be avail-
able to “JOB” participants.

Poor families must not be forced to choose between the threat of
loss of income through abusive sanctioning at program implemen-
tation levels or placing their children at risk in child care arrange-
ments that could bring them physical and/or emotional harm.

Senator CHAFEE. Dr. Glasgow, I will have to ask you to wind up
now, if you could, please. Why don’t you take another 30 seconds?

Dr. Grascow. Good. Our final principle stresses a system of
social welfare benefits that must be economically just and promote
the strengthening of the family. We are concerned about the ex-
panded waiver authority which would be given to the States. It is
our view that this provision essentially paves the way for eventual
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abandonment of 50 years of responsibility and sensitivity on the
part of our Federal Government in the employment area.

We also feel in the end, while we stand critical of some elements
of S. 1511, we are prepared to continue our working relationship
with the Senator and with members of the Senate. We feel that, in
its child care provisions, in its family support perspective, it is rich
and has great potential. We feel that it must be strengthened, par-
ticularly in the areas of employment and the satisfaction of ade-
quate care for children and poor families. Thank you.
d.[’Iihe prepared statement of Dr. Glasgow appears in the appen-

ix.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you.

Senator MoyNI1HAN. Thank you, Dr. Glasgow. We read your testi-
mony in advance. We appreciate it very much. Our pattern is, of
course, to hear from everybody on the panel, and then we will talk.
I suppose, Ms. Rees, you are next.

STATEMENT OF SUSAN REES, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, COALITION
ON HUMAN NEEDS, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. Regs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The Coalition on Human
Needs, of which I am the director, is an alliance of over 100 nation-
al religious, civil rights, labor organization, and others concerned
about the poor, minorities, children, women, disabled, and elderly
people.

I want to thank you for the opportunity to share our views with
you today and ask that my full remarks be recorded in the record.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Of course.

Ms. Rees. Like you, we are eager to see changes which would
help reduce poverty in this country by improving opportunities for
AFDC recipients. Ultimately, we would like to see enacted reforms
which may not be possible this year, like a national minimum ben-
efits standard.

If fiscal constraints prohibit such changes now, we hope that at
least this Congress will make the initial commitment to do so. Cer-
tainly, we hope that you will not take any steps backwards, just for
the sake of doing something about welfare reform this year. Unfor-
tunately, certain aspects of two bills pending now before this com-
mittee, we believe, do take some steps backwards.

The Coalition objects to the philosophical underpinnings of the
block grant approach in both your bill, Mr. Moynihan, and in the
Dole bill, S. 1655. The difference that we see is one of degree, with
the Dole proposal endangering the support system of larger num-
bers of people in all States.

In 1655, 22 programs would be effectively wiped out in all States,
including Medicaid, food stamps, AFDC, and SSI programs, which
poor children, aged, blind, and disabled people depend upon. S.
1511 would make this possible in AFDC and six other programs,
but that would be limited to ten States.

I do want to mention that the bill you have introduced, Senator,
makes several needed positive changes in the welfare system, in-
cluding nation-wide AFDC UP, strengthened child support enforce-
ment, and new transitional child care services.
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However, improvements such as coverage of two-parent families,
we believe, are insufficient to overcome the extreme hardship the
bill could work on some unknown number of children in poor fami-
lies. The Board of our Coalition last month agreed that we could
not support S. 1511 as it currently is written. A similar position
has been taken independently by a number of organizations, in-
cluding the National Board of the YWCA, the Child Welfare
League of America, the Women’s Equity Action League, the Na-
tional Council of Churches, the National Council of La Raza, the
National Association of Social Workers, andthe AFL-CIO.

In addition, I have been g‘ven a statement expressing similar
views signed by 14 scholars, including such long-time students of
the welfare system as Herbert Ganz, Mitchell Ginsberg, Frances
Fox Piven, and Alvin Shore. I would like to offer that also as a
statement for the record.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That will be put in the record, and we will
be very happy to have it.

Ms. ReEs. Thank you. I am sorry he can’t be here today.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Do you have a copy of it?

Ms. REEs. I do have copies.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Can you send one up to the desk?

Ms. ReEs. I will give one to you directly, if you like.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Good.

Ms. REes. We all share a number of concerns, but I would like to
concentrate my remarks on three of them: the waiver provision,
the structure of the jobs program, and the child care section. Al-
though I will refer mainly to S. 1511, similar and greater flaws can
be found in S.71655.

The most serious implications, we believe, are in the waiver title.
By allowing even 10 States to create their own block grants out of
seven Federal programs, including AFDC, the fundamental princi-
ple of the entitlement of poor children to Federal income support
will in effect be destroyed.

S. 1511 specifically states that the purpose of the waiver is to
grant States maximum flexibility to experiment with new ways of
using funds. The bill specifically authorizes changes in eligibility
classes, benefit levels, and forms of assistance. All Federal statutes
and regulations in seven different programs could be waived. We
understand that one rationale for this title is that the present ad-
ministration has repeatedly denied requests from States which
want to exercise existing waiver authority under section 1115 of
the Social Security Act.

The problem that we see, however, is in the administration of
current waiver authority, not in the law itself. Besides eliminating
basic standards for conducting AFDC, the waiver authority would
remove standards from other carefully crafted programs, including
some in this bill, and the important 1980 program to encourage
States to reduce foster care loads.

We believe also that services should be tailored to each individ-
ual’s needs and that the employment/training program must set
forth a minimum number of education, skills training, and related
services that must be available to people participating in the pro-
gram.
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I would also like to leave with you a copy of the overview of a
report we have done after monitoring four block grants in eleven
States over the past 3 years. This was done under a Ford Founda-
tion grant; and what we have found is that States cannot always be
relied upon to make decisions and to use Federal funds in ways
that most benefit people who are in the most need. My written tes-
timony refers to a number of the things that we have found, but let
me just mention one case which brings up the problem of civil
rights enforcement under a block grant approach.

This case we discovered unexpectedly in the State of Louisiana,
where a local employer violated Federal labor standards in employ-
ing JTPA workers at a feed plant that was built by community de-
velopment block grant funds. The JTPA workers, three-fourths of
whom were Black residents of the area, described flagrant abuses
of health, safety, and wage and hour rules. State JTPA program of-
ficials refused to take employee complaints to the Department of
Labor because DOL had ignored similar complaints in earlier cases.

Senator MoyNiHAN. Ms. Rees, we are going to have to keep
people within a time limit, and we do have that testimony.

Ms. Reks. All right.

Senator MoyNIHAN. And JTPA is not really in our province here
on the committee. I am going to ask that we keep each person to
their time; and if we have additional time later, we will go forward.
Thank you very much.

Ms. REgs. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Rees and the requested informa-
tion appears in the appendix.]

Senator MoYNIHAN. And now, Mr. Keys?

STATEMENT OF REV. ARTHUR B. KEYS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
INTERFAITH ACTION FOR ECONOMIC JUSTICE, WASHINGTON,
DC, ACCOMPANIED BY RUTH FLOWER, CHAIR, WELFARE
REFORM WORK GROUP, INTERFAITH ACTION FOR ECONOMIC
JUSTICE

Reverend Keys. I am Reverend Arthur Keys, the Executive Di-
rector of Interfaith Action for Economic Justice. We are a coalition
of 29 national Protestant, Roman Catholic, and Jewish ecumenical
agencies and faith groups. We have worked together for the past 13
years advocating just Federal policies and programs for poor people
in this country and in the Third World.

I would like to ask Senator Moynihan if the full text of my testi-
mony could be entered in the record.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Of course, it will.

Reverend KEeys. And I would like to speak to some highlights of
that testimony. I would like to also acknowledge Ruth Flower, the
lLegi.‘slative Secretary of the Friends Committee on National Legis-
ation.

Senator MoyNIHAN. All right. We welcome you.

Reverend KEvs. She is active in our advocacy, and Pat Tyson,
our Staff Associate, as well. -

Our concern for the poor in this country is framed in a context of
hope. We know that the strength and resilience of this country’s
economy is such that it can adjust to the new international eco-
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nomic realities in a way that serves all of the American people. We
advocate programmatic and policy changes that will enable people
who are now left out of the economic mainstream to participate in
and contribute to our national strengths.

I want to be clear. We seek an end to poverty, and it is by that
standard that we judge all legislation. When President Reagan put
welfare reform on the agenda of this Congress, we welcomed the
opportunity to explore with members of Congress ways to restore
and strengthen a collapsing bridge between welfare and self-reli-
ance for poor people.

I want to address my remarks specifically to Title II and the jobs
programs. We strongly support changes in the AFDC program that
would make it more possible for single mothers especially to move
from welfare to employment, but we oppose programs that require
all single parents to undertake this challenge on a Government-im-
posed schedule.

We urge this committee to examine the generally accepted as-
sumption that improvements in employment-related services must
be tied to required participation in welf};re and workfare programs.
We specifically recommend the following: first, that welfare reform
legislation should acknowledge Government’s broad role in pre-
venting and ending poverty; direct assistance to poor families in
the form of-income assistance or training assistance is secondary to
Government’s duty to manage the economy in a way that allows
effective participation of all Americans.

Second, the bridges to employment that were dismantled in 1981
should be restored. Specifically, the gross income cap should be re-
moved from the food stamp program; the earned income deduction
should be made permanent; and Medicaid should be expanded to
cover the working poor. Low income workers, not just those on
AFDC programs, should be eligible to participate voluntarily in
education and training programs. -

Third, participation in welfare-to-work programs should be vol-
untary. Fourth, work and training programs should provide useful
training that effectively improves participants’ marketable skills.
Make-work programs should be abolished. Fifth, States should not
be permitted to require the participation of absent fathers in any
work or training program.

Sixth, child care must be legally guaranteed for anyone required
to participate in ang program which takes parent caretakers away
from their responsibility to care for their children. Seventh, child
care allowances must reflect actual expenses. Eighth, additional
funds for education, job training, health care, subsidized child care,
and social services should be made available through cxisting chan-
nels without creating or expanding work requirements in the
AFDC program. Training services and employment assistance that
enable wage earners to keep up with our changing economy should
be available to people generally without regard to participation in
a welfare program.

In conclusion, we in the religious community want to work with
this committee to make progressive changes in the welfare system
that enable people to move from welfare to employment.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, Mr. Keys and Ms. Flower. Let
me say to you a number of specific things.
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_[The prepared statement of Reverend Keys appear in the appen-
ix.

Senator MoyNiHAN. I want to say to Dr. Glasgow that your testi-
mony has been very helpful. We agree with you, or I agree that we
ought to include language to place community-based organizations
at the planning, program design and service delivery levels of edu-
cation, training, and employment programs. We think you are
right. You raised it with us early this year in informal conversa-
tions, and we have talked about this with people such as the panel
that appeared before you—those who do the work—and they agree.
They think that is right.

Dr. GLascow. We appreciate that.

Senator MoyN1.:aN. Well, you have been at this since 1302. You
know, the Urban League is not new to this subject.

I would like to say to Ms. Rees about the waiver provisions that
our provisions on the 10 waivers would absolutely not prohibit any
recipients’ benefits or their eligibility to be reduced or to be denied,
and specifically include all the civil rights protection. I would hope
that people might consult their hopes rather than their fears.

There is just a legacy of an earlier time in our country that “you
can't trust the States.” You are talking to someone who in recent
years has begun to have the view that you can’t trust the Federal
Government. The States like New Jersey have asked for these
waivers. They know they are going to have Governor Kean who
can’t do what he wants to do. We have included in our bill a
waiver for the State of Washington, that just can’t wait to work
this out. They have problems just as New Jersey does.

These states have different economies, and different patterns of
life. Our legislation is very tightly designed to help the States, to
give them the flexibility to meet the specific needs of their welfare
caseload.

Senator Chafee, did you have any questions?

Senator CHAFEE. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don’t have any
questions. I just want to thank the panel for what they have given
us here. We will review it carefully as we proceed with this matter.
Thank everybody for coming.

Ms. REES. Senator, may I make one response to your comments
just now?

Senator MoYNIHAN. You surely may.

Ms. ReEs. I think we all realize your very good intent and the
good intent of many of the governors, and we realize that Governor
Kean has received his waiver. We think that writing a provision
such as the one in the bill for Washington State is a good way to
construct a demonstration, but we feel there are conflicting provi-
sions in the bill where you try to guarantee protection of benefits
and civil rights. And then there are other sections where there are
actual purposes and encouragements to change benefit structure,
eligibility, etcetera.

enator MoyNiHAN. Then let me make just one quick observa-
tion. I have been at this for a very long time, and if there is one
persisting idea I keep running into, it is that somehow out there in
the Nation there are forces, groups, institutions that are desirous
of seizing on this welfare population and putting it into some kind
of forced labor.
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If I had to trace it, it would go back to the idea of the reserve
army of the unemployed, about which we used to hear a lot in the
1930s. And I offer you the thought-and you don’t have to agree-
that it is not true, not true.

What is true is that nobody really cares about these people, and
the less that is said about them, the better.

Mr. Heintz made the point that if you have some mandatory par-
ticipation provisions, there will be many places that will simply
say: Everybody has to participate in a job search program, no
matter what happens. In most jurisdictions, nothing is done for
these people~-nothing to them or nothing for them. That is the
problem, and the children are the ones whe suffer most.

Senator CHAFEE. I would like to echo that, Mr. Chairman. If we
were dealing with a tax bill, you couldn’t find an empty seat in this
hall. And indeed, we would have to pipe it up to another room so
that everybody could hear about it because we might be touching
somebody’s benefit. The problem is that all too few people are con-
cerned about the children and the devastating statistics that have
been mentioned here many times. So, I want to thank all of you for
what you have done in bringing attention of the public to these
issues.

You have been working on these issues for years—the Urban
League and the other groups here—and that is what we have to do.
You know, people just don't know that these children are the ones
who are losing out. So, we are dedicated to try to do something
about it, and thank you very much for your help.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you all.

Reverend KEys. Senator, could I just make one remark?

Senator MoYNIHAN. Surely. '

Reverend Keys. We would like you to look seriously to our con-
cerns in terms of mandatory participation because we do feel that
there are some real concerns there for how that affects children
and how it affects implementation here. Our concern is coming di-
rectly from where you acknowledged; we are concerned about how
these delivery systems would affect children and young mothers,
and we have some serious concerns there which we would like you
to address seriously.

We have proposed some specific amendments to the legislation
which would make the lack of assurances intc guarantees or else
allowing a person not to be forced into a job that would make
things much more palatable to us and many people in our coali-
tion.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Fine. We are going to hear some research re-
ports on that right now. But I repeat to you: Nobody is going to
force these folks into anything; they are just going to forget about
them. That is what we have done for the {ast 20 years. That is how
we ended up where we are today. Thank you all very much.

Now, to conclude our morning, we have Dr. Judith Gueron, who
is President of the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
of New York. We welcome Dr. Gueron, who has been a great
source of help to us and the work of the MDRC has been a great
source of help to us also.

Dr. Gueron, you are well known to this committee and we wel-
come you, as you come before us with some research findings on
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several of the matters that have specifically been discussed this
morning.

STATEMENT OF DR. JUDITH M. GUERON, PRESIDENT, MANPOWER
DEMONSTRATION RESEARCH CORP., NEW YORK, NY

Dr. GUERON. Good morning, Senator. I appreciate the opportuni-
ty to share with you today my observations and, given the time
available, I will limit myself to discussing the work and training
pé'ggisions of two of the bills before the committee, S. 1511 and S.
1655.

Often Congress must make decisions on social policy with strong
evidence of the problem but little certainty on the effectiveness or
cost of proposed solutions. Fortunately, we are in a very different
position today with regard to employment and training programs
for welfare recipients because of some very serious research con-
ducted since 1982.

Let me start by very briefly summarizing the message from that
research, and I will summarize my testimony and ask you to in-
clude the full testimony.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Of course.

Dr. GUERON. Let me also note that it is impressive that most of
the proposals before the committee incorporate in one form or an-
other those lessons. First, we have learned that welfare employ-
ment programs can benefit both welfare recipients and taxpayers.
Across the States studied by MDRC, for example, we saw employ-
ment rise between 3 and 8 percentage points, which translates into
earnings gains of between 8 and 37 percent.

Second, we have learned that we should nonetheless be modest
in our expectations. This is not a quick fix. Third, we have learned
that it costs money in the short run to save money in the longer
run. And finally, we have learned that much of the creativity and
will is at the State and local levels and that new legislation should
be designed to promote this and protect it. At the same time, we
see a continuing need for Federal funding.

Now, in translating these lessons into legislation, we should also
consider the Nation’s 20-year history with the WIN Program. It is
instructive. 1987 isn’t the first time that Congress expressed a pref-
erence for work over welfare. With less consensus back in 1971,
Congress also required that all adult AFDC recipients with school-
age children register and participate in a welfare employment pro-
gram. In fact, given limited and later rapidly shrinking resources,
participation often became a paper process.

Now, what do the research and this experience suggest about
specific provisions in the work programs of the several bills before
us? In general, the bills support the idea of State flexibility. It is
indeed a keystone of the new legislation, but there are complex
ways in which particular features of the bills may undercut that
principle and stifle the kind of experimentation that has been
going on over the past few years.

For the remainder of my remarks, T would like to focus on four
interrelated issues that are likely to affect how States, in fact,
carry out the legislation: the availability of resources, targeting
strategies, service mix, and participation standards. -
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First, funding. The extent to which congressional enthusiasm for
mandatory employment programs is actually translated into oper-
ating reality will depend on how much money the Federal Govern-
ment provides, the matchinig rates, and how much money the
States put up. Both S. 1655 and S. 1511 recognize the importance of
assuring that this country has a minimum national program and
wisel}); continue providing base funding at a 90 percent Federal
match. -

A key point to recognize is that the availability of open-ended
funding, as in S. 1511, or a $500 million authorization as in S. 1655,
doesn’t guarantee that there will be a $1 billion national program.
Since 1981, States have been entitled to draw down funds on a
dollar-for-dollar basis for job search and community work experi-
ence.

The General Accounting Office recently reported that States
have only very modestly matched these funds to date. This suggests
that the overall response may remain limited, although I am sure
there will be considerable variation across States. Failure to draw
down funding would not result from a lack of interest on the part
of States, but making available additional funds and requiring a
higher match does put a clear additional financial burden on
States. For example, under the WIN funding arrangement, if the
Federal Government provided $380 million as they did for a few
years in the late 1970s and early 1980s, States had to come up with
a $42 million match. Under S. 1655, if the Federal Government
really spent $380 million, States would have to put up $263 million
to draw that down. -

Questions about the size of the financial investment that the
Federal Government and States will put into the new legislation
are critical to understanding how the programs are likely to really
be operated at the State level. While the potential for additional
funding is encouraging, it should be recognized that at the same
time States are being asked to work with a much larger proportion
of the AFDC caseload. Based on 1985 data, for example, S. 1511,
which requires participation from women with children as young
as three, would increase the size of the potentially mandatory case-
load from about 1.2 million women to abouttwo million women.

S. 1655 would increase it still further because there are another
1.3 million women that have children under three, and most of
them would be included under that bill. In addition, when you are
serving women with younger children, programs are likely to be

more expensive to provide the additional child care.
" The second issue is targeting and requiring participation from
mothers with preschool children. If resources are too limited to
serve everyone, States must also decide who should be given priori-
ty. The current bills are informed by two distinct research studies.
One is the work by David Ellwood and Mary Jo Bane at Harvard
which suggested that a specific group of welfare recipients—young
never-married mothers who are high school dropouts—often
remain on the rolls for a long period of time. These findings have
created considerable interest in serving this group.

Second, there is MDRC’s work based on studies primarily with
women with school-aged children that has shown that welfare em-
ployment programs have their smallest effects on the most job-
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ready. Knowing who benefits least—the most employable—doesn’t
always tell you who should be served, however. And there has been
a tendency to put the Bane and Ellwood work together with the
MDRC work and assume that the most effective programs would be
those serving teen mothers.

However, it is important to stress that the research to date does
not support targeting teen mothers exclusively. Our findings on
program effectiveness are based on studies for women with school-
age children. We simply do not yet have solid evidence that manda-
tory employment and education services will work for younger
mothers or prove cost effective, although there is clearly a reason
to try this.

S. 1511 may have struck a good balance on targeting by mandat-
ing that 60 percent of the funds go to long-term recipients, recidi-
vists, and young mothers. S. 1655 also notes the importance of tar-
geting and identifies young mothers. However, concentrating serv-
ices on that young population and mandating a specific participa-
tion level may be risky at the current time.

The third issue is flexibility in program design. One of the most
remarkable developments in recent years has been the interest, ex-
perimentation, and sense of ownership that States have evinced;
and it is critical that Federal policy continue to foster this. It
should be recognized that, given the funding constraints that I just
mentioned, most States will have to decide whether to limit the
number of people they serve or the services provided.

I would suggest that we continue to leave this choice up to the
States. The research to date suggests that many different programs
can be effective—relatively low cost programs and also higher cost
programs which some new evidence suggests may have delayed but
increasing payoffs. -

We also have some hints in the research that some of the very
longest term multiproblem recipients may require larger invest-
ments. This kind of flexibility is inherent in both of the current
legislative proposals; however, other provisions in S. 1655 could se-
riously undercut the apparent freedom offered to States.

And that gets to my fourth point on requiring high levels of par-
ticipation. When you know something works, it seems wise to
assure that more of it gets done. And knowing that welfare employ-
ment programs can be cost effective would seem to suggest that
States should be required to reach a very large share of the case-
load. The obvious way to do this is to set high participation stand-
ards and penalize States for not meeting them.

One of the key ways in which S. 1655 and S. 1511 differ is the
role of participation standards. S. 1655 sets increasingly ambitious
targets over time; and S. 1511 does not mandate the use of partici-
pation standards.

The critical element to keep in mind in assessing these alterna-
tive approaches is that, in the short run, participation costs money.
The WIN program never delivered on its participation mandate be-
cause it never had the funds to develop training or work slots for
all eligibles. If programs were really richly funded, high participa-
tion standards might pose operational challenges but would not
force States to make possibly counterproductive programmatic
choices; but the reality is likely to be different.
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As we have seen, funds are likely to still remain limited; and if
funds remain low, States will be forced either to serve many people
with very little or a smaller proportion with a mix of high and low
intensive services.

Simple arithmetic suggests the importance of two numbers in as-
sessing the impact of participation standards: the program budget
and the number of people that will have to be reached in order to
result in the desired participation level. Dividing the former by the
latter gives the average amount that could be spent per eligible.

For example, if the Federal Government spent the full $500 mil-
lion authorized under S. 1655 and States provided another $335
million, as CBO estimates they would in 1992, there would be $835
million available to provide services for a mandatory caseload of
close to 3 million women, which translates into roughly $280 per
eligible person on an annual basis. In MDRC’s evaluations, three
out of the four States with positive impacts spent considerably
more than this, working with women with school-age children.

This is also notably less per mandatory case than WIN had at its
peak, especially if you look at WIN in 1986 dollars, when States
were unable to provide services to the majority of the mandatory
caseload.

In these circumstances, except in the few States which will pro-
vide substantial funds, setting high participation standards can
lead to one of two outcomes: either States will fail to meet them or
they will have to spread resources very thinly, in fact losing any
real flexibility in program design.

In addition to restricting State flexibility, high participation re-
quirements raise other problems. I would argue that the wide-
spread support for welfare employment programs grows from their
apparent fit with prevailing values and also their seeming success
in meeting the dual objectives of improving the well-being of wel-
fare recipients and saving money; that is doing both of these. Re-
quiring participation is usually viewed as a means to these ends,
not as an end in itself.

_The research to date shows that programs providing a modest
level of services can meet this dual objective, but new findings sug-
gest the risk of assuming that these could be replicated on a much
larger scale without substantially expanded funds. That is, there
may be a minimum average expenditure level below which pro-
grams may not be very effective.

Research just completed on a program operated in a major urban
area suggests what may happen if limited funds are spread across
the full mandatory caseload. Given a large caseload, a budget of ap-
proximately $150 per case, caseload ratios of about 300 to one, the
program focused more on administrative and monitoring functions
than on providing direct services. That is about what could be done
with that level of resources. An emphasis on participation and
ganctions produced different results than we have seen in other

tates.

Taxpayers saved some money; but welfare recipients, on average,
did not experience employment or earnings gains.

Beyond these concerns, there are other more practical reasons to
avoid setting high participation standards at this time. There are
currently no good national data on participation in the WIN pro-
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gram that could serve as a benchmark for establishing national
standards.

Moreover, measured participation rates are very sensitive to how
garticipation is defined and to elements that vary widely across

tates. States will not be on a level playing field in trying to meet
any uniform national participation standard.

All of these considerations suggest that it is premature to set am-
bitious national standards for a new program. Instead, Congress
should assure that the data are collected on participation and on
actual program outlays so we will know just how much is really
available; and based on this information, reasonable targets could
be established. -

My final point relates to evaluation. My comments today suggest
that we now know enough to move forward on expanding the wel-
fare employment system, and that there is a sufficient knowledge
base for.action at the current time. But many questions remain
open and deserve careful study in the future.

Bearing this in mind, I would advise you to ensure, as the bills
do, that there will be rigorous evaluation of future State programs.
Experimentation without solid research will not yield information
about how to improve the welfare employment system, or the
AFDC benefit system, in the future. We believe that the Federal
Government should take the lead in this and not leave the design
and funding of evaluations solely to States.

In conclusion, let me again congratulate this committee for
moving forward on a critical issue and urge you to weigh carefully
the alternative approaches recommended in these bills. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Gueron appears in the appendix.]

Senator MoyNIHAN. We thank you, Dr. Gueron,

Senator Chafee?

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Dr. Gueron, first of
all, as I understand what you are saying, it is be careful about this
participation business and mandatory requirements because what
will happen is, if you have to reach a certain participation rate,
then everybody will run out and take the people who are going to
get jobs, anyway, and work with them and see that they do get the
job, whereas the tough cases might be the teenage mothers who
have small infants at home. They are the ones who really ought to
get work and vught to get attention, but they are very expensive;
and you are not going to get much of a yield out of it, as far as
improving your record goes. Is that what you were saying?

Dr. GueroNn. That is part of the point, %ut also, as the standards
creep up over time, you are going to have to just serve everyone
with very little, and vou may spread the money so thin that——

Senator CHAFEE. You can’t do any job well?

Dr. GueroN. Right. You move backwards instead of moving for-
ward. That is my concern.

Senator CHAFEE. Right. I understand that. Then, basically, your
conclusion, as I get it, is that first we have to monitor this; but
second, we must keep the creativity at the local level as much as
possible. Now, my question is this: How do you keep the creativity
and will at the local level—and by local, we mean State and, in
some instances, it is a city—if the Federal Government is stepping
in and carrying most of the cost? As a governor, I found that when



83

a program—and I am not talking about a human assistance pro-
am—Ilet’s just take another example. Let’s take a road program.
en we got into a 90/10 road program, I always found that, as a
governor, I was rather casual about what we did because the Feder-
al Government was carrying so much of it; but when it got into a
70/30 progam or a 60/40 or a 50/50 program, then I really paid
atten?i%r: cause it was our dollars; and I wanted to see the thing
run right.

Now, if we get the Federal Government carrying a substantial
portion of the burden here, where is the incentive on the local level
to have this creativity in this world to try and do something?

Dr. Gueron. That is a very good point. I would just say that nei-
ther of the bills has the Federal Government carrying a heavy
share of the load. What the bills do is assure that there will be a
Ve’?’ minimal national program.

he WIN program now has been cut 70 percent since 1981. It is
at that level that 90/10 money will be continued. So, there will be
a small 90/10 pot available for States; but on top of that, States
depending on the bill, either have to come up with a dollar-for-
dollar match or a 60/40 ratio so that there will be a very strong
State investment in any expanded programs. Indeed, that is one of
the reasons why I say that there is quite a good deal of uncertainty
as to how large the welfare employment program will be 5 years
from now because we don’t know how States will respond.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I wonder if my colleague would let me be a
little more specific on that? There are a number of States which
are not prospering just now, and the prospect of having to take up
the 60/40 ratio just seemed to be more than they could handle. So,
what we have said is that, for what you now have under WIN—
that much reduced program—will continue at 90/10; but you’ll re-
ceive a lower 60/40 match for any new spending.

Senator CHAFEE. You heard the testimony, and you have not only
heard it here, but you are very deeply involved in this, so you are
aware of the problems with what we might call the “hard core”
cases: the teenager who has no education and has no self-respect or
self-confidence, has not married, has a child—all the worst case
scenarios—no support from home. Now, those are the cases where
there would be a tendency, as the States try to improve their
record and look good, to duck. Yet, we heard the testimony from
Ms. Wilcox from Maine, that with intensive help—and this is high
cost—things can be done. Do you share that optimistic note?

Dr. GUERON. I share the view that we want to give the States the
flexibility and the signal to serve high-risk groups. Both of these
bills make an important change over WIN in the past by specifical-
ly saying: We know there are high-cost groups, and States should
be urged and particular incentives are set for them to focus on
those groups.

I think we have some evidence the programs can work. We know
much less about mandatory programs for young mothers. They
simply haven’t been done on a large scale, only under waivers in
some States in recent years and without much research. So, I think
there are questions about what approaches are most effective; but
there is lots of evidence to suggest that States should be encour-
aged to make the investment in those groups.
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Senator CHAFEE. How would you react to the statistics on one-
third of participants drogping out of their jobs after 15 months that
was talked about earlier?

Dr. GUERON. There is a lot of turnover on the welfare rolls and
there is a lot of recidivism.

Senator MoyNI1HAN. I think the Senator was speaking of the ex-
perience in Maine.

Dr. GueroN. Right.

Senator CHAFEE. What is the term you used, “high risk”?

Dr. GueEroN. High risk. I am not particularly familiar with the
statistics thdt she was citing, but they don’t surprise me. I don’t
consider that devastating either, if you can keep 30 percent of the
people employed.

Senator CHAFEE. No, 70 percent, or two-thirds.

Senator MoyNiHAN. No, two-thirds.

Dr. GUERON. Oh, two-thirds. All right. That is very successful.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. That has been your message to us. If you can
do one-third, that is good.

Dr. GUERON. Absolutely.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Right.

Dr. GuEroN. You don’t have to make a big difference to make
these programs pay for themselves, and especially if you are deal-
ing with groups of people that stay on the rolls a long period of
time.

Senator CHAFEE. Which would be this group.

Dr. GueroN. Certainly, this group. People in this group are often
long-term recipients.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoyNiHAN. Thank you, sir. If I may say, as a former
governor, I think you were speaking very clearly. The message that
MDRC has brought to us is that there is not a great deal that can
be done suddenly; but there are important things that can be done
steadily, and particularly now that we have the demography going
for us. For the first time in all of our adult lives, we are not being
overwhelmed by numbers. The population that is aged 18 to 24
drops by a quarter between now and the year 2000. You know. it is
not for nothing that Maine has got the lowest unemployment rate
in 31 years. For the first time in 31 years, there are not just new
cohorts crashing into that age group.

So, when you can make small differences steadily, they add up.
Our legislation, by a CBO estimate, begins saving money in its fift
year; the costs begin to go down.

Senator CHAFEE. Let me ask you, if I might, one quick question.
What do you find in your studies about immigrant groups? Is that
figure as a separate category in your studies? I think you can sepa-
rate them out: Southeast Asians, Hispanics, Puerto Ricans, and
maybe other groups, South Americans as opposed to Central Amer-
icans. What do you find from that?

Dr. GueroN. Unfortunately, Senator, I think we know less than
we ought to know. Some of that is because programs have had diffi-
culty with language issues. For example, the program we studied
in California explicitly did not have multilingual job club work-
shops for non-English or Spanish speaking people. So, in that case,
Southeast Asians—a large group in California—were not part of
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the program. In other cases, where Hispanics certainly have been,
we have not had numbers large enough to distinguish impacts. So,
I don’t think there is good evidence of the effect of programs on
immigrants.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Can I give you a specific? We have heard
much testimony at the subcommittee level. We heard from an offi-
cial from Merced County, California, who described their welfare
caseload which includes a very large group of persons who are re-
ceiving AFDCU. They are Hmongs from Laos. They have settled
there, and they are a preagricultural community; and learning the
ways of modern life and so forth is going to take them some time.
They need temporary assistance, in the interim.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you. I would like to thank all of our
panelists. It seems to me that one more hearing of the full commit-
tee ought to have about exhausted the range of information and
advice we could get. [ hope that, after that, we can proceed to mark
up a bill. I hope people do not go away disheartened. This legisla-
tion has not been shelved; we have heard some very vigorous asser-
tions that it ought not to be. Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 12:41 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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CCWRO represents welfare recipients in California. We have carefully
reviewed S 1750and S 1511. Wehave discussed the provisions of these bills
with the various welfare rights organizations and welfare recipients.

Recipients are eager to see a welfare reform bill which actually modifies
the current AFDC program helping them obtain and maintain gainful
employmentand eventually overcome poverty. Both bills fail to meet this
objective. The same is true about the bills under consideration on the
House side.

S 1511 would increase the mandatory participation in the workfare program
to 90% of the caseload from the existing 30%. It would also allow ten
states to obtain waivers to operate a welfare program that will discard the
existing categorical programs designed to protect families from poverty.

The bill would also add to the number of persons who will be vulnerable
to the inhumane sanctions of the AFDC program. In return for this, the
only positive feature of S 1511 is the mandatory coverage of two-parent
families, which passed in the House in previous years and defeated in Con-
ference because of the opposition from the then Republican Senate.

CCWRO has published a section-by-section analysis of S 151l containing
numerous recommendations.

There is a certain portion of the cascload who are on aid for an extended
period. These are the people that “welfare reform” should clearly target.
All bills introduced to date fail to do this. Rather, what they do is to
propose a program that will allow states to require up to 90% of the
caseload to become mandatory participants of a workfare program,

@87




ay

88 -

including applicants, this is spreading thin our limited resources. These
bills do not require States to limit mandatory participation to those
individuals who really need a helping hand - the long term recipients who
have been on aid for more than 4 or 6 vears and have children over the age
of 12 years. ) '

8 1511 mandates States to provide cash aid to all two-parent families in
return for mandating 90% of the caseload to participate in a workfare

" program and to give a carte blanche waiver authority to 10 states.

Si50and the other bills introduced basically keep the existing program in
place without meaningful and positive changes which are vitally needed
in the AFDC program.

What is Needed?

* All pregnant women should be eligible for AFDC, This is not the case
in most states. This is a primary cause of the high incidence of infant
mortality in America among low-income persons.

* The work incentives of the pre OBRA cuts should be restored to make
sure that families are able to feed their children after they obtain entry level
jobs.

We have seen many families with children go hungry and become
homeless, even in cases where their caretakes are working.

* Emergency Assistance should be mandatory to all States. Many States
do not participate in the Emergency Assistance program, or they misuse
this program to enhance federal funding for their pet projects, such as the
State of California and many other States.

* Provide cash aid to all poor persons, even those without children, who
are not disabled, blind or over the age of 65 years old.
* Provide automatic supplemental payments to persons whose income is

reduced due to retrospective budgeting.

* Remove unnecessary penalties for late reporting.
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What is welfare reform in 1987? Welfare reform in 1987 is subtle: “It’s a
workhouse without walls, and most of the workers are women.” The
public record reveals that between 1973 and 1985, the number of people
living in families below the federal poverty line, rose by 41%—from18.3
million to 25.7 million. In 1975, net outlays on AFDC were nearly $17
billion (in 1985 dollars). By 1985, outlays had fallen to $14 billion.

Under current law, only 30% of the caseload is required to do mandatory
workfare. Under Congressman’s Downey's bill (HR 1720) the number of
mandatory participants will increase over 100%, about 77% of the total
caseload.

Under the Moynihan bill (S 151) over 90% of the families receiving AFDC
would be required to participate in a workfare program. Under the
Republican bill over 95% of families receiving AFDC would be required
to participate in a workfare program.

Even the most punitive workfare programs proposed by Ronald Reagan
never included forcing mothers, still breast feeding their babies, to provide
free labor to federal, state and local governmental agencies.

Inreality, how does workfare save money? According toa New York State
report, between the years of July 1985 - June 1986, the State of New York
saved $17.5 million by sanctioning families for alleged noncooperation
with their work programs. While saving $17.5 million through barbaric
sanctions, they only saved $6.5 million by actually finding jobs for
workfare participants. So how will workfare save money? The answer is
sanctions.

We wonder if the endorsement of work requirements for parents of
children under the age of six means that we as a society have decided that
all children under 6 years of age are best served by being cared for by
someone other than their parents. We do not agree. We still believe in
traditional family values. We believe that children should be raised by
their parents and not by child care centers.

It is interesting to note the inconsistencies that the welf~e reform debate
reveals, Onone hand, we are told that the absent parent should support the
children, and the States are required to enforce the child support laws. On
the other hand, if the States are not doing their job, rather than sanctioning
States, women who are trying to raise their children, are forced to leave
them and work off their welfare checks or face severe financial sanctions.
Why not impose similar sanctiuns against States for failing to do their job
in securing child support payments?
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Most of the current proposed legislation throws money at the States and
tells them to run 2 workfare program and the only criteria is to make sure
that everybody is participating in the program.

Why is Congress proposing these programs? To get welfare recipients into
jobs and off of welfare? If this is the goal, then States should be required
to cither do the job or admit that they cannot do the job. There is zero
accountability in all of the current welfare bills directly related to the actual
goals of the program. Such failure of accountability makes sense if the
purpose of the program is to punish welfare mothers for being poor. But
if it is enacted for the purpose of making them independent and self-
sufficient, then States should either be required to do the job or be fired for
not being able to do the job.

The State welfare agency is the wrong entity to operate a work program.
When you have a cardiac problem, you do not run to your lawyer and ask
for medical assistance, you see your doctor. If the problem is that welfare
recipients need education, job training and jobs, then the appropriate
agency is not the welfare department, rather it is the “jobs department”,
also known as the Department of Labor and the State employment
agencies.

Most of the bills, including the Senate bills do not assure that participants
will receive child care assistance.

In California, the Legislature appropriated millions of dollars for child
care, but many of those dollars were not spent, eventhough the county
plans, based upon valid studies, showed the immense need for child care.

Fresno County requested funding to provide child care to 80% of the
caseload. Afterone yearonly 8% of the participants were given child care.
Many participants are told that the county does not provide child care.
They are told to either find someone to watch their child(ren) or face
sanctions.

A woman in San Diego had her grandchildren taken away by Child
Protective Services because they were home alone while she was working
off the welfare check she receives for her grandchildren. Yes, grandpar-
ents caretakers are also required to participate in the various work pro-
grams that are under consideration at this time.
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Under the California program, if the client does not have child care, they
do not have to participate in the GAIN program. Who gets child care?
Those who*need it” as determined by the county welfare department. The
following is an actual experience we had in California concerning a GAIN
participant with a child care problem:

This GAIN participant found a job after looking for work for 5 days. She
was not provided with child care while she searched for work because her
child was in school, thus she did not "need" child care.

On the fifth day someone offe~cd her a job. She was overjoyed. She could
finally getoff of welfare. Butin order to take the job, she needed child care
for her 7 year old after school. She called her GAIN worker and told him
that she found a job and needed child care to start working the next day.
The GAIN worker informed the client that the county really does not have
any child care and most of the child care centers have a waiting list.

“What do I do?” she asked her worker. “You don’t have to take the job if
you don’t have child care and you will not be sanctioned.” She then calls
her employer back and tells him that she cannot take the job because she
does not have child care. The employer did not say much, but in ti.e back
of his mind he is thinking about this welfare mother as another lazy welfare
recipient who doesn’t want to work and uses child care as an excuse to
continue to collect welfare. In fact, the employer has read in the
newspapers that the GAIN program has millions of dollars for child care,
thus, she must be a lazy bum.

The employer then calls his Senator’s and Congressperson’s office
complaining about lazy welfare recipients. Then the AFDC mother calls
her worker and asks, “WnatdoIdonow?”” The GAIN worker replies,”You
have to continue to look for work or else you will be sanctioned.”

Now Senators, we ask you, does this sound fair? Any reasonable person
would shake their head and say that this was an insane situation.

Would the existing welfare reform bills allow this situation to happen?
YES.

How do we rernedy this problem? Very simple. Mandate that no person
shall be required to participate in any work program unless they have been
given a certificate of child care slot at a specified child care center if they
need child care, or when they become in need of child care. This would
insure that no one would have to turn down a job.

85-457 0 - 88 - 4
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One of the major features of the work programs are the sanctions. The
primary savings realized from most work requirements and workfare
programs are through financial sanctions.

What are the current sanctions? Under current practice, if the principle
wage earner of a two-parent family fails to participate in the work
program, then the entire family is denied all cash aid benefits for a three
month period, and for six month period for any second and subsequent
failure to participate.

In the case of a single parent family, the parent who violates the workfare
rules is deprived of his or her share of cash aid for a three-month period
for the first instance, and six-months for the second and subsequent
incident.

What would you say to a child who is hungry because his or her father
failed to meet the workfare rules? You say, sorry child you have to starve
for three or six months because daddy was bad. Moreover, what if daddy
is now willing to cooperate. Why continue to punish the children when
daddy is willing to cooperate. Senator, this is an outrageous situation.
Does it sound like the policy of a civilized society? Thisis whatS15liand
the other proposed, so-called welfare reform bills would provide for.

Moreover, if any of these bills are enacted, we anticipate a great increase
in the number of families who will be sanctioned, because more and more
families will be vulnerable to these sanctions given the increase number
of mandatory participants and the increased funding for workfare bureau-
crats.
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Inclosing, we would suggest that the provisions of $ 151l which gives
then states waivers tooperate any kind of program should be repealed
because it would open the door for total and vicious abuse by States.

We would opposc any increase in the number of mandatory partici-
pants in workfare programs, when those persons can volunteer to
participate in work programs and there is noevidence that mandatory
participation enhances the number of persons who overcome pov-

erty.

In fact, we believe that mandatory participation in these programs
should be limited to those who have been on aid for more than six
years and have a child over the age of twelve years.

Participants should be guaranteed a child care slot by giving them a
certificate of a specified child care center when they find a job. All
supportive services shall be given to participants through advance
payments, unless the participant waives this or her right to an
advance payment.

Finally, sanctions should only apply against the parent who refused
to participate in a work program for so long as the parent continues
torefuse to participate. Once the parent agrees to participate, then the
sanctions should be setaside and their aid shall be restored beginning
that same day. If the parent fails to cooperate more than twice in a
one month period, then only the parent should be sanctioned for a 30-
day period.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to present our views before this
Committee. We will be glad to provide any kind of input that the
Committee wishes.
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INTRODUCTION

S. 1511 would change the name from * AFDC” to *Chiid Support Supplement Program*
ond would retain the current overall AFDC program, with several major exceptions:

* It would mandate thot ofl States provide ald to two-parent farmnilies.

» It would mandate that all parents with children over the age of three years must partici-
pate in a workfare program.

» Would allow States to require parents ( and both parents) with chiidren over the oge of
1 to become mandatory participants in a workfare program;

» Provides maximum flexibliity to States to operate a workfare program:;
» FProvide hardly any flexibity for participants of the workfare program:

* Moakes some modifications in the child support laws to enhance the amounf of chitd
support to recover expenditures for AFDC;

* Authorizes various demonstration progroms for States:

+ Authorlzes 10 States to conduct demonstration progroms whereby they would be able
to consolidate the federal funds for AFC, child welfare services, JOBS program, Foster
Care and Adoptions Assistance and Soclal services block grant funds to be used without
the current federal protections, except that fomilies included in the waiver project cannot
have their benefits decreased below what they are receiving prior to the application for
wailver.

¢ Provides States with increased funding to operate a workfare program in America,
which would increoase the number of welfare/workfare bureaucrats.

» Most of the severe Reagan AFDC cutbacks of 1981 remoin in place.
SUMMARY

In summary the bill would include two-parents families and force 90% of the AFDC popula-
tion into working for their AFDC benefits free of charge for the federal State ond locol
governments. Workfare hos always had the sole purpose of punishing the poor for being
poor. This bill would enhance the number of persons who will be punished for being poor.
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TITLEI

CHILD SUPPORT AND ESTABLISHMENT OF PATERNITY

SECTION 101-Mandatory Income Withhold-
ing

.Summary of the Section

This section provides that the employer of the
absent parent will automatically withhold the child
sugbort portion of the wages, unless both parents
agree to an alternative arrangement or when States
find good cause to rely on an alternative arrange-
ment.

Recipient Impact Statement

Unlike helping single-parent households whose
absent parents receive above middle class income
in salaries and wages and do not want to pay child
support, this section will not drastically affect
those single-parent households whose absent par-
ent work at minimum wages and now pay court-
ordered child support in an amount which repre-
sents a significant amount of_their wages.

Many of these low paid workers are the primary
wage eamers for their second family. The courtsin
most States do not consider the fact that because
these low wage eamers do not have the money to
hire an attorney to fight the District Attorney, the
low wage earner pays more in child support.

Recommendation

Revise this section to limit the percentage of the
wages that can be withheld by taking into consid-
cration the absent parents current family expenses
and liabilities.

SECTION 102-Child Support Disregard
Summary of the Section

This section clarifies current law by specifying that
States shall disregard, for the purposes of deter-

-1

mining cash aid benefits, the first $50 from any
child support received by the family, solong as the
absent parent made the payments on time.

Reciplent Impact Statement

Current law, as is now applied, punishes AFDC
children for the absent parent’s late payments.
Some current absent parents intentionally make
these payments late so the custodial parent will not
receive the $50 disregard.

Recommendation

Provide that the $50 disregard shall be paid to the
custodial parent whenever a child support payment
for any month is received from the noncustodial
parent. :

SECTION 103-State Guidelines for Child Sup-
port Awards

Summary of the Section

This section provides that the States shall establish
guidelines for determination of child support lev-
els by judges and State officials. These guidelines
will be reviewed and updated once every two years.

All current and new cases will be reviewed o
establish child support payments based upon the
new levels. Both parents will receive a 30-day
notice stating that the child support levels are being
revised in accordance with the new guidelines.

Exceptions may be made to these guidelines on a
case by case basis.

Recipient Impact Statement

This is a good policy for those one-parent head of
households whose absent parents earn wages or a

YoHetd frbe
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salary above the middle class income and do not
pay their child support.

This policy is not so good for those absent parents
who eam money under the poverty level and are
ordered to pay a large percentage of the wages to
the District Attorney. Itisto be noted that the local
District Attorney receives a portion of all money
collected.

This section will allow upper class absent parents
to hire an attomney to reduce the amount of child
support he or she will have to pay, while alow wage
carner will generally not be represented by counsel
because he cannot afford attorney’s fees.

Finally, this Section fails to establish a process or
guidelines for States to establish child support
responsibilities of absent parents.

'Recommendation

This section should be revised to establish manda-
tory guidelines that the State shall follow in setting
child support payment guidelines. In par, these
guidelines should specify a maximum percentage
that could be ordered as child support against an
absentparentliving at or below the poverty level or
living on a fixed income, workmen’s compensa-
tion or unemployment insurance benefits.

SECTION 111-Performance Standards for
Establishment of Paternity

.Summary of the Section

This section establishes performance standards for
States to establish paternity.
Recipient Impact Statement None

Recommendations None

SECTION 112.Increased Federal! Assistance
for Paternity Establishment

Summary of the Section

This sectionraises the federal matching rate 0 90%
(from 68% in fiscal year 1988) for State costs for
laboratory tests used to determine paternity.
Recipient Impact Statement None

Recomimendations None

SECTION 121- Requirement for Prompt State
Response

Summary of the Section

This section would require that the Secretary of
HHS establish a time limit in which a State must
accept and respond to requests for assistance in
establishing and enforcing child support orders
from individuals and other States.

HHS must establish an advisory committee com-
posed of various State officials for inputinto these
regulations. This advisory committee shall hear
testimony and complaints from the public regard-
ing the child support program, administrative
problems and the speed of collections.

Recipient Impact

Like most welfare reform bills, this bill also ig-
nores the consumer, the parent receiving the child

support.

Although this section is designed to be responsive
to the consumers, the Secretary will not have con-
sumer representatives on the committee.

2.
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* Recommendation .

This advisory committee should include an equal
number of representation from the consumers,
such as representation from local and statewide
welfare rights organizations, the National Welfare
Rights Union, Legal Services, women’s groups,
etc.

SECTION122-Mandatory Automated Track-
ing and Monitoring System

Summary of the Section

This section requires the State to establish an
automated tracking system within 10 years of the
enactment of this section.

The federal government wi!l pay 90% of the costs.
None.

Recipient Impact Statement

Recommendations None

SECTION 123-Additional Information Source
for Parent Locater Service

Summary of the Section

This section would authorize HHS to have access
towage information maintained by the Department
of Labor, This would include information regard-
ing the identity of individuals receiving Unem-
ployment Insurance Benefits.

Recipient Impact Statement None

Recommendations None

3.

SECTION 1244-Use of Social Security Num-
bers to Identify Parents

Summary of the Section

This section mandates that States obtain the social
security numbers from both parents at the time of
the birth of the child. States would be allowed 10
waive this requirement for good cause.

Recipient Impact Statement None

Recommendations None

SECTION 125-Commission on Interstate Child
Support

Summary of the Section

This section establishes a commission for the pur-
pose of holding a national conference to discuss
reforming the child support system.

None

Recipient Impact Statement

Recommendations None
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TITLE II

JOB OPPORTUNITIES AND BASIC SKILLS (JOBS) PROGRAMS

SECTION 201- Establishment of the JOBS
program in All Political Subdivisions
Summary of the Section

This provision requires each State to submit a
plan to establish 8 JOBS program in all political
subdivisions of the State.

Recipient Impact Statement

Not all political entities have the assets and re-
sources to operate a workfare program. Small
counties as well as counties with high unem-
ployment rates could operate such a program
only if the federal and State governments pour
money into the county to operate a wasteful
program. Oncethe county must pay areasonable
share of the operation expenses of the program,
it would be evident that operating such a pro-
gram is not feasible.

Those counties in California who have submit-
ted a GAIN plan, stating that all persons will
become employed, turn around and apply for an
exemption for participating in the food stamp
employment and training program because the
county has no jobs.

Local entities will operate any program, so long
as the money comes from Washington, even if
there are 100 clients and five job opportunitiesin
the county. )

Recommendation
Establish specific guidelines, such as, manda-

tory individual panticipation in the JOBS pro-
gram shall occurif the unemployment rate of the

county is less than 4%. If the unemployment rate
of the county is greater than 4%, individual partici-
pation in the JOBS program should be voluntary,

SECTION 203.(2)-Involving the Private Sector
in JOBS

Summary of the Section

This section mandates that State welfare agencies
involve the private sector in the formulation of the
JOBS program to make sure that clients are being
trained for jobs that are available in the community.

Recipient Impact Statement

This section, like a previous section, ignores the
consumers of this program-and their representa-
tives.

It assumes that the decision made by the private
sector employers are based on what is best for the
poor, and the poor should rely and depend upon the
private sector 10 do the “right thing”.

We believe that in order for the poor to become
independent, they must be involved in the plan-
ning ard designing of the plan. Torely onothers to
make them independent merely breeds depend-
ency.

Recommendation
Mandate that States meaningfully and equally

involve the poor and their representatives in the
planning process and design of the JOBS program.
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SECTION 202(3)-State Welfare Agency to
Administer the JOBS Program

Summary of the Provision

This section provides that the State welfare agency
shall operate the JOBS program.

Recipient Impact Statement

This provision is the major problem with the JOBS
Program. The Congress will require the State
welfare agency, which administered a jobs and
training program, to operate the JOBS program for

the poor.

When you have chest pains, you do not call your
lawyer, you rush to the hospital to see a doctor.

In this case, welfare recipients need training and
education. The agency that has beendoing this, and
continues to do this, is the Employment and Train-
ing Agency of the Department of Labor. This bill
distinguishes between welfare recipients and all
other unemployed persons by placing them in a
different category for experimental purposes by
welfare/workfare officials. Welfare and workfare
officials have no experience in employment and
training services.

This problem has surfaced in the California
workfare program, when it designated the training
and education responsibility to the county welfare
department. During the first year of operation by
Fresno County, only 106 persons found employ-
ment with sufficient wages 1o make the families
self-sufficient. The State employment agency
found jobs for 789 persons during the fiscal year of
1984-1985. It appears that the State employment
agency outperformed the State welfare agency by
over 700%; yet, Congress still tries to transfer the
administration of the JOBS programto the welfare
agency.

.5.

SECTION 201.(4)-Maintenance of FISCAL
Efforts By States

Summary of the Provision

States will not be allowed to use JOBS money to
replace State funds that were used for workfare
programs during fiscal year 1986.

Recipient Impact Statement

None

Recommendation

None

SECTION 201(5)-All Nonexempt Persons Re-
quired to Participate

Summary of the Provision

This provision provides that all mandatory panici-
pants shall be required to participate in the JOBS
program, unless they do not have child care. Any
person receiving cash aid may volunteer to partici-
pate. Moreover, States may allow, or require un-
employed absent parents to participate in the JOBS
program. :

Recipient Impact Statement

The provision would force women whodonothave
adequate child care arrangements, to participate in
the JOBS program. The provision does notcontain
suffictent protection insuring available child care
when the participant receives a job offer.

This provision leaves the door wide open for State
welfare officials to abuse poor women by requiring
a 12 year old child to supervise a 6 year old sibling.
This very problem is now occuring in Yuba
County, California. This provision contains noth-
ing to prevent the situation whereby the mother is
forced to go tc workfare and leave her children
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without any supervision, only to come home and
find that the children have been removed from the
home by Child Protection Services, another armof
the welfare department. This happened in San
Diego, California.

While child care is not mandatory, it is only pro-
vided if the State agency can be shown that the
parent needs child care arrangements.

We are contemptuous of the practice of forcing
parents to become slaves to the federal, State or
local government because they are poor or cannot
find jobs with wages high enough to support their
familiesin gn economy that needs at least 6 or more
percent unemployment.

Recommendation

Mandate that a “certificate of a child care slot” ata
designated child care center is to be made available
to any person who participates in the program
hefore the recipient is required to participate in the
program. When the participant has a certificate of
achild care slotata designmated child carte center,
andis offered a job, heor she willnothave torefuse
1o accept the job due to lack of child care and then
turn around and look for work again.

SECTION 201(6)-Exemptions
Summary of the Provision

This provision contains most of the current exemp-
tions. It also includes the categories of mandatory
participants which includes custodial parents with:

a.childrenoverthe ageofthree(3)years
to be mandatory participants; and

b. children over the age of 1 to 3 to be
mandalory participants at the option of
the State welfare agency.

Recipient Impact Statement

This provision fails to set forth how individuals
would be allowed to establish these exemptions?
‘What type of proof will they have to provide?

State agencies now require thatan ill recipient wifl
have to participate in the program, unless a state-
ment from a doctor, stating that they are too ill to
participate in the program, can be produced. Many
clients cannot find a doctor who will take medicaid
patients. Thus, they have to continue to slave for
the federal, State and local government, even when
they are ill.

This provision would also require a person who
works less than 30 hours a week to quit his or her
joband provide frec labor for the federal, State and
local government. The fact that some part-time—
jobs turn into full time jobs should be considered
and it should be the clients’ option rather than the
welfare/workfare workers’ option to leave a part
time job to participate in the JOBS program,
Mothers, who are breast feeding their children will
be forced to leave their children to provide free
labor to federal, State and local government.

While foster children in America will have “par-
ents” to guide themthrough their tender years, poor
children will have their parents snatched away
from them and marched to the workfare programto
provide free labor to federal, State and local gov-
emmental entities.

Recommendation

Limit mandatory participation to recipients who
have been on aid for more than six years and have
achild over 12 years old. These are the long term
recipients who should be mandatory participants of
aprogram designed to help people get off welfare.

Persons working part-time should be exempted
from the program, unless they volunteer to partici-
pate in the JOBS program.

All participants shall be asked in writing whether

-6~
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or not they meet any of the exemptions of the JOBS
program. If they indicate or claim such an exemp-
tion, then such exemption shall be granted, unless
the State has clear and convincing evidence to the
contrary.

SECTION 201(7)-Requiring Both Parents (o
Participate in JOBS

Summary of the Provision

States would have the option of requiring both
parents to panticipate in the JOBS program, if child
care is assured.

Recipient Impact Statement

We have already commented on the false availabil-
ity of child care and how State welfare agencies are
not interested in insuring that children receive
adequate care; rather, State welfare agencies are
only concerned about reducing the welfare
caseload, regardless of the costs.

Recommendation

The States should not have the option to require
that both parents participate in the JOBS program.
Theoption should be givento the parents since they
are capable of making such decisions.

SECTION 201(8)- Encouraging Both Parents
of a Two-Parent Family With a Child Under Six
Years to Participate in the JOBS Program

Summary of the Provision

This provision would allow States 10 encourage
both parents of a two-parent family with a child
under the age of six years to participate in the JOBS
program.

Recipient Impact Statement

Encouragement is ro different from requiring both
parents to participate in the JOBS program. When

the v-elfare/workfare official makes a suggestion,
most recipients go along with the suggestion for
fear of losing their cash aid.

Recommendation

This provision should provide that such parent -
shall be informed that they do not have to parici-
patein the JOBS program unless they choose to do
so in writing.

SECTION 201(9) Self Initiated Education or
Training

Summary of the Section

Anindividual who currently attends ““an approved”
school or training program, may continue in such
program and may be eligible to receive only child
care expenses.

Recipient Impact Statement

This section provides that if the State welfare/
workfare officials approve the individual’s self-
initiated education or training program, then the
individual would be allowed 0 complete that
education or training. However, if the welfuare/
workfare officials do not approve of the education/
training already started by the individual, then the
individual will have to quit the education or train-
ing that he or she has begun, after making a finan-
cialinvestment or borrowing money, and be forced
to provide free labor to the federal, State and local
goverhmental entities,

Clearly, this section robs poor people of their
attempts to independently try to become self-suffi-
cient and it clearly tells welfare recipients to be
totally dependent upon your welfare/workfare
worker or lose the welfare benefits. This section
exposes what this bill is really about- power to the
workfare workers and make the poor completely
dependent upon government.

-
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Recommendation
Change the current language to read:

“An individual who is attending an
accredited post-secondary institu-
tion or a training program shall be
deemed to be satisfactorily partici-
pating in the JOBS program with-
out being required to attend any of
the JOBS components.”

SECTION 201(10) Initial Assessment
Summary of the Provision

During the initial assessment, States are required to
review the individuals’ education and skills and
may develop an employability plan which shall
reflect the preference of the participant, “to the
extent possible.”

States have an option of entering into a contract
with participants which will state the obligations
of both the participant and the State under the pro-
gram.

. .

Recipient Impact Statement

These assessments are ways to produce jobs for
workfare bureaucrats by using poor women and
their children. Panticipants have no meaningfull
participation in these assessments or the develop-
ment of the “adhesive contacts”.

Recommendation None

SECTION 201(11) The Adhesive Workfare
Contact

Summary of the Provision

This provision allows the State welfare agency to
“require each participant in the JOBS program to

negotiate a contract with the State agency™ that sets
forth the participant’s and State’s obligation.

Clients also have a right to a fair hearing, if they
disagree with the contract.

Recipient Impact Statement

The language of the statute makes it clear that
“recipients are required to negotiate a contract”.
How can negotiation be mandatory? You cannot
force people to negotiate.

In California, clients are not allowed to either
complete their own contract or to specify what
choices they desire. Rather, the workfare worker
completes the conract and the clientis told “sign it
orelse. ” The county welfare department never fills
out welfare applications for clients, but they can’t
wait to complete the workfare contract. And the
reason is—the person who completes the form has
control over what goes into the form.

Recommendation

Webeliev: “atthe bill should eliminate this phony
contract and admit the truth—that poor people in
America will be treated like third class citizens.
They will be told what to do, when and how to do
it, under the false and dishonest guise of making the
poor “‘self-sufficient” with an “‘adhesive contract.”

The State agency shall assess the participant. The
out-come of the assessment, the name of the local
legal and welfare rights office, the availability of
the various types of supportive services, including
arecommended component for participation shall
be mailed to the participant. The participant shall
have the right to select either the recommended
component or one of his or her choice and the right
torequest the services the client believesis needed.
The component selected by the recipient shall be
deemed to be appropriate, unless there is clear and
convincing evidence that the component selected
by the participant is inappropriate.

This would

insure that clients would be
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empowered to select a reasonable component and
ask for supportive services, without having the
workfare bureaucrat breathing down their neckand
telling them what they should write on the form,
which is a common practice within the wclfare
system.

CCWRO has published a proposed "Welfare Re-
form Bill™. This bill has specific language which
contains all the necessary protections that clients
needed for a agency-client agreement. With that
language this alleged agreement will be another
cruel joke upon the needy of America.

SECTION 201(12)-State Option to Give a
Client a Case Manager

Summary of the Provision

This provision would give the State welfare agency
the option of assigning each participant a case
manager.

Recipient Impact Statement- None

Recommendation- None

SECTION 201(13)-Range of Services
Summary of the Provision

This provision provides that the State “may"’ pro-
vide a broad range of services available to JOBS
participants. These services include education,
training, workfare, work supplementation, and job
search services.

Recipient Impact Statement

This section allows the State welfare agency to
limit this so-called education and training program
to job search and workfare for the rest of the
recipients life.

There is no requirement that State agency provide

any training or educational services to all clients.
Recommendation

The State agency shall havea full range of services
before they are allowed to operate the JOBS pro-
gram and the clients shall be allowed to select from
that full range of options.

There should also be a prohibition against recy-
cling clients through the same components over
and over again.

SECTION 201(14)-JOBS Requirements for
Mothers Under the Age of 21 Years-

Summary of the Provision

A parent who is under the age of 21 and has not
completed high school, and whe ! not otherwise
exempt, shall be required to participate in:

« high-school training;
« remedial literacy training; or

+ ESL.

If the State decides that education is not necessary,
they may enroll such person in other JOBS compo-
nents, such as workfare, job search, etc, in lieu of
education.

Recipient Impact Statement

This section is unnecessary. It must have been
placed here tomislead the publicinto believing that
women under the age of 21 years old will be
entitled to educational services, which is not
truee—they are not entitled to any educational
services.

The provision provides that if the State welfare
agency finds that education is not necessary, then
they shall be enrolled in other JOBS components.

9.
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In a meeting with the California State welfare
agency, we were informed that, in the agency's
opinion, it is not necessary speak English in order
to find work in America.

With people like this running the JOBS program
we can assure the authors of this biil that welfare
mothers under the age of 21 years old will not get
an education.

Recommendation:

This section is unnecessary if it is to stay permis-
sive. The State already has the option of providing
education in Section 201(13). If this section is to
remain for honest purposes, then it should state that
any person receiving cash aid under the age of 21
years old, who does not have a high school
diploma, shall (notmay) be required to attend high
school, until they secure a high school diploma.

SECTION 201(15)-Component Assignment
Summary of the Provision

This provision provides that in deciding which
component the participant shall be assigned, the
State agency shall consider the participants health,
physical capacity, skills, experience, place of resi-
dence and family responsibility. The participant
shall not be forced to stay overnight at a job site in
order to participate in a component.

Recipient Impact Statement

All of this rhetoric sounds appealing. However,
this section does not give the client the right to state
whether he or she does or does not want to partici-
pate in a given component. Rather, the State
agency may take the client’s reasons into consid-
eration in making a final determination.

Recommendation

Allow the client to select the component in which

they want to participate and abolish all of this
unnecessary rhetoric about protecting clients.

Let poor people protect themselves without relying
on the Siate bureaucrats. The authors of this bill
would be surprised to discover what poor people
can accomplish with a helping hand and without
the preconceived notion that all poor people are
ignorant.

SECTION 201(16)-Right to a Fair Hearing
Summary of the Provision

This section provides that the State welfare agency
shall allow client to file for a fair hearing.

Recipient Impact Statement

It takes a law to give poor people what all other
people of America have— Due Process of the Law.

Recommendation None

SECTION 416(g)-Workfare
Summary of the Provision

This section allows State welfare agencies to
operate a workfare program, also known as “‘com-
munity work experience program”, the pride and
joy of Ronald Reagan and the right wing of the
Republican Party and now adopted and promoted
by most all Democrats.

The participation of the indivudal in the workfare
program can go on forever. The States may, butnot
mandated to, take into consideration the partici-
pants’ prior training, experience and skills.

Participants will have to work for minimum wage,
lesschild support payments. Workfare participants
are not suppose to displace paid workers.

Subsection 416(g){a)(1)(D) makes sure that none
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of these protections would apply if a State wants to
operalte a workfare program that violates any of the
protections in this bill,

Recommendation

We oppose involuntary servitude, even if it is
coatéd with gold. However, we see no problem in
a recipient wanting to volunteer in a workfare
program, as long as it is limited to as long as the
participant wants to be in the program.

If this section is not repealed, then mandatory
CWEP should be limited to three (3) months,
whichis similarto the San Diego County Workfare
program, which has been labeled to be a successful

program.

SECTION 416(h)(1) and (2)-Job Search
Summary of the provision

This section allows States to require an eight (8)-
week job search requirement for applicants and
recipients during any twelve (12) consecutive
months.

Recipient Impact Statement

This provisionignores the fact that there may be no

jobs in the community in which the client is re- |

quired todo jobsearch. We feel this is another way
to harass poor people.

We have witnessed poor women spending their
childrens’ food money (and the children go hun-
gry) to look for non-existent jobs in fear of losing
their AFDC benefits.

Futile efforts in job search benefits only the
workfare bureaucrats in that they have a reason to
get a monthly paycheck from the welfare depart-
ment. It harms the children of the family, because
their single parent has less time to spend with them
on school work, and less money in which to buy
food.

Recommendation

Jobsearch should be limited to three (3) weeks with
advance payment for transportation expenses in
localities that have less than 4% unemployment. In
all other localities job search should be voluntary.

SECTION 416(h)-Sanctions
Summary of the Provision

Individuals who are required to participate in the
JOBS program, and who fail to do so without good
cause, shall be subject te the following fiscal sanc-
tions:

SINGLE PARENT FAMILIES

« In single parent families, the individual’s needs
shall not be taken into account in calculating the
cash aid benefits and the remainder of the grant
shall, where feasible, be paid to a substitute payee.

» After the first instance of non-cooperation, the
penalty shall be imposed until such time as the
individual cooperates.

* After the second instance, the penalty shall be
imposed until the individual cooperates or for three
months, whichever is longer.

« In subsequent instances, the penalty shall be
imposed until the individual cooperates or for six
months, whichever is longer.

TWO PARENT FAMILIES

+ In two-parent families, when the principal earner
fails to cooperate, the entire family will become
ineligible for cash aid.

= After the first instance of non-cooperation, the
penalty shall be imposed until such time as the
principal earner cooperates.

« After the second instance, the penalty shall be
imposed until the principal earner cooperates or for

1.
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three months, whichever is longer.

» Afier subsequent instances, the penalty shall be

imposed until the principal eamer cooperatesor for
six months, whichever is longer.

Recipient Impact Statement

This is what the JOBS program is all about: sanc-
tions, sanctions and more sanctions.

How can one explain to his/her children that they
cannot eat and they have to live in the streets
because daddy or mommy was late to a workfare
assignment. S/he begs to return to his/her work
program assgnment, but the workfare law says s/he
has to be punished this way for three months or in

_ many cases, six months.

Why punish the children for what their parents
have done. Americans are not callous, they do not
enjoy seeing children suffer. The message being
sent through this bill is, “We do not care what
happens to poor children”.

Recommendation

It is barbaric 10 deny food and shelter to poor
chi'dren in order to punish the parents. Such
barbarism has no place in a civilized nation, unless
the authors of this bill do not believe that America
is a civilized nation, which is the current view of
many welfare recipients today.

If Congress feels compelled to punish someone,
then they should only punish the parent who
committed the actof non-cooperation and leave the
children alone.

The parent should be taken out of the grant until
they agree to cooperate. Once they agree to coop-
erate, they should be right back on the grant. This
would also simplify the system.

SECTION 402-Payments of Child Care, Trans-
portation, and Other Work Related Expenses

Summary of the Section

This section provides that the State agency can
decide what child care services will be available to
the recipient, when and how he/she shall receive it.

Recipient Impact Statement

The recipient will have zero rights in determining
anything concerning child care arrangements for
his or her child. And if they interfere with the
States’ right to make it’s decision about child care,
then the recipient will be found not to be cooperat-
ing with the JOBS program and fiscal sanctions
will be imposed against the family. The recipientis
totally dependent upon the State.

Recommendation

No welfare worker nor anyone else should tell a
parent what type of child care their child should
receive. Welfare recipients are not the personal
property of the welfare/workfare bureaucrat.

Applicants and recipients shall have the right to
select the type of child care they wish for their
children and they shall only be required to partici-
pate if they have verifiable child care in case they
get a full time job.

No participant shall use his or her cash aid to meet
the expenses of the JOBS program. The State
agency shall issue advance payments of child care
and transportation, unless the participant know-
ingly and willingly waives his or her right to such
advance payments.

SECTION 403- Federal Matching Rate
Summary of the Section
This section provides that the federal government

will appropriate $140 mitlion dotlars to States and
States would have to provide the first 10%. Once a
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State has used up its share of the $140 million, the
federal govemment woyld then provide 60% of
additional money spent by State governments for
workfare.

The federal government would provide a 50%
match of the administrative costs.

Federal matching for child care expenses will be
limited to $160 per child.

Recipient Impak:t Statement
We believe that $160 a child is very low.

We believe that States should not be allowed to
receive any federal funds unless they are account-
able and that they use that money to find jobs for
_poor people, rather than using the money solely for
the purposes of creating jobs for welfare/workfare
burcancrats.

Recommendation

States shall receive matching funds only if they
find jobs for participants. If they fail to find jobs for
participants, then they should receive no money.
As this bill would impose severe financial sanc-
tions against poor persons and innocent children,
because the parent failed to do what they were
supposed to do, State agencies should also be
equally punished for failing to do their job.

We realize that the bill does not specify what the
States responsibilities are, which can be a problem
inholding States accountable. We hope the authors
can determirie the States responsibilities and im-
pose equal sanctions against them.

SECTION 203-Repeal of the WIN Program

i
Summary of the Section
Recipient Impact Statement

This section would repeal the WIN program.

We never thought we would be sad 1o see the WIN
program go, but the WIN program is a jewel
compared to the mean-spirited JOBS program and
all of the other workfare proposals before Congress
to date.

Recommendation

Maintain the WIN program.

3

SECTION 204-Regulations; Performance
Standards and Studies

Summary of the Section

This section provides that the Secretary of HHS
shall promulgate proposed regulations implement-
ing the JOBS program within six (6) months and
have the final regulation within one year.

It also provides for the formulation of performance
standards with the input of State officials.

Finally, it provides that HHS should conduct stud-
ies to see how the program is working.

Recipient Impact Statement

Again, poor people are not meaningfully involved
in the development of performance standards of a
program that is allegedly being created to serve the
poor and not the State welfare/workfare officials.

The studies will not research what happens to the
sanctioned children or the number of people who
found jobsdirectly as aresultof the JOBS program.
The bill does not address the hard truth—this is a
punitive program, not designed to help poor
people.

Recommendation

If the purpose of this program is to help people,
then studies should clearly show how many people
found jobs and which program components were
the most and least effective in the welfare system.
The studies should show how much money was

13-
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spenton the program. Moreover, the studies should
involve the poor and their representatives in the
planning and design of the program performance
standards.

SECTION 205-Effective Date
Summary of the Section
This section provides that, generally the provisions

of Title II shall be effective October, 1989, but the
JOBS program can go into effect carlier.

Recipient Impact Statement

While workfare goes into effect right away, States
can delay the implementation of the other positive
features of this bill.

Recommendation

The complete package should go into effect simul-
taneously.

-14.
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TITLE III

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE
L ]

SECTION 301 and 302-Extended Eligibility for
Child Care and Medical Assistance

Summary of the Provision

This section provides thata family can receive nine
(9) months of child care and medical assistance, if
they were on cash aid within three (3) of the
proceeding six (6) months.

The child care services will be available to the
extentthat the State welfare agency determinesitto
be reasonably necessary for the recipients continu-
ing employment.

Italso requires that the family contribute to the cost
of transitional child care on a sliding scale system.

Recipient Impact Statement

What happens after nine months? Once child care
and medical assistance stops, the recipient would,
most probably, be forced to quit the job. Employ-
ers would complain to their Congresspersons and
Senators that although they gave a welfare recipi-
ent a job, the recipient didn’t really want the job.

>~
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Moreover, most recipients would not receive any
transitional child care services. Inorder toreceive
child care, a recipient must meet the vague test of
“needing child care that the State welfare agency
determines to be reasonably necessary for his or
her employment.”

With the sliding scale system, States can charge
exactly what a private day care charges.

Recommendation

It is not fair to give people hope only to give them
another disappointment,

Transitional child care should be provided as long
as the person States that he or she needs it or
subsidized child care becomes available, which-
ever is earlier. Such statement of need should be
accepted as true, unless the State welfare agency
has clear and convincing evidence that the recipi-
ent does not need the child care services.

A sliding scale fee arrangement should be devel-
oped by the federal government and should not
exceed 5% of the client’s net earnings.
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TITLE IV

FAMILY LIVING ARRANGEMENT
L

SECTION 401- Households Headed by Minor
Parents.

Summary of the Section

This section provides that any minor parent (under
the age of 18) who has never married and who is
eligible for cash aid may receive such cash aid only
when living with a parent, legal guardian or other
adult relative.

This provision does not apply to those minors who
do not have any living parent or legal guardian, or
the parent/legal guardian will not allow such minor
parent to live in their home, or the minor child has
lived away fromatleast one year prior to having the
child.

If such minor parent has not finished high school,
States may require such minor parents to goto high

schoolasacondition of eligibility, unless the minor
does not have child care.

Recipient Impact Stateinent

Thisisanother attempt by Congress toimpose their
moral value judgments upon the poor people of this
Country.

However, poor people are used to being pushed
around and this could have much been much worse.

Recommendation

None

Section 402-Two Parent Family-SUPPORT
Summary of the Section

This section provides that all two parent families
shall receive cash aid. Under current law, not all
States provide aid to two-parent families.

Recipient Impact Statement

This is a provision that has already been in confer-
ence on two or three occasions before and it was
defeated by the Senate, because Senator Long
hated poor two-parent families.

Now with Senator Russe! Long gone and the
Democrats in control of the Senate, there is no
reason to enact a mean-spirited workfare program
in retumn for aid to two-parent families.

Recommendation

None.
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TITLEV
BENEFIT IMPROVEMENT
Co e

SECTION 501- Periodic Re-evaluation of Need
and Payment Standards

Summary of the Section

This section provides that States shall review their
benefit levels at least once every five years and
send a report to HHS.

Recipient Impact Statement

Currently HHS publishes areport each year setting
forth the amount that each State pays.

What is really needed humane benefit levels of
cash aid payments for families with children in
America. The current level of cash aid payments
are disgraceful for a civilized nation.

The following states pay the following amounts for
an adult and three children:

-17.

Arkansas $224
Louisiana $234.
Missisippi  $144
Puerto Rico  $104
Tennessee  $186
Texas $221¢
Recommendation

Thecostof living is about the same throughout this
country. There is no reason to have a national
program providing assistance to families and hav-
ing payment so ridicously low.

This bill should be amended to mandate that fami-
lies be provided with at least 75% of the poverty
levelinbenfitpaymentsiftheyare required to work
for their benefits. Cas aid payments at thisrate isan
insult, even though it is better than nothing. True
reform would address this problem with action, not
symbolic reports that do nothing.
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TITLE VI

DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS
L ]

SECTION 601 et.seq.
Summary of the Section

This title authorizes several State demonstration
projects to operate various types of programs.

Recipient Impact Statement

We oppose all demonstration programs in which
the poor and their representatives do not have
meaningful participation in the planning and de-
signing stages. Most of these programs are at-
tempts to satisfy the intellectual needs of some
academics in America by using poor people as
guinea pigs. '

Recommendation
Only demonstration programs developed jointly

with the poor and their representatives should be
implemented.
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TITLE VII

WAIVER AUTHORITY
S

SECTION 801
Summary of the Section

This section authorizes HHS to grant 10 dem-
onstration programs wherein States are free to
do whatever they want.

Recipients Impact Statement

We oppose all demonstration programs when
the poor do nothave meaningful participation
in the planning and designing the program.
These programs will authorize the States to
operate programs that will disregard all cur-
rent statutory and regulatory protections now
available to recipients. They can casily turn
these programs into facsimiles of the current
general assistance(GA)/general relief (GR)
programs operated by States and localities.

Although the statute provides that current re-
cipients will not experience reductions in aid
payments, the waiver authority makes avail-

.19-

able athousand and one opportunities to impose eli-
gibility requirements that will reduce the overall
caseload and deny aid to the truly needy while still
maintaining the current level of benefits for those
who survive. These tactics have been utilized in
general assistance programs throughout the Coun-
try. In Califomia, courts have ordered increased
benefitlevels; yet the total amountof funds spent on
general assistance did notrise. Perversely, the GA/
GR budgets in those counties decreased as the
counties adopted innovative means to deny aid to
the wuly needy; adding thousands of single indi-
viduals and childless couples to the ever growing
homeless population of America.

Recommendation

‘We have no objections to HHS issuing waivers to
States to operate programs that will increase the
rights of the poor, not reduce the rights of the poor.
If these programs are truly designed to benefit the
poor, then they should be designed by law to in-
crease their current rights and benefits.
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AN ANALYSIS FROM THE PERSPECTIVE

OF THE POOR

ABOUT THIS PUBLICATION

& CCWRO

CCWRO is a non-profit organization representing welfare recipient organizations throughout
tha State of California.

CCWRO publishes a monhtly publication called the Czlifornia Workfare Reporter”. CCWRQO

has aiso published case analysis of families who were victimized by the workfare and welfare
program opaerators.

The recipient impact statements of H.R. 1720 is a product of intense discussions with welfare
advocates who, combined, represent centuries of experience in workfare programs.

Legal analysis was done by Grace Galligher, Attorney at Law.

The primary author of the report was Kevin Aslanian, who has been actively involvedin weliare
rights advocacy for over 15 years. He is also a former recipient of welfare benefit.

CCWRO wishas to express its appreciation to all persons who participated in this project anc
to those who will read this analysis.

Coalition of Califormia Welfare Rights Organizations,
1900 “K* Strect, Suise 203, Sacramento, CA 95814- $16-442-2901



COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE WORKFARE PROVISIONS
OF THE WELFARE REFORM BILLS BEFORE CONGRESS IN 1987-PAGE 10F 6

ISSUES URRENT WAYS & MEANS ED. & LABOR S. 1511 REPUBLIC:N BILL
¢ Law COMMITTEE* COMMITTEE®** MOYNIHAN®** save
PROGRAM OPERATION The St anployment savice | This program will be operased by | The Depariment of Labor will | Same s Ways sod Mesns. Seme 2 Ways axd Means.
agercy, which he Resgm ad- | the welfare depmtment Welfwe | apersie this program. The gover-
minisration has bom tryiog © | recipients would not receive job | nor of the St will designate
close for scveral yoms, operates ad training savices from the | cither o Stae welfare or em-
the jobs and training program for mmﬂmm- ploymen agancy © opame the
welfwe aod noo-welfare recipi- | welfare recy) program, upon which
ents. mwum.m q::ymdoubmpbh
tificagon © shaxt down the em- | welfme recipients.
ployment sgency for the unem-
poyed of America.
RECIPIENT There is o commumity in- | There is no requi that | The y is required ©0 in- | Same s Ways and Means. Same as Ways and Means.
INVOLVEMENT volvernent of the poor in the for- | welfare recipients or their xep- | volve 8¢ orgaaizations repre-
mulation of wok progeams for | resenttives be involved in the | senting the eligible participants
the poar. formulation of programs which | in s advisory commisee © de-
sxve them. velop parformance stwxdards for
the States.
Any person without a child under | Staes may require any peon | ANl pomons with children over the (Al relative carceakers with chil- | Al persons we required ©©
REQUIRED the age of 6 yesrs is required © w:ﬂndﬂdowxh@d3 age of 6 years mus participate. | dren over the age of threo will be | perticipate, except for & sx
PARTICIPATION paicipaiz in the program, unkeas | years 1o participee full Gme, A | Women with chilimn over #o | roquired 10 participats in ol in- | manh pariod following the
N THE PROGRAM he on she is exampt for some other | person with a child under the age | age of 3 must participate part- | suces. Wamen with chilien | deie that the wamen gives
resson. - of 3 years may be required wpar- | fime. bmmhq-dl-ﬂ!cnhc birh © & chid ad three
ticipese 20 hours & week in a work requirod 10 participste & the mulrpxgnhdnd-
program. State’s option. Sor giving birth 10 a child.
*** The Sevare
= An Amonven 10 Wairare Rerorm
* HR1720 HR 1720 Bu **** HR 3200

1900 °K" Sreeev

Seeremser, 1987
By Nanonar Wewsee Ricits Usion

oSume 203 o Sacaamento +CA 95814

*§16-442-290
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. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE WORKFARE PROVISIONS
OF THE WELFARE REFORM BILLS BEFORE CONGRESS IN 1987-PAGE20F 5

ISSUES URRENT WAYS & MEANS ED. & LABOR S. 1511 REPUBLICAN
C LAw COMMITTEE COMMITTEE MOYNIHAN BILL
RS —
EXEMPTIONS Under comeng aw sy poson | Seme as cunent law, Same & carrent law, Same a8 cument law. Sane ss currert law.
who is ill, incapacitsed, of ad- .
vanced age, who is 50 physically
remots from the employment
service agency that effective par-
ticipation is precluded or whose
presonce in the home is required
because of iliness or incapacity of
another member of the houschold
is exempx from the program.
PRIORITY There are o mandary priceities | The bill contains suggesied pri- The Stae sgency is requied 0 | No provision. No provision.
& 0 which group of recipients | arities, but these priorities e not | identify the prioricies in their
would be required © paticipse | mandasary. Pla, but the bill fails 1 establish
Pk
[
NET Cash sssistance recipienss will | No participant can be required Participants cannot be forced 1 No participut can be required 1 | Tho job st pay af least ©
LOSS OF not be required 1o accept jobs that | take & job that would reeuk i & take a job that will pay loss thn | taks & job if taking the job would MR wage.
INCOME pay less than then the cash sid | et loss of moome- inchuding the Soderal minimaum wage, I he job |  result in & net loss of icome—
amount received by the family. value of all welfare benefits ich | pays less than cash aid, then the | inciding the value of all welfars
13 food stamps and Medicsid. State agercy shall establish a benefits such s food stamps ed
pogam © imos spplemental | Medicaid, unless the Stue gives &
Ppeyments for & 12 month period | supplementary cah peyment b
10 asmwe that the family docs not | make up the difference.
caxperience & net loss of mcome.
CLENT INPUT No recipient participation in the | Same s curent law. The State plan for employment | Same s8 current law. Samo a5 current haw.
Qumment  process. and wsining shall be published
and be available for public com-
menss for a 30 dey paiod |n
shall be involved in the planning
and designing of the program.
Seromer, 1987
Br Nunowas Wharaas Rcans Uow

1900 K Smeer oSume 200 «Sacaasenio «CA 95814  +916-442-290]
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WAYS & MEANS ED. & LABOR S. 1511 REPUBLI BILL
ISSUES CURRENT LAW COMMITTEE COMMITTEE MOYNIHAN CAN
ASSESSMENT Al registrants are smossed by the | The Statc agency would be ro- | The Staio agency will asscas ©0 | Stmes may asscss prticipmnts icipeoss would be -
m‘ WIN wory. Afer ssscarnert, | quired w look at the eccationdl | particip particip the point of spplication. Stes | sieed by the soutc welfee
the rgicmnt signs & statement | noods, skills and employshility of wﬂmh:ﬂn’hlﬁﬁ may sleo eoer W0 & Conract | agency ® select a08 o
indicating thet he or she under- | each cliort and develop = am- | one of the various options avail- with penticipants. But Staies & { g of the componeass
stands his or her rights. ployshility plan, This plm: docs | shle. ot have 10 do an asscsmtiers of avsilabls under G range
ot have 1o reflect the preference enter into s contract if they do ot | of services,
of the participmt. Participants must exses o0 @ | want o do g0,
- agency-client agroement. The
Afer e p icipant has 10 days 1 change
has 1 amer i m agreemexst | the his or her mind, after vhe
with the st welfwe agency. | signs the agoocy-chet agreo-
This agreement would set forth | ment
the responaihilities of the partici-
pat. |t would also st firth the
consequences that the participant
would suffer for failing 10 meet
the provisions of the adhesive
contract.
RANGE Stages provide various of The Stae welfare agarcy hes © mhwl'-bmha The Stae agercy cn operwe & The Stas agaxcy can
sgnw;g mbmw movide remedial education, job { full range of serviors evalable, { program that will be axchuively | oparse & program thet
soarch, job readiness activities, | which incading wok expari- | warkfre and job seach. will be exclusively
counseling, informetion md re- [ ence, b search sarvices, rame- warkfase end job scarch.
ferral, job placement services md | dial education, instittional job

Sermvaer, 1987
By Nanowas Whirase Rirs Uwon

1900 'K Sracxy oSum 203 «Saceamenio ~CA 95814  +916-442-2901
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URRENT WAYS & MEANS ED. & LABOR S. 1511 REPUBLICAN
1SSUES ¢ LAW COMMITTEE COMMITTEE MOYNIHAN BILL
—
P in the workfy Participation in a workfare po- | No provisions, except that Stases Same s curment law. Would sllow St 10 opersio
WORKFARE pogram is limited © pasons | gram s lmited © & six month | canot uee IV-C funds 1 opersse o non-sop workfe prograns ©
who would obtain period. In computing the number | & workfare program. work for their cash sid and food
peonyxly s & resukt of particips- | of hows for which the weifare stanyp benelits divided the fed-
tion in the workfire program. recipient would have o provide . enl minkryan wago © dewr-
uncompenested labor 10 Jocal, | The bill probibits any funds o be mine the mnber of hows the
awe md fodenl govermmenss, | veed for wordwe programs, bt family b 1 work fox free i &
ther AFDC benefis would be | i establishes "work experience gven month.
divided by the minimum wage, | programs”™ designed v provide
loss any child support received by | work experience 1 participants
the family. fior a tves mymth peiod.
JOB SEARCH Job search is limited 10 a 13-weck At the St agencys option, par- lmmjp.b-dln‘n'idl Limits job search © cight weeks | Same a8 curent law.
paiod for any given calendar | iicipents cmn be required w dojob | week period for spplicants and | in any consecutive 12 month pe-
of the various components, ie
ex. The statite does not prohibit
the ste sgency from
applicants 0 make 25 job con-
tcts & woek, in pleces where
there are very few jobs availshle.
REPETITION OF Repeticon of workfare, o tin- | Same as current law. The bill does not allow Staes 1 | Same as currers Law. Sane a8 currcns lew.
COMPONENT g programs withot pay, such Toquire participants 0 repeat a
s picking grapes  for famers
under the disguise of alleged
training over and over, year after
year.
Serremacs, 1987
By Nanowar Whtrane Reits Unwon

1900 K™ Siager « Stk 203 «Sacasaenio «CA 95314 +916-442-2901
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE WORKFARE PROVISIONS
OF THE WELFARE REFORM BILLS BEFORE CONGRESS IN 1987-pE60F 6

ISSUES CURRENT WAYS & MEAN ED. & LABOR S.1511 REPUBLICAN
v COMMITTEE COMMITTEE MOYNIHAN BILL
e
Provides supportive services of | Exsentially te same a6 curens | Essentially the same & curert | Essentially #ia same s curen | Bomenially the sams s cur-
CARE AND child care and wransportation that | law. law. law. rent law.
CHLD are ressonahly neccssery s do-
OTHER SUPPORTIVE \ermined. by the S agenxy.
SERVICES Genenally paymenss for much
we reumbed.
SELF INIMATED A particpmt cn ooly compicte | Participents in 8 self-initised | Any pemon stending m wcred- | Porsons in self-nikiaed vocs- | Perons in seif-nidared vo-
PROGRAM the education or wraining he or she | achool or trining program that postsecondary inatitution § tional training, school, or | cstional wmining, school, or
has staod, provided i is ap- | would lead 10 employment, will | and making satisfaciry progress | will st
proved by the Stk welfarc | be allowed 0 complese these | in & ocstional or undergradosse | not have the right 1 contime | will not heve the right ©
agancy, and approves the wsining | courses. education or training program | their seif-initisted education. continwe their 2l initissed
or educational program is less consistent with the individuals education.
than 1 yesr. goals, shall be
deemed %0 be panticipating satis-
ﬁmﬂynh)snﬂowum
gram.
The fderal govemment provides | Suses will receive 75% foderl | The bill suthorizes $650,000 for | $140 million authorized ot 90% | Authorizes $500 million in
FNANGIAL | 50% foderal Goancial participe | il paricper  work- | fical year 1988, fodersl reimbuemene and 60% | FY 1988 aod such mems a8
PARTICIPATION tion for the operstion of worktare | e and job s dud faderal reimix open- | nocessary therealiec 10 pay
and job scarch programs. minisustive activ. endod, for expendiares sbove | for the employment and
$140 millica. training progrm and transi-
tion benefits.
Sermaner, 1987
By Nanowar Waraze Rcurs Umon

1900 X" Swacer oSunt 203 oSacRamenio *CA 95814  «916-442-2901
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE WORKFARE PROVISIONS
OF THE WELFARE REFORM BILLS BEFORE CONGRESS IN 1987-PGESOF 6

WAYS & MEANS ED, & LABOR S. 1511 REPUBLICAN
ISSUES CURRENT LAW COMMITTEE COMMITTEE MOYNIHAN BILL
EDUCATION Stares can allow registrants © | The State agency does not have 1o Bducation is one of the options Education is one of the options Same & crent law.
el in mn educationsl course | provide remedial education 1 8| thy participats can sclect. that states may offer 0 chients,
for up 10 & two yemr period. person who the Stae agency do- tut cients are not entitied ©
education in arder (o find a job.
SANCTIONS In the case of a single parent, the | For the firmt time non cooperstion | Prior 10 imposing the barbaric | * 1n sieple parent fomilies, the | Sy p crmrent law.
parent cannot be inchded i the | by the parct of » single pare | sanctions of exisming low con. | videTomend dull s o ben o
family budget unit for three | family, the parent would be ex-|  tainod in Section 402(s) (19) (F), fias and the veumsinder of the gran shal,
months for the fint offense, snd | clusded from the payments until| the State agency would give the | whew feasible, be prid 1o & subsitos
six monts for the second md | he or she sgroes © cooparae|  participent & second chance © el
ent familics, the entire fanily is © avoid mry sanctions Guxugh | ing as the individual
demied AFDC benefits for athree |  The parens would be sanctioned | conciliation, »n the ascond instamce, te penalty shall
month period for the first offerse |  for a minimum of dwee months "—::“m“ﬂ':
and six-monthe foc the socond | (or for marey many months f the ool mecma, whichave
ad subsequent offense. The | option of the State) for the scoond ola nstonces, the pasalty
State agency is required o | or subsequent time. hall be impueed vmil the individual co-
provide child care and other ser- aparss ¢ for six monthe, whichever is
vices, if it is determined by the | For two-parent familics the same « I two-parent tanilles, when the
Siate agency that participents | Gme periods apply, except that qd-ﬂh-q‘h:
need such services. There s no | the entire family would be inehi- family will becoms ineligible for cash
guarantee that paticipants will |  gible. o
have child care if he oc she finds the pamslty shall be impased usl sock
the
employment. rivies M-—-q—:
be iaposcd well the priscipal eermar
conpeges ar for thees manthe, which-
overia longer.
+ In snbsaquast inethaces, the pasaky
shiall be imapaned wtil the peincipal ascser
‘oopaseg or far six manths, whichover
i i lomger.
Serrensen, 1987
By Nanowas Wivrars Rcirs Uson

1900 K" Sracer oSue 203 oSAcRAMENIO *CA 95814  «916-442-290]
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) STATEMENT UF SENATUR LLUYD BENTSEN
HEARING ON WELFARE REFORM - OCTOBER 14, 1987
TODAY’S HEARING IS THE SECOND BY THE FULL COMMITTEE ON
FINANCE ON THE SUBJECT OF WELFARE REFURM. THIS HEARING SHOULD Bt
ESPECIALLY HELPFUL, BECAUSE 17 PROVIDES THE CUMMINTEE WITH I1S
FIRST OPPORTUNITY TO HEAR THE VIEWS OF WITNESSES ON SPECIFIC

LEGISLATION.

WE NOW HAVE BEFORE US S. 1511, THE FAMILY SECURITY ACT,
INTRUDUCED BY SENATGR MOYNIHAN; S. 1001 AND S. 869, CHILD SUPPORT
ENFURCEMENT BILLS INTRODUCED BY SENATOR BRADLEY AND SENATUR DOLE;
AND S. 1655, THE AFDC ENPLOYMENT AND TRAINING REORGANIZATION ACT,
INTRUDUCED BY SENATOR DOLE, CUMPANION TO A BILL INTRODUCED IN THE
HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL. 1IN ADDITION, WELFARE REFORM
LEGISLATION HAS RECENTLY BEEN REPURTED BY THREE HUUSE COMMITTEES.

EARLIER THIS YEAR, THE NATIUN'S GUVERNORS ISSUED A STATEMENT
RECUMMENDING THAT WE "TURN WHAT IS NOW PRIMARILY A PAYMENTS
SYSTEM WITH A MINOR WORK CUMPONENT INTU A SYSTEM THAT IS FIRST
AND FUREMUST A JOBS SYSTEM, BACKED UP BY AN INCUME ASSISTANCE
CUMPONENT.”

THIS STATEMENT UNDERSCORES A POINT ON WHICH NUST AMERICANS
AGREE - WELFARE REFURM LEGISLATIUN MUST BRING ABUUT A
FUNDAMENTALLY NEW DIRECTION FOR THE NATIUN'S WELFARE SYSTEM.

WE KNUW FROM EXPERIENCE THAT THiS MAY BE DIFFICULT TU
ALCUMPLESH. IN YEARS PAST, THE CONGRESS HAS ENACTED UTHER LAWS
UDESIGNED TU ACHIEVE THIS SAME UBJECTIVE. THE MOST NOTABLE
EXAMPLE 1S THE WIN PROGRAM. WHEN 1T STARTED 20 YEARS AGO, WIN
UFFERED GENEROUS UPEN-ENDED ENTITLEMENT FUNDING FOR DAY CARE, AND
A WIDE ARRAY OF EDUCATION, EMPLUYMENT, AND TKAINING PROGRANS. THE
EXPERTS ESTIMATED THAT THESE PRUGRAMS WOULD HELP LARGE NUMBERS OF
NELFARE RECIPIENTS OUT OF DEPENDENCY;

UNFORTUNATELY, WIN NEVER LIVED UP TO ITS PROMISE. 1T WAS
ENACTED AT A TIME WHEN THE VALUE OF EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
PROGRAMS WAS SERIQUSLY QUESTIONED. [T HAD AN ADMINISTRATIVE
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STRUCTURE THAT WAS COMPLEX AND LACKED ACLUUNTABILITY. AND
NEITHER THE AUMINISTRATIUN, THE CONGRESS, NUR THE GUVERNURS AND
STATE LEGISLATURS WERE FULLY SUPPURTIVE UF IT. LACKING BRUAD
SUPPURT, 1T HAS BEEN WHITTLED AWAY YEAR BY YEAR, DEMURALIZING
RECIPIENTS AND AUMINISTRATURS ALIKE.

THE LESSON UF WIN WAS CUSTLY, BOTH IN TIME ANDL HUMAN
RESUURCES, AND WE CANNUT AFFURD ANOTHER 20-YEAR DIGRESSIUN.

WE NEED NOW TO FASHIUN A FIRM AND EFFECTIVE WELFARE
STRUCTURE, UNE THAT ADDRESSES THE NEEDS OF ALL REGIONS UF THE
COUNTRY.

I BELIEVE THERE IS CUNSENSUS ON TWO MAJUR ELEMENTS INCLUDEL
IN THE BILLS BEFOURE US. UNE IS THAT THE CHILD SUPPURT
ENFURCEMENT PROGRAM MUST BE STRENGTHENED.

THE SECOND IS THAT WE MUST BUILD A VASTLY INPRUVED PRUGRAM OF
EDUCATIUN, EMPLOYMENT, AND TRAINING FUR WELFARE RECIPIENTS.
ENABLING THE PARENTS OF NEEDY CHILDREN 10 PARTICIPATE MURE FULLY
IN THE ECUNUMIC LIFE OF THE COUNTRY 1S SURELY THE MUST IMPURTANT
TASK BEFORE US. AND HOW Wb GO ABOUT DUING THIS WILL DETERMINE
WHETHER WE INITIATE REAL REFORM, OR JUST ANOTHER PRUGRAM THAT
LATER PRUVES TO BE A DISAPPOINTMENT.

BUILDING A NEW PRUGRAM IS A CUMPLEX TASK, ABOUT WHICH THERE
ARE MANY VIEWS, AND WE WILL HEAR SUME OF THEM TODAY. BUT I WOULD -
LIKE TU TAKE A MINUTE OR TWO TU OUTLINE WHAT | BELIEVE TU BE
SEVERAL FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES FOR A SUCCESSFUL NEW PRUGRAM.

FIRST. Wt NEED A SYSTEM UF FINANCING THAT 1S STABLE AND
SUSTAINABLE, AND THAT TAKES INTO CONSIDERATION THE FISCAL
CAPACITY OF BOTH THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND THE INDIVIDUAL
STATES.

SECUND. WE NEED AN ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE THAT BUILDS UN
EXISTING RESUURCES, ENCUURAGES STATE AND LOCAL INITIATIVE, AND
THAT CAN BE HELD ACCUUNTABLE FUR SUCCESS UR FATLURE.
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THIRD. WE NEED TU ESTABLISH AN EFFECTIVE PLANNING PRUCESS,
TO ASSURE THE BEST USE Of LIMITED RESUURCES, AND Tu CUURDINATE
TRAINING PRUGRANS WITH AVAILABLE JOBS IN THE COMMUNITY.

FUURTH. OPPORTUNITIES AMD UBLIGATIUNS MUST GU HAND-IN-HAND.
PROGRAMS MUST BE PERCEIVED AS FAIR BOTH BY RECIPIENTS, AND BY THE
CUMMUNITY AT LARGE.

FIFTH. WE NEED A PRUGKAM THAT IS FLEXIBLE. RECENT RESEARCH
HAS GIVEN US NEW INSIGHTS INTO THE VALUE UF EMPLUYMENT AND
TRAINING PRUGRAMS FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS, BUT THERE 1S MUCH YET
T0 BE LEARNED. STATES MUS1 BE ABLE TO ADAPT TO CHANGING
SITUATIUNS AND TAKE ADVANTAGE OF NEW EXPERIENCE AND KNOWLEDGE.

THERE IS UNE FINAL OBSERVATION THAT | WOULD LIKE TO MAKE.
THIS COMMITTEE AND OTHERS IN THE CONGRESS ARE CURRENTLY ENGAGED
IN THE PRUCESS OF BUDGET KECONCILIATION. WE ARE BEING ASKED TO
MAKE TOUGH CHOICES - RAISE TAXES AND CUT SPENDING, TO REDUCE THE
DEFICIT AND PROMOTE A STRONG ECONUMY, WITHOUT WHICH ANY EFFURT AT
WELFARE REFORM WILL FAIL.

THIS PAINFUL BUDGET EXERCISE RENINDS US THAT WE MUST CHOUSE
OUR PRIGRITIES WITH CARE. [N WELFARE REFURM, AS IN EVERY OTHER
AREA OF NATIONAL POLICY, WE CANNOT DO EVERYTHING THAT WE WOULD
LIKE TO DU.

HAVING SOUNDED THIS CAUTIUNARY NUTE, LEV ME ALSU SAY THAT |
BELIEVE WE CAN MOVE FURWARD, CLEAR IN OUR PURPOSE OF SETTING A
NEW DIRECTION FOR WELFARE, AND COMMITTED TO MAKING THE LUNG-TERM
INVESTMENT THAT WE KNOW 1S NECESSARY IF WE ARE TO SUCCEED.

WE WELCOME OUR WITNESSES TUDAY. THEY ARE DIVERSE IN THEIR
PERSPECTIVES, AND WILL SURELY ENRICH OUR UNDERSTANDING UF THE
IMPORTANT ISSUES BEFURE US.
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Ist T 2OV OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
AAS NGTON DG 20231

ocT 14 1087

The Honorable Lloyd Bentsen
Chairman, Committee on Finance
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is in response to your request for a report on S. 1511,

a bill entitled the "Pamily Security Act of 1987", 1In addition
to the following general comments, we have enclosed a section-by-
section summary and analysis of the bill and cost estimates for
each section.

We fully support Congressional efforts to eliminate the injustice
of parents failing to assume responsibility for their children's
support and help low-income families become and remain self-
sufficient. Certain provisions of this bill take a major step
toward accomplishing these goals through improvements that would
enhance State efforts to obtain child support from absent
parents, such as requiring mandatory State guidelines for setting
and updating child support awards.

However, in four critical areas this bill is not acceptable to
the Administration because it fails to accomplish its stated
goals.

First, while stating its intention to provide greater support to
low-income families to become and remain self-sufficient, S. 1511
has included provisions which will have just the opposite effect.
By making mandatory the currently optional coverage of two-parent
families, and allowing for expanded eligibility under the
program, S.1511 would reduce the work effort of many who are
capable of self-support and significantly increase the welfare
rolls. The President has made clear his opposition to a
mandatory program, which would cost the States which do not now
choose to have a two-parent program $867 million over five years
and could lead to reductions in benefits for those who are in
greater need. This opposition is only strengthened by provisions
of S, 1511 that would allow States to establish a guaranteed
annual income by changing the traditional requirements for recent
work history and unemployment of the family's principal wage
earner. Specifically, S. 1511 would substitute education for
work when defining "employment” and permit a family with a fully
employed principal wage earner to qualify for cash benefits and
accompanying Medicaid-coverage. These profound changes in the
nature and scope of the AFDC program are unacceptable to the
Administration.

Second, the bill's numerous individual demonstrations--with no
provisions for rigorous evaluation and potentially significant
costs--and the very limited waiver authority contained in title
VIII of the bill, do not allow for the serious testing of welfare
reform ideas that the country so desperately needs. To meet this
need, we support the creation of a single, broad demonstration
authority which would allow States to sponsor community-based
projects which could test innovative alternatives tc the current
public assistance system. This broad demonstration authority,



128

incorporated into the proposed Low-Income Opportunity Improvement
Act, S. 610, is fundamental to the Administration's acceptance of

any welfare reform proposal.

Third, the JOBS proposal contained in S. 1511, which is intended
to help low-income families become self-sufficient through
participation in an employment, education and training program,
would add approximately $1.4 billion to the Pederal budget over
five years while doing little to reduce welfare dependency. This
proposal would have limited effectiveness because it does not
make the necessary commitment to wide-scale mandatory
participation, particularly among potentially long-~term
recipients.

Any effective work program for welfare recipients must establish
mandatory participation standards and involve mothers with young
children. S. 1511 fails to meet either of these criteria.
Research has shown that the key element of a successful work
program is to reach a large number of individuals with the
appropriate type of assistance--and the only way to accomplish
this is through mandatory participation standards. In addition,
mothers with children under age 3 (who may participate under this
bill only at State option, and then only mothers with children
over age l) represent almost two-thirds of those likely to be
dependent on welfare for long periods of time.

Fourth, the bill requires States to provide new and expanded
Medicaid and child care benefits intended to facilitate the
transition from welfare to work. A variety of such benefits
already are in place--Medicaid transitional coverage, the child
care disregard, and the earned income disregard. There is no
evidence that requiring States to provide the new benefits
proposed in S. 1511 will Go anything more than expand the welfare
rolls. In addition, in the case of Medicaid, requiring States
to provide expanded transitional benefits could divert scarce
resources that they might otherwise use for optional Medicaia
coverage of low-income groups that they believe have more urgent
health care needs--pregnant women, infants, children, the
elderly and so on.

Finally, we believe that many of the areas in the Child Support
Enforcement program identified in this bill as needing
improvement can be dealt with under current authority. For
example, the bill recognizes that strengthened paternity
establishment standards and time limits for responding to
requests for assistance are essential components of any
efficient and effective State child support enforcement program.
Using the authority contained in current law we are working to

strengthen these areas.

We would like to underscore our willingness to work with Congress
and the States to achieve the objectives we all agree are
desirable. In fact, S. 1655, pending before your Committee and
enjoying broad-based support, represents a positive reform of the
current welfare system which will reduce dependency in a cost-
effective manner. This measure, introduced in the House as H.R.
3200 by Representatives Michel and Brown, has been endorsed by
the President. We urge the Committee to give favorable
consideration to this proposal.

We are advised by the Office of Management and Budget that there
is no objection to the presentation of this report and that
enactment of S. 1511 would not be in accord with the program of
the President.

Sincerely,

635:7’757‘7‘$o~h’¢~\ Lo T35

Otis R. Bowen, M.D.
Secretary
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TITLE I: CHILD SUPPORT AND ESTABLISHMENT OF FATERNITY
. SUBTITLE A -- CHILD SUPPORT
Sec, 101. Mandatory Income Withholding
This section would require immediate wage withholding unless both

parents agree, or the State finds good cause, to have the
conditions for withholding contained in current law apply. The

- requirements would apply to orders issued or modified on or after

two years from enactment of the bill. Under current law,
withholding must commence when overdue support equals the support
payable for one month, or an earlier date that the State may
select or the noncustodial parent may request.

Orders issued or modified prior to two years from enactment of
the bill would continue to be subject to the withhelding
requirements contained in current law, unless the State agrees to
either parent's request that the immediate v'ithholding provisions
proposed in this section apply.

Other current requirements for the withholding process would
remain unchanged, with one exception. The proposal deletes the
provision that States may allow support payments to be made
through the State upon request of either parent and payment of a

$25 annual fee.

The provisions of this section are effective upon enactment and
States must implement the provisions within two years of
enactment.

Admini {on Posi

We do not oppose the concept of immediate wage withholding of

.child support. Indeed, under the Child Support Enforcement

Amendments of 1984, wage withholding may be initiated immediately
at State option or at the request of the absent parent. We do
have concerns, however, with the following two provisions of this
section which appear to be unnecessarily complicated and
burdensome on the States.

1) The proposal establishes different requirements for orders
established or modified before and after a certain date. Each
requirement contains exceptions under certain circumstances,
e.g., the State agrees to one parent's request to apply the
alternative requirement or both parents agree or the State finds
good cause to apply the alternative requirement. (If good cause
exceptions are allowed, we believe that the determinations must
be based on the best interests of the children involved.)

Such a complicated set of requirements and exceptions would be
extremely difficult for States to administer. Further, authority
exists under current law for a State to initiate withholding
under almost any of the conditions allowed under this proposal--
but in a much less complicated manner.

2) As written, this section appears to require the State child
support enforcement agency to initiate withholding, beginning two
years from enactment, for all orders in the State, regardless of
whether there has been an application for child support
enforcement services or the family is receiving AFDC payments.

We strongly oppose this provision because it would be extremely
costly, intrusive, and excessively burdensome for the State child
support enforcement agency to be responsible for withholding in
gvery child support case in the State. As stated earlier,
however, we would not oppose immediate withholding in all cases
as long as they were not all brought into the State child support

enforcement agency for processing.




2
Lot
e
%
3

) 130

Section 102, child support Disyegard A
Description '

This section would clarify that States must disregard the first
$50 from any child support payment which was due for a prior
month if the payment was made on time.

Administration Pogition

This amendment is unnecessary because we are in the process of
clarifying this requirement by revising our regulations. We
agree that, under the $50 child support disregard provision,
custodial parents are entitled to a disregard whenever a payment
is made on time. When obligors meet their child support
obligations, the AFDC family should not be denied the $50
disregard because of delays in transmitting or receiving
collections within a State or between States.

Description

This section would require guidelines for setting support award
amounts to be used unless there is a finding that good cause
exists for not applying the guidelines. Guidelines would have to
be reviewed every 5 years. The State would have to establish and
use procedures to ensure that 1) orders established under the
guidelines would be reviewed, and adjusted, as appropriate, at
least every 24 months; 2) orders which were not established under
the guidelines would be reviewed, and adjusted, as appropriate,
if the State agrees with a request by either parent for review:
and 3) both parents would be given 30 days notice of a pending
review, and 30 days from notice of a proposed adjustment to
initiate proceedings to challenge the adjustment.

The proposal would be effective upon enactment. States would be
required to implement the requirements for 1) periodic review of
the guidelines and use of the guidelines to set support awards no
later than the first day of the thirteenth month after enactment,
and 2) periodic review and adjustment of award amounts no later
than the first day of the thirtieth month after enactment.

Admini jon I

We strongly support mandatory State guidelines and have submitted
proposed legislation to require the use of State guidelines as a
rebuttable presumption to establish child support awards. We
believe that using guidelines as a rebuttable presumption would
more likely protect children's best interests than allowing good
cause exceptions which could focus on the impact of support
payments on obligors rather than their children.

We also support the concept of requiring periodic review and
adjustment of awards. However, we have two concerns with the
approach taken in this bill:

(1) Mandatory review and adjustment of all awards every two
years would be unduly burdensome on States and the courts. OCur
legislative proposal would require periodic review and revision,
if necessary, of all support orders being enforced under the
child support enforcement program, in accordance with priorities
and criteria specified by the Secretary in regulations. The
regulatory priorities and criteria would ensure that the orders
continue to comply with the guidelines while allowing flexibility
in the frequency and scope of review. This approach would give
us the opportunity to work with the Congress and States to
establish criteria which are effective, without being unduly
burdensome. o




131

(2) Automatic review and adjustment of only those orders
established under the mandatory guidelines places an unfair
burden on parents with orders which were established prior to the
effective date of these guidelines. We believe that all orders
being enforced by the child support agency, whether or not they
were established under the mandatory guidelines, should be
reviewed in a similar fashion to ensure equity.

We further recommend that any mandatory guidelines legislation
. include provisions similar to those in section 204 of the
Administration's proposed "Family Assistance, Child Support
Enforcement, and Social Services Improvement Act of 1987" that
require States, when establishing guidelines, to cons@der, at a
minimum, such factors as prescribed by the Secretary in

regulations.

SUBTITLE B =-- ESTABLISHMENT OF PATERNITY

s asuring _the Performa t
nj is n o] ms

s

This section would create paternity establishment standards which
a State must meet to avoid imposition of a penalty of between 1
and 5 percent of Federal payments to the State under the proposed
Child Support Supplement program which would replace the AFDC
program.

The standards would be based on a State's paternity establishment
percentage for a fiscal year. The percentage would be the ratio
of (1) the total number of children receiving payments or
services under the program for whom paternity was established to
(2) the total number of children receiving payments or services
under the program who were born out of wedlock. Children who are
dependent by reason of the death of a parent or with respect to
whom there is a finding of good cause for refusing to cooperate
would not be included in the total number of children needing
paternity establishment. For FY 1987, the Secretary could
compute the States' paternity establishment percentages based on
data collection for the last quarter of FY 1987.

A State's paternity establishment program for a fiscal year would
meet the requirements of the section if its paternity
establishment percentage 1) is 50 percent or greater, 2) is above
the national average paternity establishment percentage, or

3) increases 3 percentage points a year. The State's paternity
establishment program must meet the requirements of the section
beginning in FY 1991. (For example, if a State's percentage in
FY 1987 was 12% and the national average was 18%, that State
would have to increase its percentage to 15% by the end of FY
1990 and to 18% by the end of FY 1991 in order to avoid a fiscal
penalty.)

The Secretary could modify the require. :n.> of the section to
take into account additional variables that affect the ability of
the State to meet the requirements. The Secretary would be
required to submit an annual report to Congress on the data upon
which the States' paternity establishment percentages for a
fiscal year are based, any additional variables the Secretary has
identified, and State performance in establishing paternity.

The amendments would be effective on the date of enactment.
Administration Position

While we strongly support setting performance standards for
paternity establishment, we strongly: oppose the standards -
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proposed in this section of the bill because poorly performing
States would only need to make marginal improvements in order to

satisfy these standards.

Because we believe that paternity establishment is in the best
interest of children and that it has long-term implications for
increasing the self-sufficiency of families, we believe stronger
standards than those proposed in this bill are necessary. We ncw
have authority to establish such performance standards, so that
the bill would preclude us from developing the more stringent
standards needed to ensure that major improvements are made in
poorly performing States.

In setting performance standards we believe that it is more
effective and more equitable to establish a national goal which
each State must achieve, regardless of its current record, in a
specified period of time. We are developing such standards now
by revising the regulations which contain the current audit
standards for paternity establishment to make them more
substantive. We plan to work with Congress and the States during

this process.

Establishment
I iptio
This section would increase the Federal matching rate for State

costs for laboratory tests in determining paternity to 90
percent.

Administration Pogition

We oppose this provision because we believe that it is costly and
unnecessary. The current 68 percent Federal matching rate for
State administrative costs of the child support enforcement
program already is considerably more generous than the 50 percent
matching rate for administrative costs under the AFDC, Medicaid
and Food Stamp programs, and there is no need to increase it. A
90 percent matching rate for laboratory tests in determining
paternity could lead to wasteful spending because the States
would not have much financial incentive for operating cost
effectively. Moreover, research indicates that paternity
establishment for AFDC cases, even in high costs States, can pay
for itself.

The long-term benefits of establishing paternity and the

already generous matching rates, coupled with the current
exclusion of laboratory costs in incentive payment calculations,
are more than adequate incentives for States to establish
paternity. These existing incentives, reinforced by strengthened
performance standards and procedures, will improve paternity
establisnment by States. )

SUBTITLE C -- IMPROVED PROCEDURES FOR CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
AND ESTABLISHMENT OF PATERNITY

§e;. 121. Requirement of Prompt State Response to Requests for
d Su Assj ce,
Rescription

Tgis‘sectéon would require the Secretary to establish time limits
w1tpxn which States must accept and respond to requests for
assistance in providing services under the program. The
Secretary would be required to establish an advisory committee
within 30 days of the date of enactment and consult with the
committee prior to issuing any regulations on time limits. He
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would be required to issue a proposed regulation within 90 days
of enactment, allow at least 60 days for public comment, and
issue final regulations no later than the first c¢sy of the
seventh month after enactment.

Administration Position

We strongly support establishing time limits Zfor responding to
requests for child support services, but we believe sufficient
statutory authority already exists to establish time limits.
Under current law the Secretary is required to establish such
standards for State child support programs as he determines to be
necessary to ensure that such programs will be effective. Using
this authority, we are moving toward establishing time frames for
taking necessary actions in child support enforcement cases.
Although additional statutory authority is not necessary to
accomplish this common goal, we are interested in the views of
the Congress regarding appropriate time frames for action and
look forward to discussing this issue further.

Mandatory

Description

The section would require States to develop Statewide automated
child support enforcement systems no later than the date
specified in the initial advance planning documents or 10 years
after that document is submitted to the Secretary, whichever is
earlier. The Secretary could waive any requirement with respect
to the automated system if a State demonstrates that it has an
alternative system that enables it to be inh substantial
compliance with the Child Support Enforcement program
requirements of the Social Security Act.

A State would receive 90 percent Federal matching of costs
attributable to the planning, design, development, hardware and
installation of a system which meets the requirements of section
454 (16) of the Act if the State submits an advance planning
document by October 1, 1989. Enhanced funding for development of
the system would be available as long as the system meets the
requirements of section 454(16) of the Act up to the date the
State is required tc conmplete the system.

The provision would delete the availability of 90 percent
matching for the costs of enhancement of an automated system. It
also would delete the Secretary's authority to suspend approval
of the advance planning document if he finds there is a failure
to substantially comply with the advance planning document.

Under that provision, suspension continues until there is no
longer any failure of the automated system to conply with the
advance planning document.

The proposed requirements would become effective upon the date of
enactment. :

’ E ; . : E i :

While we strcngly support requiring States to develop automated
child support enforcement systems and setting a time at which
enhanced funding ends, we oppose-this proposal because it could
result in lengthy delays in development of this essential
component of any State's child support program. In order to make
current law work well, and to be able to add more effective
requirements to the child support program, it is essential for
every State to have automated child support enforcement systems ..
as soon as possible.
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By extending (potentially until FY 2000) the 90 percent Federal
matching rate currently available for State development of
automated systems, States may be encouraged to take up to 10 more
years to develop automated systems. We believe this is an
unnecessary extension of the 90 percent matching rate, which has
already been available for almost a decade. Given the status of
current efforts we believe that all States could be fully
automated no later than FY 1993, Currently, systems are under
development (using 90 percd#nt funding) in 35 States, nine of
which are transferring existing systems and technology from other
States. (We are encouraging these transfers to make it quicker
and easier to establish State automated systems.) In addition,
some States, which have not applied for 90 percent matching
funds, have chosen to develop their own automated systems under
the regular matching rate available for program administrative
costs. Providing 90 percent matching funds in these States is
unnecessary.

Finally, we strongly oppose deletion of the Secretary's authority
to suspend approval of an advance planning document because of
the State's failure to substantially comply with the contents of
that document. We believe that authority is an essential -
management tool to ensure State compliance with that document.

io o o
Service
DRescriptjion
This section would require tihe Secretary of Labor to enter into
an agreement with the Secretary of HHS to provide prompt access
by HHS to the wage and unemployment compensation claims

information and data maintained by the Department of Labor (DOL)
and State employment security agencies.

The provision would be effective upon enactment.

Admini ion Positi

We agree that direct access to employment security information
would be of great assistance to States in locating non-custodial
parents and obtaining information necessary to implement wage
withholding. sState and local information generally is more
current than information available in Federal records in locating
non-custodial parents owing child support. Access to current
employer and wage .information also is invaluable for expeditious
initiation of mandatory wage withholding.

While additional legislative authority may not be necessary to
accomplish these objectives, we would not object if the Congress
nonetheless decided to address this issue explicitly through
legislation. However, the amendment made by section 123 of the
bill is technically inadequate and does not provide the statutory
authority that would permit full implementation of the intent of
the section. We stand ready to work with the Committee to
develop draft language for the Committee's consideration to
accomplish the agreed-upon goals.

s 124, U ¢ social S {ty Num (SSN) to Establi
Identity of Parents
Rescription

This section would amend Title II of the Social Security Act to
require States to obtain SSNs from the parents of a child for
whom a birth certificate is issued. A State would have to




135

require parents to furnish their SSNs and States would in turn
supply the SSNs to the child support enforcement agency unless
the State finds good cause for not doing so. The SSNs would not
have to be on the birth certificates. Any provision of Federal
law inconsistent with this proposed requirement would be null and
void two years from enactment of this bill, the effective date of

this provision.

Imini Positi

We do not oppose including both parents' SSNs in records which
accompany birth certificates. However, we are concerned that the
confidentiality of such records be protected. The provision
contains no language to ensure protection of individuals'

privacy.

: 5, ¢ p s I Child s
D P

This section would establish, within 60 days of enactment, a
Commission on Interstate Child Support composed of 15 members, 8
of which would be appointed by the Congress and the remaining 7
by the Secretary. The Commission would be required to hold ocne
or more national conferences on interstate child support reform
by October 1, 1988 and report to the Congress recommendations for
improving interstate child support establishment and enforcement
and revising the Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act.
The Commission would terminate on October 2, 1989. Two million
dollars would be authorized to carry out the provisions of this

section.

Admini ion Positi

We oppose this proposal because we believe that recent and
ongoing efforts to improve the processing of interstate child
support cases make establishing a commission unnecessary and a
waste of scarce resources. The 1984 Amendments greatly enhanced
the enforcement techniques available in interstate cases. Those
techniques, along with revised Federal regulations on interstate
cases and the development of standardized forms, will
significantly improve processing of those cases. 1In addition,
States will gain invaluable knowledge from the results of three
years of interstate demonstration grants which have explored
innovative approaches to improving interstate case processing.

TITLE II: JOB OPPORTUNITIES AND BASIC SKILLS (JOBS)
TRAINING PROGRAM

Rescription

Section 201 would require each State welfare agency to administer
a job opportunities and basic skills (JOBS) training program
under a State plan approved by the Secretary. The program would
have to be fully implemented Statewide within 3 years of
enactment, except where it is not feasible to do so. Nonexempt
recipients would be required to participate in JOBS to the extent
that programs were available in their area and resources
permitted. Exemptions would be provided for those who were ill,
incapacitated, or of advanced age; needed to care for another
family member; working at least 30 hours a week; under the age of
16 or a child attending elementary, secondary, vocational or
technical school full-time; in the last trimester of pregnancy:;
personally providing care for a child under 3; or residing in a

remote area. States would have the option to require .
participation of those with children between the ages of 1 and 3,
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and of both parents in a two-parent family. Those with children
under 6 (except principal earners in two-parent families) could
not be required to participate more than 24 hours a week.

Exempt individuals could participate on a voluntary basis.
Unemployed absent fathers who could not meet their child support
obligations could participate, on either a voluntary or mandatory
basis, at State option. '

Those attending school or vocational training designed to lead to
employment could continue in those programs and receive child
care funds through JOBS.

Initial JOBS activities would include assessment and a review of
family circumstances; the development of an employability plan:
and at State option, negotiation of a contract specifying agency
and participant obligations. Case managers also could be
assigned, at State option.

States could include the following activities in their programs:
high school or equivalent education, remedial education,
appropriate post-secondary education, on-the-job training, skills
training, work supplementation, community work experience (CWEP),
job search, job readiness, job development, placement, and
follow-up services, and other employment, education, and training
activities allowed under regulations of the Secretary.

Custodial parents under the age of 22 who had not completed high
school, or an egquivalent program, would be required to
participate in educational activities--even if otherwise exempt
because of a child under age 3 (although not if exempt for other
reasons).

States would have to provide the opportunity for a fair hearing
in cases of disputes over program assignments. Wage rates for
assigned jobs would have to meet the greater of Federal or State
minimum wage requirements, and assignments could not result in
displacement. Also, States could not require participants to
take any job which would result in a net loss of income
(including the value of Food Stamps and health benefits) unless
the State provided a supplementary payment to the family to
compensate for the loss. Such a payment would be treated as an
assistance payment for Medicaid eligibility and Federal matching
purposes.

Program activities under JOBS would have to include private
sector involvement and be coordinated with programs under the Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA). JOBS funds could not replace
current State expenditures.

The Work Supplementation program would be authorized with
changes, including categorical Medicaid eligibility for
participants. The maximum hours for CWEP assignments would be
reduced based on the amount of reimbursement to the State for
child support collections. Up to 8 weeks of job search could be
regquired of applicants and up to 8 weeks a year required of
recipients.

Sanctions for failing to meet program requirements would, in the
first instance, remain in effect until the participant's
compliance; in the second instance, remain in effect until
compliance, but at least 3 months; and in any subsequent
instance, remain in effect at least 6 months.

imini {on Positi

We strongly support changes to the AFDC program which will
substantially reduce dependency among AFDC recipients through
education, training, and employment activities. However, we
believe that there are seriocus flaws in the provisions of JOBS
which would severely limit its effectiveness in reducing
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dependency. In particular, JOBS does not require the necessary
commitment to wide-scale mandatory participation,.particularly
among potential long-term recipients and it drastically restricts
States' ability to design work programs which will be most
effective for their welfare populations. Specifically, JOBS
flaws include the following:

(1) Lack of real participation requirements.

Except for the special provision covering young custodial

parents without a high school educaticn, the only services which
States are required to provide participants are assessment, a
review. of family circumstances and the development of an
employability plan. There is no requirement for States to
provide actual employment-related services to even a minimum
number or percent of recipients. As the key element of a
successful program is to reach a large number of individuals with
the appropriate type of assistance, it is unlikely that the
program would substantially reduce dependency.

(2) Exemption for parents and caretakers of children under 3,
unless the State has elected a lower age limit.

Currently, 35 percent of the AFDC families include children under
age 3. More importantly, almost two-thirds of all women who will
use AFDC for 10 years or more enter the program with a child who
is less than 3 years old. Thus, this exemption could leave a
large proportion of recipients, and an even larger proportion of
those likely to be dependent on welfare for long periods of time,
beyond the reach of program services.

We believe that society supports earlier involvement in work
activities. A recent lLabor Department survey found that in March
1987 the majority of women with children under age 3 were in the
labor force. We should expect no less of welfare recipients. As
a matter of fact, findings from demonstrations in this area
undertaken in several States indicate that women with preschool
children are at least as likely to get jobs and to retain those
jobs as women with older children.

The breadth of this exemption is narrowed somewhat by the
provision which would require custodial parents under the age of
22, who have not completed high school, to pursue educational
activities, notwithstanding the exemption. However, we are
concerned that program activities would not reach the many
parents with young children who are not covered by this
provision, but who also are potential long-term dependents--
including those who have completed high school, but have no work
experience or job skills and all those over the age of 22,
regardless of their educational attainment.

(3) The prohibition against assignments of more than 24 hours a
week when there are children under age 6.

This prohibition places an unnecessary restriction on States and
individuals when deciding on the most appropriate work, education
or training assignment for the individual. There may be -
situations where the most useful assignment for the individual
takes more than 24 hours per week. Where this is the case and
the parent or caretaker does have access to day care, or is
otherwise sufficiently free from child care responsibilities,
they should be allowed to participate in such assignments.

(4) The prohibition against a State requiring individuals to
accept employment which would result in a net lcoss of income
(including Food Stamps and the insurance value of health
benefits) unless they provide a supplemental payment to make up
the difference.
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This provision will prolong dependency among employable
recipients. Welfare recipients employed in some entry-level jobs
would continue to get “enefits to supplement their wages, thus
prolonging their dependency. The benefits would be available to
them, but not to employees who have never been on welfare, thus
creating inequities and potentially drawing more employable
persons onto welfare. Further, an individual should not be able
to choose to be on welfare in order to be economically better
off--an individual should be on welfare only because he/she has
no other alternative.

The provision also would create new, complex administrative
burdens for the State and employers, as States would be required
to establish the value of Medicaid and employer-provided plans.
Employees also could purposely choose low-cost plans or no health
insurance at all so as to maximize their tax-free supplementary
welfare payment (which also qualifies them for Medicaid).

(5) Maintaining the limitation of no more than 8 weeks of job
search a year.

This provision has been difficult to administer and can prevent a
State from requiring appropriate job search by an individual who
has just completed an education or training activity.

(6) Failing to provide that a family's Food Stamp allotment can
be used in determining CWEP hours (as authorized under current

law) .

We believe it 1is counterproductive to restrict State flexibility
in this manner since CWEP has proven beneficial for participants
and effective in reducing dependency.

(7) Requiring that jobs pay at least the greater of the State or
Federal minimum wage.

We believe that this requirement would unnecessarily limit State
flexibility in referring individuals to appropriate employment.
For example, there could be individuals who are not quite ready
for regular employment, but need work experience or on-the-job
training to qualify for regular employment. In such instances,
it might be reasonable to treat a job like a training position
and pay less than the equivalent of minimum wage.

(8) Extending displacement limitations to all program
activities.

We believe it is appropriate to prohibit displacement in CWEP,
where welfare recipients are not being paid, or in Work
Supplementation, where a recipient's employment is being
subsidized. Because of the nature of these programs, regular
working individuals could be unfairly affected by the placement
of a program participant. At the same time, we believe a welfare
recipient seeking regular, unsubsidized employment should be able
to "displace" another individual if they have competed fairly, on
an copen market basis, for a job.

(9) Allowing reimbursement for post-secondary education.

Welfare recipients who have the education and skills to enter
vollege also have the skilis to obtain employment. Since these
AFDC recipients are not in as great a need of assictance as other
more disadvantaged groups, we would oppose this as an-allowable
activity under JOBS.

Finally, we also are concerned about the provision that allows a
State tno extend JOBS services to absent parents who are not
recipients. Other programs are available to assist these

g
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parents, and it is likely that such services funded under the
Social Security Act would be extended to them at the expense of
services to AFDC recipients. Until welfare/work programs
authorized under the Social Security Act are successful in
serving a substantial portion of their principal target
population, we do not believe the service base for the program

should be expanded.

: 202 ] 3 su) : A 3
DRescription
Federal matching funds at a 90 percent rate would be provided for
the first $140 million in expenditures for JOBS operation and
administration. For program operation and administration
expenditures in excess of $140 million, Federal matching funds at
a 60 percent rate would be provided. However, for costs
associated with assessments and reviews, case management, and
development of participant/agency contracts, 50 percent Federal
matching would be available. Also, if less than 60 percent of
the non-Federal share of expenditures were in cash or less than
60 percent of the expenditures went for services to priority
individuals, the State would qualify for 50 percent funding for
all expenditures. Priority individuals would include those
receiving assistance for 30 of the 60 prior months; applicants
who received assistance for 30 of the 60 months immediately prior
to application; custodial parents under the age of 22 who are out
of school, but have not completed high school: and parents
receiving benefits on the basis of unemployment.

States have to assure the availability of adequate child care
needed by participants in JOBS. Such care could be provided
directly, arranged through use of vouchers or contracts, or by
payments to participants who secure their own care. The value of
child care provided to participants would not be considered
income under any Federal or Federally supported needs-based
program and could not be claimed as an employee-related expense
for certain tax credit purposes. State expenditures for child
care would be matched at the Federal matching rates for benefit
payments.

States also would be required to pay for transportation and
related support services needed by JOBS participants.
Expenditures for transportation and other support services would
be matchable as regular AFDC administrative expenses (at a 50
percent matching rate).

Imini ation Positi

We oppose the matching provisions because the rates are %oo
high, coverage is too broad and the provisions would be
exceedingly difficult to administer. We also oppose the linkage
of funding to the priority groups specified in the bill because
this linkage would encourage delayed intervention rather than
early intervention to prevent dependency.

Under JOBS uncapped Federal funds at a 60 percent match rate
would be extended to a very broad range of activities, including
basic and remedial education, certain post-secondary education
and skills training. Open-ended funding under the Social
Security Act for education and training, which traditionally have
been the primary responsibility of State and local governments,
would create the potential for massive cost-shifting from those
governments to the Federal government. It also does not
recognize the substantial Federal resources dlready available to
serve the disadvantaged through programs such as the Jobs
Training Partnership Act and the Adult and Vocational Education

programs.
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The 90 percent match for the first $140 million in JOBS
expenditures, combined with the open-ended 60 percent match for
JOBS activities and the benefit matching rate for child care,
would place a disproportionate fiscal burden on the Federal
government at a time when we are endeavoring to constrain the
Federal budget. Allowing States to claim a significant level of
in-kind expenditures for JOBS activities, in effect, further
raises those rates. It would increase Federal costs under the
program and reduce a State's incentive to devise a cost-effective
program. These conclusions are based on the experience of
similar work programs which have allowed in-kind matching and
received minimal State contributions under these rules.

Authorization of in-kind match also raises some serious
administrative concerns. It would create significant oversight
difficulties because of the inherent problems associated with
assessing the value of resources and non-cash contributions.

The differential matching rates for regular AFDC administrative
expenses and JOBS-related administrative expenses, and the
conditions imposed on the availability of the higher JOBS match
rate, raise additional administrative problems. First, it would
be difficult to distinguish between administrative costs which
are eligible only for the 50 percent rate (e.g., case
management, assessment, and contracting) from other program
administration costs which qualify for a 60 percent rate. Under
these rules, States would have an incentive to minimize what gets
classified as case management and related functions in order to
qualify for the higher matching rate and maximize their Federal
funding. They also would have an incentive to try to claim
regular AFDC administrative costs as work program costs in order
to increase Federal funding of their programs.

For these reasons, we do not believe the funding provisions of
the JOBS program are tenable. Rather, we prefer a uniform 50
percent open-ended Federal match for support services and work-
related activities other than education and training, with States
continuing to provide their share in cash. This apprcach would
ensure that States have a meaningful financial investment to
structure cost-effective programs and that Federal matching funds
are appropriately provided.

The provision that provides higher matching rates to States that
spend at least 60 percent of their JOBS funding on certain
priority groups would create new administrative burdens but more
importantly could result in mis-targeting of services. A wide
range of recent research indicates that past time on welfare is
not a good indicator of future time on the rolls. 1In fact,
because the FSA targets those receiving welfare for more than 30
months, it would encourage States to provide services to many
recipients who have been on the rolls longer ..an 2.5 years and
who can be expected to leave welfare sooner than families just
coming onto the rolls. It also would encourage States to delay
intervention rather than stressing the early intervention that
is more likely to prevent long-term dependency. Thus, we oppose
the linkage of funding to services provided to those already on
the rolls for an extended period.

These problems with the funding provisions are even more serious
when combined with the lack of national participation standards.
The lack of participation standards, overly expansive federal
funding, and potential mis-targeting mean that we could incur
high costs with little likelihood of a reduction in dependency or
welfare savings.
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. E 1 of Certain F {gi
Description
The existing authorities for title IV-A employment search, CWEP,

work supplementation, WIN, and WIN demonstration programs would
be repealed, as would two WIN-related matching provisions.

adnini ¢ion Positi

We support the repeal of the WIN and WIN demonstration programs,
together with related funding provisions. The Administration has
proposed such a repeal for a number of years because the WIN
program has not been effective in reducing welfare dependency.

We do not oppose repeal of the IV-A options (job search, CWEP,
and Work Supplementation) because they are reauthorized in JOBS.
However, as noted elsewhere, we do believe in places the
reauthorization unnecessarily limits State flexibility.

ctio o] : i ies
s e

The Secretary would have 6 months to issue proposed rules,
including rules establishing uniform data collection
regquirements, and one year to publish final rules.

The Secretary would have five years to develop performance
standards for JOBS program activities, in consultation with
organizations representing Governors, State and local
administrators, educators and other interested parties, and to
submit tram to “ongress.

The Secretary would be required to conduct an implementation
study, based on a representative sample of States and localities,
which would document the services offered, participation rates or
activity levels, characteristics of those served, provision of
support services and methods by which activities were offered.
For each of the fiscal years 1988 through 1990, $500,000 would be
authorized for this implementation study.

The Secretary would also be required to conduct a cost-
effectiveness study, based on data from 5 States, to determine
the relative effectiveness of different approaches for assisting
long-term dependents. Projects included in the study would be
conducted for at least 3 years and would use specific outcome
measures, as well as experimental designs and random sampling, in
testing effectiveness. Annual progress reports and a final
report to Congress would be required. For the cost-
effectiveness studies, one million dollars would be authorized
for each of the fiscal years 1988 through 1992. The Secretary
would establish uniform reporting requirements for the
demonstration projects, as appropriate.

Admini jon Positj

We do not oppose these provisions. Our GROW proposal provides a
similar period of time for development of performance standards
and authorized funds for similar studies.

Section 205, Effective Date

The amendments under title II of the bill would be effective
October 1, 1989 unless the State opted for an earlier date. The
earliest a2ffective date would be the first day of any calendar
quarter on or after the issuance of proposed rules (or, if

earlier, the date when proposed rules are required under section
204 of the bill).
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TITLE III: TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE
S . jed Eligibil E chilg
\ Lo
Section 301 would extend child care assistance for 9 months in a
36-month period to a family that loses Child Support Supplement
(CSS) (eligibility due to increased earnings if the family was

receiving CSS payments for at least 3 of the 6 months preceding
the month in which the family lost eligibility.

A family would not be eligible for transitional child care if the
caretaker-relative in the family had: 1) submitted false or
misleading information in order to obtain CSS payments; 2) been
sanctioned while receiving CSS payments within the preceding 12
months; 3) terminated, refused, or reduced hours of employment
without good cause; 4) failed to cooperate with the State agency
in establishing and collecting child support payments; or, 5)
failed to cooperate with the State agency in identifying and
pursuing any third-party payments for health insurance.

Families would be required to contribute to the costs of
transitional child care based on a sliding scale fee to be
developed by the State and approved by the Secretary of HHS.

Section 301 would go into effect on October 1, 1988.
Administration Position

We oppose this provision. There is no evidence that mandating
new child care benefits would be cost-effective or get more
people into jobs and off welfare. Paying for child care does not
appear to be a major factor in the employment of AFDC recipients,
as AFDC families make little use of the provisions available
under current law to cover child care costs. Our data indicate
that the child care disregard-is applied in only about 20 percent
of the AFDC cases with earnings. For those who do use the
disregard, the average .amount of child care costs disregarded per
case (not per child) was cnly about $106 per month in 1986.

Even for full-time workers, the average disregard per case was
only $134. ’ .

Not only is mandating such new transitional child care subsidies
unnecessary but it could create inequities., Two workers working
side-by-side with the same earnings may be treated differently,
with a former welfare recipient receiving substantial child care
support while the person who was never on welfare would not. 1In
fact, this provision, combined with others in the FSA, could have
the perverse effect of drawing families onto welfare.

-Section 302. Extended Eligibility for Medical Assistance

D s

Section 302 would require States to extend medical assistance for
up to nine months (in any 36-month period) to families who leave
the CSS program because of increased earnings. As with section
301, a family would have had to be receiving €SS payments for a
minimum of 3 of the 6 months preceding the month in which the
family lost CSS eligibility.

The initial four months of transitional medical assistance could
be provided either by continuing Medicaid (in the same amount,
@uration and scope), or by paying a family's expenses for health
insurance offered by the caretaker relative's employer or (if
more cost-efficient) by the employer of the absint parent who -is
paying child support. If such an employer plan provides less
coverage, the State must make up the gaps with Medicaid.

N
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For families that receive the entire four months of transitional
assistance, the State must offer them the option of extending
medical coverage for an additional five months. The State may
provide medical assistance during the five month extension in
several ways. They must at least offer families an extension of
Medicaid, of -the same amount, duration, and scope, except that
the State may omit certain non-acute care services. The State
also has the option of offering families any of the following:
payment of the family's expenses for health insurance by the
employer of the caretaker relative or absent parent supplemented
with Medicaid, enrollment in the family option of a group health
plan of the caretaker relative's employer, enrollment in the
family option of a group health plan for State employees,
enrollment in a State basic health plan for the uninsured, or
enrollment in a Medicaid HMO.

A family would be denied any extended medical assistance for the
same reasons as described under Section 301. If a family's gross
monthly earnings exceeded 185 percent of the poverty line, the
State would not provide or would terminate the family's
eligibility for the five-month extension.

A State would be required to impose a premium for a family
receiving medical assistance during the five-month extension.

The amount of the premium could vary depending on the option made
available, but could not exceed 10 percent of the difference
between the family's gross monthly earnings {less the costs of

child care) and $581.
Section 302 would go into effect on October 1, 1988.

Administration Position

We oppose section 302 because it is unnecessary and costly, and
‘would complicate the Medicaid extensions which currently are
available. We also are cconcerned that the cumbersome and costly
new provisions in Section 302 would greatly reduce State
capacity, both financially and administratively, to take
advantage of Medicaid optional coverage authorities now in law
that they believe might better meet their citizens' needs, such
as those for all pregnant women, infants, and children up to age
S whose income is below the federal poverty line.

Four months of Medicaid coverage is already available for
families that lose AFDC eligibility as a result of increased
earnings or child support. Even more extended coverage (up to 15
months) is provided to families that lose AFDC eligibility as a
result of losing the earned income disregards. There are a
variety of other options, such as medically needy coverage and
Community Health Center programs, currently available to address
the needs of low-income families and individuals without setting
up such a complicated system to administer.

There is no evidence that the type of extensions proposed in
Section 302 would be cost-effective, promote earlier employment,
reduce welfare dependency, or produce long-term welfare savings.
Indeed, there is some evidence tu suggest that Medicaid coverage
is not the critical factor in employment decisions. The 1981
OBRA changes moved off of the welfare rolls working families with
relatively high incomes, many of whom appear to have had a long-
term attachment to AFDC. No transitional Medicaid coverage was
provided at that time; and if such an additional provision for
Medicaid were key to families' employment decisions, one would
expect that many of these would have quit work and returned to
the welfare rolls. However, the rate of return for families with
earnings was no greater after OBRA than it was before, suggesting
that Medicaid was not a key factor in their job decisions.
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We also are concerned that the medical assistance extension in
this bill would postpone the adjustment of former recipients to
self-sufficiency and provide employers with an incentive not to
offer, or to reduce, health insurance coverage for lower wage
earners if they know Medicaid will provide coverage to former
welfare recipients. In fact, the provision might well induce
families that otherwise would leave the welfare rolls in less
than 3 months to remain on the rolls to receive extended
publicly-subsidized medical coverage.

ITn addition, we have sericus concerns about the numerous
administrative complexities and costs of implementing Section
302. A new, costly and complex administrative structure would
have to be created by States to compute income eligibility and to
compute and collect premiums for these new medical assistance
extensions. Subtracting the costs of child care and then using a
threshold of 185% of the poverty level for eligibility would
likely result in most recipients remaining eligible, few paying
premiums, and the State making extensive calculations and

determinations for all.

Experience has shown that, while States have for some time been
permitted to collect income-related co-payments, deductibles, and
co-insurance from Medicaid beneficiaries, few if any have chosen
to do so because of the cost and complexity of such a process.
Similarly, States choosing to use any of the other options for
providing health insurance coverage would have to establish an
administrative structure to pay premiums and deal with the
various entities administering the plans.

Denial of extended medical assistance for failure to pay
premiums, to make monthly income reports, or to continue
employment has been made subject to a '"good cause" determinaticn

by the State. This could result in a major administrative burden
and could well result in court challenges.

TITLE IV: FAMILY LIVING ARRANGEMENTS

Section 401. Households Headed by Minor Parents
Description

Except under certain circumstances, individuals under age 18 who
were never married and who had a dependent child in their care
(or who were eligible because they were pregnant) could be
eligible for assistance only if they resided with a parent, legal
guardian, other adult relative, or in a foster home, maternity
home or other adult-supervised supportive living arrangement.
Assistance in these minor parent cases would have to be paid to
the parent or legal guardian. At State option, these individuals
could ke required, as a condition of eligibility, to attend
school (or school in combination with parenting and family-skills
training classes) if they had not graduated from high school.

These prov;sions would be effective at the beginning of the first
quarter which begins one year after enactment.

Administ jon Positi

We generally support these provisions, which are similar to ones
included in the package of legislation we submitted as "The
Social Welfare Amendments of 1987." We do not support the
provision which makes school attendance requirements for minor
parents an optic. for the States. We believe these individuals
must be required to attend school or engage in other productive
activities if we are to make serious inroads against the problems
°f long-term dependency. Also, the provision seems inconsistent
with section 201 of the bill which provides that custodial
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parents under the age of 22 who have not completed high school
would be required to pursue educational activities even if they
have a child under the age of 3.

o=-Pa t ilies

Rescription

Section 402 would replace the optional AFDC-Unemployed Parent
(AFDC-UP) program with a required program, effective October 1,
T1989. It also would change the definition of a "quarter of work"
from that available in AFDC-UP, at State option, to allow full-
time attendance in elementary school, secondary school, or a
vocational or technical training course approved by the
Secretary, or participation in a JTPA education or training
program to count as quarters in determining eligibility.
However, individuals could not receive credit for more than 4
quarters based on education or training activities.

It also would allow States, in determining ongoing eligibility of
recipients (but not applicants), the option to employ a different
definition of unemployment (in terms of a higher number of hours)
than provided by the Secretary or to waive the requirement
entirely. The State could implement this option Statewide or
only in selected areas of the State. The definition designated
by the Secretary could not define unemployment as anything less
than 100 hours a month.
Administration Position
We strongly oppose these provisions. The President informed the
Congress of his views on mandating benefits to two-parent
families last year. Basically, it is inconsistent with this
Administration's position that States should have maximum
flexibility in deciding how and where their resources should be
targeted. 1In some States, the costs of implementing this program
through increased caseload, staffing and training requirements
would overload the resources available to the State for providing
financial assistance. This could result in cutbacks of benefits
to individuals who are more needy or who have less capability for
self-support. For this reason, we believe AFDC-UP should
continue to be an optional program for States.

In addition, we do not pelieve there is any merit to mandating
coverage of two-parent families. The GAC recently reported that
a 1979 study by the University of Wisconsin's Institute for
Research on Poverty claimed that the AFDC-UP program "appeared to
actually increase marital instability". Moreover, the contention
that mandatory two-parent coverage is necessary to avoid marital
break-up assumes that parents will make long-term marital
decisions based largely on short-term income comparisons.
Evidence from the Seattle and Denver Income Maintenance
Experiments (SIME/DIME) indicates that, contrary to this view,
marital decisions are not made primarily on these economic bases.

In SIME/DIME families in the experimental group received a higher
guaranteed income with both parents present than if the husband
left, and they clearly were better off financially if they stayed
together. However, marital break-up rates were as high or higher
for the experimental group than for the control group which
received regular welfare benefits.

SIME/DIME also indicates that extending welfare to two-parent
families is likely to lead to reduced work effort. In the second
year of the project, for example, husbands in the experimental
group showed significant reductions in both the total number of
hours worked (9 percent lower than the control group) and the
proportion working at least one week during the -year (7 percent
lower). This effect on work effort applies to all husbands in



146

low-income families, not just those receiving AFDC benefits.
Moreover, extending welfare to two-parent families may have other
adverse affects, such as higher taxes on the private sector and
more welfare dependency, which must be weighed against any

possible benefits.

We also oppose the provisions changing the definition of
"quarters of work'" used to establish eligibility for benefits and
authorizing waivers of the Secretary's definition of unemployment
(currently known as the "100-hour rule"). The basic intent of
the program has been to provide benefits to families deprived of
support because the family's principal earner is unemployed. As
proposed in the bill, individuals with no work history beyond a
few errands or odd jobs could qualify for benefits, and families
where the principal earner is fully employed also could gualify.

These provisions would alter the basic nature of the program,
eliminating its categorical eligibility requirements and
extending benefits to many more two-parent households. The first
provision would substantially reduce the incentive for young
couples initially to pursue employment opportunities rather than
depending on the welfare system for support. The second would
increase welfare expenditures going to families which are more
capable of self-support, radically altering the purpose of the
program and increasing welfare dependency.

TITLE V: BENEFIT STRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

ctio 01. jodic Reevaluation of Ne and Payment Standards
Description

Section 501 would require each State to re-evaluate its need and
payment standards at least once every 5 years and report to the
Secretary as required. The Secretary would establish a schedule
for these re-evaluations and report to Congress proaptly on his

findings.
dministrati it]

We do not oppose this provision.
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TITLE VI: DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

o no i ro] i W t

D s

This section would authorize a five-year demonstration project in
New York to test an alternative program to the Child Support
Supplement Program proposed in this bill.

imini : it

There is insufficient detail in the proposal to evaluate New
York's proposed alternative program. However, rather than enact
specific legislation for New York State, we believe Congress
should provide all States broad authority through enactment of
the Administration's proposed Low=-Income Opportunity Improvement

Act.

Under the Act, the demonstration sites would receive the same
funding they would otherwise receive under current law, ensuring
Federal cost neutrality, and the demonstration would ke
structured to allow for rigorous evaluations. We believe these
criteria should apply to all welfare reform demonstrations.

. 0 . : {1y Ind a

Section 602 would authorize Washington State to implement its
Family Independence Program (FIP) as a demonstration project upon
application and approval of the Secretary. This program would
operate as an alternative to the CSS program.

All those eligible for CSS would be eligible to enroll in FIP,
which would operate simultaneously with the CSS program as long
as there were individuals who qualified for CSS. States would
have to use available funds to provide cash assistance before
making expenditures on services. .

Enrollees in FIP could be required to register, undergo
assessment, or participate in work and training. Exempt from FIP
would be parents with children under 6 months, single parents of
children under 3 on assistance for less than 3 years, those over
age 64 or under 16, those who are incapacitated, temporarlly ill,
or needed at home to care for an impaired person, women in their
third trimester of pregnancy, and those not yet advised that
their participation is required. Participation would be
voluntary for FIP's first two years. After two years,
participation could be mandatory only where less than 50 percent
of the enrollees could be placed in employment within 3 months
after they are job ready. Work and training activities would not
be mandated in counties where unemployment rates were twice the
State average. Benefit guaranties and applicant and recipient
rights in existing State law would be maintained, as would due
process procedures equal to those in CSS.

The Secretary would be required to waive any requirements under
title IV which would prevent the State from implementing FIP.

The State would be reimbursed for cash assistance and child care
at the IV-A program matching rate, for administrative expenses at
the applicable IV-A administration matching rate, and for an
evaluation plan at a 75 percent matching rate. 1In order to
receive approval the project could not exceed anticipated
reimbursements under the current CSS program.

The project would be in effect for 5 years, but could be .
terminated earlier by the State or by the Secretary if the State
materially failed to comply with the law.
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Imini jon Positi
While we support the concept of State demonstrations, as is
evident from the Administration's proposed Low-Income Opportunity
Improvement Act, we strongly oppose this particular proposal for
two Key reasons:

1. The proposal is not structured to allow the rigorous kind of
evaluation that is both possible and necessary with this
kind of proposal.

o The provisions for voluntary participation and
selective geographical implementation would make it
impossible to obtain definitive research findings on
the program's effectiveness.

2. The funding provisions of the proposal are too loosely
written and incomplete to ensure that the Federal budget
will not be adversely affected--especially in light of the
guaranteed benefit levels, the generous disregards, and the
proposed work and training activities.

o We believe that Federal funding should be specifically
limited to the costs which otherwise would have been
incurred under the programs included in the
demonstrations. The Low-Income Opportunity Improvement
Act would provide the appropriate protection against
cost increases while giving States the flexibility they
need to test innovative approaches to welfare reform.

<] The proposal does not address the inclusion of other
public assistance programs, such as Focd Stamps and
Medicaid, under FIP. It is, therefore, unclear how
these programs would interrelate. However, we believe
that substantial expenditures over those resulting from
current law would occur.

Sec. 603. Demonstration Projects for Evaluating Mode)l Procedures
Description

This section would require the Secretary to enter into agreements
with four States to conduct two-year demonstration projects to
test and evaluate model procedures for reviewing child support
award amounts. The States would be reimbursed for 90 percent of
the reasonable costs incurred in conducting of the demonstraticn
projects. Those costs would be excluded from total
administrative costs in calculating incentives.

dministratio ositio

This demonstration is unnecessary. The Department currently is
evaluating State procedures for reviewing child support awards as
part of its evaluation of the impact of the 1984 Child Support
Enforcement Amendments.

Section 604 would establish a demonstration program which would
allow up to 3 States the opportunity to test whether temporary
housing costs under emergency assistance (EA) could be
effectively reduced by the construction or rehabilitation of
permanent housing that families on assistance could afford.
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Eligibility for a grant would be limited to States which provide
housing or shelter under the EA program, have an acute
homelessness problem among families, and submit plans for
achieving 10-year cost savings. Priority would go to States with
the greatest potantial cost savings.

Grants would be awarded within 6 months of the appropriation of
funds. To receive a grant a State would have to assure that it
would be used: 1) for permanent housing to be owned by the State,
an agency of the State, a political subdivision, or a nonprofit
organization; and 2) used exclusively for rental to families who
would be eligible for AFDC, unable to find affordable housing,
and otherwise homeless or compelled to live in a shelter or other
temporary accommodations. The States would have to discontinue
the use of an equivalent number of units of the most costly
accommodations when units became available under the
demonstration except under certain circumstances.

The average cost to the Federal government per unit of housing
could not exceed the Yyearly Federal costs under EA for providing
emergency housing or shelter in that jurisdiction. Federal costs
over 10 years under the demonstration for construction,
rehabilitation, EA payments and regular assistance would have to
be lower than costs which would have been incurred if the State
had made EA payments (at the 75th percentile cost rate) at the
level of the standard payment to the families involved during the
l0~year period. The non-Federal matching share would have to be
equal to at least the State's AFDC payments matching rate plus 10
percent, but local jurisdictions could not be required to
increase their matching share.

Failure by a State to meet grant conditions would be treated like
an AFDC compliance issue. Grants in the sum of $15,000,000 a
year would be authorized for fiscal years 1988 through 1992, with
State allocations based on need. Regulations would be required
within 6 months of enactment.

Admini ti itio

We strongly oppose this demonstration proposal. The Emergency
Assistance program was created to respond quickly to a family
crisis by providing temporary assistance. It rever was intended
to address long-term causes of homelessness, such as shortages of

low=-cost housing.

The shortage of low~-cost housing is a problem which has developed
over a long period of time and has become acute in several large,
urpan areas. However, it is a housing problem, not a welfare
problem, and it would be inequitable to establish a special
program just for one portion of the low-income population.

In general, programs which have been established in the
Department of Housing and Urban Development are designed to
address low-income housing shortages. 1In addition to programs
such as the Section 8 vouchers and certificates program, HUD
administers a varicty of programs specifically designed to help
families that might otherwise need emergency assistance. These
include the following:

] Emergency Shelter Grants: Assistance related to
emergency shelters involving the renovation,
rehabilitation and conversion of buildings to be used
as emergency shelters and provision of essential
services for occupants, such as employment, health and

drug abuse. .
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] Supportive Housing Demonstration: 1) Transitional
- Housing to develop innovative approaches for funding

supportive housing, particularly for
deinstitutionalized homeless, families with children,
and mentally handicapped, and to focus on the homeless
capable of moving into independent living within a
reasonable amount of time; and 2) Permanent Housing for
the handicapped homeless.

o Supplemental Assistance: 1) for facilities to assist
the homeless; and 2) comprehensive assistance for
particularly innovative programs and assistance to
cover the costs in excess of assistance provided under

the above two programs.

o Section 8 Assistance: To develop Single Room Occupancy
units with priority for the homeless.

o Title V: To collect information about underutilized
public buildings and to review the properties for
suitability for housing the homeless.

HHS should not be in the housing construction and acquisitien
business -- a function it was never intended to serve and which
is clearly inappropriate for the Department of Health and Human
Services, as well as duplicative of HUD efforts.

v i vative

- > o hild

Support Supplements
Description
This section would amend section 1115 to authorize projects which
would demonstrate innovative education and training programs for
children receiving assistance, including tests of financial
incentives and other approaches to reducing dropout rates,
encouraging skills development, and avoiding welfare dependency.
The projects would last from 1 to 5 years.

iminis { Positi
The Administration supports increased waiver authority. However,
we believe we should provide States with broad demonstraticn
authority covering a wide range of programs rather than authorize
numerous, Narrow categorical demonstrations. Moreover, we
believe that education and training projects for children should

be carried out under the existing educational and training
authorities rather than under the Social Security Act.

Proj S s oblem

D s

This section would authorize grants to States for demonstration
projects for activities designed to increase compliance with
child access provisions of court orders, such as the development
of systematic enforcement procedures, special staff to handle
disputes, and dissemination of information. For each of fiscal
years 1988 and 1989, $5,000,000 would be authorized for this
purpose. The Secretary would be required to.submit a report on
the effectiveness of the demonstration by July 19$0. .

Adninistration Positi

We oppose this posi;ion_because we oppose Federal ihterQention in
this area. Visitation issues always have been a matter of State
and local jur;sdiction, and they should remain so.
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Section 607, Demonstration Projects to Test Innovative Methods
Description

This section would authorize demonstrations, which could be -
conducted on less than a Statewide basis, to test innovative
methods for providing suitable foster care arrangements and other
needed services for infants abandoned or removed from their
parents' custody and placed in a hospital. Selection of States
would be based on need and submittal of a satisfactory proposal
and evaluation. Projects would be conducted between October 1,
1987 and September 30, 1990. For each of the fiscal years 1988
through 1990, $4,000,000 would be authorized.

Admini jon Positi

We share the concern underlying this provision about infants with
AIDS being abandoned. However, this provision is unnecessary
because such demonstrations can be conducted under current law.
The Department will be conducting studies of this problem and
soliciting demonstrations of innovative approaches to tne problen
this year.

This section would authorize demonstrations in 5 to 10 States to
conduct demonstration projects to increase child care
opportunities for recipients. States would be required to
contract with nonprofit organizations to assist providers who
meet State and local standards in acquiring, expanding, or
rehabjlitating child care facilities. States would be selected
based on the nature of assistance to be provided, geographic
coverage, potential service population, and existing child care
opportunities. Priority would go to States that focus on
communities with populations under 50,000 and with the severect
shortages of care for recipients. Projects would begin by
September 30, 1988 and be conducted for 3 years (assuming
compliance). States would provide information required by the
Secretary, and the Secretary would report to Congress by Oc:iober
1, 199'. For each of the fiscal years 1989 through 1991,
$5,000,000 would be authorized for these demonstrations.

Admini jon Positi
We oppose this provision because it is duplicative of other
Federal programs and funding sources. For example, States could
undertake similar activities using funds from the Social Services
Block Grant or administrative funds under title IV-A of the
Social Security Act.

Section 609, Demeonstration Projects to Encourage States to
Employ CSS Mothers as Paid Day Care Providers
DRescription

Section 609 would amend Section 1115 of the Act to authorize
demonstrations in up to 5 States involving employment of
recipients as providers of day care for the children of other
recipients. These demonstrations would be used to facilitate

participation in the JOBS program and to give recipients
increased opportunities to avoid welfare dependence.



152

This provision is unnecessary because under the current AFDC
program, States would receive Federal matching funds which could
support employment o?f recipients as providers of day care for
other recipients. 1In fact, some States are already.undertakxpg
this type of activity. Therefore, a new demonstration authority
in this area is not needed.

TITLE VII: PAYMENTS TO AMERICAN SAMCA, THE COMMONWEALTH OF
PUERTO RICO, GUAM, AND THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

Sectjon 701. Inclusjon of American Samoa as a State under
Title IV
Description h

This section would include American Samoa as a State under
Title IV, authorize a 75 percent matching rate, and cap Federal
expenditures in American Samca for parts A and E of Title IV at
$1,000,000 a year.

Administration Position

We oppose this provision. We believe that we should not extend
the AFDC/CSS program to this territory because of the probable
negative impact such a program would have on its economy and
culture. Our concern comes in part from the enormous dependency
problems which have developed in Micreonesia following
introduction of welfare benefits there. Moreover, a recent GAQ
report noted that American Samocan officials themselves opposed
extending AFDC to their area because they believed it "would
disrupt their 'extended-family' based culture".

ecti 70 s [*) vajlable ayment to Puerto
ico he Vi i a am

C e

This section would raise the current cap on Federal matching
funds in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands and Guam by about 13
percent, effective October 1, 1987. .

iminis {on Positi

We support this provision as long as the additional funds are
targeted towards the provision of work activities.

TITLE VIII: WAIVER AUTHORITY

. Wajv utho unde itle IV

script i

This section would add a new part F to Title IV which would
authorize the Secretary to approve up to 10 demonstration
projects at a time to test new ways to assist families in
becoming financially independent and provide States with maximum
flexibility in using their low-income program funds.
Applications would be submitted to the Secretary of HHS. The
demonstrations would have to incorporate the principles of
experimental design. In approving applications, the Secretary
would consider a project's consistency with 9 general policy
goals in the bill, ranging from meeting needs and reducing
dependency to improving the operation of public assistance
programs. The Secretary would be required to give special
consideration to certain kinds of projects, e.g., those that
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improve the methods of helping public assistance recipients,
coordinate employment and training programs, provide transitional
assistance, provide child care, etc.

Demonstrations could include programs under Title IV-A (including
EA and JOBS), IV=-B, 1IV-D, IV-E, the Social Services Block Grant,
and any other non-Federal program designed to alleviate poverty.
Applications would specify such things as: the included
programs; eligible classes of individuals or families; principles
of determining eligibility and maximum benefits (including
assurances about no loss in benefits); and the expected effects
on opportunities for achieving economic independence. Work,
education, and training activities under the program would have
to meet a variety of conditions regarding factors like access to
child care, minimum wage requirements, health and safety
standards, travel limitations, displacement, workers'
compensation, and fair hearings. The Governor would retain final
responsibilities for compliance.

To determine the funding and budget of the demonstration, each
Federal department or agency with a program included in the
demonstration would have to estimate how much in Federal and
matching State funds would be spent under that program in the
affected geographic area for each year of the demonstration if
the demonstration were not in effect. The agency would provide
its estimates, together with the underlying assumptions and
principles, to the Secretary. The State also would provide the
Secretary with the assumptions and principles which it used in
developing its budget and funding levels. The Secretary would
then review the Federal and State information for consistency.
Adjustments in the budget would be made to reflect changes in
Federal law and regulation, and the budget would be reviewed at
least annually. The Secretary would establish a schedule of
payments from affected agencies and a single set of technical or
grant requirements for the demonstrations. The Secretary also
could establish a single non-Federal share requirement. Payments
to States could be adjusted to reflect earlier overpayments to
them under the regular programs. However, payments to the States
would not be adjusted where the amount of money actually needed
to carry out the demonstration is less than the proposed budget
because of the demonstration's effectiveness; the State could use
these excess funds to improve the demonstration or otherwise
benefit those included in the demonstration.

Where entitlement programs are included in the demonstration,
States could propose that expenditures under such programs be’
continued as entitlements. 1In this event, the affected Federal
agencies would submit budget estimates, and the Secretary would
reject any proposal when the estimates indicated a large increase
or decreasz in the amount. If the Secretary approves, funding
for the demonstration would be determined on the entitlement

basis.

To be approved, applications must ensure that certain civil
rights are protected and statutory requirements, including
budgetary requirements, are met. The States would have to be
notified of the Secretary's decision within 4 months of the date
of the application's submittal. Notification of an approval
would include the approved waivers, Federal funding and payment
schedules. Disapprovals would explain the basis.

Individuals eligible under the demonstration would not separately
be eligible for benefits under included programs, but would
‘retain eligibility for programs not included under the program.

Within one year of the termination of any demonstration, the
Secretary would have to submit a report to Congress. The
Secretary also would have to submit annual progress reports.
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Amendments which could improve the demonstration would be
approved by the Secretary if they met demonstration requirements
and benefits and services to eligible individuals were not
substantially altered.

Unless the Governor or the Secretary optasd ocut at an earlier
time, demonstrations would be in effect up to 5 years. The
Governor could terminate, with at least 3 months notice, upon a
determination that the demonstration was not likely to be
effective and that Federal, State or participant interests would
be better served by termination. The Secretary could terminate
the demonstration upon determining that “he State was not meeting
the conditions of approval.

This section would be effective October 1, 1987.

Admini fon Positi

As discussed in the analysis of section 602, we support the
concept of broad State demonstrations like those which would be
authorized under the Low-Income Opportunity Improvement Act, S.
610.

However, we oppose this specific proposal because we have
serious problems with several aspects of the bill. These
problems include:

1. The limitation in scope to HHS activities

Under the bill, only a limited number of HHS programs would be
waivable. The authority to grant waivers would be vested in the
Secretary of HHS. We do not believe it is possible to test
significant alternatives to the current welfare system under
these rules. Welfare must be viewed as = system, and the program
list would have to be significantly expanded to provide a real
opportunity for trying alternative welfare systems. As it now
stands, the list would not enable States to adequately address
the extensive overlap in existing assistance programs or the
administrative inefficiencies caused by conflicting program rules
and procedures. To conduct meaningful welfare reform
demonstrations,” there should be authority to waive rules under
any Federally-assisted program for low-income individuals. Also,
States need to be able to file a single application for waivers
from a variety of Departments. Thus, the demonstrations cannot
be properly administered out of HHS or any single Department but
must be coordinated through an interagency board. Such a board
would provide a focal point within the Federal government for the
development and coordination of policies affecting low-income
individuals.

2. Limit of ten demonstrations

We believe that there should be no limit on the number of
demonstrations. There are many problems with the current welfare
system and many potential improvements. Limiting the number of
demonstrations limits our chance to learn about possible ways to
achieve improvement and puts the Federal government in the
position of attempting to prejudge which are likely to be more
successful, thereby potentially leading to the denial of
worthwhile experiments.

3. Lack of limits on potential costs

As stated before, we believe that Federal funding for these types
of demonstrations should be limited to the costs which would have
been otherwise incurred under the programs included in the
demonstration. This bill, by creating a new entitlement
authority, puts the Federal government at an unacceptable, high
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financial risk. It provides no real protection against unforseen
cost increases or faulty costing assumptions.

4. Excessive limitations on State flexibility

In a few instances, this proposal imposes reguirements which
could create severe administrative burdens on States and prevent
States from testing true alternatives to the current welfare
system. For example, the proposal seems unnecessarily
Prescriptive in the restrictions imposed on States in
establishing work requirements. Of even more concern is the
provision in section 493(d)(2)(C)(ii) which requires that benefit
levels for any individual or family under the demonstration would
not be lower than those which would be available under the
included programs (or would be supplemented, if lower).

Meeting this requirement on a case-by-case basis would seem to
require that States continue eligibility determinations and -
benefit calculations for all individuals and families under all
programs included in the demonstration. Therefore, it would
prevent States from enjoying significant administrative
advantages under the demonstration and prevent States from
implementing a true alternative system of assistance. We
support the provision of the Low-Income Opportunity Improvement
Act which would require States to "demonstrate that benefit
levels will be adequate to allow individuals and families to
reasonably meet the needs previously addressed by the prograns
included, but superseded by, the demonstrations". However, we
cannot support any provision which prevents States from
disengaging themselves from the current system and drastically
limits their flexibility.

5. Statement of special consideration projects

We believe that the Federal government should permit as many, and
as wide-ranging, demonstrations as possible.

6. Terminating experiments after five years

The length of time for demonstrations should be variable. Some
may require less than five years for testing; others may require

longer.

7. Requiring experimental design for all evaluations

While experimental design is recognized as the most reliable
evaluation methodology, there may be instances where it is
infeasible. For example, demonstrations with significant
community involvement may make random assignment impractical. 1In
such cases, quasi-experimental design or pre-post evaluation
methodologies may be most appropriate.

85-457 0 - 88 - 6
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MOYNLVE
$-0ct-87 §.15111 FAMILY SECURITY ACT OF 1987
Version (Federal Budgetary lapact in Millions)
SEC. Effactive FISCAL VEARS
NO. PROVISION Dato Praqrall 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992

L. CHILD SUPPORT AND ESTnlLlSHHENT OF PATERN!TV

101 Mandatory ancoae
withholding for all Enact. -
child support orders €2 yr CSE 4 [} -8 -8 -8

102 Change in definition of
disregard ot first $50 Enact. CSE 1 1 ] 1 1

103 éu:d.lanI aade
sandatory with periodic Enact.

review +2 yr CSE 1} 0 -47 -81 -104
1 Standards for paternity  Emact

establishaent +3 yrs CSE 0 0 3 2 -3
112 90% amatch for paternity

l1ab costs Enact. CSE 3 4 [ L 9
124 Pro-pﬁ State response

to requests for child Enact. CSE 0 23 29 3t 12

support assistance *l yr.
122  Mandatory autosatac

tracking and acnitoring Enact. CSE 3 3 10 | 10 10

systems
123 Access to INTERNET Enact. CSE -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
124 SSN on dirth certificate Enact,

+2 yr CSE 4 [ -1 -2 -2

125 Coamission on interstate

child support Enact. cse i 1 [4 0 [}

11, JOB OPPORTUNITIES AND BASIC BKILLS (JOBS) TRAINING PROGRAM

201 Establishment of JOPS Oct-89 css 88 100 380 460 448
- progren Medicaid 133 1% -10 -20 -30

201b State ocption to require
certain absent fathers Oct-89 css " [1} (13 " se
to participate in JOBS

202a Federal matching rate 73%
tor services and 359X dor Oct-B89 css " (1] " Y [T
adeinistrative expanses

2020 Payaent of child care.
transportation and other Oct-89 css 13 20 117 137 184
work-related expenses

203  Repeal of certain

provisions Oct-89 css 0 [ 1] 1] & 113

- 204a Requlations schedule Enact, css 0 (] 0 0 0
204b Performance standards Enact.

developed after study +8 yrs css 0 0 0 0 0




204c¢
204c

1.

402a

4022

4020

402¢

vi.

501

602

603

805

606

807

VIt

faplesgntation study Enact.
Cost-effectiveness study Enact.
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE

Transitional child
care benetfits Oct-88

Transitional Medicard
benefits Oct-88

FAMILY LIVING ARRANGEMENTS

Most ainor parents
required to live with Enact.
their parent +1 yr

Mandatory Uneaployed
Parents Program Oct-89

Quarters of work & allow
States to abolish 100-hr Oct-8¢9
rule or i1ncrease hours

State plan requiresents Oct-89

Participation in training
& educ, programss count Oct-89
as quarters of work

BENEFIT STRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

Periodic reevaluations
of need and payment Enact.
standards

DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

Child support demo
project 1n NY Oct-87

Demos evaluating aodel
procedures ¢or reviening Oct-88
child support awards

Demcs on shelter for
homeless Oct-87

Demos of ed. & training
proqrams for children
to reduce dropout Oct-87

Demos to acddress
visitation probless Enact.

Deaos to test sethods

far providing foster O0ct-87
care anvirocnmants

Desos on child care Oct-88
PAYMENTS TO TERRITORIES

Inglusion of Aserican
Samoa in CSS prograa Dct-87

1567

€ss

css

css

Medicsid

css

€ss
Medicaid
Food Stasps

css
€ss

css

css

css

(4.1

Css

€ss
£ss
€ss

css

css

oo

1]

1 1]

84

35

[ 1]

[ 1]

-1

108

153
110
131

22

[1]

111

313
270
X

38

113

=23

323
330
%

31

1]

1]

(X}

0
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702 Increased funds for the
Territories Oct-87 €ss 10 10 10 10 10

VIII. WAIVER AUTHORITY

801 Waiver authority O0ct-87 css 1] 1] 113 sk 117
revised

TOTALS -1 131 243 794 1,091 1,149

CSE 7 31 -8 -39 -86

Hedicaides ] 60 230 480 583

Food Stampsée ] -$ =17 -29 -3s

NET 143 329 1,019 1,503 1,612

NOTES: - T o

L1 Costs for thess pravisions are included in the line for JOBS.

11 Less than $300,000.

e Estimates for Medicaid and Food Staeps are based on the entire bill} the
selacted provisions shown were estimated separately.

%% Estimated decreases 1n Food Stasp spending on Food Stamp recipients who begin
receiving FSP benefits approximately equal estisated increases in Food Stasp
spending on pecple newly eligible for both proqrn 8. -

e L LT L CT T PP R sececescacccnn e ememsacecmsesencermmmmn.— -

§.1%581s FAMILY SECUKITY ACT OF 1987
- (Federal Budgetary lapact 1n Millions)

BY TITLE
F1SCAL YEARS
TITLE /7 Program Total Sumsarized 1968 198% 1990 1991 1992
1. CHILD SUPPORT AND ESTABL!SHHENY OF PATERNITY
Child Support Enforcesent Program 7 31 -8 -39 -86
1. JOB OPPORTUNITIES AND BASIC SKILLS (JOBS) TRAINING PROGRAM
Child Support Supplement Program 92 1317 s08 627 662
[11, TRANSITIONAL ASSISYANCE
Child Support Supplement Program 0 -1} 8 92 93
Medicaid [} 35 109 t73 230
1v. FAMILY LIVING ARRANGEMENTS
Child Support Supplesent Progras 0 -20 187 337 35¢
V. BENEFIT STRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS
Child Support Suppleasent Prograa 117 1] k £t (1%
vi. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS
Child Support Supplesent Prograa 28 37 32 24 24
Yil. PAYMENTS TO TERRITORIES
Child Support Suppleaent Prograa 1 11 11 11 11
Ix. WAIVER AUTHORITY
Chiid Suoport Supplement Program L] [T k& 11 11
TOTALS 131 243 794 1,091 1,149
7 31 -8 -39 ~86
Medicaid L &0 250 480 588
Foad Stasps 0 -3 -17 =29 -3s
NET 143 329 1,019 1,303 1,612

fcecescemamessaeeesesesssesececessmSSemessesesssesmSssuesResssLssecmanSsmoaRoRanasSSS

NOTES:
i Less than $300,000.
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4 Statemeat by the Honorable Hank Brown
e I
RaAking Hember, House Ways and Means Subcommittee on

Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation

Chairman Bentsen and Senator Moynihan: B

-I greatly appreciate the opportunity to address the Senate
Finance Committtce about welfare reform. Senator Moynihan and
many others have done a great deal of creative work to fashion
S.lSllp Some of us have even ventured the guess that Senator
- Moynihan would like to include fﬁrther benefit increases in his
bill, but declined to do so on the grounds that major new benefit
increases woﬁld destrby welfare reform. 1In our view, he is
right, and we'compliment him for writing a bill that represents a
reasonable starting point for serious negotiation between
Democrats and Republicans and between Members of the House and
Senate.

As many of you will recall, the Congress undertook welfare
reform last winter amidst widespread talk of consensus on the
importance of work. There was then, and there is now, general
agreément that dependency among welfare pérticipants is a serious
problem, and that education, training, and employment programs
have a reasonable chance of reducing dependency. But when the
House of Representatives took up welfare reform in earnest, it
quickly became clear that the heralded consensus on dependency
and work did not exist.

After months of’partisan debate, the Ways and Means
Commmittee reported out a welfare reform bill that not only fails
to encourage work among welfare recipients, but actually erects
new barriers to work. The most important among these are:

- =-outright exemption of all welfare.mothers with children

under age 3. This provision alone exempts more than 20% of

thé caseload from participating in the employment and

training programs;



160

--a prohibition on use of the Commurity Work Experience
Program for more than six months, and under some
circumétances, for more than three months. An unbiased
observer might express some amazement that a bill designed
to promote work contains a provision to severely limit use
of the one current program that states use to give
recipients direct experience in the labor force. What
rational argument can be used to limit thils program which
has now been in existence for six yeéfs and operates in half
the states?;

--a prohibition on jobs that do not pay a "standard wage."

I note in passing that no one has bothered to define what is

meant by standard wage, and draw your attention to the fact

that this provision limits the flexibility of officials
operating these programs in the nation's cities and

counties. Do ;E promote gprk by outlawing a job that a

welfare mother without work experience and with limited

education could fill merely because it pays 50 cents an hour
less than the amount some official says should be the
standard wage for that job?

--a prohibition on jobs that pay less than the value of

welfare benefits. Who is helped when welfare regulations

try to provide recipients with guarantees that no one else
gets from the labor market? Millions of young Americans
enter the labor force each year and take jobs that pay less
than the value of a welfare package that includes AFDC, food
stamps, and medicaid. But within a few years, if they work
hard they are almost certain to earn much more than they
would receive from welfare.

‘In summarizing these provision of the House welfare reform
bill, it is amazing that legislation sold to the American public
as pro work actually would restrict job referrals. What a
tragedy it would be if we were to pass welfare reform legislation
that erects new barriers to work, and thereby move welfare '
recipients even further away from the fundamental goal of

independence.
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Mr.AChairman, we cannot urge you in terms that are too
strong to create 5 welfare reform package that avoids these
foolish and short-sighted prohibitions on work.

Instead, we hope you will write legislation that advances
the nation toward tﬁ}ee goals. Firét, we should provide the
states and localities with much greater €lexibility in helping

citizens who request aid from our many public assistancce

programs. The President's report Up From Dependency carefully
lays out the rationale for working to achieve this goal, and
proposes a specific programvto help us get theres. More
specifically, we need to provide a broad waiver authority that
would allow states to design demonstration programs addressed to
dependency, to achieving greater efficiency in administration,
and to encouraging better coordination among the wide range of
welfare programs.

Senator Moynihan has included a good-faith program of this
type in his bill. The House Republican bill goes further,
especially by including more than twice as many programs that the
states could use in designing their demonstrations. We do
recognize the issue of committee jurisdiction, and believe that a
program like Senator Moynihan's will at least establish the
principles that states know as much as the federal government
about effective welfare programs, and that States can be trusted
to create reforms that are in the best interests of welfare
recipients.

Second, a good welfare reform bill should contain very
strong child support enforcement provisions. We all
congratulate Senator Moynihan on the excellent child support
provisions in his bill. We would, of course, enjoy participating
in some negotiation about details--especially those concerning

e
paternity establishment and interstate enforcement--but both the
Moynihan provisions and those in H.R. 3200 are a good start,

Third, and most important, we urge yod to create an

employment and training program whose primary aim is to move

welfare reciplents toward independence. In our view, such a

B
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program must contain mandatory participation standards. The

standards should start low--at perhaps 15% of the non-exempt
caseload--and build gradually over a decade or so until around
‘three-quarters of AFDC recipients are involved in a program
designed to lead to employment.

Not everyone agrees that participation standards are
appropriate at this time. However, federal law has required work
for more than two decades, and yet many of the states have failed
to involve more than a small fraction of their caseloads in
actual employment programs. Recipients of public assistance must
understand that public benefits are accompanied by public
obligations--by civic acéountability. The federal government
must set the tone tor this change in welfare philosophy. We know
of no way to do so other than by requiring participation and
setting specific goals for the states.

Participation standards are the heart of welfare reform.

But if we expect states to impose these standards on recipients,
we also realize that the federal government must be willing to
pay part of the bill. Thus, we would immediately commit $500
million to support élate designed employment and training
programs, and greater sums in subsequent years if the programs
are being effectively implemented by the states.

Federal funding of employment and training programs brings
me to the next principle that we suggest you consider in
fashioning your welfare reform bill. Whatever financing
mechanism you select, we urge you to include incentives that

reward states that actually place welfare recipients in jobs.

" There are several ways to achieve this goal, and we modestly

suggest you consider the specific mechanisms built into the House
Republican bill.

Finally, we are aware that welfare clients need some
assistance during the period of transition from welfare
dependence to productive participation in the labor force.

Current law contains no provisions specifically focused on
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ensurgng child care assistance during the transition period.
Under the leadership of Representative Nancy Johnson, we have
developed.a generous proposal that would provide child care
subsidies to Kmericans who have left welfare to accept jobs that
pay less than 150% of the federal poverty level.

Again, there are surely a host of excellent approaches to

providing transition child care. But the best ones will tie

benefits to income, and will require some contribution from
former recipients from the very beginning. Above all, good child
care provisions will neither require nor encourage use of
center-based or other expensive forms of child care, Let parents
make their own arrangements, and provide them with some financial
help.

All of us--Republicans and Democrats--are faced with an
historic opportunity to reform America's welfare programs.
Increasing state flexibility can stimulate creativity at the
state and local level, and in all likelihood encourage a stream
of innovative welfare strategies that will breathe new life into
our welfare programs. Strong child support enforcement will
firmly establish the principle of parental responsibility for
financial support of children and minimize the need for welfare
programs to support poor children. And most important, helping
the states build strong and mandatory employment and training
programs will move the Nation toward a welfare system based on
the principles of civic accountability and individual initiative.

House Republicans have constructed a bill that will move the
nation toward achieving all these objectives. This bill has been
endorsed by the Reagan Administration. If the Senate now gives
careful attention to the principles and legislative provisions
Mr. Rowland and I have summarized here this morning, the Congress
- will be able to rescue welfare reform at the Eleventh Hour. Then
we shall have planted the seeds of hope and initiative in a

system that is now characterized by confusion and apathy.
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Statement by

Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan

On Monday last, the stock market fell by over 500 points,
a crash even deepér than that which ushered in the Great
Depression., It is sad that it took so stunning a tlow as this
to bring the President to the table to discuss deficit
reduction. He has, now, at least consented to talk with us,

Everyone is or ought to be worried about the implications
of the market's lack of confidence. We have been living well
beyond our means for the last seven years and it has’caught up
with us. We must reduce the deficit.

uction

And we shall. 1In fact, we have begun, Both the House and
the Senate are working on a Budget Reconciliation bill that
will, through a2 combination of spending reductions and new
revenues, save $23 billion in FY 88.

That sum is only a start. Clearly we will have to do
better. There is no disagreement on that point. The question
then remains, how do we effect the additional savings necessary
to restore confidence in this country's economy? Whatever we
do, it is generally agreed that Social Security will be exempt.
Protecting Socjal Security Bepefits,..

And that raises a curious problem. ., Social Security =-- the
Act -- includes the Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) program, As everyone here is aware, it is this program
that is the focal point of our welfare reform efforts and these
finance Committee hearings.

What bears repeating is that all Socisl Security Act
programs, save this one for the children, have their benefit
payments adjusted for chaqges in the cost of living.

Indeed, on December 31 of this year, Social Security
beneficiaries will receive a 4,2% cost-of-living benefit

increase. This is not a real increase in the amount of income;
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rather it is an édjustment that preserves purchasing power.
) This adjﬁstment prevents an érfective cut in benefits.

o B This same 4.2% increase in inflation that Social Security
beneficiaries are protected against represents a further erosion
in the purchasing power of AFDC recipients because their

“benefits remzin unadjusted for inflation. Since 1970,
children's benefits have declined by one-third in the median

state.

If one had set out in 1970 to cut children's benefits by
one-third, as a means of saving the federal and state
governments some money, he would have been rightly branded
mean-spirited or worse.

It is bad enough that children's benefits have been
21lowed to erode as they have'over the last 17 years. It is bad
enough that we, in S. 151%, the Family Security Act of 1987, are
not attempting tc raise and index children's benefits. We did
not inciude such provisions in our b1ll because they are just
too expensive at this time in our fiscal history.

- He Can Afford the Family Security Act

Having made that very difficult decision, we nonetheless
proceeded to introduce legislation with a modest price tag:
$2.3 billion in new federal spending over five years; $87
million in new federal spending in FY 88. Last year, we spent
$26 billion on agricultural price supports.

Two billion dollars (over five years) for a welfare bill
is not a great deal of money as these things go. We will hear
today from some witnesses who will tell us that it is not nearly
enough. I also worry that it is not enough. At the moment,
however, I worry more that we may not even have that much.

Twice in the last week, the distinguished Republican
Leader, and the ranking minority member of our Subcommittee,
Senator Dole, has said that we ought to slow down congressional

consideration of new spending bills, including welfare reform.
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We must not allow the Family Security Act to be lost in
this manner. The $87 million we need na2xt year, the $210
million we need in FY 89, and the $610 million in FY 90 are not
staggering sums. The elimination of $87 million from the FY 88
budget -- money wnich has already been reserved in the Senate
Budget Resolution for welfare reform -- will not resclve our

larger problems with the deficit.
Fighting for Children

I urge Senator Dole and my other distinguished colleagues
on this Committee and in the Senate not to give up on AFDC
reform.

I am proud that support for the Family Security Act is
bipartisan; Senators Durenberger, Danforth, and Chafee are among
the 132 members of this Committee cosponsoring S, 1511, I am
confident that we can, together with the help of the Chairman
and Senators Packwood and Dole, report out a bill that
strengthens child support enforcement, that helps prepare
unemployed mothers_to find and take jobs, that provides
transitional child care and Medicaid to families leaving the
welfare rolls for payrolls, and that stops discriminating
against poor children who live with both their parents.

e can do at least this much for the future.



GARRFEY CARRUTHERS
Governor State of New Mexico

Santa Fe 87503

The Honorable Daniel P. Moynihan
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Moynihan:

Thank you for vyour recent letter regarding the Family Security
Act (s. 1511), 1In New Mexico, my administration is completing a
welfare reform plan which we have chosen to call "Mainstream.”
This effort 1is a combination of state legislation, waiver
requests to be submitted to federal funding agencies, and
regulation changes designed to promote self-sufficiency and
reduced dependency on public assistance on the part of persons
reieiving Food Stamps and Aid to Families with Dependent
Children.

The objectives of the Family Securitv Act are similar to those of
Mainstream, particularly with regard to the emphasis placed on
child support enforcement as well as education and employment
opportunities. Yt is apparent that the Family Security Act, if
passed, would be of assistance to my administration in efforts to
improve the existing system.

Thank vou for sharing the information contained in your letter.
I would appreciate any additional material you might wish to
share regarding the act and its status.

Sincerel

LG/RDB/LM/1m

OFFICE of the GOVERNOR

oo
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The New York Times - October 25, 1987

Jersey Gets Key U.S. Waivers
In Effort to Overhaul Welfare

By JOSEPH F.SULLIVAN
Spacial 1o The Merw Yark Times

TRENTON, Oct 23 — After more
than a year of negotiation, New Jersey
has become the first state (0 obtailn
Federal waivers so that it can begin
one of the most sweeping weifare over-
hauls in the country.

The New Jersey program, which will
require nearly all able-bodied wellare
recipients to accept job tralning and
scek fulltime employment, comes
amid a broad national re-examination
of welfare policy.

Many people say New Jersey’s ex-
perience could become a model for
other states and for the Federal Gov-
emment; indeed, Congress is debating
a welfare bill, sp ed by S
Daniel Patrick Moynihan, that essen-
tially would make it easier for states to
follow New Jersey's example.

President Reagan (old New Jersey)
officials recently that the new program
“could prove among the most far-

Jreaching and significant ever in help-
ing those on welfare get off and become
productive citizens.’

But what the President did not say
was that the waiver process — which
was concluded only after a 12-hour
White House meeting that ended at 2
A.M.on Oct. 1 — was an exercise with-
out precedent, one that pr d the
Federal bureaucracy with a novel chal-
lenge and helped a new White House
agency earn its spurs.

“There is no way the state could un-
dertake a program like this without
these things in place,” said Drew Alt-
man, the slate’'s Commissioner of
Human Services, who found himself
spending hours in various Washington
offices as soon as he took over the job
July 1, 1986, while Governor Kean

lobbled President Reagan directly, or

talked with Howard H. Baker Jr, the
President’s chief of staff.

Among the most imporiant rights
won by the state were these:

4The state will be able to keep and
recycle the savings In Federal funds
that are expected to accrue from the

changes. ~

A total of 600 welfare recipients
who agree (o become family day<are
providers will be aliowed to keep a
larger portion of their welfare grants
despite earning income.

9The state will be allowed 0 phase in
its program and operate it differently
in each county.

qWellare reciplents will be eligible
for Medicaid benefits for up to 12
months after finding a fob.

Slow Approval Process
In addition, the watvers aliow New

1
%
1
3

6«!!53 the approvals from the vari-
‘ederal cles involved

to Chuck Hobbs, a Presidentls] assist-
ent who heads the new White House
agency, the Low Income Opportunity
Advisory Board. So far, Wisconsin is
the only state other than New Jersey to
ask for regulatory changes 10 enablfe it
to begin an experimental program.

Under the New Jersey plan — called
Reach, for Realizing Economic
Achievement — all able-bodied wellare
recipients must agree o take part by
accepting job training and education
and trying to find full-time employ-
ment i{n return, the state will provide
tralning, day care services, transporta-
lb&v Medicaid coverage.

emor Kean signed the Reach
legisiation Oct. 8 in Bergen County, one
of three counties, along with Middlesex
and Unlon, where the program will be-
gin. Within two more years it will be op-
erating in alt 21 counties, Mr. Alunan
said. The cost (o the state by then will
be about $100 m!lMon.

The watvers giving the state time to
phase in the program and operate it
differently in esch county were impor-
tant to state officlals.

“This is not Kentucky Fried welfare

form, where you set up Identical
franchises in each county,” Mr. Alt-
man said. “The program is being run
by the counties v:ith lonc;l officials, job-

g & y
groups all participating.”

Because of the differences in the
needs of weifare clients in rural, subur-
ban and urban counties, the program
may come up with different ways to
provide the transportation and day
care services and may offer the job
counseling and training services
through different agencies.

Flexibility is also the byword of Mr.
Hobbs’segmce -ndsCthe focus of .i bill
SpONSor: by nator Moynihan,

Democrat of New York, that is in hear-
ings before the Senate Finance Com-
miltee.

Mr. Hobbs noted that New Jersey's
Reach program emphasizes job train-
ing and Wisconsin's program, which
will soon get the four waivers request-
ed, stélsses education and is aimed at
keeping young welfare recipients with
children in school.

“Both programs are worth trying,”
Mr, Hobbs sald. “If we were to sit down
and design our own p m, we may
not do it either way, but we want to
aliow the states the latitude Lo come up
with their own ideas.

Rikki Baum, an aide to Senatori
Moynthan, said his blll “would grant

ous F ag was
siow and labored. *' We're still tr ying to
of control

the governors e flexibility they asked
for o design their own programs and |
would assure them the funds to put
‘hem into operation.’ .

Many of the waivers obtained by ’
New Jersey are part of the blll, includ- !
ng the ability 10 phase in programs or |
imit them to a few countles and t® in-
:lude welfare recipients with chll%ren i
1S yOURg as one year, as long as day-
:are services are provided., -
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STATEMENT OF

THE HONORABLE BILL CLINTON
GOVERNOR OF ARKANSAS
NATIONAL GOVERNORS' ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the committee, it is my pleasure to
be here today as a lead Governor on welfare reform for the National Governors'

Association.

Welfare reform has been the number one priority for the nation's Governors
since our Welfare Prevention Task Force was first organized in the spring of
1986. We responded to the challenge issued by the President in his 1986 State
of the Union Address by developing a welfare reform policy that captures the
thinking and experience of the states. States have been the laboratories for
effective strategies aimed at reducing welfare dependency by increasing
opportunities for meaningful education, training, and work.

We first presented our policy to you in testimony on April 9, 1987. It
includes six basic components:

o A strong, well-coordinated child support enforcement program that
underscores our basic belief that parents must support their children
through their own efforts;

o A flexible, state-designed work program that accommodates remedial
education, training, job placement and experience;

0 A requirement that all recipients of cash assistance with children
age three or older participate in a work program;

o A binding contractual agreement between the recipient and the
government that assigns clear, mutual obligations--the client to
strive for self-sufficiency and the government to ‘provide adequate
support services for a designated period of time as the client moves
toward economic independence;

o An enhanced case management system at the central point of intake
that assesses a client's needs, resources, and the steps necessary to
move the client toward self-sufficiency; and

o As we realize savings from a strong work program, movement toward a
cash assistance program that would ultimately be a state-specific
family living standard developed according to a nationally prescribed
percentage of that state's family living standard.
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These basic principles, incorporated into a policy statement that
received nearly unanimous, bipartisan support from the governors, are
principles around which a national consensus has developed. Pblicy
statements issued by groups as diverse as the American Public Welfare
Association, the National Alliance of Business, and the United Way contain
the basic thought that as a matter of national policy, we must turn a system.
that is now simply an income maintenance system with a minor work component
into a system that offers welfare recipients a way out! The labor and
business communities have repeatedly told us that the United States faces a
massive shortage of an educated, trained work force as we approach the
1990s. We believe that the opportunity we provide the adult welfare
population to enter the workforce and, perhaps even more importantly, the
opportunity we provide for the seven million children living on welfare to
grow up in households where education and work are the norm, is critical to
our future as a nation. It is good social policy. It is good business!

Senators, an opening for debate and action on welfare reform seems only to
come once every five years., The Governors share Senator Moynihan's belief
that there ‘is a rare and important syzygy, an alignment of individuals and
organizations around some basic and critical themes that should not be
denied. Unless we seize this opportunity swiftly and enact welfare reform in
this session of the 100th Congress, we will lose this rare moment for another
five years. The country cannot afford this loss. )

We applaud Senator Moynihan for his tremendous leadership on the issue of

welfare reform. His bill, S. 1511, supported by 56 of your colleagues, is an
comprehensive outline for turning our welfare system around., The bill,

consistent with much of the Governors' policy, seeks to do what the Governors
believe must be done--that is, to turn from a maintenance system that traps
millions of women and their children in hopeless dependency toward a program
that offers opportunity and hope to those families. We believe that the
Senator's bill is the appropriate reference point for a discussion of welfare
reform in this committee.

One of the common themes Senator Moynihan strikes in his bill is the idea
that a fundamental underpinning for welfare reform is a strong,
well-coordinated child support enforcement system that enforces the belief
that each parent has a responsibility through his own efforts, to support the
children he or she has brought into the world. We appreciate this emphasis.
The consensus that we must do a better job with child support is evidenced in
other bills before the Committee as well.

In introducing his child support enforcement bill, S. 869, Senator Bob
Dole said, 'The time has come for Congress to be serious about reforming our
national welfare system and there is a bipartisan commitment to do just that.
Part of this effort will involve some fine tuning of the former child support
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enforcement initiative."” Senator Dole's bill provides five basic ideas for
improving our national performance in child support enforcement which he, like
the Governors, sees as a first line defense against welfare dependency. His
bill calls for: automatic wage withholding upon the issuance of a child
support award by a court; the incorporation of child support award guidelines
in state statute as rebuttable presumption; the updating of all child support
award orders every two years; the use of employment service data in tracking
absent parents; and increased penalities to states for failure to comply.

. We support all of these ideas with the caution ﬁhat automatic wage
withholding requires a fully automated tracking system in all but the smallest
of our states and that states need sufficient lead time to incorporate child

" support award guidelines into state statute.

Senator Bradley has also recognized the critical importance of a strong
child support enforcement program and outlined his strategies in S. 1001. His
bill would boost state efforts to establish paternity, particularly in cases
where children are receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children;
incorporate state guidelines for establishing child support awards into state
statute that are binding on the judiciary; establish four state demonstrations
to test and evaluate model procedures for reviewing child support awards,
provide for immediate wage withholding unless both parents agree to an
alternative arrangement, mandate an automated tracking and monitoring system,
establish a Commission on Interstate Child Support to make recommendations for
improving interstate child support systems and revising the Uniform Reciprocal
Enforcement of Support Act; and give states access to the Department of
Labor's INTERNET system for purposes of locating absent parents.

Again, we support these ideas. We are aware that states have not always
done a good job of cooperating with one another in tracking absent parents or
in enforcing sister state child support awards. We, therefore, especially
welcome the idea of a commission focused on developing better interstate

_ relationships. We would suggest that, if such a commission is established,

Governors be represented on the panel.

Clearly, there is a broad consensus to focus more attention on child
support enforcement, including the common themes of automatic wage
withholding, the establishment of child support award guidelines in state
statute, intensified efforts to establish paternity, automated tracking
systens, and wider use of cmployment data to track absent parents. The
Governors stand ready to implement these ideas.

The second fundamental underpinning in both Senator Moynihan's bill and
the Governors' policy, is a comprehensive education, employment and training
program that provides critical support services that will assist adult welfare
recipients become employable and employed. Further, our policy and Senator
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Moynihan's bill propose that government help rewove disincentives to work and
swooth the transition to self-sufficiency by providing key ancillary services
like day care and health care coverage for a time after an individual leaves a
training program and enters private employment.

I would like to use amy remaining time to offer a few comments on some

critical aspects of the pending bills.

1.

* Senator Moynihan's bill requires each state to desigr and operate a

flexible training program for welfare recipients. While we
appreciate the flexibility that the Moynihan bill offers the states
in this regard, we are concerned that a state might simply implement
a job search program and consider the job done. Many of our welfare
clients are in need of intensive services. Many cannot read or
write, Others have had no connection with the labor market and have
no marketable skills. We would suggest that the bill require that
all states provide a range of services “to include education,
training, and on-the-job training, without specifying the specific
services to be provided. Such language will ensure that the intent
of our policy--that each recipient receive as wide a range of
services as is possible, consistent with a state's economic
condition--is carried forward without telling each state
specifically how to do so.

There is much disagreement about which recipients should be served by
an employment and training program. H.R. 1720, the House Ways and
Means Committee bill, requires participation of all recipients whose
youngest child is three or older. States have the option to require
participation of recipients with children down to age one, if they
receive a federal waiver and guarantee appropriate child care. The
Moynihan bill is similar except that it does not require federal
waiver to serve recipients with children age one to three and,
arguably, does not guarantee child care to program participants.
H.R. 3200, the Michel bill introduced in the Senate by Senator Dole,
requires participation of all recipients with children age 6 months
or older. We would suggest as a middle ground for this debate that
participation in education, training and employment be mandatory for
recipients with children age three or older but only with a guarantee
that safe, appropriate child care will be available to their

children. Further, we suggest that states be allowed the option of
serving only those recipients with younger children who volunteer for

the program. Taking volunteers with very young children ensures that
recipients will come forward only if appropriate child care is
available.

Another critical issue surrounding the establishment of an education,
employment and training program for welfare recipients is funding.
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The Governors believe strongly that this program must operate with an
open-ended match. States will only invest funds, both federal and
state, up to the point where it is cost effective in the long run;
that is, where AFDC benefit savings offset the initial investment,
Currently less than one percent of all AFDC expenditures go towards
the support of welfare recipients in their quest to become
economically independent. Our proposal for open-ended funding, even
under the most generous assumptions, will see us spending only 6 to 7
percent of our AFDC dollars on education, employment, and training.
If we are to give more than lip service to the idea that people can
be educated and trained, than we must be willing to invest in that
idea,

The Governors would be willing, however, to look with the Congress at
reasonable ideas for capping administrative costs for the program.
Limitations on administrative costs would increase state efficiency
in running the program and would encourage states to utilize existing
employment and training systems rather than creating wholly new
systems.

Another critical component of the Governor's policy that bears
discussion is the idea of transition services. All of the bills
currently before the Congress recognize the need to extend health
care coverage to recipients who leave AFDC for employment. H.R. 1720
calls for six months of continued Medicaid coverage, the Michel bill
uses current law, and the Moynihan bill calls for four months of
extended coverage with five additional months provided on a sliding
fee scale. We would suggest that states provide Medicaid coverage to
families leaving the AFDC rolls for increased earnings due to work
for a period of nine months, the last five months of which states may
charge an income-related premium at their option. Additionally, we
would recommend to the committee that states be given the option to
extend health care coverage to recipients for an additional nine
months conditioned on the payment of an income-related premium or
offering alternatives like enrollment in an employer's group health
plan, enrollment in the state employees health benefit program,
enrcllment in a state basic health care plan for the uninsured or
enrollment in an HMO. We must fashion a solution that recognizes
that one of the major disincentives to work for our current welfare
population is loss of health care coverage for themselves and their
children.

The other transitional service we feel strongly about is the
provision of day care to families leaving the AFDC rolls for
employment. Hardly a day goes by without a newspaper report of the
great unmet need for child care for our working families. And during
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the course of our work on welfare prevention last year, many welfare
and former welfare mothers stressed the need for a healthy,
appropriate day care setting for their children. We support Senator
Moynihan's provision for nine months of transitiqnal day care on a
sliding fee scale.

In our policy, the Governors call for a new way of paying benefits to
eligible recipients. Rather than a national minimum benefit level,
an idea which always seems to die in the glare of budget realities,
we proposed a Family Living Standard, developed according to a
national methodology but using state-specific costs to arrive at a
state-specific standard of 1living. Our proposal included the
extension of such a benefit to intact families as well as single-
parent families. While we recognize that this is not the year to
achieve this proposal, we encourage you to include in a final bill, a
study of our idea or other proposals for a more rational way to
provide cash assistance to families who will continue to need our
help. Welfare reform will not be fully accomplished until we, as a
nation, confront the difficult problem of widely varying standards of
need in this country. i

For almost as long as we have been debating welfare reform, the issue
of whether or not to provide cash assistance to intact families has
been controversial. Consensus is growing around the idea that you
cannot encourage the formation of stable, healthy families while
pursuing a national policy that provides assistance only to families
with an absent parent. We believe that the extension of the
unemployed parent program to all states is good policy. We would
suggest that as a part of the extension of UP, one parent in a
two-parent family receiving benefits be required to participate in
the education, training, and employment program.

A final item for comment is the concept of broad waiver authority to
allow the states to experiment with alternative approaches which meet
a specific list of policy goals. This idea was first introduced by
the Adpinistration as a result of its year-long welfare study, and
was included in the Michel bill, and, less broadly, in the Moynihan
bill., It is an idea with merit. It recognizes that the states and
local communities have provided most of the creative solutions now
being used to combat welfare dependency. While we support flexible
waiver authority, we do not want to compromise the entitlement nature
of critical safety net programs in an era of massive federal budget
deficits. While it is clearly Congress's perogative to decide its
jurisdictional 1ines, we leave you with the thought that, with
appropriate protection of the entitlement nature of the programs,
most Governors support waiver authority.
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- Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, we hope our comments have been
helpful to you. 1In closing, I would like to come back to one critical idea,
The similarities among the various pieces of legislation are more important
than the differences. The similarities speak to the broad consensus on this
issue, But consensus is a fragile thing. It can quickly come apart in the
swirl of deficit reduction, competitiveness strategies and presidential
politics. On behalf of the nation's Governors, I urge this committee, this
Senate, and this Congress not to let this historic opportunity pass. We must
act. We must act now.

Thank you.
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Welfare Reform Hearing-- Statement by John C. Danforth

Thank you Mr. Chairman for holding this hearing on
welfare reform. This is an issue that debBerves careful
thought and defies simple answers. The question of how to
adequately and fairly provide for the needy without
enouraging dependence and discouraging work is one that our
nation has been grappling with for years. I am pleased that
our Committee is again struggling with the dificult problems
associated with the welfare system in an effort to find a way

of helping the poor escape out of poverty.

I have a long standing interest/’ welfare reform. 1In
1978, I joined Senators Baker, Bellméi? Ribicoff, Hatfield,
Stevens, and Young in introducing the Job Opportunities and
Family Security Act of 1978. That bill was designed to
incregqe family‘stgbility, simplify the»system, reduge the
inconsistencies in the program among the states, and make it

more profitable to work than to remain on welfare.

Given the fiscal constraiats of today, the proposal we
set forth in 1978 seems radical. However, the problems

remain the same and the major concern I had then is still a
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concern today. Our country has a history of making
“:comprehensive changes in our welfare programs without
thorough understanding. There is certainly some intellectual
appeal in sweeping away an old system that doesn't seem to be
working and replacing it with a new, comprehensive program.
However, the people who receive welfare are not intellectual
concepts but very real people- the poorest in our Natjon-
with very real problems and needs. Dramatic changes in the
welfare system must be based on careful study resulting in
educated answers rather than ideological guesses. The
solutions must work. My hope is that in this Congress we
will be able to make some positive changes in the s}stem
based on what we have learned, but more importantly, that we
will be able to recognize that we do not have all the answers
yet. A number of states, including Missouri, have developed
new ideas about how to impréQg the welfare system. My hope
is that the basis of the legislation that passes this year

will be a reliance on this experimentation by the states.

While there is still a great deal of disagreement over
the problems with the system, the causes of these problems,
and the possible solutions, a general agreement has developed
on certain issues. Liberals and conservatives alike agree
that the current welfare system is outdated and permifs the
expansion of a growing single parent culture by not

encouraging family formation and by not expecting

responsibility from either of the young parents. Both agree
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that the changing demographics and economics mean that we can
“no longer tolerate a system that does not help those on
welfare gain the skills and attitudes necessary to move into
the workforce. It is generally agreed that legislation in
this Congress must improve our child support enforcement
system; encourage welfare recipients to become trained and
well-equipped for available jobs; and ensure that the system
is one of mutual committment where welfare recipients are

expected to move off the rolls into work.

Senator Moynihan's bill, that we are examining today.
contains these basic features. This piece of legislation
builds on the consensus that has been formed over the last
year by shifting the welfare system from a simple payment
gsystem to one of mutual obligation. If passed, it would
ensure that the system encourages parental support of
children, rather than presenting obstacles to independence

and trapping people in a web of long-term dependency.

Most importantly, this bill does not try to "solve the
welfare problem™. It builds on-what we have learned and . _
recognizes that there is still a great deal that we do not
know. Rather than discarding the system or making numerous
requirements for the states, it makes incremental changes and
encourages experimentation. The Family Security Act of 1987
takes one step in the right direction. It is a modest

proposal that should not create false hopes for a
*golution®. However, if passed, it would enable a

“fundamental shift in our welfare institution and an

encouragement of the values that we cherish in this country.
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Statement of Senator Dave Durenberger
Senate Finance Committee Hearing on Welfare Reform
October 14, 1987

I'm extremely pleased. that the Finance Committee, joined
by many distinguished colleagues from the Senate and House,
is turning in earnest to consideration of welfare reform.
Our welfare reform efforts come at a time when society needs
to reaffirm the value it places on children and on the
well-being of future generations,

The challenge that faces us today was brought home to me
in an article in Sunday's Washingtoen Post. The story,
titled "Fewer Students May Make the Grade: Poverty,
Language, Home Life Raise Barriers to Graduation,"” described
the incoming kindergarten class at East Consolidated
elementary school in St. Paul, Minnesota. Of the 167
students in the Class of the Year 2000, fifty-three (32
percent) live in single-parent households; and eighty-one
(49 percent) live in home where either both adults are
unemployed or the single parent is unemployed., This year,
for the first time, minority enrollment in the kindergarten
class hit 50 percent: 11 students are Hispanic, 8 are
black, 65 are Asian. This class is not unusual. Classes
all across the nation reflect the changing nature of the
American family and the demographics of our society.

Due to a lower birthrate in recent years, the class of
2000 will be smaller than many of its predecessors but this
does not mean an easy road ahead for these children.

The difficult circumstances faced by many of these children
and their families -~ poverty, divorce, unemployment, single
parenting -- make these children at high-risk for dropping
out of school, early parenting; alcohol and drug abuse and
joblessness. Unless we renew our commitment to children and
particularly those in disadvantaged circumstances, these
children will be inadequately prepared to assume adult
responsibilities and become productive, contributing members

of our society.
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We must strengthen our commitment to providing quality
education and training that will prepare our children for
tomorxow's workforce. We must ensure that all of our
nation's children have a healthy start and that the special
health needs of children are met as they grow into young
adults. We must see that poor children are given the
opportunity to fulfill their potential. 1If we do not do
this now, we will be wasting our nation's must valuable
resource -- our children.

We need a welfare reform policy that restores the value
society places on children and families. We need a policy
built on human dignity, personal responsibility and fairness
and one that is designed to strengthen families -- the
building blocks of our future.

Our welfare program must:

* Move us toward greater dignity for the parent by
providing "stepping stones" to independence . . . to the
ability to bring home a paycheck;

* Reaffirm the fundamenial responsibility of parents
for the well-being of their children;

* Strengthen child suppcrt enforcement through better
collection efforts and pateznity establishment;

* Assist parents in developing the skills to make the
transition from welfare to economic self-sufficiency;

* Help families seeking to make this transition by
providing child care and transportation assistance and
access to health care coverage.

The Family Security Act, S. 1511, authored by our
distinguished colleague Senator Moynihan, meets these
requirements and deserves zll of our support. It is just
one several proposals introduced this year to improve our
welfare system. Together rhese proposals suggest a level of
interest in this issue which is unprecedented in recent
years. I am very encouraged by this and hope we can work
together to reach a consensus that will strengthen families
and improve  the lives of our children.

~30-
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL J. EVANS
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
S. 1511

October 14, 1987

I._ _Introduction

Mr. Chairman, I am delignted to nave the opportunity of
testifying before this Committee on a matter of such importance
to our nation. Rzform of our federal welfare system is long
overdue, Welface programs nationwide are failing to help the
very people they are intended to secve. Hard-core poverty and
long-term unenploymnent persist. Too many of our children
confront a world of limited hope and opportunity. A recent study
by the Amarican Enterprise Institute found that between 35-40% of
the natina's poor in the mid-1980s were children and their
caretakers in families hcaded by women., Millions of our citizens
are functionally illiterate. A government such as ours, premised
on equity and fairness and ensuring that all our citizens share
in prosperity, cannot and must not tolerate the ill-zffects of
our existing welfare system,

1 commend the Committae for its willingness to move forward
on” welfare reform. My distinguished colleague from New York,
Senator “oynihan has developed a sound legislative package that
would do much to repair the gaping holes in the federal safety
net. He deserves much of the credit for returning this issue to
the fore of domestic policy debate.

4r. Chairman, my comments today will focus on three areas
which, in my view, the Committee must give particular attention
in preparing a legislative reform package. First, we must con-
sider the framework within which welfare reform must take place -
- namely, a strong and cooperative federal-state partnership.
Secondly, we must recognize current efforts by states to develop
and implement welfare demonstration projects. finally, we must
address the existing and very serious shortconings in our quality
control system for federal income assistance programs, 1 believe
this issue is critical to welfare reform elforts.

II. S. 1511 wWithin Context of Federalism Reform

I was an original cosponsor of S. 1511, 1 strongly endorse
the major elements of this package, many of which are similar to
the provisions included in legislation 1 introduced ecarlier this
year calling for cowprehensive veform of our federal-state
partnership. That measure emphasizes assisting children living
in poverty and breaking the generational reliance on public
assistance, Most important, it sceks to eliminate those federal
policies which destroy thes fawmily. Achieving these goals must ‘be

our first priority.

S. 1511 contains a nunber ol provisions which are aimed at
these objectives. The legislation, for example, requires all
states to join the 26 states alrs2ady participating in the AFDC-
Unemployed Parent program. The current AFDC program encourages
the separation of parents in order to qualify for benefits., My
own state of Washington discontinued its AFDC/UP program in
February, 1981, In the next 17 wmonths, 38.2% of forwer AFDC/UP
families became eligible for regular AFDC benefits, in most
instances, because there were no longer two parents in the home,
This result is not unigue in Washington State. 1In Missouri,
state administrators found that 27% of AFDC/UP cases closed after
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Suspensiop of ,the program in 1981 were reopened as regular AFDC
cases during the next 14 months. The AFDC program, without a UP
. component is antifamily and must be changed.

S. 1511 also strengthens the child support enforcement laws
currently stranding many single parents on public assistance. It
£nhances work and training opportunities for AFDC recipients and
targeted efforts to place those with a history of long-term
reliance on welfare, while providing necessary support services
such as child care and assistance with transportation costs for
those participating.

A continuing roadblock to many who attempt to become in-
dependent is the staggering costs of medical coverage and child
care. The legislation provides transitional Medicaid and child
:upport coverage for those attempting to move off public assis-

ance.

i There are other provisions I, along with many others, would
like to see addressed by S. 1511. The inclusion of some type
nationwide minimum benefit level is essential. The nationwide
disparity in benefits is disgraceful. Such grants vary up to
500% among states. To be poor and hungry in New York, however,
is'not much different than being poor and hungry in Mississippi,
Maine or Missouri. To eliminate these inequities, the Ffederal
government should establish national aminimum benefit levels and
eligibility standards for the AFDC and Medicaid programs. This
national benefit floor should be established at between 75 and
90% of poverty-level income,

Due to our current budgetary constraints and pnilosophical
differences, I recognize that establishment of a national
minimum benefit may not be possible at this juncture. As an
alternative, I would urge the Committee to adopt a provision
calling upon the National Academy of Sciences to complete a
comprehensive evaluation of minimum benefit proposals. This
study would include assessments of how to establish performance
standards, state impact and other implenentation issues relevant
to successful maintenance of performance levels. A similar
provision is contained in the House welfare reform proposal.

IIX. STATE WAIVER REQUESTS

. S. 1511 contains various state waiver requests for welfare
demonstration projects. Such proposals should be encouraged in
our welfare reform efforts. Much can be learned from state
projects seeking to simplify and improve benefits and training
opportunities., I believe they will illustrate the many areas in
which the federal government has over-burdened and over-regulated
states. Providing states with the freedom to design alternative
systems must be accompanied with guarantees that assistance to
the beneficiary will not be diminished in any way.

Washington State's waiver request contains such guarantees.
The AFDC portion of the project has hbeen included in S. 1511, I
would urge that this provision be expanded to include the neces-
sary waiver for Medicaid. This project, the Family Independence
Plan, (FIP), is a five-year demnonstration project as an alter-
native to the current AFDC proyram. FIP is a work-training
intensive project aimed at enhancing the job skills of welfare
recipients, It is a proposal that has been carefully drafted and
has received overwhelming bipartisan support from our state
legislature. 1In my view, it is the most advanced and well-
crafted proposal of all the state waiver requests in S. 1511,

Under the terms of the new state law, the state will
implement this program in January of 1988, Thus, the necessary
waivers must be in place well ahead of this date. 1 cannot
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emphasize more strongly that time is of the essence for the
Washington State project., I therefore stand ready to work with
the Committee to attach the FIP waiver provisions to another
appropriate legislative vehicle if it hecomes apparent that the
Congress will not complete work on S, 1511 this year.

IV. REFORM OF THE FEDERAL QUALITY CONTROL SYSTEM

Our efforts to reform the federal welfare sysiem will be
futile if we are unable to ensure that states have the necessary
resources and capabilities to carry out our new proposals. The
existing quality control system for AFDC, Medicaid and Food
Stamps, if left unchanged, will prevent states from moving for-
ward. Under this system, huge fiscal penalties have becn levied
against the states for their error rates in program ad-
nministration,

During the last legislative session, we vecognized the
secious flaws in fedaral quality control and commissioned a study
by the Wational Academy of Sciences to explore reform alter-
natives. This study has not yet been completed. Additionally,
we placed a moratorium on the collection of AFDC penalties., This
moratorium will expire in July, 1988, 1 strongly urge the
Committee to include a provision in S. 1511 extending the
moratorium in both the AFDC and Medicaid programs. ‘In AFDC
alone, over $234 million is pending in penaltiss for FY'84 and in
all three programs, over $1 billion in fines has been levied
against the states. Until we develop a new system that will
serve as an effective managenent tool, we cannot allow the exis-
ting process to be used to inpose additional and more punitive
hardships upon the states and ultimately, the very people these
programs are to serve.

V. Conclusion

. In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, S. 1511 is an important first
step in building a strong and secure safety net for all our

citizens. As we move ahead, we should keep in mind the critical
next steps in this continuum. They require a determination of
how the federal government will finance its increased role in
providing a more secure safety net. We must begin the important
task of sorting out and returning to state and local governments,
programs they can operate more efficiently and more effectively.

The legislation I introduced earlier this year, S. 862,
offers such a concept., A more secure safety net program can be .
achieved by gradually terminating federal responsibility for a
variety of intergovernmental progams than can be operated better
by state or local governments,

For those state and local governments too poor to fund
federal program terminations, targeted general assistance grants
would be available to help during the transition. 1In total, the
cost of the new safety net benefits conferred would be equal to
the cost of the old programs terminated and the new gereral
assistance created. Fiscal neutrality, the key to the success of
tax reform, undoubtedly will help ensure the adoption of major

welfare reform.

As a nation, we cannot afford to continue proposiag reform
and falling short. The mood in Congress and throughout the
nation is receptive to change. 1If we are clever and prudent, we
can make the necessary changes proposed by Senator Moynihan and
others -- and the changes I have suggested to S. 1511 today --
without spending much more money.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I stand rcady to work with you and
the Commnittee on this legislation and would he happy to answer
any guestions you or any Committe2e members may have,
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EROM PUERTO RICO, BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

October 14, 1987

Mr.Clnirnm,memhmoftileComuae,lappaarbeforeyoulodayon behalf of
the 3.5 million American citizens who live in Puerto Rico, to request your assistance in
effecting a nmxch-needed overhaul of the existing limitations on AFDC funding for Puerto

To puf matters in perspective, let me briefly reviev the history of Puerto Rico's

~ participation in this program. Aid to Deperdent Children vas established under Title IV of

e Social Security Act in 1935 as a cash grant prograzo 1o enable participating furisdictions

to aid meedy children with one or both parents dead, disabled or absent from home.

Renamed Aid o Families with Dependent Children, the AFDC-Program vas extended to

Puerto Rico in 1950, 15 years after its implementation on the U.S. mainland. Despite the

extreme poverty prevailing on the Island at that time, Puerto Rico was mot gramed

participation on a parity basis. Instead, a ceiling of $4.25 miltion vas placed on the amownt

of federal assistance, vhich included both Aid to Famities with Dependent Children gnd Aid
to the Aged,Blind and Disabled.

This cap was subsequently raised to $24 million in FY 1972, Later, in 1979, the cap
was raised o $72 million That was the last time that the ceiling for Puerto Rico's
participation in this most important program was revised. Now, eight years later, as ve
enler the closing years of this decade, 1 believe that the time has come to revisit the
conditions and limits placed on Puerto Rico’s participation in AFDC.

In this regard, ] request your support for a moderate cost-of-living increase to raise
tte ceiling currertly applicable o the Commwnwealth of Puerto Rico from $72 million to
$104 million This action is absolutely necessary simply o restore the original purchasing
power that the existing cap bad, when it first vent into effect many years ago..
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Such an jacreass is also needed in order to partially rectify the major disparities
which have arisen between benefit levels payable on the mainland, and those payable in the
Commonwealth. At present, the average AFDC monthly payment for a family of three is
only $97 on the lsland, as opposed to $340 on the mainland. Similarly, the average monthly
payment on the Island per recipient is only $30, versus $116 in the continental United
States. These figures reflect real and significant inequalities. Moreover, since the existing
cap vas established, the cost of living in Puerto Rico has risen by over 40%. This has
substantially eroded the real value of the existing allocation.

The bottom fine is that the poor Americans who live in Puerto Rico not only receive
public assistance which is grossly inadequate to meet their most basic needs, but that they are
also subjected 1o a form of economic discrimination which other poor Americans do not
experience. The result is that those who need assistance the most are actually receiving the
lsast assistance. While it is true that ve are presently laboring under severe budgetary
constraints, it is also true that the present situation perpetuates inequity. As a matter of
simple justice, this situation should not be allowed to contime.

Secondly, I would like to request your support for the inclusion of Puerto Rico in the
welfare reform package finally approved by your Commitiee. |am sure that you will agree
that it would be patently unfair & exclude the American citizens of Puerto Rico from the
Child Support Supplement as set forth in S.1511, or from any other program designed to
replace the existing AFDC program. | support the concept of welfare reform, and 1 bope
that the people of Puerto Rico will eventually participate in the benefits of an improved,
family-oriented approach

Finally, I request that Puerto Rico be exciuded from any provision mandating the
AFDC-UP grogram. As the proposed expansion of the AFDC-UP grogram would entail
newv outlays, most jurisdictions would automatically receive additional moneys to cover
such outtays. This will not occur in the case of Puerto Rico, however. Since our allocation is
capped by stattte, any additional outlays would have to come from Puerto Rico's own,
extremely limited, financial resources. Any increase in our allocation would thus be
literally “eaten up” in an attempt o comply with this new requirement. I therefore ask that
the Commonwealth be relieved of this burden until additional funding is available 1o
facilitate compliance.

In considering Puerto Rico’s request, the Committee should bear in mind that after an
89-year long legal relationship between the Island and the mainland, and despite substantial
economic development, needy American citizens in Puerto Rico still remain the poorest
group within the population of the United States.
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TESTIMONY
of

DOUGLAS G. GLASGOW
VICE PRESIDENT FOR WASHINGTON OPERATIONS
NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE, INC.

SUMMARY OF KEY POINTS

The National Urban League's perspective on welfare reform is framed
by seven guiding principles which stem from its rich historical and
current experience in serving poor families.
We must be successful at improving the lives of at least ocne~third
of America's poor who comprise the AFDC population, if we wish to
begin addressing the problems of overall poverty and unemployment
in thie country.

S. 1511 takes a positive step towards strengthening families by
mandating the AFDC-UP program for all states. The Urban League
urges adoption of this provision.

The Urban League recommends inclusion of language in S.1511 that would
place community based organizations at the planning/program design

and service delivery levels of education, training and employment
programs.

The National Urban League prefers placing primary national emphasis on
improving the labor market system (and the means of getting into and
staying in that system) as the first avenue by which parents can support
themselves and their children. §.1511 instead feeds into the distorted
and disruptive public perception that all poor fathers are assumed
unwilling to support their children by placing its first emphasis on the
child support collection system.

S. 1511 must make major improvements in its 'JOBS' program by:

agsuring that states provide at least basic, education, skills training,

and other employment related services; placing emphasis on voluntary

rather than mandatory participation; providing clear and strong federal
directives and performance standards for meeting the needs of the long-term
and those at risk of becoming 1long term AFDC recipients; and providing
satisfactory guarantee that appropriate, safe and quality child care be
available to"JOBS" participants.

Less than one year extended child care, medical and transportation
assistance following pl it in v bsidized (low paying) employment
sets the stage for repeated spells of AFDC. §S. 1511 must continue to
move in the direction of one year extemsions for these important services
and delete those provisions that deny extended day care and medical
assistance to persons sanctioned in the prior year despite their leaving
AFDC in good standing.

The Urban League recommends deletion ofvS. 1511's Title VIIL- Waiver
Authority.

The National Urban League does not comsider the AFDC Employment and
Training Reorganization Act of 1987 (S,1653) a '"welfare reform' bill and

urges its rejection.
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NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE PRINCIPLES FOR WELFARE REFORM

(1) The primary objective in reforming our system of social welfare must
be to strengthen the family.

(2) Program interventions must be designed to insure that poor families
and individuals needing and seeking work have equal access to
income through viable employment, thus enabling their capacity to
participate fully in society.

(3) Pamiliea and individuals having multiple barriers to employment
such as a lack of education, skills training, work experience, and
long term spells of poverty and unemployment must be targeted for
intensive services that facilitate their transitiou to the labor
market.

(4) To insure permanent entry or reentry iato the labor force, special
emphasis must be placed on the critical transition stage from
public assistance to employment. Support services such as child
care, transportation, extended medicaid coverage and income
disregards must be provided.

(5) A system of social welfare benefits must be econoﬁically just and
promote the strengthening of families.

(6) A comprehensive continuum of service delivery systems must be
utilized in national and local plans for improving the lives of poor
families and individusls. Along with federal, state and local
private agencies, community hased organizations must be strategically
involved in both planning and service delivery levels.

(7) As a nation, we must never be hesitant or timid in utilizing our
federal resources effectively to improve the life conditions
of families and individuals living in poverty.

Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, as Vice President of the
National Urban League responsible for Washington Operations, I appreciate
this opportunity.to offer the U;pan League's approach and recommendations
pertaining to proposals for welfare reform under consideration by this committee,
particularly S. 1511 as introduced by Senator Moynihan.

Our perspective on welfare reform is framed by seven guiding principles
which stem from the Urban League's historical and current experience at
i{dentifying and meeting social service and economic needs of primarily poor
individuals and families. Key areas of longstanding service include
education, job training and other employment related services. Established in
1910, the National Urban League 1s a private, nonprofit, interracial community
gervice organization with 112 affiliates in cities throughout 34 states
(fncluding the District of Columbia). Through various programs of direct
services, research and a&vocacy, the Urban League Movement is committed
to securing full and equal opportunity-for minorities and the poor.

85-457 0 - 88 - 7
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Before I proched with our specific comments and recommendations

* for $.1511, I must first stress that the National Urban League, in its
eitensive work on welfare reform with members of both houses-ot Congress,
has repeatedly emphasized the need to address the broader issues of poverty
and unemployment in this country. In prior testimony before various
committees and subcommittees of the House and Senate, we provided extensive
analysis and perspective on these two national problems, including the
growing phenomenon of the working poor, their disproportionate impact upon
Black Americans, and outlined remedial strategies for thair resolucion.
The National Urban Leagué.fully intends to keep these issues before the
nation and the Congress, and {s committed o fashioning creative, humane,

and effective plans for their solution.

The Urban League is encouraged that both houses of Congress have
recognized the need to address the problems of at least one-third of
America's poor, namely the parents and children who are recipients of
the Aid to Families with Dependent Children program (AFDC).

Indeed, we must and can be successful with this population of poor, To
strengthen families both economically and socially, welfare reform proposals
must reflecc‘wﬁat we have learned about AFDC through research and direct
field experience. For example, we know that AFDC recipients:

- want to work to support themselves and their children;

- are comprised primarily of children who need the same
protection and care as non-poor children;

- differ in the amount of time spent on AFDC;

- that the approximate one-quarter of AFDC recipients who are
long-term consume about 60Z of AFDC resources and need
various educational, training and employment services;

- that recipients at risk of becoming long~term are young
unmarried women with young children;

= that recipients need critical suppartive and transitional

services such as child care, medical care, and transportation
to facilitate their movement into permanent, unsubsidized jobs;

and
- thdt 2-parent AFDC families tend to move off AFDC more readily

than single parents.

It 1s therefore imperative that we incorporate what we know about the realities
of AFDC poverty into our proposed solutions and invest our limited resources
accordingly. )

In light of what we know about AFDC recipients and using the Urban
League's seven principles for welfare reform as our guide, I should like to
highlight the following comments on and recommendations for S. 1511.

o First, we are encouraged that Senator Moynihan's bill has
taken a positive step towards strengthening families by
mandating the AFDC-UP program for all states and allowing

for state improvements upon current AFDC~UP law. We urge
adoption of this provision.
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o Second, we are pleased to learn of Senator Moynihan's
{ntention to include language in S. 1511 that would place
community based organizations at the planning/program
design and service delivery levels of education, training
and employment programs. This is especially important
if we wish to utilize the entire continuum of service
delivery systems available to us in implementing welfare
reform. We urge that S. 1511 be amended to adopt such

language.

However, the National Urban League is deeply concerned about those
provisions of S. 1511 which are not compatible with the principles we consider
to be high priority. Principle (2) addresses the igsue of parental support for.
their childran through equal access to income through viable employment. The
. National Urban League prefers.placing primary national emphasis on improving
the labor market system (and the means of getting into and staying in that
system) as the firat avenue by which parents can support themselves and their
children. By placing first emphasis om the child support collection system,
and by particularly proposing immediate mandatory automatic wage witholding,
S. 1511 feeds into the distorted and disruptive public perception that all
poor fathers are assumed irresponsible and unwilling to support their
children. The impact of this message is especially detrimental to Black Americans,

_in light of the fact that Blacks remain disproportionately poor and dispropor-
tionately unemployed. A close examination of recent child support data reveals

that:

o In 1985, the presence or absence of child support was not a
major determinant of whether the family existed in poverty.
On average, Black and white poor households who did receive
child support remained poor after the receipt of child
support ($5,005 white/$5,403 Black).

o Black males whose economic circumstances permit them to
enter into child support agreements (i{.e. allow for awards)
perform as responsibly as their whité counterparts in
adhering to such agreeuwents. 0f the 8.8 million female-headed
households in 1985 with children under 21 with an absert
father, approximately 26.2% (2.3 million) were Black, with 70.6%
of the white and 36.3% of the Black such households having been
awarded child support. Nearly the same proportion of Black (722 )
as white women (74.6%) received child support in 1985. -

o Additionally, based upon our analysis of 1985 child support
and other income related data, as well as findings from
studies prepared for HHS by the Bush Institute of Child and
Family Policy in 1985, national child support collections
would be greatly increased if more emphasis were placed on
higher income fathers.

Therefore in order to convey a more realistic national policy on parental
support for children, the Urban League recommends that S. 1511 place its
"JOBS" program as Title I, delete immediate mandatory automatic wage
witholding, and add language to its child support provisions that also

emphasizes the need to increase colle~tions from higher income parents.
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Urban League principle (3) states that "families and individuals
having multiple barriers to employment such as lack of education, skills training,
work experience, and long term spells of poverty and unemployment must be targeted
for intensive services that facilitate their tramsition to the labor wmarket'.
S. 1511 fails to meet this most critical principle and must be amended to

correct the following deficiencies:

o Establishment of a "JOBS" program without any assurance
of key federal standards: states are allowed virtually
complete flexibility in the choice and scope of employment
related services; S. 1511 therefore does not assure that states
provide at least basic education, skills training, and other
employment related services for those recipients who need
thege services, leaving the door open for states to choose
only current law workfare (CWEP) and/or job search programs as
the only state"JOBS" programs, A 1987 report by the U.S
General Accounting Office (GAO) confirms our ongoing concern
that states, for the most part and provided with limited
resources (as seems inevitable under deficit reduction) would
continue to offer very limited emplovment servicas;

o0 S. 1511 emphasizes mandatory rather than voluntary participation
requirements when we know that AFDC recipients wani to work
and need not be cohersed to improve the quality of their lives;

o S. 1511 also fails to provide clear and strong federal .
directives and performance standards for meeting the
needs of the long~term and hard-to-employ AFDC recipient,
a.population of special concern to the National Urban
League and, as stuydies have found, often screened out
of most employment programs. We find that S. 151l's

- fiscal incentive for targeting the long term AFDC
recipient and the young at-risk of becoming long-~term

~ 1is insufficient in emphasizing and directing states'
need to specifically serve this population. Additionally,
S. 1511's fiscal incentives for targeting could be easily
diluted by the bill's inclusion of parents in two-parent
families as part of this target population.

o Additionally, S. 1511 does not provide satisfactory
guarantee that appropriate, safe and quality child care
will be available to mandatory "JOBS' participants.

This is especially critical for very young children who

need constant- supervision and care. Poor families

must not be forced to choose between a threat of loss

of income through abusive sanctioning at program imple-

mentation levels or placing their childrem at risk in

child care arrangements that could bring them physical

and/or emotional harm.

In principle (4) the Urban League stresses the importance of providing

certain services for that critical tramsition stage from public assistance
to employment. The need for extended child care, wmedical assistance,
transportation and income disregards have been repeatedly documented through
Congressional testimony and reflect the recommendations of those service providers
who work directly with poor and low income families, as well as AFDC recipients
themgelves. Less than one year extended child care, medical and transportation
assistance following placement in unsubsidized (low paying) employment sets the
stage for iepea:ed spells of AFDC. In 1light of the current fiscal climate,
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' the Urban League is eacouraged that Senator Moynihan's bill does provide for

! 9 months of extended child care on a sliding scale fee ard we would urge

: consideration of further eitandiug this service to at least one year. We would
further recommend extended medical coverage (without states’ imposition of a
premium on the recip;enc) for at least one year. Additionally, S. 151l

- wust oe amended to delete those provisions that deny extended day care
and medical assistance to persons sanctioned in the prior year despite their
leaving AFDC in good standing.

: Fe

Our final priority principle (5) stresses that "a system o social
welfare henefits must be economically just and promote the strengthening
of families". The National Urban League i3 deeply concerned that this
principle will be particularly violated by the provision in S. 1511 that
proposes expanded waiver authority to states. It is our view that this
provision essentially paves the way for eventual abandonment of 50 years
of federal responsibiligy in social welfare and employment related
programs. Critical to the constituency of the Urban League is the fact that,

through this provision, the Secretary of HHS could ignore a state's
noncompliance with civil rights laws and choose to continue funding a project
despite state violations. Black and other minority Americans know only too
well the experience of being "defined out" when eligibility rules for various
programs are being formulated. The Urban League therefore recommends

deletion of S. 1511's Title VID-Waiver Authority.

In conclusion, I should like to comment briefly on S. 1655, the AFDC
Employment and Training Reorganization Act of 1987, introduced by Senator Dole.
The National Urban League does not consider 5. 1655 a welfare reform bill.
Instead, through its hollow and punitive provisions on employment training,
child care, mandatory participation requirements, state participation performance
standards, and unlimited waiver authority, S. 1655 represents a detrimental
approach to and a dangerous detractioa from national efforts to permanently
wmove families and individuals out of poverty. The Urban League urges rejection
of S. 1655.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on this most important issue.

The National Urban League stands ready to work with this coumittee in fashioning
a just, humane, and effective welfare reform bill in the days ahead.
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PrRePARED STATEMENT OF JuDITH M. GUERON

Good morning. I am Judith Gueron, President of the Manpower
Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC). I appreciate the opportunity to
share with you today my observations on the work and training provisions of
the welfare reform bills currently befcre the Committee. Given the time
available, I will 1iilt my remarks to two bills -- S,1511, introduced by
Senator Moynihan, and $.1655, introduced by Senater Dole -- and I will not
address the broader welfare reform issues -raised by this bills. My
intention is not to endorse either bill, but to discuss some of the {ssues
they raise in the context of the available research on welfare employment
programs.

Often Congress must make decisions on social policy with strong
evidence of the problem but little certainty on the effectiveness or cost
of proposed solutions. This is particularly troubling, given.the public's
concern with accountability. We are, however, in a very different position
with regards to ewmployment and training programs for welfare recipients,
because of very rigorous research conducted by MDRC since 1982. 1In the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, Congress gave the states the
opportunity to experiment with a variety of employment approaches for AFDC
recipients. We can speak with confidence now because a number of states
submitted thei. initiatives to rigorous evaluation using control groups and
because funding for this pioneering research was provided by the Ford
Foundation and the states.

let me start by sharing with you the general message from the
research. Let me also note that it is impressive that the legislative
proposals now before you seem to recognize and embody many of these
lessons. I have attached a fuller discussion of the research findings to
my written testimony.

First, we have learncc that welfare emplovment programs can benefit
both welfare recipients and taxpayers. They can lead to increases in
earnings and reductions in dependency. Across the states in the MDRC
study, employment rates rose, on average, between 3 and 8 percentage

points, which translates into earnings gains of between 8 and 37 percent.
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Second, we have learned that we should, nonetheless, be modest in our
expectations. We can count on change, buc should not expect a quick
soluticn to the problems of poverty and dependency.

Third, we have learned that it costs money in the short run to save
money in the longer run, a difficult lesson given current constraints but
one that should moderate our rhetoric. -

Fourth, we have learned t;hat much of the creativity and will i{s at the
state and local levels, and new legislation should be designed to promote
this. Since no one approach has emerged as superior, federal legislation
should encourage state ownership and initiestive and provide flexibility
while assuring the efficient use of resources. At the same time, the
continued need for federal funding for welfare employment programs is also
clear.

In translating these lessons into legislation, we should also consider
the nation's twenty yeacr history into the WIN program. 1987 isn't the
first time that Congress has expressed a preference for work over welfare.
With less consensus, back in 1971, Congress required that all adult AFDC
recipients with school-age children register and participate in a welfare
employment program and take jobs or risk sanctions. In fact, given limited
and later rapidly shrinking resources, participation often become a paper
process and the program lost credibility as it failed to meet this
operational objective.

What do the research and this experience suggest about specific
provisions in the work programs of the several bills before the Committee?
I mentioned earlier that most of the bills incorporate the basic research
lessong, both in the prominence they give to employment programs and in
their recognition of the importance of meeting a number of general
principles: pvomoting state flexibility and assuring that programs serve
high risk groups. Also, in a larger context, the bills recognize both the
successind the limitations of employment programs, by coﬁplenenting these
with efforts to expand child support enforcement and to improve other
aspects of the welfare benefits system.

While in ur;y respects the bills make incremental changes in welfare

eaployment programs, formalizing what has been accomplished since i981, (n
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ones ares 2hoy go beyond what is kno;n by requiring participation from
mothers vi?h young children. On this issue, S.1511 seems more incremental
in its ap;roach. while S.1655 -- by mandating participation from mothers
with children as young as six months, and setting participation standards
for teen mothers as well as the overall caseload -- has the potential for
more radical change. It should be stressed that MDRC's research does not
directly address the fmplications of this change. Our studies have focused
mostly on women with school age children; we do not have data on the impact
or cost-effectiveness of mandatory programs that work on a large scale with
teen mothers or mothers of small children.

While state flexibility is intended to be a keystone of the new
legislation, there are complex ways in which particular features of the
bills may undercut that principle and stifle the kind of experimentation
that has been going on over the past few years. For the remainder of my
comments, I'd like to focus on four interrelated issues which are likely to
affect how states carry out the legislation: the availability of resources,
targeting strategies, service mix, and participation or other performance
standards. In some cases, the research record suggests what ought to be
done;-in others, it can identify what should not be done, but is less able
to point to a speciffc solution. In such cases, we feel that the open
questions are as instructive for formulating policy as the clear answers.

1. Recognizing funding realities

The extent to which Congressional enthusiasm for mandatory employment
programs is translated into operating reality will depend on how much money
the federal government provides, the feder;l/scaCe matching rate, and how
states respond to new funding arrangements. Both S$.1655 and S.1511
recognize the importance of assuring a minimum national program, and wisely
i continue to provide base funding at a 90 percent federal match. This
effectively guarantees that states will continue to receive at least their
current WIN allocation level. S§.1655 proposes a capped appropriation,
starting at $500 million, with federal funds available to states at a
dollar-for-dollar match beyond the 90 percent matching base. The
availability of funds under S.1511 is.not subject to an appropriation, and
the federal/state matching rate is set at 60/40 for most employment and

training activities.
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The key point is to recognize that the availability of open-ended
funding or a $500 million authorization does not guarantee that there will
be a §1 billion national program. Since 1§8i. states have been entitled to
draw down funds on a dollar-for-dollar basis for job search and Community
Work Experience Programs. The General Accounting Office tallies on the
very modest use of these matching funds to date, and the maintenance of
effort provision in the bills, suggest that the overall response may remain
limited, although there will be considerable variatton in the amount of
funds that individual states draw down. Failure to draw down funding would
not result from lack of interest on the states' part, but from budget
realities: many states simply lack the funds to expand substantially their
welfare employment programs.. Making available additional funds but
requiring states to match the federal funds at much higher rates than
existed in WIN does put an additional financial burden on the states. For
exawple, under the WIN funding arrangement, if the federal governaent
provided $380 million (as it did at for a few years), states had to come up
with a $42 million match; under S.1655, if the federal government spent
$380 million, states would be putting up $263 million.

The research provides a partial explanation for the state response to
date. MDRC studies suggest that states had limited incentive to invest
local funds in welfare employment programs at a 50/50 matching rate. 1In
the programs we studied, for example, more than half the costs were paid by
the federal government, and more than half of the savings accrued to the
federal government.

Of course, both open entitlement funding or a capped appropriation
involve some risks. Fr;m the budget perspective, open-ended funding raises
concerns about costs that are difficult to contain. As mentioned, however,
the experience to date suggests that most states have not drawn down large
sums under existing open-ended provisions. The danger of using
appropriated funds, on the other hand, is that Congre;s will scale back the
program, leaving states shortchanged. This did happen with the WIN
program: the annual appropriation became a target for budget cutting, and
yearly funding dropped precipitously throughout the 1980s. Congress should

weigh these {ssues carefully before deciding which funding approach to

adopt.
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Questfons about the size of the financial investment that the federal
government and states will put into the new legislation are critical to
understanding how the programs are likely to be operated at the state
level. While the potential for additional funding is encouraging, {t
should also be recognized that states are simultaneousy asked to work with
& larger proportion of the AFDC caseload. Based on 1985 data, it {is
estinaéed that requiring participation from women with children as young as
three, as proposed in S.i&'zl. would increase the size of the potentially
mandatory caseload from a§out 1.2 million women to about 2.0 million.
Another 1.3 million women had children under three; most of these women
would also become mandatory registrants under the provisions of §.1655. In
addition, serving this group of mothers would likely be more expensive,
because they will require additional child-care support. Both the reality
of the current funding situation and the history of‘ the WIN program suggest
it would be naive to expect that most states wilf be able both to expand
substantially the pool of clients served and to provide a wider range of
services, particularly if women with very young children are required to
participate. Thus, additional funding may not be available for enriched

services, but might cover low-cost services for more of the caseload.

2. Targeting high risk groups and requiring
participation from mothers of pre-school children

If resources are too limited to serve everyone, states must also
decide who should be g}ven priority. The current bills are informed by two
distinct research studies, both of which have received widespread
acceptance. First, the work by David Ellwood and Mary Jo Bane at Harvard
University shows that a specific group of welfare recipients -- young,
never-married mothers who are high school dropouts -- more often remain
dependent for long periods and account for a disproportionate share of
welfare outlays. These findings have created considerable interest in
focusing services on this group.

Second, MDRC's work shows that welfare employment programs -- which to
date have primarily served women with school-aged childrén -- have their
smallest effects on the most job ready, who do relatively well without

special services. The clear lesson from the MDRC research is that we
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trate services on the most employable

d

should reverse the t y to

recipients. Called "creaming", this practice is frequently nurtured by
well-intentioned systems of performance standards that reward programs for
high placement rates without paying attention to who is being served,
Instead, administrators should be encouraged to serve the more difficult to
place, including those who have been on welfare the longest and do n;t have
a recent work history.

Knowing who benefits least -- the most employable recipients --
doesn't always tell you who should be served, however. There has been a
tendency to put the Bane and Ellwood study together with the MDRC work and
assume that the most effective programs would be those serving teen
mothers, and that states should be pushed in this direction. However, it
is important to stress that the MDRC research doe: not support targeting
teen mothers exclusively. Our findings on program effectiveness are based
on studies of women with school-aged children. We do not yet have solid
evidence that mandatory employment and education services will work for
younger mothers, mnor -- given the cost of the child care that will be
required -- that it would be cost-effective to run such programs on a large
scale. While concern about young welfare mothers is appropriate, we need
to learn more before requiring that this group be served to the exclusion
of other very disadvantaged groups of AFDC recipients.

Another reason vhy policy makers and program administrators should be,
careful of carrying targeting to an exéreme, is that it is possible that
long-term recipients and those with little previous work experience may
benefit from participating in programs alongside those who are éore
independent or more knowledgeable about the labor market. For example,
seeing other participants in a job search workshop get jobs might provide
an incentive.for the more disadvantaged. This again suggests it is wise to
leave program operators with some flexibility.

S$.1511 may have struck a good balance on targeting, by mandating that
60 percent of the funds be spent on groups that include recipients of AFDC
for 30 out of the prior 60 months or parents under 22 who lack a high
school diploma or a GED. S.1655 also recognizes the importance of not

concentrating services on the most employable by structuring ias&sten of
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performance standards that rewards states for placing members of high risk
groups -- young mothers, mothers with children under three, and high school

droputs -- in jobs or education. However, concentrating services at the '

young mother population and mandating a specific participation level for
teen parents may be risky at the current time, since there is not evidence
to date to suggest what 1is a realistic on-going participation level for
teenage parents with young children, or whether the costs of such a program
would mean denying services to other types of AFDC recipients who we know
could also benefit from welfare employment programs.

3. Providing flexibility in program design

One of the remarkable developments in recent years has been the
interest, experimentation, and sense of ownership that states have evinced
in developing welfare employment initiatives. We feel it is critical that
federal policy foster this by continuing to provide states with flexibility
in designing their welfare employments programs.

~ It should be recognized that, given the funding c;nscraints Just

mentioned, most states will have to decide whether to limit the number of
people served or the services provided. For several reasons, the research
record -- both what we know and what we don't know -- suggests le;ving that
choice up to the states. First, the MDRC research shows that a number of
different program designs can be effective and points to no uniform program
structure that merits national replication. We've learned, for example,
that relatively low cost job search and work experience programs can be
cost effective. States have structured these programs in different ways,
but in almost all cases job search has been more promiment than work-for-
benefits or workfare requirements. Generally, despite the opportunity
since 1981 to impose indefinite work-for-benefits assignments, this has not
become the major activity; instead, states have used work-for-benefits
programs in a limited manner, mostly on a short-term basis, and structured
them to provide productive work experience, although not substantial skills
improvement.

We also have some new evidence from longer-term follow-up of a more
intensive program in Baltimore that education and training may have delayed

but increasing payoffs. And while low-cost programs can be of benefit to




199

longer-term recipients, new evidence also hints that there may be some kind
of threshold effect, and that more intensive services may be required {f
programs are to reach the multi-problem, longest-term recipients. We also
don't know whether low-cost services will benefit teen parents, a group at
particular risk. Because there is intense interest in reducing long-term
dependency and many questions remsin, we feel that states should bel,
encouraged to experiment -- and evaluate‘-~ in order to learn what types of
services will work for this group.

This kind of flexigllity is inherent in both of the current
legislative proposals which permit states to offer a range of services,
rather than mandating & single type of program. However, other provisions
of §.1655 could seriously undercut the apparent freedom offered to states.
The participation standards required in $.1655, for example, may interfere
with a state's ability to provide a variety of services to the recipient
population. Experience §uggests that high participation rates coupled with
the kind of funding constraints alréady identified may force states to
offer very low-cost services across a wide spectrum of the AFDC population.

4, equiring high levels of participation

When you know something works, it seems wise to ascure that more of it
gets done. Knowing welfare employment programs can be cost effective would
seem to suggest that states should be required to reach a very large share
of the caseload. The obvious way to do this is to set high participation
standards and penalize states for not meeting them.

One of the key ways in which S.1655 and $.1511 differ is the role of
participation standards. S5.1655 sets increasingly ambitious targets over
time; S$.1511 does not mandate the use of participation standards and waits
five years before setting performance standaxds.

The critical element to keep in mind in assessing these alternative
approaches is that, in the short run, participatfon costs money. The WIN
program never daslivered on its participation mandate because. it never had
the funds to develop training or work slots for all elig;bles. As a
tesﬁlc, instead of imposing a real work test, WIN had a registration
requirement. .

A new welfare employment program runs the same risk. Mandating that

states do better won't alone make it happen. It will cost money to involve
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wvelfare recipients in ewmployment-related activities, especially on an
on-going basis/,

If the programns were richly funded, high participation standards might
pose operational challengas, but would not force states to make possidbly
counterproductive programmatfic choices. But the reality is likely to be
different. As we have seen, funds are likely to be limited. If funding
remains low, states will be forced either to serve many people with very
low-cost {interventions, or to work with a smaller proportion of the
caselcad, wixing high intensive and low-intensive services to different
groups” High participation standards coupled with limited resources pushes
the balance in favor of low cost services.

Simple arithmetic suggests the importance of t.o numbers in assessing
the impact of participation standards; the program budget and the number of
people that have to be reached in order to result in the desired
participation level. Dividing the former by the latter gives the average
amount that can be spent per participant. If funds are limived, serving
many means, on average, providing each with little. For example, if the
federal government spent the full $500\ million authorization under §.1655
and states provided another $335 (as CBO estimates they would in 1992),
there would b; $835 million available to provide services for a mandatory
caseload of about 3 million women. This translates into roughly $280 per
eligible percson, on an annual basis. In MDRC's evaluations, three out of
four states with positive impacts spent; consigerabli' more than this per
eligible, working with women with schoollage children. This is also
notably less per mandatory case than WIN had at its peak, when states were
unable to provide services to the majority of the mandatory caseload.

In these circumstances, except in the few states which will provide
substantial funds, setting high participation standards can lead to one of
two outcomes: either states will fail to meet the target or they will have
to spread resources very thinly, in fact losing any real flexibility in
program design.

In addition to restricting state flexibility, high participation
requirements raise other problenms. The widespread support for welfare

employment programs grows from their apparent fit with prevailing values
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and their aee;1n5 success in meeting the dual objectives of increasing the
employment and income of welfare recipients and ultimately saving money.
Requiring participation is usually viewed as a means to these ends, not an
end in itself.

The research to date shows that programs providing a modest level of
service can meet the dual objectives of assisting the dependent and saving
money. But new findings suggest the risk of assuming these could be
replicated on a much larger scale without substantially expanded funds.
That is, there may be a minimum average expenditure level below which
programs may not be very effective.

Research just completed and not yet published on a program operaéed in
a major urban area between January 1984 and late 1985 suggests what may
happen 1f 1limited funds‘are spread across the full mandatory c;seload.
Given a large caseload and a budget of approximately $150 per case, the
program focused more on administrative and monitoring functions than on
providing direct services to welfare recipients. An emphasis on partici-
pation -- and sanctions for people who failed to satisfy program
requirements -- produced different results than we have seen in other
states. Taxpayers saved some money, but welfare recipients, on average,
did not experience earnings or employment gains.

Thus, setting high participation standards without high levels of
funding may lock states into providing uniform, very low-cost services that
do not benefit recipients, parCicularly-tbe most high risk groups, such as
young mothers. As noted before, it appears that more intensive services
may be required to help move multi-problem, long-term recipients into
employment.

Beyond these concerns, there are other, more practical reasons to
avoid setting high participatloy standards at this time. There are
currently no good national data on participation in the WIN program that
could serve as a benchmark for establishing n;tional standards. While the
MDRC study showed that states can now achieve higher participation rates
than WIN historically did, these programs sometimes served only a portion
of the welfare caseload in limited geographic areas. Moreover, measured
participation rates are very sensitive to how participation is defined

(e.g., the activities that are counted, the time period covetea) and other
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eleme:ts that vary widely across states (e.g., the availability of
educ;tion programs, the level of part-time employment, the characteristics
of the welfare caseload, rates of welfare turnover, local labor market
conditions). States will not be on a.level playing field in trying to meet
any uniform national participation standard, but instead will face,
different challenges.

All these considerations suggest that it is premature to set ambitious
national participation standards for a new program. Ir;stead, Congress
should assure that data are collected on participation and actual progran
outlays and achievements. Based on this information, reasonable targets
could be established after several years of data are available.

S. Requiring evaluation

My comments today suggest that we now know enough to move forward on
expanding the welfare employment system, and that there is a sufficient
knowledge base for action at the current time. But many questions remain
open and deserve careful study in the future. In particular, we need
carefully structured research to determine whether the yield from welfare
employment programs is greater when more intensive -- and more costly --
services are made available, and whether some segments of the welfare

caseload would benefit more than others from such opportunities. As 1

noted earlier, we also need to know the effects and costs of mandating
participation for mothers with young children.

Bearing this in mind, I would advise you to ensure that there will be
rigorous evaluations of future state programs. Experimentation without
solid research will not yiold information about how to improve the welfare
Onp1°y§ent system, or the AFDC benefit system, in the future. We believe
that the federal government should take the lead in this, and not leave the
design and funding of evaluations solely to states.

In conclusion, let me again congratulate this committee for moving
‘forward on a critfcal issue and urge you to weigh carefully the alternative

approaches recommended in these bills.
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Reforming Welfare
with Work

WY U DI AGUERON:

THE STRIKING FEATURE OF THE PROGRAMS STUDIED BY
MDRC IS THEIR CONSISTENTLY POSITIVE OUTCOMES.

*1967 The Ford Foundation

tn these pages, I outlined the interim

of a five-year study n in 1982 by

the Mu\powa' Demonstration Research Cor-
porabon (MDRC) to examine eight state initia-
attempt to restructure the relatio between

welhre md work (Pusuc WELFARE, Wmtex 1 ) That
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rates are often very high. As a result, the struc-
ture of the AFDC program makes work less at-
tractive and encourages dependency.

* While AFDC has been criticized for not providing
sufficent income, any attempt to increase welfare

ants to levels that provide a decent st dard of

for adults and children will only increase
m tives for recipi to take low-paying
OSinc'eAFDCelxgibilny primarily to

women heading househol and sirce benefits
depend on the number of children, the very

Congress

should continue to be broad entitl
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quired in retum for
‘Ih(sartidehmmthecomextfor the discussion by

outlining the issues surmounding the federally su .
aid to families with dependem children (AFDgogem-d
families

toadad

S rimarily wm(eml e evotution of

e e nts, and the evolution
the debate about ufms] P‘:e!km with work. It then
summarizes the major hndg.mgs of the MDRC study. In
condlusion, it su some of the implications of these
findings for welfare policy and discusses important
unanswered questions.

The Pressure for Reform

he current AFDC program is one way of bal-

ancing the competing values and objectives of

social welfare policy: to reduce poverty (espe-

cially among cﬁldren), to encourage mothers
and fathers to support themselves and their families,
and to minimize program costs. Today’s debate about
the program echoes a central dilemma that was iden-
tified as long ago as the time of the English Poor Laws:
Is it possible to assist the poor without, by that very act,
giving pcople incentives for behavior that perpetuates
poverty and y? This question, in turn, rests
on ideas about who lhe poor are and what has caused
their condition.

While the debate about AFDC has long recognized
that the multiple objectives of the program cannot all be
maximized and that any welfare system involves trade-
offs, at issue is whether the existing AFDC program
represents the best balance possible, given currem val-
ves and knowledge.

Of particular concern in AFDC policy are quesbons
about whether it reduces the incentives for people to
work and whether it promotes a “culture of poverty”—
for example, teenage pregnancy and multigenerational
dependency. The arguments are simple:

* Most people have to work for income. Welfare
recipients have an alternative.

 In addition, the very rules of AFDC and all other
income~conditioned programs serve to “tax” the
income gained by people who do work: these
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" reform has proven

may discourage family for-
and A!fow fathers to avoid supporting
their children.

Unfortumtely, it is easier to describe the arguments

Tu.nufy the extent to which poverty or female-

headed es actually result from welfare programs
rather than from other social or economic forces.

It is also difficult to devise alternative policies that
perform vetter. There are a number of reasons why
eluswe First, the debate surrounding,
the appropriate policy connection between work and
welfare has frequently been highly charged, dealing as
it does with central issues of income redistribution,
social justice, and individual responsibility. Since there
is no consensus on the relative importance of the differ-
ent policy objectives, efforts at reform that are more suc-
cessful in meeting one objective—but only at the expense
of another—usually encounter strong opposition
Second, the lack of reliable data on the alleged negative
effects of welfare makes it difficult to assess the actual
trade-offs involved in different reform options.

Several factors have

led to a change in
public perceptions
» about the appropriate-
ness of employment
for welfare mothers.

There is also persistent disagreement on the causes of
poverty and welfare dependency, with different diag-
noses suggesting different cures. Some blame the dis:n-
centives embodied in welfare programs themselr <<
while others stress the limited education, skilis, and
work expenence of the poor. Some highlight health

des toward work; and still
others pom( to the labor market, with its lack of
opportunities for employment and advancement. The
importance of these nonwelfare facters suggests tha:
changing the AFDC rules will constitute only one
element in any attack on poverty.

In the past 25 years, three basic approaches have been
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taken to reform welfare in order 0 better reconcile the
central values discussed above. Phe first involves chang-
ing the rules for determining welfare eligibility and the
size of benefits in order to increase the fi ial incen-
tives for choosing work instead of welfare—that is, it
would age recipi b their work effort
voluntarily. The second transforms. the AFDC entitle-
ment into s “bargain” in which wa AFDC grant carries
withitmndpmcdob@nﬁonhwﬁpuiob; to
te in wi ferce

reconsider the equity and a ia'eness of supporting
welfare mothers whr):) oouldmp:&ing. Third, while re-
cent research confinms that most people use welfare only
for short-term m{grct, it also points to a significant
group for whom serves as a source of long-term
assistance. The growing concern about the presumed
negative effects of such dependency on adults and chil-
dren has intensified efforts to 'this group.

Al of these d ts have raised about

heth

search for work; or to particp the design of the AFDC program was not part
education, or training activities in préparation for work.  of the problem. P
Thisbn l’asbeen‘“‘ hﬂ\umh\:ivuidml

can AFDC benefits fafling to ate the

requirements. A third stzategy. has been to rely The Carter and
m&:mcm?m-?;mmﬂmrm Reagan proposals had
: , child-su £ e P ogs

BN e e o T dat Eaesest ohe striking similarities.

anges
rewards for work, and the direct provision of training

or jobs.

The discussion below outlines why the welfare reform
debate has increasingly shifted toward the second
approach—work solutions—and ts evidence on
the feasibility and effectiveness of this strategy.

t, this article focuses on welfare rmgrams
directed to families, not to the aged or disabled.)

The AFDC Program. Public assistance programs in
this country have tried to make sharp distinctions
between those ns considered able to work and
those judged appropriate for public support. Working-
age men have zen induded in the former category -
and they have received only limited support in the
welfare system. The aged and severely disabled are
classified in the latter category. There has been a
controversy about poor single mothers, with a recent
major shift in the relative emphasis given to ensuring
the well-being of children and encouraging their parents
to support themselves by working.

When the AFDC pmg;;m was adopted as part of the
Social Security Act of 1935, it was regarded primarily as
a means to provide assi to poor children. The ini-
tial assumption was that only a small aE'oup of poor
mothers would receive benefits on behalf of their chil-
dren: widows and the wives of disabled workers who,
like other women, should have the opportumity to stay
at home and care for their children. The issue of work
incentives did not arise since these were cases of hard-
ship, not choice. The focus was on child welfare, and
encouraging mothers to enter the workplace wasnot
seen as a route to that goal.

In recent years, several factors have led to a change
in public perceptions about the appropriateness of
employment for welfare mothers-including even
mothers of very young children.

First, in the 1960s and early 1970s, AFDC caseloads
and costs grew rapidly, as did the proportion of the
caseload headed by women who were divorced or never
marvied. Second, the employment rates of all women —
including single parents and women with very young
children—increased dramatically, leading many to

Strategies for Reforming AFDC. All AFDC reform ef-
forts have faced the challenge of providing adequate in-
come while maintaining inceniives for work and self-
sufficiency - and doing both at a reasonable cost. Years
of debate have confirmed the impossibility of simultan-
eously maximizing all of these objectives and have also
identified some of the trade-offs that the different ap-
proaches imply.

During the period from the mid-1960s to the early
1970s, many attempts to increase the employment of
welfare recipients centered on building financial incen-
tives for work into the AFDC program itself. As a first
step, the 1967 amendments to the Social Security Act
reduced the rate at which welfare grants decreased ~
the implicit marginal “tax” rate —when recipients went
to work.

Then interest shifted and the debate centered on the
advantage of replacing AFDC with a universal, non-
categorical, negative income tax. This was propgsed in
the Nixon administration’s family assi e plan, which
would have guaranteed a minimum income to all Amer-
icans, not only single—parent families but also the work-
ing r. It was hoped that this expanded coverage
would lessen the incentives for family dissotution and,
at the same time, would not seriously reduce work
effort. Some have argued, however, that the findings
from several federally sponsored income maintenance

iments suggest that more generous finandal incen-
tives to work would have increased the size of the
beneficiary population and actually reduced, rather than
increased, overall work etfort.? For many people, this
new evidence eliminated the possibility of welfare
reform by means of a comprehensive negative income
tax system

As a result, the welfare reform proposals of both the
Carter and Reagan administrations have included some
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form of comprehensive work obligation, under which

"e;:\bploynbk * welfare recipients would have to accept
a job or participate in a -related activity. These plans
relied on mandatory requirements to provide an incen-
tive~through the threat of a loss of welfare benefits — for
welfare recipients to work.

A harbinger of this shift was the enactment of
the work inceritive am. Introduced as a

discretionary in 1967, became manda
tn 1971; that is, in order to receive AFDC benefits,
adult recipi chool children or specifi

provide a direct attack on the causes of poverty and
;\é d: y. The dl dad ges of thix approach
I
* stre nh;worklmnﬂmmdhhgn
h\cenﬁﬁa\ceb:nﬂsmmmm
mhnﬁ' a work requirement. Welfare recipients
would

ve an obligation that parallels the one
faced by other ditizens and that fits with main-
TAmer:

T ) 4

proumﬁmkeptﬂwmattnmmddhavewwr i
with the state employment service, participate in job
training or job search activities, and accept employment
offers. While in theory WIN imposed a icipation

igat Pprogram was never funded at a level ade-
quate to creste the precondition for a real work test: a
“slot” for each able-bodied person.

The most common
activity by far has
been job search, a
relatively modest,
short-term
intervention.

Responding to pressure to increase the work effort
and reduce the AFDC rolls, both the Carter and the 1981
Reagan proposals called for a redefinition of the welfare
entitlement. The two designs had striking similarities
that are usually overlooked. Both suggested that the
right to welfare benefits be linked with an obligation to
work: that is, employable AFDC recipients who failed
to locate jobs would ze required to work as a condition
of receiving public aid.

There were imrortant differences, howevey, in the
amount and the form of that aid. The Carter proposal
guaranteed welfare recipients full-time public service
employment (PSE) jobs and would have paid them
wages. In contrast, the Reagan administration’s univer-
sal “workfare” plan mandated that recipients would
work in exchange for their welfare grants, with no com-
?ensation beyond the public assistance check&fxcert

or the limited reimbursement of working expenses. In

all states but those with the highest grants, the workfare
formulation would lead to part-time work and continued
low income.? (Here, and elsewhere in this article, the
word “workfare” is used to describe a mandatory work-
for-benefits program, and not the evolving broader
definition that encompasses any form of work-related
obligation or option.)  /

The special appeal of restating the AFDC “bargain”
this way lies in its seeming to reconcile the conflicting
welfare policy objectives at the same time as it may
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values and the belief in the
work ethic—values shared by the general public

* improving the al of we
ients. It was thatworkm.y lmswcurd

directly skills by means of well-
strucmrz w X ‘r’z ensure that this
occurrad, some states have extended the range of
mandatory activities to include education an

training.

* providing social benefits. To the extent that
workfare and PSE strategies create additional
positions and meaningful work, they also
promise to provide useful public services.

* reducing the welfare rolls. Mandatory work ap-
proaches, it was hoped, would reduce welfare
d d d md i wKe.
Because of the new requirements, some in-
dividuals might not apply for welfare and others
might leave the rolls more quickly. Some might
refuse work assignments because of conflicts
with unreported jobs and then be “sanctioned.”
that is, removed from the rolls. Others, bene-
fiting from the new skills or from a work record.
might find it easier to obtain unsubsidized jobs.

© psychological benefits and public support. Sup-
porters also have argued that forging a direct
connection between welfare and work bestows
greater dignity on recipients, has positive effects
on the worker and his or her family, and in-
creases public support for the AFDC program

Critics challenged the ability of both the Carter and
Reagan proposals to satisfy these claims. Given th.
existing service-delivery system and the nature of the
welfare population, they questioned whether a large-
scale ;articipation and work requirement could be en
forced in a manner that met acceptable standards of
fairmess. For example, how would these programs du-
ferentiate between recipients who should be excused
from any obligation, for good cause, and those wh.
should be penalized for noncompliance? This was par-
ticularly challenging, given the widespread recognitior.
that there was no easy and straightforward formula tc
determine the “employability” of female househol¢
heads, which would depend on diverse and changing
factors such as health and the availability of child care *
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Many also questioned whether a sufficient number of
useful jobs could be created that would also provide
emplo{ment skills and yet not displace workers and, if
not, her jobs for welfare recipients would become
punitive or “make-woark.”

Critics also thought that workfare or PSE positions
would not speed transition to unsubsidized work
because the y did not g enough
jobe and program services were of limited value l:g;:
quertioned ‘“t‘l':;ompeop‘le‘:vodd ove off

t move
the rolls to avoid a work seeing 1o need to
create a work ethic where one alrealy existed. As a
::u]" they ed that the ad?’iﬁoml costs of admin-

ering a w am would exceed ential
welfare m%ﬁ'ﬁny, critics mﬁnuhw‘;{haprpubln
employees and other groups would not accept the sup-
plementation of the work force by unpaid or low-paid
public assistance recipients. ) .

The programs
were relatively
inexpensive.

While many of these criticisms were directed at both
the Carter and Reagan proposals, welfare advocates for
the most part preferred the Carter PSE approach to the
Reagan workfare mode). In addition, advocates favored
expanding the list of required activities to indude educa-
tion and training and wanted to increase the level of
support services. Such measures appeared to shift the
balance away from obligation toward o%portunity.

Ultimately, the high cost of the Carter administration’s

le:f;;]ﬁveness of tt}}:e for universal wmk{au‘gehe
islation gave the states a chance to exmn'tn' t, it
within the context of sharply reduced funding.

The community work exEcnence program (CWEP)
mvhiomofﬁ\emuude possible for states for the
irst time to choose to make workfare mandatory for
AFDC recipients. States also were authorized to fund

on-the| [ ’s
wﬁm&mmyz‘{%n m
In addition, primarily through a new option known as
the WIN demonstration program, states could change
the institutional arrangements for delivering employ-
ment and training services and were allowed greater
flexibility in the mix of those services. In many states,
the OBRA possibilities seemed to trigger a new resolve
on the part of state administrators to make WIN parti-
cipation requirements more meaningful than they had
belennlazﬁt Ré began a five-year social

3 an af i iment to
examine the new state work ir}\':‘eﬁ‘:ﬁvu. m dem-
onstration of state work/welfare initiatives is a series of

. large-scale evaluations in eight states and smaller-scale
studies in three additional states. Major funding for the

study was &ovided by The Ford Foundation, matched
by grants from other private foundations and the par-
ticipating states, which in general received no special
operating funds.

As a result, the project is not a test of centrally de-
veloped and funded reform proposals, but rather of
programs designed at the state level in the new environ-
ment of OBRA flexibility and constrained funding. And
because these initiatives are often the states’ WIN
demonstration programs, the study for the first time
provides rigorous answers on the effectiveness of the
WIN program in its 1980s WIN demonstration incar-
nation.$

To ensure that the project produced findings of na-

proposal — the Congressional Budy, xt Office put a price

tional e, the states are broadly representative of
national variations in local conditions, administrative ar-

tag of more than $15 billion a year on the program for
better jobs and income —led to its rejection. The Reagan
administration’s 1981 ion was treated more favor-
ably. While Congress did not mandate a national
%‘am, the states could choose to implement workim.

e states that did so have often made further changes
that have transformed workfare from a straight work
requirement —in which recipients “pay back” society ~to
a plrfogmm that also aims at assisting people in leaving
welfare.

Lessons from the 1980s:

An Evaluation of State

Work/Welfare Initiatives

passing the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act

of 1981 (OBRA), Congress rcilected both a grow-
ing consensus on the need for welfare recipients
to work and to become more se'f-supporting and,

at the same time, an uncertainty about the feasibility and

rang and AFDC benefit levels—which, for 2
family of three in 1982 in the participating states, ranged
from a low of $140 per month in Arkansas to a high of
$526 in California. Demonstration locations include all
or part of several large urban areas—San Diego, Balti-
more, and Chicago-and a number of large multicounty
areas s, ing both urban and rural centers in Arkan-
sas, Maine, New Jersey, Virginia, and West Virginia

(Table 1 summanzes the key features of the eight state
programs and the different groups studied in each
state $)

The study tests a range of strategies rather than one
program model, reflecting differences in state philoso-
phies, objectives, and funding. Some states have limited
their programs to one or two activities, while others of-
fer a wider mix. A few programs are voluntary, but mos!
require participation as a condition of receiving welfare
benefits.

In designing their programs, many states chose job
search activities and unpaid work experience. The job
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duration~ m publx: and private nonprofit

agencies. e

administrative
areas

Table 1. Key Characteristics of State Work/Welfare Initiatives
Program Model and Nature of
State/City' Requirement lo Participate’ Study Area’ Target Geoup
Ark Mand Job search workshop Pulaski South WIN-xmndn AFDC applicants
followed by individual job search and 12 weeks and Jefferson jents including women
of work experience in public and private non- counties wuh dren aged 310 5.
profit agencies.
San Diege, Mandatory program. Job search workshop. Countywide WIN-mandatory AFDC and
California Mandatory program. Job search ‘workshop AFDC-U applicants.
followed by 13 weeks of CWEP in public and -
private nonprofit agencies.

Chicago, Mand Individual job search and Cook County  WIN-mandatory AFDC applicants
Itlinois other nctwmes, exdudm; work expenem and recipients (including recently
M. Individ search approved cases)

lollowed by uctmhes mdudmg 13 weeks of
work experience.
Maine Volun program. Prevocational training, 12 Statewide AFDC recipients on welfare for at
weeks of work ience and on-the-job train- least six consecutive months.
ing funded by grant diversion.
Balti , Mandatory prog Multicomponent, including 10 out of 18 WiN-mandatory AFDC and
Maryland job search, education, training, on-the-job train-  1ncome AFDC-U apphcants and recipients.
ing and 13 weeks of work experience. Maintenance
Centers
New Jersey Voluntary program. On-the-job training funded Sof21 WIN. datory and vol v
by grant diversion. counties AFDC recipients.
Virginia Mandatory program. Job search followed by 13 11 of 124 WIN-mandatory AFDC appllcams
weeks of CWEP, education, or training. agencies and recipients.
(4 urban,
7 rural)
. West Virginia  Mand . CWEP~unlimited 9 of 27 WIN-mandatory AFDC and

AFDC-U applicants and recipients

Notes: ' In Maryland and

counties

afulle was

4

! In San Drego, Virginia, and Chicago there were two difi

? In addition to the study areas, Virginia and West Vuginia i

d in the indicated counties and a process study was done in other

ewide and Arkansas, Manyland, and

Dhnois implemented the program in selected other areas.

18 PUBLIC WELFARE/FALL 1987

d the program



208

search strategy is based on the assumption that many
welfare sents are currently employable but have not
found jobs because they do not know how —or are not
mmmfﬁmh bu o ﬁ
for t encour:
mhesthemhowtomkm‘;hioymem. e
Two versions of datory unpaid work experfence
exist in six of the states. In the first, the CWEP or work-
fare version, work hours are determined by dividing the

v limited
Y to

Con to some expectations, the states in the
st\;l!- ing the larger national response to OBRA
—did not ch to mph iversal workfare, Mari-
datory job search was more widely used. Among the de-
monstration states, only West Virginia - with its unusual
labor market conditions - folowed the model
offered to the states as an option in the 1981 legislation:
workfare with nr: limit on the length of the recipient’s
participation. West Virginia program, however, was
directed primarily at men receiving assistance under the
AFDC ro%;m for heads of two-parent families
(AFDC-E). state placed less emphasis on workfare
for women receiving .

(@ ] It is very rare to be

d able to conduct an
evaluation with this
degree of reliability.

Other programs—in Arkansas, San Diego, and Chi-
cago—established & two-stage sequence consisting of job
search followed by a work obligation, usually limited to
13 weeks, for those who had not found bsidized

represent about one-third of the adults heading AFDC
families. Some worked only with subsets of this man-
datory group—for example, people who had recently
applied for welfare and were new to the rolls—while
others induded both new applicants and those who
were already welfare recipients. In addition, three pro-
grams 5 people receiving welfare through the
AFDC- am to participate.

The mm had different objectives. Some placed
relatively more emphasis on devdopinLhnu:\m capital
and helping welfare recipients obtain jobs and
long-term nell-ufﬁdm. Others stressed immediate
job placement and are ‘savings. The states also
;m'led in the extent to which they emphasized and en-
orced a tion t. While most
fo incretoe paicipaion sbove the levels ahieved n
WIN, few articulated a goal of full or universal
participation. -

Interim Findings from the State Work Initiatives. The
MDRC study is structured as a series of three-year eva)-
uations in each state. Because the research activities

phased in at different times, the study extends over

-were
five years. Final results are now available from five of

the programs—those located in Arkansas, San Diego,
Virginia, West Virginia, and Baltimore —while partial
results are available from most of the others.”

The study addresses three basic questions. Each is
discussed below, with the focus on overarching lessons,
not on the full range of program-specific findings.

1s it feasible to imp bligati or participation
requirements—as a condition of receiving welfare?
Pre-1981 welfare employment programs —both the WIN
program and several ial dem..:stration programs —
generally were unable to establish meaningful work-
related obligations for recipients. A major question at the
outset of the MDRC study was whether the existing
tureaucrades would have better success.

In some cases, the answer is yes. In most of the states
studied, participation rates are running above those in

jous ial demonstrations or in the WIN program.
Typically, within six to nine months of registering with
the new program, about half of the AFDC group had
taken part in some activity; and substantial additional
bers had left the welfare rolls and the am.

jobs during the first phase. Virginia required job search
for everyone and offered short-term workfare as a later
option among other datory services. Baltimore oper-
ated a range of educational and training services—
including job search and unpaid work experience — with
participants’ choices tailored to their needs and pre-
ferences. Two states—New Jersey and Maine-imple-
mented voluntary on-the-job training programs with
private employers, using the diversion of weifare grants
as the funding mechanism.

The programs varied in scale. Although most were
large, none covered the full AFDC caseload. Five oper-
ated in only part of a state. Most were targeted to
women with school-age children —the only group tradi-
tionally required to register with WIN—who typically

Thus, for example, within nine months of welfare
application in San Diego, all but a small proportion ~9
percent of the AFDC applicants and 6 percent of the
AFDC-U applicants~had left welfare, had become
employed, were no longer in the program, or had ful-
filled all of the program requirements. In some other
states, the proportion of those still eligible and not
reached by the program was as high as 25 percent.
indicating a somewhat looser enforcement of the par-
ticipation requirement. Overall, this represents a major
management achievement and reflects a change in in-
stitutions and staff attitudes.

Given the financial constraints under which states
have been operating, however, one should not exag-
gerate the level of services recipients have received or
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the scope of their participation obligation. The most
common activity by far hup‘been Job sgamh arelatively
modest, short-term intervention. Education and train-
ing activities have been limited; and workfare, when it
is required, has almost always been a short-term obligs-
uon-u:uanmz lasting 13 weeks.

In part, response reflects limited funds. The pro-
grams were relatively i ive, with age costs

enrollee ranging from $165 in Arkansas to $1,050 in
K:ryhnd. Had the obligation been longer or
more intensive, it would have been necessary to raise
&\ek\‘rddﬂ\ckﬁﬁalm:zt:\enlh\mk:i&'mm

us far managed to er services }cxmn

modest ing. If, h , Tesources low o¥
are further depleted—or if the p d in
scale~there is a risk.of retuming to the pre-1961 WIN
approach of formal registration requirements and little
real programmatic content.

What do workfare programs look like in practice, and
how do welfare recipients view the ‘work re-
quirements? Much of the workfare debate hinges on the
nature of the work site experience: that is, whether the
positions are of a punitive and make-work nature or
whether they produce useful goods and services, pro-
vide dignity, and develop work skills. MDRC addressed
these questions by means of in-depth interviews with
random samples of workfare supervisors and partici-
pants in six states. Results suggest that:

* The jobs were generally entry-level positions in
maintenance, clerical work, park service, or
human services.

* While the positions did not primarily develop
skills, they were not make-work. Supervisors
judged the work important and indicated that
participants’ productivity and attendance were
similar to those of most entry-level workers.

* A large proportion of the participants responded
positively to the work assignments. They were
satisfied with the positions and with coming to
work, and they believed they were making a
useful contribution.

* Many participants nevertheless believed that the
empl{;yex gotptahne better end of the bargain or
that they were underpaid for their work. In brief,
they would have preferred a paid job.

These findings suggest that most states did not design
or implement workfare with punitive intent. This may
explain results from the work site survey that indicated
that the majority of the participants in most states shared
the view that a work requirement was fair.* These results
are consistent with findings from other studies that
show that the poor want to work and are eager to take
advantage of opportunities to do so. As one of MDRC's
field researchers observed. “These workfare programs
did not create the work ethic; they found it.”

While this evidence is striking, it should not be used
to draw conclusions about the quality of the programs
or about the reactions of welfare recipients should work-
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fare requirements be implemented on a scale, be
differently designed, or last longer than the 13-week
assignment typical in the states studied.

Do these initiatives make a diffzrence? Do they re-
duce the welfare rolls and costs and/or increase employ-

ment and earnings? How do the progranw’
compare with their costs? Experience that these
are very questions to ar h
shows that, contrary to popular , half of all
w’eol{mm o A K“uudym..- ﬂ:
ajob~ two years.® Thus, if a points to
achievements or cost savings of a besed only
on the performance of the participants—for example,
based on jobs pl ts — it will the program’s
.ocomplhhmenubyukma!dilfotﬂ\onwiwwwld

have found jobs on their own. The challenge in assess-
ing progr achiev ts, or “imp “ 18 to

i een winduced and the
normal dynamics of welfare turnove: and market
behavior. Accurate assessment requires data on what
people would have done in the absence of the program,

* that is, data describing the behavior of a control group.

While these programs
are worthwhile, they
will not move sub-
stantial numbers of

S\

people out of poverty.

In eight of the states in MDRC's study, the researct.
is structured to meet the major objection leveled at man:
earlier evaluations: that their control groups did not cor-
rectly mimic the behavior of the partiGpants or that the..
had no control group at all. The human resources com-
missioners in these eight states acted with notable fore-
sight. In an unusual display of conumitment to high
standards of program evaluation, they actively coop-
erated with the random assignment of more than 35,000
individuals to different groups, with some participating
in the program-or several program variations-and
some placed in a control group, receiving timited or n.
program services.

It is very rare to be able to conduct an evaluation with
this d of reliability. In fact, never before has a majo
part of the nation’s employment and training syster.
been on this scale, using an “experimenta’
methodology based on random assi t. Typicall.
researchers have had to contend with studies that yiei.
a great deal of data but uce little evidence abo:
what the program actually accomplished. Often,"r.
sults” merely show what would have happened to pa
ticipants in the normal course of events. In contrast, .
study using random assignment sets a demanding sta:.-
dard for what can be registered as change and accurate '
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punp i the real achi of th

Assessing the impact and the beneﬁt«cou results to
date is very much like looking at a and characteriz-
ing it as half full or half empty. ding on one’s

perspective, there are real accom, ts or there is
lbubfotctuﬂon In either case, the findings are com-

plex q g. The bal of this
section ud\epociﬂveviewundebmdhcusm
potential limitations on what the can achieve.
Fim therelulh the notion that employment
do not work. !nlighto“l\e
mt«mmw«mm no longer
defensible to Hmtnhves
have no value. approaches, four of the

fivé programs uudkd thus :ar have pmduced employ-
ment gains for AFDC women. The one exception was
the workfare program in West Virginia, where the state’s
high unemployment and rural conditions severely lim-
ited the job opportunities.
'l‘able 2 compares the behavior over time of people in
e “experimental” gcoup - who were u.uvm
‘pale in the program —with the behlvior of those peo-
in the “control” group — who were not." The results
are for the lﬂum.n’ly female AFDC group. As shown in
the table, the program of mandatory job search follow-
ed by short-term workfare for AFDC applicants in San
0 increased the employment rate by 6 percentage

West Virginia tgmgmm a useful reminder that there
are two sides to the labor market. Welfare employment
programs focus on the supply side. In extreme cases,
when the demand is not there, the of work ex-

a change in the terms of the welfare

rience and
‘bargain” may simply not be to affect employ-
y 'c'm"’“g: P

quimd ukv:dr:‘gunh’:djoba butonlyifd\ae)ob?m
to are
available. The results to date suggest that demand con-

straints may be particularly acute in rural areas.?

The programs do not
offer a cure for
poverty or a shortcut
to balancing the
budget.

" The second positive finding is that the programs also

led to some welfare savings, although, co with
the effects on employment and earnings, the results
were less consistent. Over an 18-month period in San
Dxego, average welfare payments per person in the ex-

points —from S5t0 61 p g the 15 hs of
follow-up. Average total earnings during the same
period - mdudmg the earnings of those who did not
work as well as those who did—~went up by $700 per
person in the experimental group, representing a 23 per-
cent increase over a control group member’s average ear-
nings. Roughly half of the gains in earnings came about

use more women worked, and half because they ob-
tained longer-lasting jobs or jobs with better pay or
longer hours. The employment gains persisted,
although at a somewhat reduced level, throughout the
almost one and one-half years of follow-up. In contrast,
the program had minimal or no sustaine employment
effects on the primarily male group receiving AFDC-U
assistance (r\ot shown in Table 2).

As also indicated in Table 2, there were roughly similar
employment gains in Arkansas, , and Virginia,
although the states varied dramatically in the subgroups
of the AFDC rolls that they chose to serve and in the
average earnings of the control groups.

The findings were quite different in West Virginia,
where the relatively straightforward workfare program
led to no increases in regular, unsubsidized employ-
ment. Although there are many possible explanati

oup were $288 below the average paid to
members o? he control group —a reduction in welfare
outlays of almost 8 percent. Similar reductions occusrred
in Arkansas and Virginia, but not in Baltimore and West
Virginia. There was no eviderce, however, that the
obligation to participate in a work program deterred peo-
ple who had applied for welfare from completing the ap-
plication process.

A third encouraging piece of information is that the

programs were often most helpful for certain segments
of the welfare caseload. For example, employment in-
creases were usually greater for women receiving AFDC
than for men in two-parent (AFDC-U) households and
for those without prior employment compared with
those with a recent work history. Although women and
those without recent employment were still less Likely
to be working and more likely to be on welfare than their
more advantaged coume?ans, employment require-
ments and services helped narrow the gap.”

When its were com, with costs, results were
generally positive. An examination of the programs’
effects on the government budget shows, not surpns-
ingly, lhat such initiatives cost money up front; but in

| the inv t pays off in future budget savings

including the design of the or the ¢ chuactens

tics of thg women s“sewed tﬂmhkely one was fore-
seen by the program’s planners, who did not anticipate
any employment gains. In a largely rural state with the
nation’s highest unemployment rate during part of the
research period, a welfare employment injtiative could
provide a positive work experience without translating
this into postprogram unsubsidized employment gains.

in five years or less. In San Diego, an average dollar
spent on the program for AFDC women led to estimatel
budget savings over a five-year period of over $2. Pro-
grams in Arkansas and Virginia also had estimated
budget savings, whie Baltimor¢ and West Virginia ex-
perienced some net costs.}

The research also offers some unusual findings about
the distribution of benefits across federal, state, and
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Table 2. Summary of the Impact of AFDC Work/Welfare Programs in
San Diego, Baltimore, Arkansas, Virginia, and West Virginia _

Decrease/
Outcome’ Experimentals Controls Difference Increase
San Diego—Applicants
Ever employed during 15 h 61.0% 55.4% +5.6%""" +10%
Average total ings during 15 th $3,602 $3,102 +$700°* +23%
Ever received AFDC pay during 18 th 83.9% 84.3% -0.4% 0%
Average ber of th tving AFDC 8.13 8.61 -0.48* - 6%
during 18 months s i
Avle;ase total AFDC payments received during $3,409 $3,697 -$288** - 8%
months
Baltimore ~Applicants and Recipients
"Ever employed during 12 months 51.2% “.2% +7.0%* +16%
Average total earrifhgs during 12 months $1,935 $1,759 +$176 +10%
Ever received AFDC payments during 15 months $4.9% 95.1% -0.2% 0%
Average number of months receiving AFDC payments 11.14 11.29 -0.15 - 1%
during 15 months
Average total AFDC payments received during $3,058 $3,064 -$6 0%
15 months .
Arkansas—Appli and Recipient
Ever emp)oyed during 6 months 18.8% 14.0% +4.8%" +34%
Average total earnings during 6 months $291 $213 +578* +37%
Ever received AFDC payments during 9 months 72.8% 75.9% -3.1% - 4%
" Average number of months receiving AFDC payments 4.96 5.49 -0.53** -10%
during 9 months
Average total AFDC payments received during $772 $865 ~593* ~11%
9 months
Virginia~ Applicants and Recipients
Ever employed during % months 43.8% 40.5% +3.3%" + 8%
Average total earnings during 9 months $1,119 $1,038 +881 + 8%
Ever received AFDC payments during 12 months 86.0% 86.1% -0.1% 0%
Average number of months receiving AFDC payments 7.75 7.90 -0.14 - 2%
during 12 months
Average total AFDC payments received during $1,923 $2,007 -584° - 4%
12 months
West Virginia~Applicants and Redipients
Ever employed during 15 month 223% 27% -0.4% -2%
Average total earnings during 15 month $713 $712 0 0%
Ever received AFDC psyments during 21 months 96.8% 96.0% +0.8% +1%
Average number of months receiving AFDC payments 14.26 T o144 -0.21 -1%
during 21 months
Average total AFDC payments received during -~ $2,681 $2,721 -$40 -1%
21 months

Source: Final reports from programs in San Diego, Arkansas, Baltimore, Virginia, and West Virginia.

Notes: 'l‘hcse dm hdude 1e10 vdm for sampie members not employed and for umple membtn not receiving welfare pavinents

d, using o:dum-y lest squares, lung for p char: istics of
pkmemben Thcnn\a be some di i ) i uff due to ding

*Denotes statistical n@xﬁum at the 10 percent level "n the 5 pevcent level und *** at the 1 percent level.

! The length of follow-up varkd b) outcome and state. Employ d by calendar quarters To

assure that preprogr luded from the impact esnmﬂes‘ the E»llou -up period began after the quarter of

random uﬂymm In contrast, AFDC benefits were tracked for quarters beginning with the actual month of random

assignment. As a result, the follow-up period for AFDC benefits was at least three enonths longer than that for employment

and earnings.

22 PUBUIC WELFARE/FALL 1987



212

county m , & matter not often addressed in bene-

fit-cost ies. In San Diego, where a detailed stud

was conducted, all three levels of government gnineff:

based on the parﬁcuhxfundin%f:mula and matching
use |

impose a longer workfare requirernent. The recent in-
itiatives in California and lilinois inciude not only greater
obligations but also an expanded array of services
beyond job search and workfare, induding education,

on for employment, and

arrangements that were in use. fed

Mwmbmemﬂunhudthemm—m)oyed
the greatest net sa . Indeed, had there been ~o
federal funds—or had there been substantiauty .eos
federal funding — states and counties would have had no

PIvp training

A number of quite different ways of stracturing and
targeting these ams will yield effective results.
Overall, the results do not point to a uniform program
structure that merits national replication. I d, one
of the notable characteristics of these state welfare ini-

to states to undertake welfare k t
initiatives ﬁl( may ultimately prove cost-effective to
operate. .

* Another way to look at program benefits and costs is
to examine them from the perspective of the ps tar-
geted for participation—that is, those who might have

earned more as a result of the program, but who also

t have lost money because of reductions in welfare
other transfer payments, such as Medicaid and food
stamps. In most cases, the AFDC women came out
ahead, the exceptions being in Arkansas, a state with
such Iowmdmalnnstmyexloymmkledtouse
dosi.nﬁ, and in West Virginia, where there were no
gains . For men on AFDC-U, the story was
very different. were overall losses, not gzins, from
the programs, as reductions in welfare and other trans-
fer ts exceeded increases in eamnings.

t about the empty side of the glass? In what way
do the results suggest caution? It is important to note
that, while the programs produced changes, the magi-
tude of those changes was relatively modest. Across

states, increases in quarterly employment rates were *

between 3 and 9 percentage points, exduding West Vir-
ginia, where there were no employment gains. (Quarter-
Ix‘nm are not shown in Table 2.) Earnings increases in
e four states ranged from $110 to $560 a year, and
these figures include persons who failed to find employ-
ment and consequently had no earnings. Thus, while it
is worthwhile to operate these programs, they will not
move substantial bers of people out of poverty.

Issues and Lessons
esults to date from the work/welfare study
suggest a number of major lessons.

It is feasible, under certain conditions and |

on the scale at which the demonstratier( pro-
grams were implemented, to tie the receipt of welf:
to participation obligations. Just as striking as the in-
creases in participation these programs have achieved,
however, is the nature of the obligation. In most cases,
it has been confined to job search, with workfare used
only in a limited way with a relatively small number of
people. This is due, in part, to funding constraints and
to the sequencing of job search before work experience.
It is also true that, when more funds have been avail-
able, states often have choser: to enrich the range of
options within the mandatory program rather than to

V

has been their diversity —in populations served,
local conditions, and design. A key explana-

successful tation of these initiatives
mytndeedbe;hfnlsweswmmump pwnag‘ to
experiment and felt more e ams
than they did in the earlier WIN program, w' was
characterized by highly prescriptive central direction.

The findings suggest
that, within a
relatively short time,
program savings
often offset costs.

In cases in which states chose to operate mandatory
workfare, the interim results do not support the
strongest claims of critics or of advocates. Despite
critics’ fears, workfare as implemented in the 1980s has
been designed more often to provide useful work ex-

ience than simply to enforce a quid pro quo—although

th objectives may be present. As a result, the work
positions quite often resemble quality PSE employment
jobs, structured to meet public needs and to provide
meaningful work experience. Under these conditions ~
when the jobs are considered worthwhile and the obli-
gation is limited, as it is in most states—welfare recipi-
ents generally do not object to working for their grants.

At the same time, the interim findings fail to support
the more extreme claims of workfare proponents. The
work positions developed few new skills. While the San
Diego findings provide some evidence that adding
workfare after job search may increase a program’s ef-
fectiveness, the West Virginia results are a cautious
reminder that, at least in certain conditions, what is
needed is not only a workfare position but also an ac-
cessible pool of regular jobs.!* Furthermore, there was
no evidence in San Diego that the work mandate, as it
was administered, deterred individuals from completing
their welfare applications or “smoked out” large num-
bers of AFDC women who held jobs with unreported
income.

Thus, arguments for and against workfare—and more
broadly defined participation obligations —may involve
not so much a choice between those who want to reduce
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welfare costs and those who fear that the programs are
coercive as an ty to change the values, politics,
and perceived faimess of the welfare system. These
issues remain prominent in state debates on policy op-
tions, in which questions of values are often as central
as questions about likely savings. Some argue—-as did
the m;/&?inh welfare commissioner in 1962 -that,
even if workfare costs more to begin with, its d is
preferable becaure it fits with the nation’s values &nd im-

obligation becomes more accepted. (There is also
evidence, however, that in some cases effects that are
initially positive may diminish over time.)

Finally, the benefit-cost findings suggest that, within
a relatively short time, program savings often offset
costs, a balance that represents about as much as any
social program has been able to achieve, While

smaller-scale tests of gmgmmtuve uced
cost-effective resul :Kt:dd y provid the'g:tdoond

proves the of welfare. In contrast, others cont:

to emphasize that what is needed is not requi t
but jobs, as well as inves in training, ed )
and child care that will help people find the kinds of
work that confer economic security in the Jong run.
The programs led to relatively modest increases in
employment, which in some cases translated into even
smaller welfare savings. Nonetheless, the changes were

-usually large enough to justify the program’s costs,

although this finding varied by state and target group.
For those accustomed to grandiose claims for social pro-
grams, the outcomes for these injtiatives —as well as for
other welfare employment —may look small.
With gains that are not dramatic and only limited sav-
ings, the ams do not offer a cure for poverty or a
shortcut to balancing the budget. This mx prompt
critics to reject these approaches, claiming that 3 to 9
percentage point gains in employment or 8 ta 37 percent
increases in earnings are unsatisfactory. There are,
however, several reasons to conclude otherwise.
First, there is always a strong temptation to search for
a simple solution to a complex problem. The welfare
debate is filled with this kind of rhetoric. Now, faced

evid of such in & major ongoing service-

delivery system. The ability to effect change on a large
scale is an important new achievement.

Unanswered Questions

hile these state initistives provide a
wealth of information about the imple-
propos ox efoning welir wi
tive are with
work, they leave unanswered a number of questions

about the design and scale of the .
The results summarizad in this article are for ams

- that have participation cbligations of limited intensity,

cost, or duration. They prii2rily required job search and
short-term work experience. One unanswered question
is whether more costly, comprehensive ams —
providing either more services or longer obligations—~
would have greater effects.

Sevetal states—such as California in the greater
avenues for independence (GAIN) legislation and
Massachusetts in the employment and training (ET)
choices program—are using or plan to provide more in-
tensive services or requirements, including educational

with the reality of limited gains, it may be tempting to

diation and training, and to complement these with

seek another “solution,” for which there is no similar
evidence. Yet, given the fact that reliable findings on the
effects of social policies are rare, the striking feature of
these programs is their consistently positive outcomes
in a wide range of environments, with the sole excep-
tion of the very unusual circumstances in West Virginia.
There is no comparable evidence on an altemative strat-
egy.

Second, since the study measured changes for sam-
ples that were representative of large ofmups in the
welfare caseload, results in the range of 5 percentage
points take on added importance. The outcomes are also
expressed as averages for a wide range of individuals,
some of whom gained little or nothing from the pro-
gram —including those who never received any s¢fvices
—and others who gained more. Thus, even relatively
small changes, multiplied by large numbers of people,
have considerable policy significance.

Third, the lessons from the demonstrations suggest
ways to make these programs more effective and pro-
vide evidence that some proups —those without recent
work histories, for example—benefit substantially more
than others.””

Fourth, it is possible that the short-term effects may
underestimate the longer-term gains, especially if atti-
tudes toward AFDC shift as the concept of reciprocal
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extensive child-care services. Another more intensive
approach is supported work, a program offering paid
transitional work experience under conditions of close
supervision, peer support, and generally increasing
responsibilities. ' Supported work was tested as a volun-
tary program and found effective for women with
histories of long-term welfare dependency. While the in-
cremental return to larger investments is not clear, the
persistence of dependency for many, even after job
search or short-term workfare, provides a rationale for
states to offer more intensive services, while evaluating
them to see whether they lead to long-term rewards.

A second open question concerns the broader impli-
cations of an ongoing participation irement on
family formation, the well-being of dren, and
attitudes toward work. It is important to note that child
care was not a major issue in these programs, since their
requirements were mostly short-term and limited mainly
to women with school-age children. The availability and
quality of child care would be much more important,
however, if either of these conditions changed or if th.
programs made even larger differences in the rate at
which women moved out of the home and into perma-
nent jobs.

A third unanswered question is whether relatively
low-cost mandatory programs will prove effective for the
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most disadvantaged groups of welfare recipients, those
fadngm.l)orbammtoemploymem such as substan-
tial language problems or educational deficiencies. While
Mhmdemethauhemmhawumngerim-
pact on rec’pients who have some obstacles to employ:

ment-as opposed to the more job ready, who ﬁnd
employment on their own-more study is required to
determine whether there is a threshold below which
mhmeﬁzn!bn«dcd*mfo\mhmmtmd
quuﬁonm

m % would the

mandates often

ance, and the widespread unpopularity of the welfare
system—all of these have pushed states to add some

of an obligation to . The interest in such
gpa;u, however, continues to be tempered by mﬂ?
constraints derstandable un

pmpmmg\:nm b the expense of
u t stress ol ns at

4 ties that lemoveolﬂhe
rolls or !heweﬂ-bdngomut

The claims of both
critics and advocates

foundendonk-yl undb\uuucndcobnndes t

the more recent lnrge-scde initiatives in the MDRC é o . contain a measure of

study were i ted more hly.® It is not dear, — truth.

however, whether work can be extended to .

an even greater share of the AFDC caseload ~including

the majority ofAFDCwomenthhyonngerd\n mmﬂuofm:emmxch est that introduc-

dren-without comp vqulhty ng  ing a stronger work emphasis int AFDC program °
itical or administrati it bmader \dmmdywmmeoﬁb\nuvemy— itwill

ues like that of whether weh'are rcqp:enu would
displace regular workers either during or after the

am !

P’Xﬁo, as the West Virginia findings suggest, in rural
areas with very weak economic conditions, workfare
serves as a jobs program, not as a transition to unsub-
sidized employment. A major u unanswered jf-.:suon in-
volves the precise the

of programs and economic conditions and whether this
relationship is affected by the scale of the

In addition, all of these results refer to a ulahvely
short-term follow-up. Whether these results persist, in.
crease, or diminish is important in judging the poten-
tial of the work/welfare approach.

Finally, while there is substantial information on the
effectiveness of these programs, it remains unclear
whether the achievements come from the services pro-
vided or the mandatorgﬂwped of the programs. 2 Al-
though the distinctio een mandatory and volun-
tary programs is sometimes not as great as ome might
think —since most nominally uundatory programs seek
voluntary ¢ iance and involvement—some differ-
ences exist and their importance remains uncertain.

t the outset, this article outlined the multiple

goals of welfare policy and the coniinuing

search for a balance that might more suc-

cessfully provide income without distorting
incentives for work and family formation. MDRC's five-
year experiment testing limited work requi has
provided some new evidence to inform this debate. As

ed, the lessons are complex.

e continuing interest. in wa-k solutions —even in
states with very weak labor ets —is testimony to the

“a measure of truth. In the past, sodal

costmncylnﬁsetlnﬂrun Thus, the claims of both
critics and advocates that were described earier cot}\‘uu\
ave
been oversold and then discredited when they failed to
cure problems. In contrast, these findings provide a
timely warning that while welfm employmml initia-
tives can , they are no
panacea. The extent of the chmga, however, suggests
that the major ts may conti 0 be
politics and values, as well as around dsﬂerem ways to
increase the programs’ effectiveness.

The modest nature of the also indicates
that welfare employmem obtigations can be only part of
a “solution” to poverty. Other reforms —for example,
changes in the tax laws and expansion of the earned
income tax credit to ircrease the rewards for work,
educational reforms, training and retraining, increased
child-support enforcement efforts, and job creation pro-

- are important complements if welfare is not only
to be made more politically acceptable, but also to suc-
ceed in substantially reducing poverty.

The fact that there is su; EE””O' work ams -
within both the general public and the welfare popula-
tion-argues for a welfare reform approach that pro-
motes and also rewards work activity. Workfare, nar-
mwly defined, does the former; but, to the extent that

it does not deter dependency or assist many Ie o(l
the welf::; rolls, it may not provide enou, u“s

come to adequately combat dependerxy. sug-
gests is that ther{ be both requirements within the
welfare system and added opportunities and rewards
for leaving welfare. Sticks may be a part of the solution,
but carrots are also merited, if work is to be more an
alternative to than a punishment for being poor. P’

important political and value issues inherent in the
debate. Issues of equity, concerns about a system that
may send the wrong signals or encourage long-term
dependency, the stigma associated with public assist-

Judith M. Gueron is president of Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation, New York, and principal investigator for
the Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives.

For “Notes and References,” see page 46
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN HEINZ
HEARING ON WELFARE REFORM -
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

OCTOBER 14, 1987

MR. CHAIRMAN, I AM PLEASED THAT THE COMMITTEE HAS
CALLED THIS HEARING ON WELFARE REFORM. WE WILL HEAR
TESTIMONY FROM MANY COLLEAGUES IN THE CONGRESS AND LEADERS
AMONG OUR NATION'S GOVERNORS. I WELCOME THE OPPORTUNITY TO
LEARN THE VIEWS OF OUR DISTINGUISHED WITNESSES.

BOTH FEDERAL AND STATE GOVERNMENTS SHARE A COMMON GOAL
TO PROMOTE INDEPENDENCE FROM WELFARE. OUR DISCUSSIONS
TODAY WILL BE USEFUL AS WE CO“SIDER PROPOSALS TO MAKE
WELFARE WORK.

TODAY'S WELFARE REFORM AGENDA INCLUDES STRENGTHENING
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AND ENSURING THAT STATES
FOLLOW-UP ON THE SIXTY PERCENT OF CHILD SUPPORT AWARDS
WHICH ARE NEVER PAID. IT INCLUDES THE QUESTION OF WORK
PROGRAMS, EDUCATION, AND JOB TRAINING FOR WELFARE
RECIPIENTS, AS WELL AS METHODS TO MAKE THE TRANSITION FROM
DEPENDENCE TO INDEPENDENCE EASIER AND SMOOTHER.

I
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Ih THE FUTURE, THERE WILL BE FEWER JOBS FOR THOSE WITH
THE LOWEST LEVELS OF SKILLS. ACCORDING TO THE HUDSON
INSTITUTE, ONLY FOUR PERCENT OF NEW JOBS WILL BE AVAILABLE
TO INDIVIDUALS WITH THE LOWEST SKILL LEVELS, COMPARED TO
NINE PERCENT TODAY. AT THE SAME TIME, 41 PERCENT OF FUTURE
NEW JOBS WILL REQUIRE SKILLS OF THE HIGHEST LEVELS,
COMPARED WITH ONLY 24 PERCENT TODAY.

.

IF WE ARE TO MEET THE CHALLENGE OF THE FUTURE
MARKETPLACE, WE MUST INCREASINGLY FOCUS ON JOB TRAINING.
THIS COMMITTEE HAS JURISDICTION OVER THE MAJOR FEDERAL
PROGRAM FOR WELFARE WORK AND TRAINING -- THE WIN
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM. CURRENTLY TWENTY-SIX STATES ARE
OPERATING WIN DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS. PROGRAM AUTHORITY
FOR WIN DEMONSTRATIONS WILL EXPIRE IN JUNE OF NEXT YEAR.
BEFORE THAT TIME WE WILL CONSIDER A SUCCESSOR TO WIN DEMO.
THE NEW WORK AND TRAINING PROGRAM SHOULD BEAR IN hIND THE
DANGEROUS TRENDS WE FACE IN OUR WORKFORCE.

I WELCOME THE OPPORTUNITY FOR A FULL AND CAREFUL
CONSIDERATION OF WELFARE REFORM AS MFMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE
WORK TOGETHER TO CONSTRUCT A BIPARTISAN APPROACH TO MAKE
WELFARE WORK.

THANK YOU MR. CHAIRMAN
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PREPARED STATEMENT oF STEPHEN B. HEINTZ

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Stephen Heintz,
commissioner of the Connecticut Department of Income
Maintenance and chairman of the American Public Welfare

Association's welfare reform project. I am here today to

" represent the views of my fellow commissioners on welfare

reform legislation before this panel, and specifically on s.
1511, Senator Moynihan's Family Security Act of 1987.

Appended to my written testimony are a summary of the
commissioners' recommendations for comprehensive welfare
reform and a resolution adopted by the state administrators
on September 16 regarding H.R. 1720 and sS. 1511.

S. 1511

As the resolution states, commissioners are pleased
that S. 1511 places such heavy emphasis on child support
enforcement. We believe, with Senator Moynihan, that
parental support is the first line of defense against public
dependency. We believe that aggressive child support
enforcement, including paternity determinations,
accomplishes more than recouping financial support. It makes
a statement about what we believe to be the role of parents.
Parents should provide for their children and public policy
should encourage and cﬁligate parents to provide that
support.

State commissioners applaud the coverage of two-parent
families, as our resolution indicates. In 24 states children
living in such families cannot receive AFDC no matter how
poor ;hey are--unless one parent leaves the home. It makes
o sense to continue penalizing these children. As Stuart
Butler and Anna Kondratas write in their recent book, Out of
the Poverty Trap: A Conservative Strategy For Welfare

Reform, "it would be a wise exercise in prevention for all

85-457 0 - 88 - 8
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states to provide that assistance to help intact families on
hara times, rather than restrict their assistance only to
families that have already collapsed.”

We welcome the very deliberate efforts Senator Moynihan
has made to ensure that this legislation is bipartisan.
Poverty is not a partisan issue; policies serving children
ought not to be partisan. Our own policy development project
which produced the report, One Child in Four, with which
some of you are familiar, has been bipartisan and widely
representative of all the states. We understand both the
difficulty and the importance of achieving bipartisanship.
We commend this committee, and you, Chairman Bentsen, for
maintaining a strong tradition of biﬁartisanship.

With regard to some of the other specifics contained in
S. 1511, we as state administrators find ourselves in a
difficult position today. My colleagues and I have worked
very hard over the last two years on policy proposals to
improve the lives of poor children and families. We have
been gratified to see some of our recommendations reflected

in proposed legislation. ~

But we get verf quickly to a question Senator Moynihan
has posed in defending his bill against criticism that it
does not go far enough: should the best become the enemy of
the good? We think it should not. But we must all be very
deliberate in defining what we mean by "good.”

The bottom line for administrators, as reflected in our
resolution, is this: we support legislation that improves
the lives of poor children and families. That is the
criteria to which we will hold any legislation.

We believe welfare reform legislation reported by this

committee nmust:

o Reflect a comprehensive approach to self-sufficiency.
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e Include benefit improvements.

e Improve the administration and delivery of welfare
services.

Commisioners believe S. 1511 can be measurably
strengthened in all three of these areas. And we are not
talking about busting any budgets. Each of us, every year,
has to sell a budget to our own state legislators. We
understand fiscal constraint. We also understand the art of
the possible. The changes we urge you to make to strengthen
S. 1511 are limited, practical, and based on ovur own
experience in terms of what works, and what does not.

Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS)

Our report, the report of the nation's governors, a

report prepared by Governor Cuomo's task force, and others,

stressed the idea of a social contract; of mutual
obligations between individuals and society. In the context

of the welfare system that means mutual obligations between
poor parents and government represented by our agencies. We
believe this is a constructive context, and a practical
approach.

But if we are going to say that work, or education and
training for a job, is mandatory for parents, including
single mothers with young children -- and we favor that
approach -- then we must pay close attention to government's
side of that agreement; to government's obligations to that
poor parent.

The welfare to work program, or JOBS program in S.
1511, must be comprehensive. As it now stands the JOBS

program implemented by a state could be as minimal an

approach as simple job search. That accomplishes nothing for

the client who cannot read; the client who has difficulty

with English; the client who has never been employed.

e
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’

Mr. Chairman, we need to strike a balance in s welfare-
to-work program so that there is enough flexibility for a
state to design a program to mesh with its own economic
needs, and yet obligate that state to meet clients where
they are -- whether they need remedial education, basic
skills, or on-the-job training.

In S. 1511 a state "may” include a full range of
activities in its JOBS program. We believe a full range of

activities should be required in the state's JOBS prograsa.
This is also the position of the governors as shared with

you two weeks ago.

‘ The JOBS proposal builds upon the considerable success
states have had in the work incentive (WIN) demonstration
programs in reéent years. Twenty-six states have WIN
demonstrations in place whose success in assisting welfare
recipients find nonsubsidized jobs has been amply
documented. Had federal support for this program been
maintained rather than drastically cut in recent years,
their success would be all the more impressive.

The last available data from the Labor Department
showed better than a two-for-one savings from WIN activities
--$587 million in AFDC savings from a $259 million
investment in WIN in FY 84.

Guaranteed Support Services

In addition to a comprehensive welfare-to-work program,
the agency side of the agreement must also include the
services a parent will need in order to take part in the
program. To require parents to participate obligates the
agency to see that certain essential support services,
including child care, are provided. Recent research, program

evaluations, and our own experience prove the necessity of

support services.
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Support services, including child care, must be
ranteed if we are mandating work or work activities of
rogram participants. As it now reads, S. 1511 would

"assure” child care for parents participating in the JOBS
program and in transition to employment. We have been told

'that "assure” is a deliberate choice of words and cannot be
interpreted to mean "“guarantee."

The "assure” provision is meant to place less
‘reaponsibility on the state to ensure child care as a
icondition for mandatory participation. Apparently this
provision would allow a state to simply determine that child
li‘<:a::e is available to the recipient because there is a
- relative nearby, or an existing child care program, and not
guarantee that quality care is in fact available,
accessible, and affordable.

Let me share with you the response of one of my
colleagues. He described how a state could implement

"assured” child care. The caseworker, after giving the
parent instructions on where to report for job training,
would also give the parent a list of day care centers in the
community. And that would be that. The state would have
complied with the provision as now contained in S. 1511. The
parent, however, unable to arrange satisfactory care because
what is available is too costly or of questionable quality,
could be sanctioned for failing to report for work.

We believe the "assurance” of child care is not a
sufficiently serious approach to the needs of parents with
limited resources and experience. Without guaranteed
support services mandatory participation becomes an exercise
in futility lcnding to termination of benefits and further
hardship on children and the family.

We recommend a one word change in S. 1511. Child care

should be guaranteed, and not merely "assured.”
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Client-Agency Agreements & Case Manageaent

As noted above, in formulating our own proposals, human
service commissioners viewed welfare 1& the context of
mutual rights and obligations of society and its citizens.
We believe these mutual obligations are best expressed in
the form of a client-agency agreement, and a case management
approach to service delivery.

We believe the first step toward self-sufficiency must
be a needs assessment by the client and agency, taking into
account the educational level, skills, employability, and
need for support services of the participant. The family's
circumstances--their resources and needs, and particularly
the childrens' needs--are part of this assessment.

The product of the assessment would be a family support
plan setting out the mutual obligations of the client and
the agency--activities on the part of the client; services
and benefits provided by the agency--with independence as
the goal.

Although S. 1511 requires the state, iﬂ the JOBS
program, to make an initial assessment of the family's
circumstances, it merely allows and does not require the
state and participant to develop a family support plan and
enter into a client-agency agreement, using case management
services to ensure that the plan is put into effect.

State commissioners recommend that client-agency
agreements and case management services be mandatory
€lements in state welfare to work programs. With the two
management tools as part of national policy, the specific
design of the agreement and method states use to deliver
case management services would be left to individual states.
This is also the position of the nation's governors as
contained in their policy adopted in February, and as

restated hsre two weeks ago by Governor Clinton.,
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The Family Living Standard
We all know that welfare benefits are insufficient to
meet the needs of families. We ail know the current benefit
systenr is cumbersome, out of date, gnd does not necessarily
reflect actual need.

Senator Moynihan has said, eloquently and repeatedly,
that AFDC benefits have dropped in value by one third since
1970. He points out that all of our other cash assistance
programs have been indexed and have kept pace with
inflation. Only the program for children has lagged behind.
He notes that, and here I quote, "$88 a month is not enough
to provide for tw> people who are alive and well in
Alabanma."

Not only are benefits not adequate. They are not
rational. In our deliberations we gave long and hard thought
to a national minimum benefit level, and finally rejected
the idea, based on a pragmatic assessment of how best to

meet conflicting needs.

Supporters of a minimum benefit approach understand
levels are too low in too many states. But we also know that
it takes more to live in some parts of this country than in
others. The cost of living is not uniform, not even within a
single state. A national minimum that enables a family to
live in a rural neighborhood in Tennessee would simply not
meet the needs of a family living in downtown Hartford.

What we proposed, and the governors proposed as well,
was a nationally-mandated, but state-specific, family living
standard designed to reflect real local living costs. It
would replace AFDC, food stamp and low-income home energy
assistance payments for families with children. The array of
goods and services required to live decently would be set in

federal law and regulation. Bach state would then cost out
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its fanily living standard. Once a family's resources--child
support, wages, stipends, and so on--are takenrinto account,
cash assistance would represent the difference betyeen
resources and the state's living standard.

This approach mirrors the tack taken by Senator
Moynihan in that cash assistance is a last resort, making up
the gap between a family's own resources and what it takes
to live in a specific area. The family living standard
proposal is based on the principle that those who work
should always benefit from their efforts. State
commissioners, acknowledging limits on fiscal capacity,
recommend phasing the new system in over 10 years.

The House welfare reform bill, H.R. 1720, calls for a
2-year study of the family living standard approach to be
conducted by the National Academy of Science. I know that
Senators Mikulski and Evans, and Governor Clinton,
éncomnended that such a study be included in S. 1511.

Mr. Chairman, Senator Moynihan, if in 1987 we must put
off a fair and rational system of cash assistance for poor
families, that is a political judgment. And it is your
Judgment to make.

If that is your judgment--and we hope it is not--we
urge you. at_;he very least, to amend S. 1511 to mandate a
study of the family living standard. ¥e must work cdqather
to put into effect what we all know is needed: a system of
asgistance that assures poor families the stable economic
base they need while they move toward economic independence.

If you do not address the question of benefits, even in
ggcﬁ a minimal way as a study, we have a very real fear that
you will not revisit this issue in the near future. The
"window of opportunity” may close for another decade as was

the case over the last 10 years. If the 100th Congress
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passes something like the Family Security Act as introduced,

there will be strong tendency to assure ourselves that, yes,

we have "reformed" welfare. But we will not have done so.
Children and Poverty

APWA began its policy development project focusing on
the fact that one child in four is born into poverty in
America today. For us, that focus remains. And it leads us
into areas well beyond what is commonly understood to
constitute the welfare system. We will not truly "reform"
welfare until there is action in many other "systems," ’
starting with the public school system.

If parental support is the first defense against
dependency, an education must be considered the second line
of defense. The governors, the Committee for Economic
Development; our colleagues among the chief state school
officers, all recognize steps must be taken to improve the
education of at-risk youth.

The health care system is another major influence on
who is dependent; who enters the welfare system, Thirty-
seven million Americans ;re u;insured. many of them children
in low-income families.

Commissioners need to work in concert with our
colleagues in economic development so that state economic
development plans include the development of human capital.

We have to come up with a national housing policy to
meet the needs of the poor and the homeless.

True, comprehensive welfare reform includes reforms in
many other areas. Commissioners are committed to working
with our counterparts in these other "systems" and we hope
you will work with your colleagues on other Senate
committees to produce a national strategy to meet the needs
of poor children and families -- to produce policies that

strengthen families and promote their self-sufficiency and
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not morol& mafntain them in poverty from one generation to
another.

. I h;ve three purposes here today. First, to ask you to
join with your colleagues across jurisdictional and
political lines to address the needs of poor children in
this comprehensive manner. Chairman Bentsen, I hbpo your
proposal for a national commission on children will do just
that.

Second, to ask you to keep in mind the steps that must
be taken to truly reform, or as Senator Moynihan says,
"replace" the welfare system.

And third, to ask you to strengthen the legislative
vehicle now before you, as a first step in a long road
better lives for our children.

We would be happy to provide legislative language to
reflect the amendments we recommend. Thank you Mr. Chairman.
Commissioners are prepared and would welcome any opportunity
to be of assistance to you, your colleagues, and your staff,

as you consider this legislation. ..

Attachment #1

SUMMARY OF COMPREHENSIVE WELFARE REFORM PROPOSALS
MADE BY THE AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION'S
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS,

November, 1986. Contained in the report, "ONE CHILD IN

FOUR."

A CLIENT-AGENCY CONTRACT UPON WHICH ELIGIBILITY FOR
BENEFITS WOULD BE BASED.  THE ‘CbNTRACT WOULD REQUIRE
ACTIONS BY CLIENTS AND SERVICES FROM AGENCiES ENCOMPASSING
EDUCATION, EMPLOYMENT, AND ST?ENBTHENED FAMILY LIFE.
WORK OR EDUCATION TOWARD EMPLOYMENT WOULD BE REQUIRED OF
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PARENTS OF CHILDREN OVER AGE 33 WORK-RELATED OR OTHER
PART-TIME, OUT-OF-HOME ACTIVITY WOULD BE REOUIRED OF
OTHER PARENTS., THIS IS THE MEANS BY WHICH A MAINTENANCE
SYSTEM CAN BE RETOOLED TO BECOME A SELF-SUFFICTENCY SYSTEM
FOR PEOPLE IN NEED.

AGGRESSIVE ENFORCEMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT LAWS INCLUDING

PATERNITY DETERMINATION, VIEWED AS A RESPONSIBILITY OF
BOTH INDIVIDUALS AND HUMAN SERVICE AGENCIES.

A COMPRERENSIVE HjLFARE-TQ°iQB§ PROGRAM IN EACH STATE TO
PROVIDE THE SERVICES NECESSARY FOR FAMILIES TO MOVE FROM
WELFARE TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY. THIS 1INCLUDES A STRONG
CONNECTION BETWEEN  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT AND  HUMAN
DEVELOPMENT SO THAT JOBS ARE AVAILABLE FOR THOSE NOW

DEPENDENT ON WELFARE.

INCREASED AVAILABILITY OF AFFORDABLE, QUALITY CHILD CARE
TO MEET CHILOREN'S DEVELOPMENT NEEDS AND SUPPORT FAMILIES

WORKING TOWARD SELF-SUFFICIENCY.

THE CREATION OF A FAMILY LIVING STANDARD THAT WOULD ENSURE

A STABLE ECONOMIC BASE A3 FAMILIES WORK TOWARD ACHIEVING
INDEPENDENCE. THE FAMILY LIVING STANDARD WOULD REPLACE
BENEFITS TO FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN UNDER THE AID TO
FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN, FO0D STAMP, AND LOW-
INCOME HOME ENERSY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS, THE "FLS" wouLp
BUILD IN STRONG WORK INCENTIVES INCLUDING A 25% EARNED
INCOME DISREGARD. IT WOULD ALSO DISREGARD ANY AMOUNT
RECEIVED AS AN EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT. IT WOULD BE
BASED UPON A NATIONAL METHODOLOGY, BUT APPLIED IN EACH
STATE TO REFLECT ACTUAL LIVING COSTS IN A GIVEN AREA.
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) CASE MANAGEMENT IN OUR SERVICE AGENCIES TO -HELP FAMILIES
ASSESS THEIR TOTAL NEEDS AND RESOURCES, TO IMPLEMENT AND

ﬁONITOR THE CONTRACT, AND COORDINATE ACCESS TO NEEDED
SERVICES FROM MULTIPLE AGENCIES.

Attachment #2

: NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE
» HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS

OF THE AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION
1125 FIFTEENTH ST.. NW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005

Suite 300
Telephone*(202) 293-7550

Resolution adopted Sept. 16, 1987

The American Public Welfare Association’'s National Council
of State Human Service Administrators reiterates its support
for comprehensive welfare reform as outlined in the APWA
Matter of Commitment Report, One Child in Four.

The Council supports welfare reform legislation that:

e Reflects a comprehensive approach to self-sufficiency for
poor families with children. Mandating work on the part of
welfare recipients obligates society as well as the welfare
client. State welfare-to-jobs programs must offer a broad
array of education, training and employment services, and
must provide the necessary support services in order to
maintain government's side of the client-agency contract.
Those support services must include child care, medical
coverage and transportation.

e Includes benefit improvements based on family need and
actual local living costs, as reflected in the APWA-proposed
Family Living Standard (FLS), a nationally-mandated, state-
specific benefit system that encompasses progran
consolidation and simplification, and sssumes coverage of
two-parent families in economic need.

[ I-pioves the administration and delivery of welfare .
services through client-agency contracts and case .
management.

While the bills now before the House and Senate are not as
comprehensive as the reforms proposed by APWA, the Council
will continue to work for legislation that addresses the
issues outlined above.

The Council will seek passage in the House of
Representatives of H.R. 1720, the Family Welfare Reform Act
of 1987, which has been reported by the House Ways and Means
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Committee. While not addressing all of the elements
contained in One Child in Four -- missing are program
consolidation and substantial benefit improvements as
reflected in the FLS -- this legislation clearly moves
public policy in the direction reflected in the APWA report.

With regard to S. 1511, The Family Security Act of 1987,
introduced by Senator Moynihan, we are pleased that the
child support enforcement provisions, the coverage of two-
parent families, and the bipartisan approach are consistent
with APWA proposals. In the weeks ahead the Council will
seek to move welfare reform legislation through the Senate
Finance Committee and the full U.S. Senate, but we believe
that S. 1511, as introduced, must be strenghtened.

Specifically we recommend S. 1511 be amended to:

e Require the National Academy of Sciences to conduct a
2-year study of the Family Living Standard concept as
provided for in H.R. 1720 as a first step toward
establishing the FLS as a phased-in reform of welfare
benefits.

e Require case management and client-agency agreements
to simplify access to ssrvices and to ensure that the
concept of mutual obligations is translated into
action. .

e Require a full range of educatien, training, and
employment activities in the welfare-to-jobs program.

e Require that states and agencies guarantee child care
to families required to participate in the JOBS program
and those in transition to employment, with adequate
federal support for these services.

APWA and its National Council of State Human Service
Administrators are committed to the enactment of
comprehensive welfare reform in this Congress. H.R. 1720 and
S. 1511 are clearly preferable to other welfare legislation
under consideration in the House and Senate.

We believe final passage of H.R. 1720, or a strengthened S.
1511, will be in the best interest of the goal of the Matter
of Commitment project: reducing the number of children and
families living in poverty today.
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Statement of Ann C. Helton
Before the U.S5. Senate Committee on Finance

on

Proposed Welfare Reform

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, my name is Ann
Helton and I am the Executive Director of the Maryland Chilad
support Enforcement Administration and the immediate past
president of ths National Council of State Child Support
Enforcement Administrators. I am here today to share with you
the views of the Council on the child support provisions
contained within S. 1511, The Council is an organization of the
child support program directors in the fifty states and four
territories and has met several times to study and review the
various welfare reform proposals presently before Congress. We
have taken positions on provision which we believe will lead to
overall program improvement and help us to make a significant
contribution to welfare reform and family independence. We have
also met with public interest groups to share our views and to
determine where we stand on common ground and in which areas we

might work together to accomplish our mutual goals.

As we look forward to the new role child support will play,
the Council urges the Committee to s8eek to balance the
expectations of the program with the resources realistically
available to the states to carry it out. We believe that the
child support provisions in Senator Moynihan's bill are positive

steps in this direction.
The Council strongly support the following measures:

* immediate income withholding for all <child support
orders
* mandatory use of child support guidelires as a rebuttable

presumption
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* {mproved paternity performance through mandatory blood
testing in certain cases, timely action on paternity
requests, and financial rei!ef through enhanced funding
and incentives restructuring

®* increased access by states to employment information
compiled by the Department of Labor

®* required automation of state programs with enhanced 90%
funding ‘

* demonstration projects to study effective methods to
update child support orders, work and training programs
for non-supporting parents, and to study custody and
visitation issues.

There are two additional areas in which the Council
supports the concept of reform; pe;iodic updating of support
awards and standardization of case processing timelines.
However, the Council urges the Committee to study, test and
evaluate methods to accomplish these objectives on a demonstra-
tion basis prior to mandating nationwide implementation of
standards. We sugyjest that the time and effort taken to do so
will be well spent.

In closing, I would like to emphasize that the ability of
an individual state's child support program to live up to the new
expectations’ we are now contemplating is directly dependent on
continued federal support for the program, The commitment of
resources and cooperation are essential as we move into a new era
of parental responsibility and family self-sufficiency. Without
that commitment we cannot fulfill the promises of this

legislation.

E
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATORS

INCOME WITHHOLOTNG

HR 1720 HR 3200 s 15U

T poattion

PRESENT LAM

PROVIDES FINANCIAL
INCENTIVE (70 FFP
PERMANENTLY IF STATE
ALSO COMPLIES WITH
'8U AMENOMENTS) FOR
STATES WHICH
IMPLEMENT PRESUMPTIVE
WITHHOLOING, WITHOUT

ACCRUAL OF ARREARAGE.

STATE LAWS MUST PRO-

STATES MUST IMPOSE
IMMEDIATE WITHHOLDING
WITHOUT ACCUMULATION
OF ARREARS EXCEPT: IF
THE OBLIGOR POSTS
BOND EQUAL YO SIX
MONTHS PAYMENTS OR
BOTH PARTIES AGREE

IN WRITING TO ALTER-
NATIVE ARRANGEMENT.

STATES MUST IMPOSE
IMMEDIATE WITHHOLDING

ON NEW _AND MODIFIED
CASES UNLESS THERE IS:

= 600D CAuUSE NOT TO
OR

~ BOTH PARENTS AGREE
OTHERWISE

SUPPORT AUTOMATIC
IMMEDIATE WITHHOLD-

STATES MUST TAKE
STEPS TO INITIATE
WITHHOLDING UPON
ACCUMULATION OF 30
DAYS OVEROUE SuP-

EXISTING CASES WILL BE
SUBJECT TO IMMEDIATE
WITHHOLDING IF A PAR-
ENT REQUESTS THAT THE
ORDER BE REVIEWED AND
MOOIFIED. .

VIDE EXCEPTIONS IF ) §

=~ ONE_PARENT DEMON-
STATES AND JUODGE
FINDS 6000 CAUSE
NOT TO INPOSE, OR

= BOTH PARENTS AGREE
TO ALTERNATIVE
ARRANGEMENT.

JUSTIFXCATION
INCOME MITHHOLDING IS A MOST EFFECTIVE AND EFFICIENT METHOD OF COLLECTION OF SUPPORT PAYMENTS. REMOVAL OF THE 30 DAY OVERDEE

REQUIREMENT WOULD REDUCE ADNINISTRATIVE COSTS AND PROCEDURES. THE STIGNA OF WITHHOLDING WOULD SE REOUCED BECAUSE ALL PAYORS WOULD
BE SWBJECT TO WITNWOLDING.
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REQUIRES GUIDELINES
AS REBUTTABLE
PRESUMPTION

REVIEW EVERY THREE
YEARS TO REFLECT
COST OF LIVING
CHANGE

ORDERS MUST BE
REVIEWED
PERIODICALLY AND
UPDATED EVERY TWO
YEARS =~ BOTH PAR-
ENTS MUST SUBMIT
RELEVANT FINANCIAL
INFO.

EITHER PARENT MAY
CONTEST AMOUNT OF
UPDATE AWARD
INCLUDING
OPPORTUNITY FOR
HEARING.

HR 3200

REQUIRES GUIDELINES
AS A REBUTTABLE
PRESUMPTION

SPECTFICS THAT A
CORRECT AMARD EQUALS
AT LEAST A SPECIFIED
AMOUNT

REQUIRES REVIEW AND
UPDATE OF ALL ORDERS
AT LEAST EVERY TWO
YEARS .

GUIDELINES
S1s11

- REQUIRES GUIDELINES
AS REBUTTABLE
PRESUMPTION

- REVIEW GUIDELINES
EVERY FIVE YEARS

REVIEW AND UPDATE:

- ORDERS ESTABLISHED
UNDER GUIOELINES
HUST BE REVIEWED
AND ADJUSTED EVERY
THO YEARS.

ORDERS NOT
ESTABLISHED UNDER
GUIDELINES MAY BE
REVIEWED AND
MODIFIED

REQUEST OF EITHER
PARENT TIF STATE
ODETERMINES REVIEW
TO BE REASONABLE

- BOTH PARENTS MUST
BE NOTIFIED OF
PENDING REVIEW AND
MAY CHALLENGE.

FFECTIVE DATE:
NACTMENT

- IMPLEMENTATION DATE
FOR USE OF
GUIDELINES - REVIEW
WITHIN ONE YEAR

~ IHPLENENTATIOI DATE
OF REVIEW A

ADJUSTMENT OF AVARDS

- WITHIN 2-1/2 YEARS.

Iv-D CouncIL
PosIyion

SurPoRT:

- PERIODIC REVIEW OF
GUIDELINES FOR COST
OF LIVING UPDATES

- USE OF GUIDELINES
AS A REBUTTABLE
PRESUMPTION.

OrPOSEs

~ PERIODIC REVIEM AND
UPDATE OF ALL
AWARDS ON THE
GROUNDS THAT STATES
HAVE INADEQUATE
RESOURCES TO
COMPLY.

PRESENT 1AM
ALL STATES ARE
REQUIRED YO ADOPT
GUIDELINES BY
10/1/87 AND MAKE THEM
AVAILABLE TO JUDGES
AND ALL OTHERS WHO
SET AWARDS. THE .
GUIDELINES NEED WOT
BE BINDING ON THOSE
WHO USE THEM.

.

14
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- STATES MUST
ESTABLISH CIVIL
PROCEDYRES FOR
ACKNOWLEDGING AND
CONTESTING
PATERNITY

- REQUIRES USE OF
B8LO0D TESTS AS
REBUTTABLE
PRESUMPTION WITH
951 PROBABILITY

CLARIFIES 84 LAW
- APPLIES TO
CHILDREN UNDER 18
AT PASSAGE OF ‘84
LAY

THPUTES COLLEC-
TIONS OF $100 PER
MONTH IN PATERNITY
CASES FOR _CALCY-
LATING C/E RATIOS

= PERFORMAMCE
- STANDARDS

O Fy'80 - 501
HIGHER THAN 1986
EACH SUBSEQUENT

YEAR - 151 HIGHER.

JUSTIFICATION

1R 3200

REQUIRES STATES TO
TAKE ACTION IN
PATERNITY CASES
WITHIN 60 DAYS OF
OPENING

REQUIRES THE USE OF
BLOOD YESTS IN
CONTESTED CASES.

ESTABLISHES
REBUTTABLE
PRESUMPTION OF
PATERNITY IN CASES
WITH BLOOD TESTS OF
951 PROBABILITY.

REQUIRES THE SAME
STANDARD OF PROOF AS
THE STANDARD OF
STATE'S BURDEN OF
PROOF IN CIVIL
CASES.

IHPUTES COLLECTIONS
OF $100/MONTH FOR

12 MONTHS IN COMPUT-
ING INCENTIVE PAY-
MENTS.

PPATERNITY
S1511

o R: UIRES szcnsranv

TO DETERNINE
FOR EACE STATE THE
NUMBER OF TOTAL
PATERNITIES
ESTABLISHED AS A .
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL
UNKROWN PATERNITIES
ANO INPOSE FISCAL
PENALTIES OF 1T -
51 0F CSE PROGRAM
COSTS IF THE STATE
DOES NOT:

- ESTABLISH
PATERNITY IN 501
OF CASES OR

- INCREASE ITS
ESTABLISHMENT BY
3% PER YEAR

A STATE WILL NOT BE
SANCTIONED IF IT MEETS
THE T INCREASE AND ITS
PERFORMANCE IS ABOVE
THE NATIONAL AVERAGE.
PROVIDES 901 FFF foOR

© PATERNITY LABORATORY
COSTS.

EFFECTIVE UPON
ENACTHENT.

o
SUPPORT:

~ REMOVE PATERNITY
COSTS IN CALCULA-
TION OF C/E RATIOS

InpuTE $100 PER
MONTH IN CALCULA-
TION OF INCENTIVES

REQUIRE STATES TO
TAKE ACTION IN
PATERNITY CASES
WITHIN 60 DAYS OF
OPENING

- REQUIRE THE USE OF
BLOOD TESTS IN
CONTESTED CASES

ESTABLISH REBUT-
TABLE PRESUMPTION
OF PATERNITY IN
CASES WITH BLOOD
TESTS OF 951 PRO-
BABILITY

= REQUIRE THE SAME
STANDARD OF PROOF
AS THE STANDARD OF
STATE'S BURDEN OF
PROOF IN CIVIL
CASES

RECOMMERD THAT ALL
STATES BE REQUIRED
TO ENACT LONG ARM
STATUTES FOR PATER-
NITY.

PRESENT LAM

STATES ARE REQUIRED
T0 PROVIDE SERVICES
TO ESTABLISH PATER-
NITY. NO STANDARDS
OR SPECIFIC REQUIRE-
MENTS ARE SET.

REGULAR ADMINISTRA-
TIVE MATCHING RATE

IS AVAILABLE FOR
COSTS OF ESTABLISHING
PATERNITY.

WE COUNCIL BELIEVES THAT FINANCIAL INCENTIVES WILL ENCOURAGE STATES YO INPROVE THEIR PERFORMANCE IN PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT. THE
EBHICIL OPPOSES THE INPOSITION OF PERFORMANCE STANDARDS MHICH ARE NOT BASED ON AN INDIVIDUAL STATE'S PAST PERFORMANCE AND REALISTIC

EVALUATION OF RESOURCES.

¢

98¢
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- REQUIRES STATES TO
DEVELOP AND
IMPLEMENT AUTOMATED
SYSTEmS 8Y 10/1/92

- 901 FFP WoyLo
EXPIRE ON 10/1/92.
~

Ralir JLAIILN

HR 300

REQUIRES STATES TO
DEVELOP AUTOMATED

SYSTEMS OR SUBMIT-
TED APD 8Y 10/1/89

REQUIRES SECRETARY
HHS TO APPROVE APD
BY 10/1/90

REQUIRES STATES TO
HAVE SYSTEMS
OPERATIONAL 8Y
10/1/192

REPEALS 90X FFP
EFFECTIVE 10/1/92.

-

~ REQUIRES STATES TO
DEVELOP STATEWIDE
AUTOMATED SYSTEMS

STATES MUST SUBMIT
APD WITHIN TWO YEARS
OF ENACTMENT AND
SPECIFY FULL
IMPLEMENTATION IN NO
CASE BEYOND 10

YEARS

- 901 FFP CONTINUES
THROUGH YEARS
SPECIFIED IN APD om
10 YEARS WHICHEVER
IS LESS

- STATES NOT IN
COMPLIANCE WITH APD
OR EXCEED TIME
LIMITS WILL HAVE FFP
REDUCED TO NORMAL
MATCH

- APD MAY BE WAIVED "
IF STATE
DEMONSTRATES
ALTERNATIVE SYSTEM
SUBSTANTIALLY
CONPLIES WITH CSE
REQUIREMENTS.

EFFECTIVE ‘PO
ENACTMENT .

SurroRt;

- CONTINUED 901
FUNDING BEYOND
10/95 For SYSTEMS
CHANGES NECESSARY
TO COMPLY WITH MEW
FEDERAL REQUIRE-
MENTS OMLY

~ REQUIRE STATES TO
DEVELOP STATEWIDE
AUTOMATED SYSTENS

- STATES MusT SUBMIT
APD WITRIN TWNO
YEARS OF EMACTMENT
AND SPECIFY FULL
IMPLEMENTATION IN
NO CASE BEVOND 10
YEARS

= 201 7FP CONTINUES
THROUGH YEARS
SPECIFIED IN APD
OR 10 YEARS WHICH-
EVER IS LESS

STATES NOT IN COM-
PLIANCE WITH APD
OR EXCEED TINE
*IHIYS WILL WAVE
FP REDYCED TO
NORMAL MATCH

- APD MAY BE WAIVED
IF STATE DENON-

STRATES THAT ALTER-

NATIVE SYSTEM SuB-

STANTJALLY COMPLIES

VITH REQGINE~
MENTS.

.

PRESENT Lan

STATES MAY DEVELOP
conrur:nxztn sv:rzus
FP. THE STATE

nusv HAVE AN APPROVED

. THE SYSTEM MyST
INCLUDE CERTAIN CORE
FUNCTIONS AND -MAINTAIN
INFORRATION ON SUPFORT
OBLIGORS.

THE COVICIL BELIEVES TWAT STATES MEED CONTIMSING FEDERAL SUPPORT IN THEIR EFFORTS TO AUTOMATE SO THAT TNE SYSTEMS INWPLEMENTED ADEQUATELY (EEV PROGRAN NEEDS.
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REQUIRES ESTABLISH-
HENT OF STANDARDS
FOR STATE RESPONSE
TO REQUESTS FOR:

= LOCATING ABSENT
PARENTS

- ESTABLISHING
PATERNITY

~ BEGINNING
PROCEEDING TO
ESTABLISH AND
ENFORCE SUPPORT
ORDERS.

REQUIRES REPORTING
TO HHS BY STATES:

- AFDC AND NON-AFDC
ngoutsrs FOR EACH
SER

- AFDC AND NON-AFDC
CASES WJHICH
RECEIVED EACH
SERVICE

- % OF CASES
RECEIVING AS 1 OF
THOSE NEEDING
SERVICES.

JUSTIFICATION

THE COUNCIL BELIEVES THAT MANY FACTORS, BOTH INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL. AFFECT THE CARRYING

REQUIRES SECRETARY
HHS TO DEVELOP AND
PUBLISH STANDARDS FOR:

=~ TIME BETWEEN OPEN-
ING AFDC AND TAKING
CHILD SUPPORT
ACTION

= TIME OF OFENING
TO ESTABLISHMENT
OF QRDER AND
PATERNITY

= TIME TJ COLLECT ON
INTERSTATE AND
INTRASTATE CASES.

REQUIRES SECRETARY
HHS TO ESTABLISH TIME
LIMITS FOR SAME
ACTIVITIES AS HOUSE
BILL BY CONSULTING
WITH AN ADVISORY
COMMITTEE OF
GOVERMORS, STATE
WELFARE ADMINISTRA~
TORS AND OTHERS
INVOLVED IN CHILD SuP-
PORT PROGRAM. SECRE-
TARY MUST ISSUE NPRM
WITHIN 90 DAYS OF
ENACTMENT, ALLOW 60
DAYS FOR COMMENT AND
ISSUE FINAL REGS.
WITHIN SIX MONTHS OF
ENACTHENT.

IV-D CoumcIL
POSITION

OpPOSE:

NATIONWIDE STANDARDS
WOULD BE ARBITRARY
AND NOT CONSIDER
EITHER THE RESOURCES
OF THE STATE, ITS
STATE OF AUTOMATION,
OR THE FACT THAT MANY
OF THE FUNCTIONS TO
BE_STANOARDIZED OCCUR
OUTSIDE THE AUTHORITY

OF THE IV-D AgENCY.

PRESENY AW

.
PRESENT LAW DOES NOT
IMPOSE PROCESSING
STANDARDS PRIOR TO
FILING OF A PETITION
TO ESTABLISH OR
ENFORCE A SUPPORT
OBLIGATION.

UNDER EXPEOITED PRO-
CESSES STANDARDS,
STATES MUST COMPLETE
ACTION TO ESTABLISH
OR ENFORCE FROM TIME
OF FILING TO TIME OF
OISPOSITION AS FOL-
LOuS:

- 901 OF ACTIOIS IN

- 981 OF ACTIOIS IN
6 HONTHS

= 1001 OF ACTIONS IN

OuT OF IV-D FUNCTIONS IN TADTYINNA) evavra
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ESTABLISHES A
COMMISSION TO STUDY
INTERSTATE
ESTABLISHMENT AND
ENFORCEMENT AND
DEVELOP NEW MODEL
LAV,

i

JUSTIF ICATION

HR 3200

LIMITS ONE STATE'S
ABILITY TO MODIFY
ANOTHER STATE'S
ORDER IN INTERSTATE
WITHHOLDING REQUESTS
TO THAT ASPECT OF
THE ORDER ONLY, THE
AMOUNT OR ANY OTHER
PROVISION OF THE
ORDER CANNOT BE
CHANGED.

REQUIRES STATES To
HAVE IN EFFECT THE
MOST RECENT VERSION
OF URESA oR
EQUIVALENT

REQUIRES STATES TO

HAVE LAWS REQUIRING

EMPLOYERS TO PROVIDE
INFORMATION ON THEIR
EMPLOYEES.

INTERSTATE

s1e1

ESTABLISHES
COMMISSION ON
INTERSTATE CHILD SUP-
PORT TO MAKE RECOM-~
MENDATIONS FOR
IMPROVING SERVICES
AND REVISING URESA.
STATE IV-D DIRECTORS
WOULD BE REPRESENTED.

COMMISSION MUST MEEY
WITHIN 60 DAYS OF
ENACTMENT AND TER-
MINATES ON 10/1/89.

THE COUNCIL BELIEVES THAT COOPERATION AMONG STATES SHOULD BE IMPROVED AND THAT

BE FACILITATED.

i
SUPPORT:

~ REQUIRE EMPLOYERS
T0 PROVIDE
INFORMATION ON
EMPLOYEES,

ACCESS To INTERNET

= LIMITING ONE STATE'S
ABILITY TO MODIFY
ANOTHER'S ORDER TO
WITHHOLDING ASPECTS
BUT NOT TO MODIFY
THE AMOUNT OR ANY
OTHER PROVISION,

R

ERESENY LAM

STATES ARE REQUIRED
TO COOPERATE WITH
OTHER STATES IN ESTA-
BLISHING PATERNITY,
LOCATING ABSENT
PARENTS, SECURING
COMPLIANCE WITH COURT
ORDERS AND CARRYING
OUT ANY OTHER IV-D
FUNCTION.

ACCESS TO INFORMATION IN OTHER STATES SHOULD BE

682
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R 1720

- REOUCES FFP 70 661°

FOR STATES NOT IN
COMPLIANCE WITH
1984 AMENDMENTS
WITHIR SIX MONTHS
OF ENACTMENT (IN
ADDITION TO CURRENT
LAW PENALTIES)

RETAINS 701
PERMANENT MATCH FOR
STATES IN
COMPLIANCE WITH
1984 AMENDMENTS WHO
ALSO IMPLEMENT
IMMEDIATE .
WITHHOLDING
EXCLUDES
INTERSTATE
DEMONSTRATION
PROJECT COSTS IN
COMPUTING
INCENTIVES

B TR WL YEYES]R TMAY

HR 3200
No PROVISION.

IT 'D EF 'Qar en

T TS ¥YITA, ¥

EUNDING~-ADMINTSTRATIVE COSTS

S151

No PROVISION EXCEPTY
90% FFP FOR PATERNITY
LAB COSTS.

- N PEEECTINE P

Iv-D Councit
| PosSXYION

COUNCIL OPPOSES

_ REDUCTIONS IK FFP AND

FURTHER RECOMMENDS
THAT IN ANY CASE °
INVOLYING PENALTIES,
FISCAL SANCTIONS NOT
BE IMPOSED PENDING
DISPOSITION OF ANY
APPEALS.

COUNCIL SUPPORTS 901
gFg FOR PATERNITY LAB

FeRprYARIY UMTITH ‘M

PRESENT LAM

FFP*13 AVAILABLE For
REGULAR ADMINISTRA-
TIVE COSTS AT 681 FOR
FFY®s 1988 aND 1989
AND AT 661 FoR 1990
AND THEREAFTER.

§  ecpyy £g *

0¥e



HR 1720

AUTHORIZES $5
MILLION PER YEAR TG
DETERMINE MAGNITUDE
OF VISITATION
PROBLEMS AND TEST
SOLUTIONS.
PROHIBITS
MITHHOLDING SUPPORT
PENDING VISITATION,

AUTHORIZ2ES PROJECTS
TO _ENCOURAGE
FATHERS UNABLE TO
PAY CHILD SUPPORT
TO PARTICIPATE IN
WORK. EDUCATION AND
TRAINING ACTIVITIES
AVAILABLE IN THE
STATE.

No PROVISION.

JUSTXFICATION
THE_ COUNCIL BELIEVES THAT DEMOMSTRATION PROJECTS CAN GREATLY INCREASE XNOWLEOGE ABOUT PROBLEMS IN SYSTEW

R 3200
No PROVISION.

AUTHORIZE PROJECTS IN
10 STATES TO REQUIRE
PARENTS UNABLE TO PAY
SUPPORT TO PARTICI-
PATE IN STATE'S AFDC
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAIN-
ING PROGRAM, JTPA OR
SIMILAR PROGRAM.

NO PROVISION.

DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

5151

- AUTHORIZES $5
MILLION FOR 88 AND
'89 FOR PROJECTS TO
DEVELOP, INPROVE OR
EXPAND ACTIVITIES

DESIGNED TO INCREASE

COMPLIANCE WITH
ACCESS (VISITATION)
PROVISIONS OF COURT
ORDERS.  SECRETARY
MUST APPROVE.
PROJECTS MAY RUN 2
YEARS.

NO PROVISION.

- AUTHORIZES PROJECTS
IN FOUR STATES TO
TEST AND EVALUATE

MODEL PROCEDURES FOR

REVIEWING CHILD
SUPPORT  AWARD
AMOUNTS - NEED NOT
BE STATEWIDE,
SECRETARY HHS musT
HAKE AGREEMENTS 8Y
4/1/88 AND PROJECTS
RUN FOR TWO YEARS.

COSTS IN CALCULATION OF COST EFFECTIVENESS IS A DETERRENT TO PARTICIPATION.

Iv-D CoumcrL
PosIvION

SUPPORT:

- STUDIES To
DETERNINE THE
MAGNITUDE OF
CUSTQDY AND
VISITATION
PROBLEMS.

VOLUNTARY AND
MANDATORY PARTICI-
PATION IN WORK
TRAINING PROGRAMS
FOR NON-CUSTODIAL
PARENTS UNABLE TO
SUPPORT THEIR
CHILOREN.

ALL DEMONSTRATION
PROJECT COSTS SHOULD

. BE REMOVED FROM

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS
IN CALCULATION OF
COST EFFECTIVENESS
RATIOS.

PRESENT LAN

GRANTS ARE AVAILABLE -

FOR PROJECTS TO

INPROVE IITERSTAYE
CHILD sypp

SERVICES.

PERMITS DEMONSTRAYION

PROJECTS UNDER
SECTION 1115 TO PRO-
MOTE THE OBIECTIVES
oF TITiLe Iv-0.

SUT THAT INCLUSION OF

1ve
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HR 1720

STATES WOULD BE GIVEN

ACCESS To DOL.
QUARTERLY CROSS
MATCH SYSTEM OF

OF CURRENT EMPLOYEES
SOCIAL SECURITY,
NUMBERS, ADDRESSES.

JUSTIFICATION

THE CouNCIL BELIEVES THAT INFORMATION FURNISHED THROUGH INTERNET WILL AID GREATLY IN LOCATION EFFORTS AUD INCOME WITHNOLOING

HB_3200

REQUIRES THAT
EMPLOYMENT INFORMA~
WHICH IS IN THE
CONTROL OF ANY
FEDERAL OR INTER-
STATE TELECOMMUNI-
CATION NETWORK OR
OTHER DATA EXCHANGE
METHOD BE MADE
AVAILABLE TO STATE
CHILD SUPPORT
AGENCY,

ALSO REQUIRES STATES
TO ENACT LAWS
REQUIRING EMPLOYMENT
AND RELATED DATA ON
THEIR EMPLOYEES BE
RELEASED TO THE
STATE AGENCY.

ACCESS TO INTERMET

IV-D CoumcIt
S 1511 PosIrion
SAME . SupPPORY .
EFFECTIVE uUPON
ENACTMENT.

PRESENT LAy

NO PROVISION.

>
(S



HR 1720

320 DISREGARD
CLARIFIES THAT

FAMILY iS ENTITLED
TO DISREGARD IF
ABSENT PARENT MAKES
PAYMENT ON TINME.

= WORK AND TRAINING

FOR ABSENT PARENTS
= SEE DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS

REQUIRES SECRETARY
HHS TO CONDUCT A
STUDY OF SPENDING
PATTERNS IN TWO
PARENT, SINGLE
PARENT DIVORCED,
AND SINGLE PARENT
NEVER MARRIED
FAMILIES WITH
EMPHASIS ON
RELATIVE STANDARDS
OF LIVING,

1R 3200
No PROVISION.

PERHI+$ DEMONSTRATON
PROJETS.

No PROVISION.

151

- SAME AS HOUSE BILL.
EFFECTIVE UPON
ENACTHENT,

- UNDER AFDC
AMENDMENTS PERMITS
STATES TO INCLUDE
UNEMPLOYED PARENTS
UNABLE TO PAY CHILD
SUPPORT TO
PARTICIPATE IN WORK
AND TRAINING

PROGRAMS - EFFECTIVE
1071789

= No PROVISION.

SUPPORT PAYNENT OF
$50 DISREGARD

ENTIRELY FROM FEDERAL
SHARE .

SUPPORT,

No POSITION

19

PRESENT Lay

THE $50 DISREGARD IS
PATOD ONLY IF RECEIVED
BY IV-D AgENCY IN
MONTH OUE.

N PROVISION,

No PROVISION.



R 1720
- No PROVISION.

- N0 PROVISION

1R 3200

REQUIRES STATES TO
RECORD PARENTS' SOCIAL
SECURITY NUMBERS ON
CHILDS BIRTH RECORDS.

GENERAL TO CONDUCT
STUDY TO EVALUATE
IMPLEMENTATION

AND SUBMIT NO LATER
THAN FOUR YEARS
ENACTMENT

MISCELLANEQUS (cowT*D.)

S1511

- REQUIRES STATES TO
COLLECT SOCIAL
SECURITY NUMBERS
FROM BOTH PARENTS AT
CHILD'S BIRTH - NEEO
NOT APPEAR ON BIRTH
CERTIFICATE.
EFFECTIVE TWO YEARS
FROM DATE OF
ENACTHMENT.

- NO PROVISION.

SUPPORT (ALSO ON

MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE
RECORDS) .

NO POSITION

11

PRESENT LAV
NO*PROVISION.

No PROVISION.




1R 1720

GENERALLY BECOMES
EFFECTIVE ON FIRST
DAY OF FIRST CALENDAR
QUARTER THAT BEGINS
ONE YEAR OR MORE
AFTER DATE OF
EMACTNENT,

AUSTIFICATION

IN ADDITION TO NECESSARY STATE LAW CHANGES. TV-D AGFNCTFR NFFA RNECTATFET 1FAR TTNE TA &1 A0 BBAABIG Fusuncs

1R 3200

GENERALLY EFFECTIVE
FIRST DAY OF FIRST
CALENDAR QUARTER WHICH
BEGINS THREE YEARS OR
MORE AFTER DATE OF
ENACTHENT.

EFFECTIVE DATES

s1a1

VARIOUS - SEE
PROVISION,

Iv-D Coumcit
PosxrIon

SUPPORT A, GENERAL
IMPLEMENTATION DATE
OF SIX MONTHS AFTER
THE END OF A STATE'S
FIRST FULL REGULAR
LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FOLLOWING EMACTMENT
OF FEDERAL LAW,

12

] ERESENT LAM
VaARIous.

g¥e
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Distct, Congresswoman

onnecticut N Q nCJ Jo h n Son

149 Connon HO B Woshington. D C 20515
(202) 225 4478

1 Grove Street New Datain CY 06053
(203) 223 8412

Statement of the Honorable Nancy L. Johnson
Member of Congress
before the Senate Committee on Finance
Hearing on S. 1511, the Family Security Act
October 14, 1987

Thank you, Chairman Bentsen and Senator Moynihan, for allowing me
to testify this morning on behalf of Rep. Hank Brown, Ranking Member
of the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Public Assistance and
Unemployment Compensation. Because the Ways and Means Committee is
meeting this morning, Rep. Brown could not be here to testify.

Mr. Chairman, the issue you examine this morning, welfare reform,
1s of the utmost national importance. Senator Moynihan's commitment
of three decades to the problems of families in poverty is truly
commendable, as is your leadership in thoroughly examining the many
issues that must be addressed if our welfare system is to be in fact
reformed and the experience of being on welfare changed for the women
and children of america.

There is broad agreement in the House of Representatives and in the
Senate among members of both parties that welfare must be reformed so
that it will promote strong self-reliant families instead of dependent
women and children. I know that on the issue of strong child support
enforcement laws we also share common ground. It is in the context of
this historic consensus on welfare reform in the Congress that I wish
to speak today in behalf of the mothers of children on welfare.

All too often today, a woman who chooses welfare over a job is
making the right choice for her children. If remaining independent
means leaving her children unattended while she works, or without
health care, she makes the wrong choice if she chooses to work.
Unless we recognize this tough reality we will fail to reform the
system.

welfare reform proposals approved by House Committees recognize
both the need for better education, training and job placement
programs and transition benefits as well, but H.R. 3200, legislation
that House Republicans have drafted, contains some innovative
provisions to assist a welfare mother toward work and independence.

For example, to make steady employment a reality for poor
families across America instead of empty rhetoric here in Washington,
we need to truly support their transition from welfare to work. Child
care benefits are often cited as the most costly family expense after
food, rent and taxes. Recognizing that lack of child care is a
barrier to work for any struggling family, the Republican bill
provides for an unlimited transitional child care benefit based only

on an ex-recipient's ability to pay.

By comparison, the House Ways and Means Committee cuts off a
parent's child care subsidy after six months, and the House Education

" and Labor Committee after one year. Only a very exceptional

ex-welfare mother could command the salary, less than a year after she
completes job training, that would allow her to assume the full cost

‘gf child care.
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Secondly, in order to craft a program that will effect successful
welfare reform, we must establish a system that discourages dependence
early. Statistics and common sense confirm that women who have their
first child while they are still teenagers run the greatest risk of
long-term welfare dependence. A program that would allow a young
woman who has dropped out of high school to reject education does not
help the woman or her children, because it does not help her become
aware of her abilities, develop them into marketable skills, and plan
and train to become both economically independent and a skilled

parent.

The Ways and Means Committee proposal allows a woman to stay
home, isolated and out of a developmentally challenging environment,
until her youngest child is three years old. This approach fosters
dependence, not dignity. 1In contrast, the Republican proposal allows
states to require young women to participate in half-time parenting,
education or job programs when their youngest child reaches six months
if there is child care support available.

At a time when almost one-half of the workforce is female, when
fully one-fourth of working women are mothers of children under three,
and when the typical working mother must return to her job just six or
eight weeks after the birth of a child, we cannot encourage this
double standard that excuses young women from taking responsibility
for their families and handicaps them for the rest of their lives.

As the mother of three daughters I have some experience in
raising children. I know that the second child typically comes along
before the first is three years o0ld, and I know first-hand how
difficult it is to get back into the workforce once you have been
isolated at home with only young children for stimulation and support.
We are not helping young mothers by promoting isolation and dependence
for three years or more, as the second child follows the first.

Finally, we must encourage states to meet certain goals while
giving them flexibility in designing their programs. After all, it is
the states who led the way in creating innovative programs to move
welfare recipients into work. Nevertheless, as a former member of the
Connecticut legislature, I know that our welfare-to-work program never
could have succeeded if we did not require communities to employ
one-third of recipients each year. Goals will force states to develop
programs and child care resources, not just for the easy to place
recipients, but for the high school dropouts and depressed housewives

in their 30s.

Real welfare reform will enable welfare mothers to have power
over their own lives. It will enable mothers to choose independence
with the confidence that child care and health care support will be |
there. It will teach teenage mothers that welfare dependence is a
dead-end street. It will emphasize financial support by koth parents
with tougher child support laws and demonstration projects to draw
unwed and unemployed fathers into job training programs. It will
provide states with the flexibility and the incentives to design the
best program possible, and the goals to make welfare reform is a |
reality and not empty rhetoric from Washington.

The bottom line in welfare is the welfare of children. We must
provide their parents with the skills and imbue them with the
confidence that they can shoulder their economic and parenting
responsibilities. Welfare, in short, must become an avenue to
independence, not a dead-end street.

{11
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ARTHUR B. Kevs, JRr.

I am Reverend Arthur B. Keys, Jr., Bxecutive Director of Interfaith
Action for Beconomic Justice, a coalition of 29 national Protestant, Roman
Catholic, Jevish and ecumenical agencies and faith groups. We have vorked

-

together over the past 13 years, advocating just federal policies and programs

for poor people in this country and in the Third Vorld.

Our concern for the poor in this country is framed in a context of hope.
Ve knov that the strength and resilience of this country’s economy is such it
can adjust to nev international economic realities in a vay that serves all of
the American people. Ve advocate programatic and policy changes that will
enable people vho are nov left out of the economic mainstream to participate

in and contribute to our national strengths.

Ve seek an end to poverty, and ve examine each legislative proposal for
the contributions it can make to this end. Vhen President Reagan put velfare
refora on the agenda of this Congress, ve velcomed the opportunity to explore
vith members of Congress wvays to restore and strengthen a collapsing bridge

betveen velfare and self-reliance for poor families.

Vhat Needs Reforming?
Throughout this process, ve have given strong support to changes in the

AFDC program that would make it more possible for single mothers, especially,
to move from velfare to employment. Ve have pointed out the damage done by
amendaents adopted in 1981 and 1982 that vithdrew the "helping hands" that had
previously been available to vorking poor families. Until 1981, families wvith
net incomes slightly above the poverty line could still qualify for a small
amount of assistance from food stamps. Families with earned incomes below

state-established standards could receive some cash assistance from the AFDC

program, and could qualify for Medicaid. Now, regardless of income, AFDC and
Medicaid benefits are not availadble to "vorking poor” parents after their
first four months on 8 job. The amounts of assistance available to faailies
from each of these sources vas relatively small, and likevise the amount saved
by the federal govc»rnnnt vhen these programs vere restricted or terminated

for vorking p«plf\ru also relatively small. But the little bit of help that
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vas once availablé made a critical difference in the lives of many poor
fanilies. In the interest of reducing federal expenditures, Congress and the
‘President collapsed the bridge that used to lead from velfare to employment,
leaving stranded the very families vho vere vorking hardest to improve their

situvations.

Vhat's left 1s a cliff. Vithout these bridges, vhen a family tries to
leave velfare, the vage-earner must leap to a relatively high paying job, or
the family must fall into a chasm of deep poverty, much vorse than that

experienced on velfare.

The choices do not have to be so stark. Ve have been looking to this
velfare reform debate in tt:e hope that there would be some interest, at least,
in rebuilding the bridges that vere dismantled in 1981. So far, ve have been
disappointed. The major focus of most of the velfare reform proposals has
been on forcing rather than enabling employment. Ve believe “that this focus
is wvrong. Recent experience in states that have implemented velfare-to-work
programs demonstrates clearly that good programs attract many vell-motivated

volunteers, but that poor programs simply vaste time and money. The focus,

therefore, should be on designing a high quality program.

The Family Security Act of 1987

Ve confine our comments on the Family Security Act of 1987 to Title II,

the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training Program. Although many of our
member denominations and faith groups have expressed individual concerns about
the processes identified in Title I on Child Support Bnforcement, we gather as

a coalition to focus primarily on economic rather than civil rights issues.

Purpose

Ve are disturbed that the role described for the government in the
purpose section of the bill is limited to providing education and employment
training opportunities for parents. Ve know that poverty is an economic
problem; decisions made by the Federal Reserve to reduce inflation at the
expense of high unemployment rates definitely contribute to rising rates of
poverty. Congress’s failure to coordinate fts actions with the econoamic

decisions of the federal reserve -- by increasing income assistance and
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employment-related ﬁrogr:na -- further aexacerbates the problem of poverty.
These national decisions rest heavily on the shoulders of America’s poor.
Vhile all parents may vish to be responsible for the vell-being of their
children, not every parent has control over the economic factors that make

this responsibility a practical reality.

Ve believe that the government should take a very strong role in
preventing and ending poverty, and that role goes beyond assuring access to
the economy. When that access fails, the government’s role is to offer income

assistance sufficient to support a family in health and dignity.

Required Participation by States

All states would be required to set up a mandatory JOBS program in order

to receive their AFDC funds. The requirements of the JOBS program extend
further than the requirements of WIN. Under current law, only half the states
have set up a vorkfare program. Only seven have chosen to have a statevide
program. Other states choose to confine their requirements to registration
and job search. By requiring all states to set up statevide JOBS programs,
this bill forces the issue of workfare in states that have not chosen to

involve themselves in wvork and training efforts.

Required Participation by Individuals

) Current lav requires all non-exempt adults to register for the VIN
program. States can expand this pandatory requirement under VIN Demonstration
programs. This bill makes each state’s Title IV-A funding contingent on the
operation of a statewvide program that mandates participation in a work or
training program. In addition, the bill amends the 1list of exenptions.in
current lav, to permit states to require the participation of a mother who is
caring for a child as young as age one. Mothers vho are under age 22 and vho
have not coapleted high school can be required to participate immediately

after the birth of a child.

Ve believe that the decision to resume or begin employment after the
birth of a child is a personal and family decision. It must be possible for
the mother to locate and pay for adequate care for the child. W¥ith infants,

this is an especially expensive and challenging proposition. It must be
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possible for the mother to handle the conflicting requirements of motherhood
and employment wvithout neglecting the child or losing the employment. In a
voluntary program, the mother can explore available options, and very often
can find a vay to take training or to begin employment even when the child is
very young. But each situation is different; we strongly oppose a blanket
requirement of participation by mothers of very young children.

Ve also note that the bill permits states to require the participation of
unezployed absent fathers. Instead of concentrating on creating substantial
eaployment that would contribute to family forutio_q and family unity, the
bill proposes to require absent fathers to "work off" a $150/month payment
given to the mother as a part of the family’s velfare benefit. Ve believe
that this proposal, if adopted, vould be the first U.S. lawv permitting a
government agency to require unpaid work from a private citizen, based on an

untried assumption that the citizen oves a debt to another person.

"Assurances” of Child Care

Co-sponsors of this bill have said that they intend for child care to be
available to anyone vho is required to participate in the JOBS program, and
that no parents should be required to participate in an activity at any time

vhen child care is unavailable for their children. Howvever, the bill does not

accomplish this purpose.

The bill requires states to "assure” child care to each family, upon the
subjective determination by a State employee that child care is necessary in a
particular instance. There is no language in the bill stating that the
absence of child care constitutes good cause for non-participation. Without
such language, the participant has no protection from sanctions for non-

cooperation vhen child care arrangements fall apart.

Ve strongly urge the inclusion of the following language:
"Any applicant or recipient to vhom child care services or

transportation are unavailable may not be required to participate in
education, training, or work programs under this section.”

Child Care Expenses
The bill caps reimbursement for child care expenses at $160 per month

per child for full time child care. The average cost of child care

' 85-457 0 - 88 - 9 -~

Y
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nationvide is $300 per month, and more for infants or disabled children.
Vhile ve understand the restrictions on the Congressional budget, wve have a
more poignant understanding of the restrictions on the budget of a family
in the AFDC program. All expenses over $160 a month vill come out of the
rest of the family’s income. The shortfall in funding could reduce a
typical AFDC family’s income by about $280 per month. (Nearly three-
quarters of all AFDC families consist of a mother and one or two children.)
For example, in Maryland, a mother of tvo pre-school children could be
required to participate 24 hours per wveek in a training program. VWhen
transportation is accounted for, she vould require about 30 hours of child
care per veek for her two children. The federal government would reimburse a
portion of the $160 capped child care allovance for her;  her reimbursement
for the tvo children would probably be limited to about $190 per month. BHer
child care expenses for the tvo children would probably be about $450 per
month. The $260 shortfall that is not reimbursed would have to be paid out of

her $354 monthly welfare grant. The mathematics are difficult to follow, and
actually impossible to implement in real life.

The problem of inadequate reimbursement for child care can be repaired in
at least tvo ways:

(1) by removing the cap on reimbursement, and thus matching child care

expenses in the same vay that other employment and training expenses

are matched, or
(2) by specifying that vhen all available child care costs more than

$160 per month per child, it will be considered "unavailable", and the

parent will not be required to participate in a program.

Bev Funds for Education and Training

The bill does increase availability of federal resources for
reimbursement of child care expenses, and education and training programs
for persons tegeiving AFDC benefits. It also expands the availability of
Medicaid to some who have left velfare and are employed in moderately low-
vage jobs, and extends the availability of AFDC assistance to families with
tvo unemployed parents. We would support this increase in resources 1f it
vere not tied to a legislative package requiring nearly universal

participation in a seriously flaved progranm.

There are channels available nov for funding of all the activities and
benefits that this bill would fund. Congress has simply not been villing

-- in these times of tight budgets -- to increase resources for subsidized
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child c;re (in Title XX and elsevheré), for Medicaid and the optional
medically-needy program, for job training (in the Job Training Partnership
Act and in vocational education programs), or for remedial, secondary or

post-secondary education.

Vhatever the reason for the recent budget cuts in education,
employment training, child care, social services, and health care programs,
it 1s not necessary to create newv programs to meet these needs. WVith
adequate funding through existing channels, families on velfare as wvell as
"vorking poor" families would be able to improve their economic status by
taking advantage of the opportunities already authorized and in place at

federal, state and local levels.

Ve urge this committee to examine the generally-accepted assumption
that improvements in employment-related services must be tied to required
participation in welfare and workfare programs. Ve specifically recommend

the following:

* Velfare reform legislation should acknowledge government’s broad
role in preventing and ending poverty. Direct assistance to poor
families, in the form of income assistance or training assistance,
is secondary to government’s primary duty to manage the economy in a

way that allows effective participation of all Americans.

* The "bridges" to employment that wvere dismantled in 1981 should be
restored. Specifically, the gross income cap should be removed from
the food stamp program, the earned income deduction should be made
permanent, and Medicaid should be expanded to cover the vorking
poor. Lowv-income workers, not just those on the AFDC program,

should be eligible to participate voluntarily in education and

training programs.
* Participation in velf-re-to-vork programs should be voluntary.

* Vork and training programs should provide useful training that
effectively improves participants' marketable skills. Make-work

programs, such as CVEP, should be abolished.
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States should not be permitted to require the participation of

absent fathers in any work or training program.

Child care must be legally guaranteed for anyone required to
participate in any program which takes a parent-caretakers avay from

their responsibility to care for their children.
Child care allovances must reflect actual expenses.

Additional funds for education, job training, health care, subsi-
dized child care and social services should be made available
through existing channels, without creating or expanding wvork
requirements in the AFDC program. Training, services and employment
assistance that enable vage-earners to keep up vith our changing
economy should be available to generally, without regard to

participation in a velfare prograa.
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TESTIMONY
OF
SENATOR BARBARA A. MIKULSKI
BEFORE THE

SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
THE FAMILY SECURITY ACT OF 1987
OCTOBER 14, 1987

THANK YOU)SENATOR BENTSEN AND THE SENATE FINANCE COHHITTEE)FOR
THE OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY THIS MORNING ON THE FAMILY SECURITY ACT
OF 1987. THIS BILL TAKES A COMPREHENSIVE LOOK AT THE WELFARE SYS-
TEM, ITS GOALS AND SHORTCOMINGS. IT ACKNOWLEDGES THAT NO ONE GETS

THEIR MONEY'S WORTH UNDER THE CURRENT SYSTEM.

THE FAMILY SECURITY ACT IS A SIGNIFICANT STEP FORWARD IN
ADDRESSING THE PROBLEMS IN THE WELFARE SYSTEM. I AM PLEASED TO JOIN
MY COLLEAGUES, AS A COSPONSOR OF THIS LEGISLATION, 1IN WHAT HAS
BEQOME A BIPARTISAN AND BICAMERAL EFFORT TO MAKE THE WELFARE SYSTEM

ONE THAT MAKES SENSE FOR EVERYONE.

I WANT TO COMMEND SENATOR MOYNIHAN FOR HIS DEEP COMMITMENT TC A
VERY DIFFICULT AND IMPORTANT ISSUE. AS THE ARCHITECT OF THIS FAR
REACHING PROPOSAL, SENATOR MOYNIHAN HAS BROUGHT ALL OF OUR ATTENTION
AND ENERGIES TO BEAR ON AN ISSUE WHICH WILL DETERMINE THE FUTURE OF

MANY AMERICANS.

I'M PROBABLY THE ONLY UNITED STATES SENATOR TO SERVE WITH A
MASTERS DEGREE IN SOCIAL WO&K. I'M PROBABLY THE ONLY UNITED STATES
SENATOR EVER TO HAVE BEEN A WELFARE WORKER, TO HAVE WORKED IN THE
WAR ON POVERTY, AND TO HAVE BEEN OUT ON THOSE STREETS AND IN THOSE

NEIGHBORHOODS, TRYING TO HELP THE POOR HELP THEMSELVES,

85-457 0 - 88 - 10
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ONE OF THE REASONS I WENT INTO SOCIAL WORK WAS TO TRY TO HELP
PEOPLE. AND ONE OF THE REASONS I CAME INTO POLITICS WAS TO TRY TO
BRING ABOUT INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE, AS A SOCIAL WORKER, WORKING IN

AFDC AND OTHER FORMS OF WELFARE, I LEARNED THAT WHAT WE NEEDED WAS

TO CHANGE THE SYSTEM.

WE HAVE KNOWN FOR SOME TIME THAT THE WELFARE SYSTEM NEEDED TO
BE REFORMED. THE POOR WHO ENDURED IT KNEW WE NEEDED REFORM, THE
SOCIAL WORKERS AND ADMINISTRATORS KNEW WE NEEDEO REFORM. AND THE

TAXPAYERS WHO PAID FOR IT KNEW WE NEEDED REFORM.

AND THAT IS WHAT THE MOYNIHAN, ET. AL. BILL ©OOES. [T MEETS THE
NEEDS OF THE POOR, IT CUTS OUT THE RED TAPE AND ADDS LOCAL
FLEXIBILITY TO HELP SOCIAL WFLraRE ADMINISTRATORS BE CREATIVE, BE

HELPFUL, AND AT THE SAME TIMr. [T MEETS FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY.

WHAT I LIKE ABOUT THE BILL IS THAT IT REAFFIRM'S PARENTAL
RESPONSIBILITY, AN AFFIRMATION THAT MUST CONTINUALLY BE MADE. AT
THE SAME TIME THE MOYNIHAN BILL CREATES A PARENTAL OPPORTUNITY
STRUCTURE. YES, IT TALKS ABOUT PEOPLE HELPING THEMSELVES, BUT IT
ALSO HELPS CREATE THE RESOURCES FOR PEOPLE TO BE ABLE TO HELP
THEMSELVES-- THROUGH TRAINING PROGRAMS, THROUGH THE TRANSITIONAL
ASPECTS OF KEEPING PEOPLE ON MEDICAID AND OTHER SUPPLEMENTS UNTIL
THEY ARE SELF-SUFFICIENT, AND IT IS THOSE OTHER ASPECTS THAT

PROVIDE A SAFETY NET TO PEOPLE AS THEY MOVE OUT INTO A MAIN-STREAM

ECONOMY.

THERE ARE SEVERAL AREAS I WOULD HOPE THE COMMITTEE WILL EXPLORE
FURTHER AS IT CONSIDERS THIS LEGISLATION. IN DOING SO, I KNOW YOU
WILL LOOK AT THE SOLUTIONS PROPOSED BY OUR COLLEAGUES IN THE HOUSE.
I MAKE THIS SUGGESTION MINDFUL, LIKE SENATOR MOYNLHA%’THAT SOCIAL
REFORM IS CONSTRAINED BY THE FISCAL REALITIES OF OUR DIFFICULT

BUDGET SITUATION,
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FIRST, THE ADEQUACY OF TRANSITION BENEFITS WILL BE A KEY
ELEMENT IN THE SUCCESS OF ANY PROGRAM. WE NEED TO EVALUATE WHETHER
THE 9 MONTH CAP ON TRANSITION BENEFITS CURRENTLY IN THE BILL IS
SUFFICIENT. IT WOULD BE USEFUL HERE TO EXPLORE DIFFERENT WAYS
OF TARGETING SUCH BENEFITS IF BUDGET CONSTRAINTS LIMIT MOVEMENT IN
THIS AREA.

AS SENATOR MOYNIHAN HAS POINTED OUT IN HIS WRITINGS MEDICAID
TRANSITION BENEFITS ARE THE KEY ISSUE FOR THE MAJORITY OF
RECIPIENTS~-~-SINGLE MOTHERS MUST HAVE ACCESS TO MEDICAL CARE FOR

THEIR CHILDREN,

SECOND, I HOPE THE COMMITTEE WILL CONSIDER BEING MORE
SPECIFIC ABOUT WHAT THE STATE'S JOB TRAINING OBLIGATIONS SHOULD
BE. ~REMEDIAL EDUCATION, JOB SEARCH AND SKILLS TRAINING ARE IMPOR-
TANT, IF NOT ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF ANY "JOBS"™ PROGRAM. FROM BEING A
WELFARE WORKER, I KNOW THE SINGLE MOTHER ON WELFARE Eﬁﬁ GET OFF THE
WELFARE ROLLS, AND STAY OFF, BUT SHE CAN'T DO IT WITHOUT EITHER

/
COMPLETING HER G.E.D. OR GETTING JOB SKILLS OR TRAINING.

THIRD, CHILD CARE, AS I KEEP SAYING AS WE LOOK TO THE NEEDS OF
WORKERS IN THE YEAR 2000, CHILD CARE MUST BE PROVIDED. WE CANNOT
REQUIRE A SINGLE PARENT TO WORK WITHOUT PROVIDING FOR THE CARE OF

HER CHILDREN.

BEFORE I CLOSE MY TESTIMONY, I'D LIKE TO RAISE A CONCERN ABOUT
THE WAIVER AUTHORITY ISSUE AND UNDERSCORE MY CONCERN ABOUT THE

MANDATED PARTICIPATION IN_THE "JOBS"™ PROGRAM.

AN IMPORTANT ELEMENT OF THE SENATE AND HOUSE BILLS BEFORE THE
COMMITTEE IS THE FLEXIBILITY THEY PROVIDE THE STATES. 1 AM A

STRONG SUPPORTER OF SUCH FLEXIBILITY, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
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SHOULD SET THE STANDARDS, GUARANTEEING ALL bF THOSE WHO NEED ASSIS-
TANCE AN EVEN SHOT AT GETTING IT. THE ADEQUACY OF'THE SYSTEM SHOULD
NOT VARY BECAUSE OF WHAT STATE A PERSON LIVES IN. IN CONSIDERING
WHETHER TO WAIVE REOQIREHENTS IN STATES FOR PROGRAMS SUCH AS AFDC,
CHILD WELFARE, AND CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS, WE NEED TO

INSURE AGAINST POSSIBLE NEGATIVE CONSEQUENCES.

ON MANDATED "JOBS"™ PROGRAM PARTICIPATION, I LEARNED LONG AGO
THAT THE MAJORITY OF WELFARE RECIPIENTS WANT TO WORK. LET'S SEND
THOSE WHO WANT TO WORK A POSITIVE MESSAGE, THE RIGHT MESSAGE--HERE'S
AN OPPORTUNITY TO WORK. LET'S NOT PUNISH THOSE WHO ARE UNABLE

TO WORK.

FINALLY, AS A DUES PAYING MEMBER OF NASW, I MUST MAKE A PLUG
ABOUT EXPLORING A MINIMUM BENEFIT FOR RECIPIENTS. AFDC AND OTRER
FEDERAL PROGRAMS PRODUCE BENEFITS WHICH VARY DRAMATICALLY FROM STATE
TO STATE-- AS MUCH AS $118 PER MONTH FOR A THREE PERSON FAMILY TO
$ 617 PER MONTH. IF WE CANNOT SET A FLOOR FOR BENEFITS, LET'S
ENCORAGE STATES TO INCREASE BENEFITS BY ADDING INCENTIVES [0 THOSE

STATES WHICH PROVIDE MOKE TO RECIPIENTS.

MR. CHAIRMAN, THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO TALK ABOUT THIS
VERY IMPORTANT BILL. THIS IS THE KIND OF BILL THAT WHEN I STARTED
GRADUATE SCHOOL,‘TAKING COURSES IN PUBLIC POLICY, WE DREAMT ABOUT.
THIS IS THE KIND OF BILL THAT WHEN I JOINED THE LEGAL AID LAWYERS

TAKING THE WELFARE MAXIMUM CASE TO THE SUPREME COURT, WE HOPED ONE

DAY WE WOULDN'T HAVE TO RELY ON THE COURTS. THIS IS THE KIND OF
BILL THAT WE'VE BEEN WAITING FOR, IN MY JUDGMENT, FOR OVER 50 YEARS,

SINCE AFDC WAS CREATED. I'M HAPPY TO BE PART OF IT.
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SENATOR GEORGE J. MITCBELL
WELFARE REFORM HEARING
OPENING REMARKS
ocT. 28, 1987

Mr. Chairman:

With this third hearing before theZ;ull Committee, I think we
are making great progress in an effort to carefully examine all
the issues involved with welfare reform.

The nation has debated the issue of how best to aid families
below the poverty level since 1932, And, every President since
Dwight Eisenhower has made welfare reform a major domestic
priority. Unfortunately, eliminating poverty in the United
States has been an elusive goal and welfare caseloads and costs

have risen steadily.

Changes enacted during the last 50 years have represented a
piecemeal approach at best. Legislation approved in 1956, 1961,
1962, 1967, 1974, 1981, 1982, and 1984 all have one concept in
common: the desire to reduce poverty -- but not the resources and

guidelines necessary to accomplish that objective.

During this Congress, I believe we are taking the right
.approach. We have introduced legislation that will fundamentally
change the welfare system. We are working with welfare
administrators, program directors, and various groups to ensure
that our current welfare laws are changed in an effective manner.

Much has been said lately indicating that we cannot afford
welfare reform. To the contrary, I believe that we cannot afford
not to reform our nation's welfare system. We cannot afford to
write off a portion of society and provide them with no incentive

to obtain the skills or educatiog necessary to gain employment.

et

R
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The current system ensures that a portion of society will be
encouraged to receive welfare benefits until their children are
six years old -- in many cases this means that we encourage
dependency for six or more years. These are the people that are
most in need of welfare reform., They will benefit the most from

resources targeted to help them gain self-sufficiency.

I hope that today's hearing will provide members with
practical information from program directors concerning the most
contentious of issues before the Committee: the level of funding
for the JOBS program; the level of funding for child care;
whether the imposition of participation rates should be included
in welfare reform; the role of case management; and issues of

child support enforcement.

We on the Committee can only benefit from the insight of
those directly involved with job-training and welfare programs.
Much can be learned from reading studies, but much more can be
learned from speaking with and listening to those individuals who
have worked with welfare recipients on a one-to-one basis.

I look forward to the testimony to be presented today, and I
commend those individuals who through their practical experience
are working with us to ensure that Congress adopts an effective

and responsible welfare reform package.

o2y
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF Susan REeEs

Mr. Chairman, I am Susan Rees, director of the Coalition on
Human Needs. The Coalition is an alliance of over 100 national
religious, civil rights, labor organizations and others concerned
about the poor, minorities, children, women, elderly and disabled

persons.

For nearly a year, representatives of about 30 Coalition
member organizations have been meeting regularly to follow the
progress of welfare reform and examine the implications of various
proposals. I want to thank you for the opportunity to share our
views with you today.

Like you, we are eager to see changes which would help reduce
poverty in this country by improving opportunities for AFDC
recipients to move into decent jobs, with appropriate support
and transitional services, and by more adequately providing
income support to all who remain in need. Ultimately, we would
like to see enacted reforms which may not be possible this
" year -- like a national minimum benefit standard at 100 percent
of the poverty line. If fiscal constraints prohibit such changes
now, we hope that, at least, this Congress will take the first
steps toward making such a commitment. Certainly, we hope that
you will not take any steps backward just for the sake of doing
something called "welfare reform."

Unfortunately, two bills now pending before this committee
take very definite steps backwayds. The Coalition objects to
the philosophical underpinnings in both the Dole bill (S. 1655)
and the Moynihan bill (S. 1511). The difference is only one of
degree, with the Dole proposal endangering the support system of
larger numbers of people in all states. S. 1655 would effectively
wipe out 22 programs, including Medicaid, food stamps, AFDC and
SSI which poor children, aged, blind and disabled persons depend
upon. S. 1511 would make this possible in AFDC and six other
programs, and would limit this so-called "waiver authority," or -
block grant, to ten states. -

I do wvant to mention that the bill introduced by Senator
Moynihan takes several positive steps, including nationwide -
AFPDC-UP, strengthened child support enforcement and new
transitional child care services. However, these are insufficient
to overcome the extreme hardship the bill could work on poor
children and their families.

Extending AFDC coverage of two-parent families to all
.states would help hundreds of thousands of children at relatively
low cost. As Senator Evans testified last week, extending AFDC-
UP would save money in the long-run by helping to keep parents
together during temporary bouts of unemployment. Mr. Chairman,
the Coalition recently completed interviews cf 200 poor people
under a Ford Poundation grant. In San Antonio, we found several
young parents struggling to raise children with absolutely no
income. The fathers had been laid off work, yet they could not
qualify for AFDC because they stayed with their families. If they
eventually make the economically rational choice of leaving
their families, chances are the mother and children will be
dependent on government support for a much longer time than if
they could have qualified for AFDC for the durztion of the
father's unemployment.

Despite this much-needed improvement, the board of our
Coalition last month agreed that we could not support S.1511 as
it is currently written. A similar position has been taken by a
number of organizations independently, including the national
board of the YWCA, the Child Welfare League of America, Women's
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Bquity Action League, Interfaith Action for Economic Justice,
the National Council of Churches, the National Council of La

Raza, the American civil Liberties Union, NETWORK, a Catholic
social justice lobby, the AFL-CIO and AFSCME.

We have a number of concerns, but I would like to concentrate
my remarks on three of them -- the waiver provision; the structure
of the JOBS program; and the child care section. Although I
will refer mainly to S. 1511, similar and greater flaws can be
found in S. 1655.

The most serious implications are in the waiver title. By
allowing even ten states to create their own block grants ocut of
seven federal programs, including AFDC, the fundamental principle
of the entitlement of poor children to federal income support
will be destroyed. Depending on which states would be chosen, the
majority of the population could well suffer this loss.

The Moynihan bill specifically states that the purpose of
the waiver is to grant states "maximum flexibility" to experiment
with new ways of using funds, including changing eligibility,
benefit levels and forms of assistance. All federal statutes and
regulations could be waived for the affected programs.

We understand that one rationale for the waiver title is
that the present Administration has repeatedly denied requests
from states which want to exercize existing waiver authority
under Section 1115 of the Social Security Act. The problem,
then, would seem to be in the administration of current waiver
authority not in current law itself. What is to guarantee that
expanding the current waiver authority would result in the
approval of new initiatives sensitive to the needs of poor
children?

Besides eliminating basic standards for conducting the AFDC
program, the waiver authority would remove standards from other
programs carefully crafted by Congress. Standards in the brand
new Child Support Enforcement and JOBS programs contained in
S. 1511, surprisingly, would be among those that could be waived.
So would the 1980 Child Welfare and Adoption Assistance Act (P.L.
96-272), which established standards and incentives for states
to reduce their foster care rolls and return children to their
families or place them in permanent adoptive families.

The Coalition's primary objection to the JOBS program is
that it also takes the block grant approach in that it does not
set out even minimum standards to ensure a quality program. As
written, the bill says states "may make avajilable a broad range
of services," including ten listed as possibilities. Given the
intensive training and remedial education needs of most AFDC
recipients (especially those who are long-term or expected to
become long-term recipients) we believe it is imperative that
every state be required to have at least a minimal range of
services available.

Services should be tailored to each individual's needs, but
the state should be required to have available the following:
testing, high school and remedial education, English as a second
language, advanced education, job search, skills training, on-
the-job training, job readiness activities, counseling,
information-referral, and job development. Most of these are
contained in the House bill H.R. 1720.

The Coalition was founded in 1981 out of a concern by a broad
array of organizations about proposals for block grants similar
to that proposed in S. 1511. Since then, we have monitored four
block grants in 11 states under a three-year Ford Foundation
grant.
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This monitoring has confirmed that you cannot always rely on
states to target benefits to those most in need or to provide the
kinds of services that would be of greatest help to them.

For example, in the Chapter II Education Block Grant the
ten states where information was available distributed, on
average, 77 percent of their funds purely on the basis of overall
school enrollment. Eight of the ten states distributed 20
percent or less of their funds on the basis of poverty in each
school district. Two states distributed only 5 percent of their
funds on the basis of poverty. Only two states used limited
English- proficiency as a factor in their distribution formula.

In the Jobs Training Partnership Act, only six of the 11
states monitored could show that they served AFDC recipients in
proportion to their share of the disadvantaged population. The
JTPA statute also states that drop-outs should be served
"equitably.” Although drop-outs are estimated to be 51 percent
of the JTPA-eligible population, our study found that only one
of 11 states served that many drop-outs. In five of the states,
less than 30 percent of the terminees were drop-outs.

In the Community Development Block Grant, states have made
a dramatic shift of funds away from housing, which provides
observable, direct benefits to low income families, and toward
economic development, where it is nearly impossible to determine
if newly created jobs go to economically disadvantaged individuals.
In Illinois, for example, the share spent on economic development
increased by 100 percent between fiscal 1982 and 1984 while the -
share going to housing decreased by 70 percent. The range of
the economic development increase was from 18 percent in Missouri
to 365 percent in Louisiana.

The Coalition study also uncovered instances of discrimination
on the basis of race, ethnicity and sex. Federal civil rights
laws apply to the block grants we monitored, as they would to
the JOBS program and block grant which S.1511 would create.
Under the block grant approach, however, states instead of the
federal government are primarily responsible for civil rights
enforcement. We found that states usually do not conduct
compliance reviews that specifically monitor civil rights
compliance.

In one parish in Louisiana, we found that the JTPA program
was employing white youth in local industries while black youth
were put to work cleaning cemeteries and public grounds.

In Caruthersville, Mo., a small town with an exceptionally
high poverty rate, we found that community development money was
being used to build a new water tower that would lead to lower
insurance rates for everyone in the community. The town's 30
percent black population would rather have seen a housing
rehabilitation than higher water pressure, but they were not
consulted in the planning. To add insult to injury, the firm
hired to do the work on the water tower was from out-of-state
and failed to employ any of the town's minority population.

Under the proposed block grants, the Department of Health
and Human Services, which would administer the waivers, could
ignore a state's non-compliance with civil rights laws even if a
locally-initiated complaint established a violation.

Our study unexpectedly discovered a case in Louisiana where
a local employer viclated federal labor standards in employing
JTPA workers at a feed plant built with CDBG funds. Not only
did the owner fail to re-pay his CDBG loan, but workers were
exposed to dangerous formaldehyde solutions and reported they
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frequently vorked around-the-clock, weekends and holidays with
no time for lunch or dinner and no pay for overtime. Paychecks
were often issued late, and local merchants would not cash thenm
because of the frequency with which the bank stated that the
owner's account had insufficient funds. State JTPA program
officials refused to take employee complaints to the Department
of Labor because DOL had ignored earlier complaints of a similar
nature. When the Coalition inquired about the case with federal
officials, we were told enforcement was up to the state under a

block grant.

The Coaltion believes that the JOBS program and the waiver
title in S.1511 leave entirely too much to state discretion.
Furthermore, S. 1511 allows demonstrations under the waiver
title to continue for five years before a formal evaluation would
have to be conducted by HHS based on annual interim reports
submitted by the state. The bill gets out no criteria for
evaluation other than saying that the evaluation must consider the
extent to which statutory objectives have been met. HHS alone
would determine what data to require of states. Our experience
in monitoring four block grants is that, only when data
requirements are spelled out in the statute, is there a basis
for genuine evaluation and comparison between states.

The Coalition's third major concern about S. 1511 is that
its language fails to ensure that participants in the JOBS
program will receive adequate child care. The language says
only that the state shall "assure" child care "to the extent
that such care is determined by the state agency to be necessary."
Besides the usual ways of providing care directly or reimbursing
for care, the bill allows states to."adopt such other arrangements
as the state deems appropriate." We believe that the decision
on the appropriateness of child care arrangements must remain
with the mother, not the state.

At present, there is an acute shortage of child care around
the country. S. 1511 will greatly increase the demand by mandating
participation in the JOBS program by most parents with children
over the age of three and, at state request, those whose children
are younger. The influx of hundreds of thousands of children
into an inadequate day care system will force up the price,
which now averages $250 per month. Yet, S. 1511 does not raise
child care reimbursement levels above the current $160 per
month. Under these circumstances, it is difficult to see how
appropriate child care can be made available to all children whose
parents will be out of the home. And, after all, it is the
welfare of children that should be our ultimate concern in this

endeavor.

Oour Coalition believes that it would be preferable to make
participation in such an employment program voluntary or, at
least, as the Democratic bill in the House does, require that
priority be given to those who actively seek to participate.

From our interviews with low income people over the past year,
we are confident that a good program would receive more applicants

than it could handle.

Poor people know that a decent job is the only way they
will be able to uscape poverty. The real challenge is to make
sure the jobs ar¢ there and that we properly educate and train
people to fill them. If we concentrate first on those who seek
such opportunities, we could rely on the fact that they feel they
have appropriate child care and that they have confidence that
the program will make them better off than they are on welfare.
The best we could do would be to mandate that the gtate make
certain services available and open the doors to all welfare
recipients who wish to participate.

The Coalition also believes that the Community Work Experience
Program (CWEP) should be repealed. CWEP is nothing more than
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requiring people to work off their benefits, often at make-work
jobs. Its availability as an option encourages states to maximize
their own dollar savings rather than maximizing the human potential
of those who could be doing much more productive work.

At the very least, CWEP should be modified to ensure that
it truly provides work experience that will lead to an unsubsidized
job. Work experience should be part of a planned individualized
program. It should be used to enhance a person's skills, work
history or otherwise improve his or her chances to move on to a
real job. Currently, such workfare placemants can be of unlimited
duration and need not do anything to improve the worker's

employability.

In our interviews, none of those who had participated in a
CWEP program said it helped them get an unsubsidized job. 1In
fact, they said it made it harder because it took up time they
could have spent in training or conducting a job search.

Whether in CWEP or in other work activities, the Coalition
believes that fairness demands that AFDC recipients be paid on
the same scale as regular employees. Not to do so would create
a second-class workforce and provide an incentive to displace
regular workers, merely adding to the number of families in
poverty. As written, S. 1511 allows employers to pay lower
wages to AFDC recipients. It also drops non-displacement language
in the current CWEP statute, fails to provide a mechanism to
resolve displacement disputes, and inadeguately addresses
displacement that occurs in cases of attrition as distinguished

from lay-offs.

The nine months of transitional child care assistance
provided for in S. 1511 is a significant improvement for those
leaving the AFDC rolls. However, the Medicaid transition could
result in certain families receiving less coverage than they do
now. Even though the bill allows states the option of adding
“"five months to the current four months of transitional Medicaid,
its requirement that they pay a premium will undoubtedly cause
sore to drop out. But even more problematic is the provision
that bars transitional health and child care assistance for any
family that has ever been cited for any form of non-compliance.
We believe this is highly discriminatory. 1If they are in good
standing at the time they leave AFDC, one can assume ejither that
the non-compliance did not actually occur as charged or that it
has been corrected to the state's satisfaction. We believe that
all vho leave AFDC is good standing should be eligible for the
same transitional services.

Finally, I would like to say that whatever welfare-employment
program is finally enacted in the current round of "welfare
reform,™ it will add a great strain to a system that is already
overwrought with regulatory burdens and bureaucracy. In our
interviews, we learned that people who apply for AFDC and food
stamps go through a tremendously complex, time-consuming, demeaning
" process in order to establish and maintain eligibility for
assistance that, in their words, "never lasts the month."” Much
of the current process seems needless or makes no sense.

New mandates and programs will add new burdens to the
system and to families. I hope this committee will make certain
that nev requirements help and not hinder families at the receiving
end of welfare reform. At the very least, participants must be
guaranteed the right to a fair hearing in case of disputes. In
no instance, should children be denied assistance because a
parent or caretaker fails to do what is required by the state.
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I hope that the entire committee will take this responsibility
seriously. Wwhile providing some improvements, we believe that
S. 1511 requires considerable thought and re-working. This is
the opinion of many organizations that care greatly about children
and the poor. Mr. Chalrman, I hope that you carry all of our
concerns with you into mark-up.

Statement on Senate Bill 1511

As scholars who are professionally concerned with issues of
poverty and social welfare, we want to express our strong
opposition to several features of Senate BRill 1514, introduced by
Senator Moynihan. We agree with Senator Moynihan that the
current AFDC system needs to be reformed, and we recognize the
political and economic constraints that have influenced this
particular bill. However, 1t is our view that the current bill
cannot be considered welfare reform until and unless four major
problems with the proposed legislation are addressed:

1. The bill fails to establish standards for the job training
programs that states are required to provide for welfare
recipients. Since the legislation makes participation in such
training programs mandatory for large numbers of AFDC recipients,
it is critical that such programs meet certain standards. There
is already ample evidence that when states provide only low cost,
"job-search" programs instead of real training, welfare
recipients who move into jobs are able to improve their income
above the level of AFDC support by only token amounts. This
means that they are likely to return to welfare when subsidized
childcare and medical insurance are withdrawn.

It is also the case that when training programs are
mandatory and of poor quality, they can degenerate into
administrative devices faor arbitrarily cutting welfare costs.
Failure of recipients to participate becomes an excuse to
eliminate them from the rolls, even when such participation cdoes
not provide recipients with any meaningful skills.

2. The bill fails to establish adequate standards for the
childcare that states will provide to the children of recipients
wha move into training or employment. Moreover, the $1460 per
month that the bill allots for childcare is far too meager. The
children of welfare recipients must receive quality childcare
since it can have a positive impact on their future life chances.

3. The bill allows ten states to opt out of all current -
regulations so that they can experiment with alternative programs
and systems for delivering benefits. However, without any
federal guidelines or standards, the poor living in those states
would not be protected from arbitrary actions to limit their
eligibility for benefits. Thousands of additional families might
fall through the safety net as a result.

4. The bill leaves the inadeguate existing levels of AFDC
benefits unchanged even though real benefits have steadily fallen
across the country, and they are now far below the poverty level.
Moreover, the bill does nothing to raise the scandously low level
of benefits in particular states. There is no effort to
establish a national standard of adequate support.

Some of these weaknesses might leave recipients worse off
than they are under current lawj others simply mean that some of
thg glaring weaknesses in the current welfare system will remain
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xntact; We are particularly concerned that passage of this
flawed bi¥ll might postpone genuine welfare reform for many years,
since it is difficult to get welfare issues on the public and

Congresstonal aqendas.

While some of us have additional criticisms of the bill, the
central problem is the one posed by Senator Moynihan when he
first introduced the legislation:

“Children are now the poorest group of citizens in the
Nation. In 1985, aone in four children was born in poverty and
one in five children under the age of 18 lived in poverty.
Counting all cash and in-kind benefits, the 1984 poverty rate for
children under age & was 17.5 percent, compared to 2.6 percent-
for persons over age 65. What sort of society have we, Mr.
President, when the very young are nearly seven times as likely
to be poor as the aged ?*"

But despite these proclamat:ions, the proposed legislation
continues to fail poor children. We can and must do better.

SIGNERS
(institutions for indent:fication only)
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* TESTIMONY OF

THE HONORABLE MARGE ROUKEMA

Mr. Chairman, distinguished Members of the Committee, it is an honor
for me to be present today and discuss with you crucial welfare reform
legislation. I commend the Chairman for his continued commitment and

willingness to tackle this fundamental lssue.

Welfare reform is long overdue. Over the years a culture of poverty
and a cycle of dependéncy have devcloﬁed.
For too long now we have ignored the need to invest wisely in our people.
The increasing numbers of children born out-of-wedlock, the large
proportion of our adults who lack the literacy skills necessary to
perform the most basic jobs, and the increase in substance abuse, all
demand that action must be taken and must be taken promptly, efficieptly

and effectively.

.Originally welfare and the AFDC program were designed to help widows
and others who were temporarily unable to support themselves. Over the
course of time, the design has changed and our society has come, often
times, to rely too heavily on welfare.

Dramatib changes in workforce patterns have emerged as a conseguence
of social and economic upheavals. In large measure these fundamental
s;cio-economic forces are driving the welfare reform movement. In
addition, there is a growing awareness that we as a society have not

’ provided the kiﬁds of education and training which are relevant to
today's economy.

As the number of two-worker families increases, the key to welfare
reform is to maintain a balance between adequate welfare benefits and
strong.incenéives to work. If benefits are not adequate we may have
children and families without enough to live on. If benefits are too
generous, however, there is a strong disincentive for the low-income
worklng‘families. These are just a few of the difficult questions we

must consider now that welfare reform comes before the U.S. Congress.

As much as I would like to see welfare reform enacted this session I
am not convincdd that Congress has embarked on the appropriate manner ta

do so. As you know, the Democratic version of welfare reform has been
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included in the reconciliation package, scheduled to come to the floor
for conslderatign tomorrow. I was one of several members who signed onto
a letter drafted by Mr. Michel, the House Republican Leader, to the
Speaker of the House, Mr. Wright voicing strong objections to the use of

reconciliation as the vehicle for welfare reform.

Numerous considerations prompted our request. First, reconciliation
is a means whereby we are directed to achieve budget savings. H.R. 1720,
the Family Welfare Reform Act of 1987, woitld require at least $5.3
billion dollars in spending over the next five years while Senator
Moynihan's plan, at a somewhat lesser amount, would spend $2.3 billion
over the next five years. This action would result in a dual message to
the people of the United States, on the. one hand cutting vital programs
to.reach a budget target, while on the other handrapproving legislation
that would, by a conservative measure, cost $5.9 billion dollars in the

next five years.

Secondly, wglfare reform is too vital an issue to the American
public to be included in an omnibus legislative package. Welfare reform,
which has been deliberated for months by numerous different Committees,
deserves to bg bgought to the floor on its own merits -and not held
hostage to the extraneous consideration which very possibly may delay
adoption of this crucial piece of legislation.

Because of tﬁe controversial nature of the inclusion of welfare
reform within reconciliation and the inherent dissent surrounding
welfare, there exists the possibility that welfare reform may not be

. énacted this session. This would be a grave mistake, but an even more
serious mistake would be to throw away a provision that by its very
nature is bipartisan and included within both the House Democratic and
Republican welfare reform legislation and Senator Moynihan's welfare

reform,

My bill, H.R. 1604, the Child Support Enforcement Improvement Act of
1987, is that piece of leglélation. Your distinguished colleague,
Minority Leader, Robert Dole of Kansas, is the prime sponsor of this
important plece of legislation. This bill has obtained a consensus in an
area beset by contention. To have reached such a posifion, is a step so
measurable it cannot now be éverlqoked because of political rhetoric. 1If

welfare refora is nor‘qonsldered'this year, it would be a tragic‘mistake
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not to consider H.R. 1604, the Child Support Enforcement Improvement Act
of 1987. This bill, having achieved support on both sides of the aisle,
is a welfare prevention measure. As such, it is not only a cost saving
measure, but more importantly, directly affects the lives of at least 5
million women who hold legally-binding child support orders and depend on

these payments as their only means to resist the welfare rolls.

The temptation will be there to hold hostage the child support

component for broader comprehensive welfare reform.

It will be regrettable....if not tragic...lf we fail to seize the
moment. A bi-partisan consensus is close. But...its absence today does
not in any way diminish the dramatic need for new child support

enforcement reforms.

. ”Receﬁt statistics show that of the Sﬁmillio§ women holding
legally-binding child support orders only half collect tha full amount
their family is legally due. The rest get little, or in most cases,
nothing at all. To prevent family after family from falling onto the
welfare rolls, it is imperative that the child support enforcement be
passed. At a time when Congress is taking serious look at genuine
welfare reform, a WELFARE PREVENTION measure such as my H.R. 1604 should
be a starting point.

Experience has shown that the present system hampers state -
enforcement authorities by not giving the tsols they need to do their
job. To close the loopholes, I have introduced corrective legislation
‘that would require that: 1) mandatory wage withholding begin the moment a
court order is issued; 2) state-established guidclines be used by the
courts when detérmining child support awards; 3) orders be reviewed and
updated by the states every two years; 4) states to disclose essential
enforcement information; and 5) increased penalties for states that do

not comply with federal law.

**AWHY DO WE NEED MANDATORY, IMMEDIATE WAGE WITHHOLDING? The
current law's 30-day delinquency "grace period" frequently is stretched
into months, if not years, by lengthy appeals. This is months, not days,
that a child is denied the basic necess’ties of life.
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44 *WHY DO FE NEED BINDING, STATE-ESTABLISHED SUPPORT GUIDELINES? To
bring uniformity, and therefore fairness, to the child support aystem.
Binding guidelines will prevent two judges in the same courthouse from
issuing widely-varying support orders in similar, if not identical

cases.,

*4*WHY SHOULD SUPPORT ORDERS BE REVIEWED AND UPDATED EVERY TWO
YEARS? Again, to inject fairness into the system. Adjusted support
orders would reflect increases in the cost of living and hikes in the
parent's income. For example, New Jersey recently conducted a modest
pilot program, reviewing 1500 child support cases. The review increased
child support payments in these cases from $2.2 million to $4.9 million,
an increase of 130 percent. 1In addition, over 25‘percent of all AFDC
recipients were removed from the welfare rolls due to their higher
support collection.

-, _***WHY DO STATES NEED DIRECT ACCESS TO EMPLOYMENT SECURITY
INFORMATION THROUGH THE PARENT LOCATOR SYSTEM? To enable_states to track

child support deadbeats as they move around the country to avoid payment.

*AAWHY SHOULD WE INCREASE PENALTIES ON NON-COMPLIANT STATES?
Because our child support enforcement system is only as good as the -
efforts of the separate statea. Reciprocity is the key to the system.
The aggressive enforcement efforts of your state may be completely wiped
out by a neighboring state that is intentionally or unintentionally

serving as a "safe-haven" for deadbeats.

To repeat, if we are serious about child support enforcement and
Qelfare reform, it is essential that we pass child support enforcement
legislation and allow the states the tools they need to do the job. We
cannot let this opportunity pass us by, nor should we allow a provision,
which enjoys such widespread support, to be held hostage to contradictory
and extraneous legislation. I urge you to look beyond the rhetoric and
look instead to the cold reality of millions of single parents and their

children who must continually do without.
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Congress of the United Dtates
H1ouse of Representatives
ADashington, DE 2095

STATEMENT OF HONORABLE JOHN G. ROWLAND
before the
OOMMITTEE ON FINANCE
of the
WITED STATES SENATE
Octcber 14, 1987

Senator Bentsen and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for permitting me to testify this moming on the important
issue of reforming our nation's welfare system, 1 want to camrend you for
contmuing to hold hearings on this matter. Clearly, your work will be of
immense value as the House and Senate begin to make tle final decisions as
to what really constitutes “"welfare reform”.

Finding ways in which we can assist our nation's poorest families to
become self-sufficient and leave the welfare rolls is, in my opinion, one of
the most important legislative acccmplxstmenr.s that the 100th Congress could

achieve,

To this end, I would like to state at the outset it is imperative that
welfare reform be brought out to the floor as a freestanding bill and be
accorded a full and fair debate. Our nation's poorest children and mothers

deserve no less.

unfortunately, it appears that the Democratic leadership in the House
is greasing the way to submerge the debate over welfare reform. The talk
over an the House side is that Speaker Wright wants to fold the issue into
the amibus budget reconciliation bill. The practical effect of which — in
my mind at least -- is to hostage welfare reform to the Speaker's desire for

new and higher taxes.

I mention this becausz I am well aware of Chairman Bentsen's desire to
take up welfare reform on its own merits, I would like to assure the
Senator from Texas that you have the full support of the House Republican
Caucus in seeing that the welfare reform debate is not slighted.

As the debate continues, I would strangly urge you to consider H.R.
3200, the "AFDC Employment and Training Reorganization Act of 1987,"
spansored by the Republican Leader of the House and co-sponsared as of this
date by 114 Members. This bill was developed by a House Republican Task
Force on Welfare Reform which was ably chaired by Congressman Hank Brown of
Colorado. We believe that H.R. 3200 represents true reform of the welfare
system and this view is shared by President Reagan who has endorsed the
measure,

vhat sets H.R. 3200 apart fram other so-called refomm measures is that
we concentrate on helping to avoid long-term dependency by welfare
recipients. It is true that we do not mandate new welfare benefit increases
upon state welfare agencies. Instead, every penny of the $1.4 billion which
we propose to spend over the next five years will go to those programs
designed to give recipients the skills to move off welfare.

Contrast this fact with the proposal written by the House Democratic
leadership. Under H.R. 1720, 80% of the $5.9 billion involved will go
simply towards more welfare. We can talk about the merits of these two very
differing approaches., It is our opinion, however, that mandating benefit
increases like AFDC-UP will make it harder -- not easier — to break the

cycle of welfare dependency.
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Because we emphasize the route to self-sufficiency, the Congressional
Budget Office estimates that our bill will provide for three times the level
of client participation in employment and training programs than will occur
under H.R, 1720, The reason for this is simple.

vhile the Damocratic bill does not establish goals or milestones which
state welfare agencies must meet, we provide for strict but reascmable
"participation standards® by recipients, Under H.R. 3200, state welfare
agencies will be required to phase-in client involvement in our training or
employment preparation programs over a nine-year period fram 15% to 70% of
the non-exampt caseload. Failure by the state agency to meet these
standards, or a refusal by non-exempt recipients to meet the requirements,
will result in sanctions.

In addition, for those historically at risk of becaning lang-term
recipients — teen mothers and children over 16 — the participation
standard is stricter and will require that 80% of these two groups be in
schoal. Of course, to facilitate the participation by all recipients in the
education, training or employment preparation programs, H.R. 3200 fully
funds the needed support services such as day care and transportation.

We view these participation standards as being the key to any
successful welfare reform plan. Without them, state agencies can avoid
having to take on the tougher cases. The result will be relatively small
programs serving -—— or actually "“creaming” — those least in need, such as

“volunteers”,

This discredited approach is borme out by H.R. 1720. The bill provides
for samething called "NetlORK® — a natiomnal education, training and work
program, With all due respect to its authors, "NetWORK" is actually "no
work™, If you read the text of the bill, it is clear that H.R. 1720 is
designed to make it impossible for state welfare agencies to implement any
meaningful work pragrams upon able-bodied recipients.

This is one reason why I suspect the House Democratic leadership is not
inclined to bring H.R. 1720 to the floor for a clean vote. The bill is so
bad even its supporters dan't want to have to defend it in a freewheeling

debate.

Regardless of this, I do believe it is-still possible for cammon ground
to be arrived at in the welfare reform debate. For instance, there are
elements of Senator Moynihan's bill — S, 1511 — which mesh closely in same
respects to H.R. 3200. For instance, both proposals contain the authority
of state welfare agencies to conduct innovative demonstration programs.
Also, both H.R. 3200 and S. 1511 provide for sound and reascnable reforms to
the enforcement of child support orders,

As such, I would like to urge the Camittee to build on the camm
ground which exists between Senator Moynihan's bill and H.R. 3200 and report
out a freestanding welfare reform measure that we can all support. This,
dbviously, will be difficult. Many key differences need to be reconciled.
For instance, we are very troubled that S. 1511 lacks the very critical
aspect of participation standards.

I cannot believe, however, that it is impossible for same campramise to
be reached, If we could came to terms last year with a compramise on tax
reform then we should be able to do the same this year with welfare reform.
Obviously, the 114 co-spansors of the "AFDC BEmployment and Training
Reorganization Act of 1987" have cur own ideas as to what constitutes true
reform. I do not believe, however, that Bob Michel and my leadership would
be adverse to discussing the matter further.

Thank you again for allowing me to testify. At this time I would be
happy to answer any questions which you might have.
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STATEMENT BY SENATOR TERRY SANFORD

ON WELFARE REFORM
$ 1511

I am pleased to have this opportunity to speak in
support of Senator Moynihan's proposal to reform the welfare
system. He is to be commended for his good work. The
attention he has given this effort has been considerable. I
believe his is a very good proposal that is long overdue.

You, Mr. Chairman, are to be commended for holding
these hearings, making clear your plans to move welfare
reform forward during thris Congress.

The current welfare system does not work as well as it
should. For so many on welfere today, it is degrading,
causing a deterioration of the humzn spirit, because it
destroys the sense of purpose and meaning of life and
living. It is not in the nature of the human spirit to be
satisfied with living on the dole. We can no longer lock
people into a welfare way of life that destroys the sense of
purpose and meaning of life and living. Instead of a welfare
check, it is far better that we take by the hand those who
have not been able to cope with the system, counsel and
advise and lead them through additionezl training and
education, finding them some useful work, getting them
situated where they give something to society by using their
rinds and hands, and where they get something from society in
pay for work done and satisfaction for a life well spent,

I am not so much worried by welfare cheaters as I am by
the lack of vision that has cheated the taxpayers out of
their money and cheated welfare recipients out of their
lives.

We need a new approach that says people are more

‘important than programs, that opportunity and a chance in

life are more important than being on the dole. It is time
to bring the welfare era to an end. It is time to give
people, all people, their place in the American promise,
Education, trairing, and jobs is the course on which we
should set our nation.

I began by saying welfare reform is long overdue. To
dramatize this, I should point out that what I have said here
was taken from a speech I made in 19275. We were overdue for
reform then., It is even more important now.

Senator Moynihan's bill, s 1511, offers real reform.
It emphasizes education, training, and jobs as well as
necessary support services, like child care. It is a good
bill and I have only a few suggestions that I think will make
it even better.

S 1511 places more importance on education than has
been the case in the past. Education has got to be a
fundamental part of welfare reform - of getting welfare
parents into good jobs. S 1511 requires that welfare parents
return to school if they are 22~years-old or younger and have
not earned a high school diploma. I would like to see this
requirement extended to individuals beyond age 22. The
opportunities are so much greater for someone who has
graduated from high school or who has earned its equivalent,
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This ought to be the first step toward moving from welfare
into employment.

S 1511 does allow a limited number of demonstration
projects under Title VI. I would like to see that number
increased at both the state and local level. Much of today's
innovation is developed at the state anéd local level.

In North Carolina we have communities eager to
participate in welfare reform - comnunities eager to make our
welfare system work as it should, to get welfare parents into
the work force. And much of the interest involves child
care.

In 1282 the Charlotte, North Carolina business
community formed a-partnership with Mecklenburg County to
provide child care for the childrer of welfare mothers who
wanted to work. $600,000 was raised, $300,000 from the
county and $300,000 from the private sector, to begin a day
care recycling program that would allow welfare mothers the
opportunity to work. This approach would aliow the welfare
mother to recycle into child care services a portion of her
welfare benefit which she would no longer receive if she were
employed. The jobs were available, welfare mothers were eager
to fill them, and employers were eager to hire them. For
most of these women with small children, only access to child
care has stood in the way. Because the Department of Health
and Human Services has been reluctant to grant Mecklenburg
County a waiver to divert a portion of the basic AFDC benefit
into child care when a welfare mother accepts employment,
that community is still without its recycling program. The
$600,000 start-up money is drawing interest in the bank.

In Guilford County, North Carclina, there is interest
in creating a quality child care program similar to Head
Start. We know Head Start works. We know that graduates of
the Head Start program are less likely to drop out of
school and more likely to graduate from high school and even
continue beyond high school. We know that Head Start
graduates are more likely to become employed and less likely
to end up on public assistence. We know this and have for a
long time, yet the Head Start program serves less than 2C
percent of those eligible. There is interest in Guilford
County to do something about this,

I think state and local demonstration proiects are very
important in shaping the future of our welfare system, and I
hope this bill, coming out of this committee, will reflect
that.

I thank you for this opportunity to testify today. I am
proud to be a co-sponsor of S$ 1511, and want to assure you
that I am anxious to see welfare reform approved during this
100th Session of Congress, I look forward to working with
you toward this end.
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TESTINONY PRESENTED BY

Linda A. Wilcox
Director, Pivision of Welfare Employment
Naine Pepartment of Human Services

SUNNMARY

The following comments are based on five and a half years of
operating a WIX Demoanstration in Maine and our recent experience

with child support enforcement.

We strongly endorse the provisions of the Family Security
Act for (1) a wvide range of training and education services,
(2) assessment, case management and contracting, (3) child care
and other support services, (4) targeting services to more dis-
advantaged clients, (5) trensitional child care and medical

assistance, and (6) child support enforcement,

To be effective, however, the Act must be strengthened in

the follovwing wvays:

® Reimbursement of comprehensive assessment, participant-agency
contracting, and case management should be increased to ninety

percent.

e Child care reimbursements should reflect what the labor market

demands.

e The requirement that teen parents return to school should

be imposed only if ststes provide alternative education programs.

e Transitional child care and medical assistance should not

be limited to nine months in any three-year period.

e The proposed funding level should be increased for states

that do not have strong, state-funded work programs.

Chairman Bentsen, members of the Senate Finance Committee,
my neme is Linda Wilcox. 1 am director of the Division of Welfare
Employment in the Maine Department of Human Services. We have
been running a WIN Demonstration for AFDC recipients in Maine since

1982. In many significant respects our Welfare Employment, Educa-
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tion and Training or WEET program closely resembles the Family

Security Act's JOBS program.

We applaud the Committee for having drafted legislation that
substantially changes the fundamental purpose of public assistance
from providing limited income maintenance to providing comprehensive

support for achieving family independence.

From our experience, we strongly endorse the following provisions

in the bill:

o The wide range of education and training services;

e The support for assessment, contracting and case management;

e The funding for child care and other support services;

e The targeting of these services to our most disadvantaged clients;

e The continuation of child care and medical assistance after

employment begins;

e Policies for automatic income withholding and paternity -

establishment.

FEDERAL MATCRING RATES

A ninety percent rate has been established for the operation
and administration of the JOBS program with the exception of the
following activities: initial participant assessments, case
management services and developing and administering agency-participant
contracts. These activities are to be reimbursed at a rate of

fifty percent.

We fully understand the reason for encouraging states to
invest in substantive education, training and job search activi-
ties in an effort to help participants break the cycle of poverty
and dependency. However, the five and a half years we have spent

providing professional, individualized case management services
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to Maine's AFDC recipients has convinced us that this is the most

crucial service we have to offer.

The availability of education and training programs and the
provision of financial support for child care and tramsportation,
while necessary, are not sufficient for many welfare recipients.
Participant needs must be identified and matched tc existing
programs, entry into these programs must often be negotiated, and
counseling must be available to deal with the personal crises
that characterize the lives of low-income single parents. Feelings
of victimization, fear of failure, and lack of self-confidence
make risk-taking very difficult. The case manager provides the
encouragement, support and contidence4building that so many welfare

recipients need if they are to succeed in breaking out of the

_dependency cycle.

The foundation of our WIN Demonstration is its case management
system. Each participant is assigned an employment counselor
who works closely with the participant through initial assessment,
career exploration, plan development, training and job placement.
The counselor and the participant also develop a contract clesrly
stating the responsibilities of each. This relationship provides
gservice delivery continuity and, most import;ng}y, the establish-

ment of trust and cooperation between the participant aund the

counselor. The following example illustrates how effective and how

essential good case management is:

April Smith was a client of the Division of Welfare Employment
in Aroostook County. She had been on AFDC for four years after
having been abandoned by her husband. She and her twelve year old
son were living in a trailer eight miles from town. She had no car.
She had been required to work register but had received no assis-
tance since she vwas initially assessed as having too many barriers.
She was assigned a new case manager who fully recognized her
problems but also saw her strengths. She had graduated from high

school, was very good in math and had wvorked for several months as

a bookkeeper before her son was born.
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However, at her first appointment, she was despondent and was
hesitant to even talk about the possibility of going to work.
Neither she nor anyone around her believed she could change her
situation. Her case manager listened to each of her reasons for
not being able to work and then developed a plan for overcoming -
each one of them. First, she suffered from seizures and had been
told by her doctor that they were caused-by her being overweight.
Her case manager recommended she get a neurological exam to
determine their cause. It took three appointments over three months
before Ms. Smith took this first step. The test confirmed her
seizures were due to drain damage from a childhood fall and that

they were not severe enough to keep her from working.

Housing was the next problem to overcome. Since she heated
her trailer with wood, she needed to be home to stoke the fire.
Her case manager referred her to the low income energy assistance

program where she obtained help in buying heating oil.

The next hurdle was parenting problems. Since Ms. Smith
was reluctant to leave her son alone, the next three appointments
were spent counseling her on ways to help her son become more

independent.

Finally, she was ready to start talking about possible jobs
and ways to prepare for them. She agreed to attend a Displaced
Homemakers Project prevocation training on confidence-building and
career decision-making. Transportation with another workshop
participant was arranged for the 50 mile round trip. Ms. Smith

missed only one day of the eight-week session.

Her case manager arranged an on-site training position for
Ms. Smith in the local Job Service office as a transition back into
the labor market. It was an ideal opportunity for her to learn
about job openings. She spent three months at Job Service and then
found a bookkeeping job in a ctore in her hometown. She is now

happily working full-time and is no longer receiving AFDC.
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This multi-step process from initial contact to employment
took a full nine months. Each step was preceded by the development
of a signed agreement specifying what Ms. Smith would do and what

her case manager would do to accomplish the task.

I think it's highly unlikely that Ms. Smith Hogsd have left
AFDC before her son turned eighteen if this kind of carefully

structured case management had not been available to her.

Three out of four of the groups the Act specifically targets --
long~term recipients, welfare repeaters, and teen parents who have
dropped out of school -- are especially in need of these assessment,

case management, and contracting services.

We strongly recommend that Congress encourage states to provide
these professional services by matching their costs at the rate

of ninety percent.

CRILD CARE
There is universal agreement that the major barrier preventing
mothers from working is the lack of adequate, affordable child care.
While we are pleased to see this need addressed in the Family
Security Act, the $160 a month limit on the federal government's

contribution does not approach the going market rate for child care,.

In Maine today full-time care costs an average of $286 a month.
In Portland, the going rate is as high as $355. We urge the
Committee to consider increasing the child care reimbursement to a
more realistic level. It is unlikely that many women with children
between three and six will be able to benefit from JOBS services if

states cannot pay what the child care market demaads.
TEEN PARENT PROVISIONS

We understand the rationale behind requiring high school
dropouts to return to school since this population is at risk of
long-term velfare dependency. We firmly believe that a basic
education is a pre-requisite to economic independence. However,
requiring teen parents to return to conventional classrooms is likely

to be counterproductive because frequently they have not functioned
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well in this setting add have very negative attitudes toward school
und.écadenic learning. Contrary to popular belief, half of Maine's
teen mothers drop out of school before becoming pregnant, Nationally,
sixty percent of females leave school for academic and personal
reasons not associated with pregnancy or marriage. Yet few schools

in Maine are equipped to provide alternative education to teen

parents. Of the 179 school systems in Maine, only 25 operate

alternative education programs.

We recommend that the Act include language requiring states
to provide alternative education programs designed specifically
for high-risk female students and teen mothers, if they are to be

required to return to school.

Further, the requirement that teen parents live at home in
order to receive public assistance should be¢ carefully considered.
A destructive relationship often exists between minor parents and
their own parents. If this provision is retained, the state should
be assigned the responsibility for assuring that the parents' home
is a safe environment. The teen parent should not have the burden

of proving that it is destructive.

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE

We believe that one of the most crucial elements of this
legislation is the nine-month extention of financial support for
child care and health care when a JOBS p?rticipant goes to work.

A follow-up survey of WEET participants who got jobs found that
one-~third of them were no longer working. The major reasons cited
were problems with child care, ill health, lay offs, and insufficient

income.

The average wage earned by WEET participants entering the labor
market is $4.52 an hour. Only forty percent of the full-time jobs
have health benefits. Because of the complexities of welfare
system regulations, WEET participants may end up with less income
vhen they go to work than if they were to stay on welfare. The
strongest work disincentives exist for recipients who get jobs just
above the minimum wage. They earn just enough to make them in-

eligible for AFDC and Medicaid but may not make enough to cover the
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costas of going to work and caring for their families. Providing
child care and medical assistance for up to nine months after
participants ovegin work could greatly increase the chances of

their making-a successful transition from welfare. Providing this

‘aupport for up to one year would further increase their chances.

We also encourage not limiting this support to a total of nine
months in any three-year period. From our experience, a significant
proportion of welfare mothers will fail their first work attempt.

We should encourage them to build on what they have learned and try
again. One important way of doing this is to provide a reasonable

peridd of transitional support.
CRILD SUPPORY ENFORCEMENRT

We strongly endorse the principle embodied in this legislation
that absent fathers be held responsible for supporting their children.
For far too long the burden and stigma of single parenting has fallen
on the mother. The provisions for automatic income withholding
and paternity establishment build on existing national standards to
insure that all absent parcnts are treated consistently and equi-

tably across the country.

This provision will greatly assist agencies to enforce their child
support orders both across and within individual state jurisdictions.
However, because it is not unusual for a state agency to have no
information about where an absgnt parent works, much less how much
he makes, we recommend further that parties to a court, or adminis-
trative action establishing a support order provide the following
information: social security numbers, dates of birth, names and
addresses of employers, income, assets, etc. This information
must be available for states to implement the two-year review of

support awards required by the Act.
FUNDING

While we recognize and appreciate the fiscal constraints under
wvhich Congress is currently operating, we also know that the funds
proposed to implement the Act are inQutficient. particularly for

states that have not established strong, state-funded work programs,
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Both Massachusetts and California have faced up to the costs of
implementing comprehensive welfare reform. California expects to
spend $335 million annually on its work program, GAIN; nearly two
and a half times the $140 million being proposed for the first
tier of JOBS program funding nstionwide. The Massachusetts ET

budget totals nearly $90 million this year.

Welfare-to-work programs are cost-effective but the potential
benefits to the families currently living in poverty and to the
public at large will not be realized in many states until the
federal government assumes its full share of the responsibility for
funding, as well as designing, comprehensive solutions to the

complex problem of dependency.
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COMMUNICATIONS

STATEMENT BY SENATOR ADAMS ON S. 1511

Mr. Chalrman, I am unfortunately unable to attend these hearings,
but I Jdo want to express my support for the efforts of Senator
Moynihan on this legislation, and my admiration for the
leadership ha has shown on this issue for so many years. He
understood the problems with our welfare system lorg before those
problems were appreciated bty the country as a whole, and he spoke
up about what he saw. Ever since, he has been in the forefront
on this 1ssue, and has now brought before the Senate and the
country a proposal for reform. I am proud to join him in this
effort as a co-sponsor of your bill.

We now have in this nation vast experience with attempts by the
federal government to Jirectly aidress the needs of our fellow
citizens living 1n poverty. We have encountered difficulties in
Jefining proper roles in this efforts for fedleral, state, and
local governments. We have encpuntered enormous difficulty in
walking the tightrope between assistance that helps people help
themselves, and asslstance that encourages Jepsndency. We have
watched almost dumbfounded the eriormous unintended results of
federal intervention on people’'s lives, their Jecisions about how
to live as families, and the social fabric of their communities.

These difficulties and Jdiscoveries have been at times so
overwhelming that there 1is a teniency %o consider this overall
effort a failure. I vehemently Jdisagree. Without the assistance
proviled by the existing AFDC system, countless poor people,
primarily women and young children, would be living in conditions
much moce severe than those.existing now.

I am proud of the committment this country has male towarlds
helping its poor. I think that in terms of ensuring that many
poor have the very basics of human survival that our efforts have
been successful. The challenge before us now can not be met by
turning our backs on this comaittment., Instead, 1t must be met
by reaffirming our resolve; examining the history of our efforteg
so far, and designlng ways 79 de a2 better job.

I believe that the bili in%rojuced by Senator Moynihan meets this
challenge head~on, Tnls b1lll recognizes that federal assistance
has too often encouraged Jependence by requiring states to
enhance efforts to provilde education, Job-training, and Job
placement services tu welfare reciplents. It recognizes that
" federal assistance has too often encouraged families to break up
by changing many of rhese policles, and setting up greatly
enhanced child-support enforcement. It recognizes that the
successful transition to inlependence requires not just cash
assistance, but access to a broad range of support services by
temporarily extending chili-care and medical bdeneflits once a
family gets off of welfare.
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I would also again like to express my pleasure that this bill
authorizes a Jdemonstration project for Washington state to run
its innovative Family Independence Program as a substitute for
the Federal welfare system. The Family Independence Program 1s a
creative, compassionate attempt to better the lives of people,
especially children, living in poverty.

One of the strong features of Washington state's plan is that it
ensures that welfare reciplients will continue to receive at least
the same amount of benefits that they have in the past, and that
all legal rights they currently have 1n respect to those benefits
remaln protected. Fears have been expressed that increased state
involvement in managing welfare programs will result in neglect
and reduced services. I belleve that this Washington state plan
puts those fears to rest, and should serve as a model of
responsible state welfare management.

I am proud that Washington State has played a leadership role 1in
this issue of welfare reform; and I am pleased that

Senator Moynihan has incluled a Jemonstration program authorizing
the state to implement thls exciting new program in his bill.

Finally, I look forward to a chance to study the comments of the
Jistingulshed witnesses that will appear before this panel, and
hope they will give us guildance as to how this legislation can be
made even better, I am particularly interested 1n suggestions
that will ensure that this new bill is "user-frienily", and
accomplish its worthy goals.

Thenk you.
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SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY BY GOVERNOR HENRY BELLMON,
OKLAHOMA= AT SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE HEARING ON WELFARE
REFORM LEGISLATION, OCTOBER 14, 1987

In prepared testimony delivered to the Senate Finance
Committee, Governor Henry Bellmon of Oklahoma endorsed S.
1511, the bill introduced by Senator Daniel Patrick
Movnihan, with 54 co-sponsors. Governor Bellmon stressed
the following key features of S. 1511:

o Substantially increased federal funding for emplovment,
training and education services by state and local
governments for recipients of public assistance.

Governor Bellmon said these services enable recipients
of public assistance to become self supporting and

to contribute to the nation's output of goods and
services, rather than dependent on public assistance.
Governor Bellmon stated that passage of S. 1511 would
reverse the trend in recent years of reducing federal
funding for employment and training services for public
assistance recipients.

o Manditory coverage by all states of two~parent house-
holds in which neither parent is disabled. Governor
Bellmon said that current federal policies, which
permit a state option on this issue, are "anti-family".

Governor Bellmon presented to the Committee a report on
Oklahoma's Employment and Training Program for recipients of
Aid to Families with Dependent Children. He told *he
Committee that, during the past five years, Oklahoma has
placed more than 33,000 recipients in full-time jobs.

Governor Bellmon said that Oklahoma's outstanding record has
been accomplished through a combination of vigorous job
search, education and training support and unpaid community
work experience. He stated that Oklahoma is now expanding
its tools available for transitioning public assistance
recipients from dependency to participation in the work
force. It is initiating both work supplementation pavments
to private employers who hire public assistance recipients
and mandatory work requirements for absent parents.

Governor Bellmon urged the Committee to persist in its
efforts to enact meaningful welfare reform in 1987.

TESTIMONY BY GOVERNOR HENRY BELLMON, OKLAHOMA,
AT WELFARE REFORM HEARING
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE, U.S. SENATE

October 14, 1987

I appreciate the Committee's allowing me a few minutes to
testify on a subject that has been a long-standing concern
of mine. Hopefully, this Committee and the Congress as a

whole will succeed this year in bringing about some funda-
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mental improvements in our nation's efforts to heln low-

income families and their children.

For a long time I have been convinced Oklahoma can make an
important contribution to the national debate on welfare
policy. When I was Governor in the 1960's, leahoma ﬁad a
very successful work experience program under Title V of the
Social Security Act. Unfortunately, that program was
terminated when the Work Incentive (WIN) legislation of 1967

was implemented.

Subsequently, under the WIN demonstration authority enacted
in 1981, Oklahoma has operated a very successful job place-
ment and Community Work Experience Program for AFDC recipi-
ents. During the last five years, these efforts have
resulted in the placing of more than 33,000 AFDC recipients
in productive jobs. We have succeeded in holding Oklahoma's
AFDC caseload to less than 3 percent of the state's popula-

tion, even though the state has undergone a deep and

prolonged recession, with unemployment rates running well

above the national averages.

For the nation as a whole, Mr. Chairman, roughly 4 1/2_
percent of the population is on AFDC. So Oklahoma is doing
substantially better than the average state in holding down
its AFDC caseload, despite having a very soft economy and
despite having more adequate AFDC benefits than most of our

neighboring states.

A summary of the key elements in our employment and training
programs for AFDC recipients is appended to this statement.
Oklahoma is proud of our successful program and I believe it

can be emulated in most states.
\

85-457 0 - 88 - 11
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In 1975, then Minority Leader Howard Baker and I helped form
a coalition of Republican and Democratic Senators who
introduced a welfare reform bill, which become known as the
Baker-Bellmon Bill, It was presented as an alternative to
the "Better Jobs and Income Program” proposed by the Carter
Administration. Our proposal at that time dealt with the
same fundamental issues that the bill before you today
addresses.

The nation needs reform in its public welfare programs.

More adequate benefits are needed in many states. Two~
parent households should not be automatically ineligible for
benefits anywhere in the country. That is an anti-family
policy. 1I'm sorry to say that Oklahoma is one of the 24
states that do not now offer two-parent coverage. I recom-
mended in my first legislative message this year that we add
two-parent coverage. Legislators felt that the financial
situation of the stdte this pagt spring did not permit that
to be done. I intend to press vigorously for approval in

1988. -

The choice on whether to cover two-parent families, however,
should not be a state decision. Given the Federal govern-
ment's substantial funding of AFDC and food stamp benefits,
it should become a condition of Federal assistance that all
states cover two-parent households within a reasonable time.
I am happy that S. 1511 would do that and I urge you to keep

that provision in the bill,

Our 1978 Baker-Bellmon bill also provided for a federally-
established minimum benefit level and for gradual movement
to that minimum by the states which were below that level.
This is another of the fundamental issues in welfare reform.
I am sorry that both Houses apparently have agreed that it

is not possible to make substantial progress this year on

o

ik
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that issue. Until some action is taken on that front,
states will have unacceptable variations in benefits with

some states offering totally inadequate benefits.

Adequate coverage and benefits should be provided by our
welfare system for those families meriting assistance.
Coverage of two-parent households and establishment of a
minimum benefit are the two most critical missing elements

in providing an adequate benefit system.

Even more vital, however, is our effort to keep dependency
on welfare to the minimum level essential for protection of
the health and well-being of children. The most challeng-
ing, and I think the most hopeful, aspect of the welfare
reforq_}ssue is the matter of preventing and shortening
dependency. As I said before, this is being done in
Oklahoma for thousands of people each year through our
aggressive and effective Work and Training Programs. Other
states have also been successful in such efforts, and in
some cases have gone beyond us in developing imaginative
work and training programs for welfare recipients. Congress
and the Reagan Administration unfortunately have been moving

the other way, cutting back funding for the Work Incentive

Program in recent years, for example.

In our 1978 Baker-Bellmon Bill we proposed to convert much
of the CETA Program as it existed at that time into a
program to benefit AFDC recipients. Later that year, I
succeeded in getting amendments adopted to the CETA Legis-
lation to improve the targeting on AFDC recipients. Further

targeting amendments have been adopted since then.

/
Unfortunately, the JTPA Program, the successor to CETA,-in
most states, is still not an effective resource for

substantial numbers of AFDC recipients.




It is a fact of 1life that if states are to do a good job on f
N behalf of AFDC recipients most of them are going to have to t
do that through their welfare agencies, using the staff who
& know the recipients best, putting employment needs on the
same level as health needs, cash needs and other service

needs.

I am gratified éhat the Moynihan Bill (S. 1511) will make a
major increase in the Federal government's investment in
work and training for AFDC recipients. It is vital that
states be encouraged and assisted to go beyond their present
efforts in this regard. Many demographers are predicting a
severe labor shortage within the next 10 years. Certainly,
most of the 3 million adults on AFDC can be made productive,
contributing citizens rather than persons dependent for
welfare benefits for the long term. Most of the 8 million
children in AFDC families can become self supportive citi-
zens. The provisions of S. 1511 will help to accomplish

this.

Mr. Chairman, the Finance Committee has a golden opportunity
to make substantial progress on one of our nation's most
difficult public policy problems. I urge you to persist in
this important undertaking and to produce a welfare reform
bill this year. As one Republican Governor, I will do all I

can to encourage President Reagan to sign such a bill.

OKLAHOMA'S EXPERIENCE WITH EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING SERVICES
FOR AFDC RECIPIENTS (1982-1987)
Oklahoma was one of the first states to obtain waivers
under the 1981 amendments to the Work Incentive Program, Our
program includes several elements:

~ Administration by the Department of Human Services with

cooperative agreements making available JTPA, Employment
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Service and Vocational-Technical Education resources. We
have‘hade the training and employment needs of AFDC
reciéients a key part of every case worker's job. We also
use employment and training specialists to open doors with
employers, keep the rest of our staff on track and conduct

job search orientations.

An "age-of-child” waiver, under which participation in
training, job search and actual work is mandatory regard-
less of the age of the child.

A heavy emphasis on directed job search, but also consi-
derabla "coaching” and other help with employer contacts.
Day care must be available before we require work or
training. Oklahoma has continued to operate day care as
an entitlement program, with no fixed ceiling on enroll-
ments or expenditures.

A community work experience option, under which we typi-
cally have something like three (3) percent of the adults
in our caselcad enrolled at any given time. Our CWEP
placements are limited to three (3) months, with the
possibility of extending for up to an additional three (3)
months.

During any quarter, 15 percent of our registrants are in
educational programs.

We are now“beginning to implement the work supplementation
program so that we can direct AFDC dollars to subsidies
with private employers, focusing on recipients who have
been on the rolls two (2) years or more.

Our results have been dramatic:

In five and one-half (5 1/2)years, we have placed 33,500
AFDC recipients into full-time unsubsidized jobs lasting
for 30 days or longer. Cémputed at the minimum wage
level, these former recipients would have monthly earnings
of nearly $20 million. We know their actual earnings

today are far greater than that.
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Our data indicates that 3/4 of these persons have not

returned to the AFDC rolls.

We apply sanctions to less than 150 registants per year.
We have kept our AFDC caseload to less than 3% of Okla-
homa's population, compared to a National average of over
4.5%, despite a very‘depressed economy in the past five
{5) years.

We have done our best work with mothers of young children:
two-thirds of our placements are of mothers with children
under six (6). 40% of them involve mothers with children
under three (3).

40% of our CWEP trainees go into permanent jobs, most of
them with the public and non-profit agencies with which
they are placed for training.

Oklahoma is now ready to innovate in another dimension of
work and training which S. 1511 would open. That is employment \
and training for absenl parents who can't pay child support
because they are unemployed. This along with two-parent AFDC
benefits could, we believe, become a major tool in our efforts

to encourage family formation and fulfillment of parental

obligations.
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COALITION ON HUMAN NEEDS
BLOCK GRANT MONITORING PROJECT

OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS

The promise of block yrants was L.uc +ates, being "closer
to the people," would be more responsive to their needs than the
federal government. Even in the face of budget cuts, many
expected that states wouid take advantage of biock grant
flexibility and do a better job in providing for a whole range
of human needs. Three vears of monitoring four block grants in
eleven states under a Ford Foundation grant have shown that the
promise has gone largelv unfulfilled.

The study examined che extent to wnich two basic policy
goals were achieved: first, the degree to which scarce resources
were targeted on persons and places of greatest need; and, second,
the extent to which states and local governments could be held
accountable for the expenditure of federal block grant funds by
involviny the public in decision-making and by documenting
performance.

In brief, the conclusions were --

. Many needs of the poor and other disadvantaged groups
were ignored and others given relatively low priority
as states tended to spread dollars and services thinly
across geograpnlc areas and population groups.

Service nix within block grants often did not address
the most pressing needs of low *»ncome populations.

. Increasingly, for-profit businesses are used as delivery
agents (primarily in job training and economic devel-
opment) while small, non-profit service providers,
nmore accesslble to minority and other at-risk groups.
are less uble to compete for block granrt contracts.

. Public institutions, compared to comnmunity-based
alternatives, nave been protected from funding cut-backs
wnenever possible.

B Iintended beneficiaries of prourams -=- ofzen the pecvie
who best <now what 1s needed -- are haraly ever repre-
sented on state level advisory bodies. &ven among
public officiais and professionals on such podrds,
women and minorities are often under-revresented
conpared to theirr presence in the general vopulatron,

. States rareiy yo bevond the federal iaw to collect per-
fornance data. evaiuate programs or suggest improve-
ments. On-site compliance reviews are often irregular,
infrequent ana ineffectave.

Aithough much of this rewort is critical of block grants, it
shouid not be interpreted to nean that changes cannot be made to
correct disparities and increase acecountabiiity. Indeed, some
states nave been innovative and gone pevond the letter of the
law to account for the use of feceral funds. Most of them have
inplemented the consolidaied programs responsibly. But, by and
large, the monitoring project uncovered ilittle evidence of
creativity or superior mandgenent practices.
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Imaginative federai ieadership could also help accomplish

-these goals without creacting meaningless, burdensome regulations

and paperwork. If the findings show anything, it is that many
states will not, on their own, initiate efforts to meet the
nationally recognized and weil documented needs of groups such

ag children at risk, the nardest-to-serve youth and adults,
parents needing child care and lower income persons in need of low
income housing.

Methodology

The Coalition selected four block grants out of the nine
created or modified in 1981 in order to test the block grant
concept. Two of them, educatien and social services, offer a
high degree of discretion to states. The job training progran
was the most prescriptive, and community developrent feil in
between.

Eleven states, inc¢luding three of the largest in the nation,
were seiected to represent various regional differences. States
were also selected >ased on the following criteraia:

= high ievel of poverty
- large minoricy and high-risk wopulac.ons
- presence of state-coalitions and local

community groups actively interestadin block
grant-related 1ssues, and

= gyeourapnic distraibution.

foverty 1ndicators were weignted very heaviiv because of
the Coal:ition's =<npnasis on nonitoring the extent zo which low
income populatlions Lenefit from plock grants. S.nce ninorities
disproportionately occupy the ranks cf the woor, ~hesr
concentracions within srates were neavily welgnied as well.
seicction was also based on an attempt to -epresent varving
types of governance (e.y. streng executive/strong legislature),
state blouk grant legislation and admanistrative structures for
implementing block grants. The geographic distribution of
states in the study omitted representation of states in the
Pacific Northwest because of an inability to identify groups
with vital organizational interests in the block grant-related
issues emphasized in this study. This was an important selection
criterion since the project was designed Lo provide reseaarch
data to community organizations who could use it. The sites
selected represent a proad cross-~section of economic conditions
and special popuiations with substantial unmet needs.

Data collection instruments were designed for each block
grant wnich wrobed for i1nformation in each of five issue areas
of interest to che Coallition. They are: targeting, service mix,
service delivery agents, progranm verformance and accountability.
Questions were designed to explore (1) the extent to which proyram
benefits reached those for whom they were intended: (2) the
appropriateness of che services and opportunities provided for
beneficiaries; (3) the degree of involvement non-profit private
service providers in implementing prograns; (4) progran
performance and the degree to which it is evaluated; and (3) the
extent to which the programs are accountable to the public.

Infornation collected on the instruments came from state
documents, on-site interviews with state officlals and follow-up
telephone interviews. Once state information was collected, keyv
indicators for each block grant were used to assess performance.
Two issue areas did not easily lend themselves to such an-
assessment becausc ! hey related more to iocal level functions
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than to state functions. These were service nix and service
deiivery ayents. A thaird 1ssue area, progran performance, was
aiso difficuit to assess due to the absence of uniforn per-
formance data in ail of the block grants studied except rhe JTPA
program.

Where staves complied with statutory provisions for
targeting, perfornance and accountability, but did nothing oeyond
what was legally reguired, verformance was considered average,
Where states increased targeting objectives, exceeded performance
standards or vrovided rore effective accountability mechanisns
than cequired oy .aw, t.clr cerformance was conslaered above
average. “Where ‘lLere was a failure to meer statutorv cargeting
objectives, perfa'nance standards or insure mininai proygran
accountabrlity, state nerformance was considered defliclent.

Tu 4o bevonu state ievei atatistics and exapone rhe npact
on conpunities ana seople, iwency iocal jurisdictions were
expiored for perfornance inn esach of the four biock grants., Ten
were rurai and Ten were urban sites. Of these., Ju’'l case siudies
were developed i ten (ocations, oeacn involving one of the four
biock grants. The i1ssue areas examined in the case studles weve
sini1lar to those e=xanined Zor the state profilaes. ‘fowever,
1nfurmacion on Loe service Mix and service sroviders for orograns
LOoK on yreater significance in this local examination of service
delivery svstens. Locas conmunity groups and program
peneficiaries helped ©» ldentify strengchs and weaxnesses .n the
piock qgrants as tney affected themselves and Lhelr comnunities.

Due "o the relatively scant data required i1n the administra-
tion of Llock Grants, das well as the iack of unifornmity fron
stace o 3tate and locaility to locality, much of the informartzon
collizcied was quaixcative. Interviews were conaucted with suate
ana .oca. wrogram officiais, service providers and represen-
tatives of communit: groups. State and local plans, reports,
budcecs, ninutes and other written materials were collected over
the Laree-vear period.

It was antitinated that very different 1ssues would 2e cairsed
from cne locaiilty %o another even where tae same block grant was
beiny studied. 7To ailow each case study to uniold in its own
way and to permit the special concerns of low Lncome persons in
a given community to surface, the data was collected 1n a wav
which aljowed an examination of the key 1ssue areas within the
context of the singular locations wnere these programs were
beiny _nmienented.

3ecause che monltoring took »lace over a three-vear neriod,
the snfornat.on contained in tnis overview relates to dif{ferent
progrdm vears., Although individual state and local reworts
designate specific veacrs no attenpt was nade to do 50 here.

funds Rarelv Targeted on Greatest Need

The monitoring mro ,zct found that, with severai except:ions,
states did not target biock grant funds on nopulation growns andé
qeographic dareas of greatest need. They would nave .zen abie to
acconplish this, Jdeoending on the block grant, througa sub-state
aiivcation fornmuies, e#liqgibility criteria andsor policies osraor-
1tizing certain target groups or services.

The Chapter II Education Block Grant gives .14 great deal of
discretion in the llstribution of -funds. Congra2ss r2cqulred oniv
that every schooi district receave some noney and tnat funds be
naue availiable to non-nuplic schoois. This in itse!? sends to
soread the snell amount of monev i the block gront very (ainly
a0ross the entire country. Large arban school driscsourts which
fad received deseqreqarion grants before "he block qrant wes
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P

{n the Job Training Partnership Act, :the monitoring project
affirmed what many national studies have concludea -- that service
delivery agents (SDAs) are “creaming,” serving those wno can be
nlaced in jobs most guickly at the lowesi cost. Because funding
of JTPA makes it possible to serve only .oont 3 wercent of the
eiigible disadvantaged population and bhecause contractors are
reinmpursed only after successful piacenents, there is a suLit=~-1n
incent:ive o serve the nost job-ready.

Fhe svatute requires that 40 percent »i JTPA Zunds be swen:
on vouth. Most of the 11 states net or came within 10 nercentage
points of tnhe target. The law aliso reguires that AEDC and . o
scnoul troo outs pe served "eguaitablyv” 1n relation to their
wresence in rhe eiligiple disadvantaged population. The mon:itor:ing
e oo Tound that srates are falling far short of serving —rop-
ouis, wno nationally make up 51 percent of the JTPA-eligihla
nooulat ton.  Indeed, nany statzes were unable to provide estinates
of what oercentage of their eligibie population are drop-ou.s.

S:1x states, however, net or exceeded the taruet f{or serving
welfare recipients, while two of the other five {ui’led to Jo so,
and toree did noc nake avaliabie the data needed to deternine
how well rhis group was served. There are several ;ossible
explanarions. First, Hlnce v ur stipends are genera:ly
unavailable to persons in training or remeaial aducs:
recipiencs are smong Fhe few who nave a means of r.
in the program. Secondlv, :{ a state can nlace a we_lare
reciplent 1n & Job @ can reduce future weifare costs.

ra

21 sadvantased
roarans

Dours \mong f

ifare wcaplents_and Oro
tation snd Farningi

welfare

< + - T
7 24
] 33 NA 39
T3 %] R 5
.7 13 A s
Tt omuLdlL0n; nol avai.oaols Tor oad welfare,
YA narrar tan on che nunber GUommout s Oy Lncone Catory LS
-n el et 0 oost siagics, NAito, wnere s Varaboe aata, o3

hard to conpare gecause states diff-r 1n the way thev defline
"drop-out.”

State enployment programs are not effectively serving women
and nincor:tles, groups ind. require services deslgned to nelp
them overcome their more serious barriers to =roiovment. In
hentucky, Zor exanple, the 2Y'85 "entered enployment” v.ite was 60
percent {or all JTPA warticipants but only 46 wercent for blacks
and 37 percent for weifare recipienls, most of whom are wonen.,
Some states, like Missouri, are unable to »rovide data on the
presence of women and ninority groups in the disadvantaged
eliagibie sopulation. 30 1t is :ippossible to tell whether they
are coning close to servang them proportionateiyv.

An.vner difficulty in serving women :s the unavailabil:itv of

) - et 'pspectaily ; . 7 ~ oy
suppor” services,' aspecrally ¢niid care, whicn thev must have . £

‘
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they are rto be abie %o participate. None of the states monitorea
have siqnificantly incrcoased support service avallability,

thougn four *"jave attempted to moderately increase such supuort,
Delaware, in fact, initiaily enacted a polacy of not offering
support services, although now they wili be considered in cwrrazin
cages. One Illinoirs sianning objective the first vear under the
block grant was to spend legs than the 30 percent aliowed on
support services and administration. {SA8 can seek a walver of
this cap from the state.) Kentucky pavs ¢ralning 2art:c rar
less for cliid care (S5/dav’chiid up to $19 for uw to 3 cnijaren:
than 1t does for cniridren 1n iTs protective zervit2s svsten
{(v8.cav cnhildl.

3

Best Case Example: Kentucky 1s taking several stens .o
inbrove targeting. It has 1ncreased the Ireguency of rerlews
from rquarzerliv to nonth.y, pronising technicai assistance to
sDAs falriing behind. In addition, the statz has addea "o its
tarcet lisr female heads of households, nandicappec "ersons and
ex-nflenders, reguiring the coliection of ‘2 on tae craracter-
1stics of these aroups. Youth compeLency svetens nave also been
imvlienented.

Best Case Example: in Maine, wnere t“he ComMmnissioner
Lador is a woman and <) percent of the Stuate Job [raining Joor-
ninatiang Councii s fenale, nrograns to niromote aiternative
employment Jor women nave been instituted. (The area for sucn
vorrective action ia corpe out 1n oa conparison of the average wage
at »lacement: $3.ub Zor nen: 34,54 for wonen.)

:n 2+ Small Cities Community Development Block Grant
Csallsss, anivy o sis wf e eleven states used Tnaeirs disorer_on o
snerease e fecerar o irenent tnat tae progran asoo wiole
penefl. fow ana noderane Lncone cesidents (LMD over o oareae
cears, wirnoak least O 2ar of au! prodrart excendst ures
Teing cievoled to That nurvose.  Across 4l SLanes esaiinsd
puzlic infrastructure Hﬁvp‘onnenc snowed a 21k odedqree of
rareiing Lo fow and noderate inCORe noa~nebronoliltan areas.

Best Cases: The ace .. Loulslana 1as estaslilshed
procedures which 1t ciains vesulred in 33 oercent of tne
earcnditures penefiting ow and noderate incone ygroups. Fifty-
one sercent of drogram monies sPent on eacy activity (not on the
NDrOAran as_a wWho:e ) must nefi- low income persons.

Malne, nas adowtea 3 % uarcent henefit taresnold for
connunrley revitalidation owntown re-develoonent nrotiects which
n1ad peen criticized Ior ceine of no denonstracle senefit to low
LACONE Qroups nniolc 1 naii2rods jLrisaicbions cited sucn benefits
as the objective peing et n ' el appxxcdblons.

At the uriaer g iy has reduced (ts standard fron
71 percent LMI denef:t ‘o o irrai 31 -ercent nininum o
pupitc facilities wrojeces. In nous.ng relapiiitation projeccs,
nowever, the STALe INPOS-=t =« r&cuir2nent cnat wouid ensure ~aan
200 percent of the units cre oncuoilsaa by low or nhoderate 1ncone
people. The srate's funas cevoted "0 20US1ng, nowever, Jave
dropped by T3 percent L e Iew vears (see next sectioni.

the trend of states 7o
D.idrs wider ana biinner

Missourl 1lso seens
spreaa Laerr copnunity
amony nore turisdictions amounts tnhan Tooc niace
anaer the Tederal administrap  on oE the proygran. 7 n the
education dlock arant, this 2raccice, while volibically sopn
tercs Lo ailjute assiscance "o areas of greatesrt neea and, o
sone cases, nakes 1t difficu.z Lo amass the level of regources
necessgary to produce a =icairi.cans snpact.  M1SsOurl 21580 auproves
Jrancs 1n Various categoriss LI 3ronortlon ©a Lae awnlicateons

3
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recelved fron local yovernnents. If only one anpiication 1s or
housing 1mprovement, for exanpie, and all othz2r navors submnit
s.ner types of wronosalis, (o 1s nossible the housine oroject nay
not ve awproved even 1{ rtihe n2ed s exceptional.

Many states are 1naplenenting che LMI stancard »n wavs that
cra=ate an additionalil negative 1mpact on the excert "o wni.ch low
sacene popuiatlons are servea. ne cormun practice n the spall
rrores crogran (urban centers sti.: receive "sautatlznent” funds
frnn e feceral governnent) s “or state or recional plannang
agenciles Lo rank communlty ceveloonenl provosais. JMose with
1ignest ratiaas on vorious LACLors are Lnen nmaroved,
Chouan procedures vary consideradiyv Ivom wiatoe 3 osTate,
cocant veoars has peen to D ace 1ACreas.nng fnnnasis on

roe

Sl U8 as \A;-g;ect"; aApi. .ty fto leveriave o er cosournes.
W OtA L . CUORANLC elopnent pProoosa s o cruebe against
e DTN, JUS1Nesses A GalMost alwavs w2 To oo wolh

G Ulover gqea woney. .ronieally, e TG RO LE noecded TSt

Ao o Tton snanlie to ralse millioant o onnt s D s el sourees.

{n aentucky, even thouga 42 percent of a oroject's evaiuation
is pascw .on the city's number and percentaye of persons in
poverry, a nigh rating does not necessarily predict approval.

This 5 pecially true pecause tue state receives and awards
SCCDBG qrants over a nine-montia neriod, so that, there 1s not
alwavs an opportunit: to judge a nisn-need »roject against
otiiers where less need :s demonstrated.,

Best Case Example: The state of Loulsilana has conducted a
R . coimnunity develiopment needs assessment wnich found job
creaction, aousing renabi. ..o n and water/sewer to be priorities.
Allocations of SCCDBG funds have accoradingly S2z.a w. . ed -o
pubiilc faciiitiles (383 vercent), housing (28 percent) and economic
developnenc (ils percent). When inpiemented locally, as wili be
seen later, such gooda :ncentions do not aiwavs produce goond
results,

Maxt To the Education Block Grant, tie Title XX Social
Services Block Grant offers cne most fiexibiriitty to states and
lnocaiirles. The federal statute requires no »articular 4ilocation
necnanisn, needs factors or targeting criteria.

the nonitoring sroject found that nest srtares do nor use
sucn factors 4s ooverty Oor unenpiovhent rat=ys, aunpers of elderclv
or handlcaoped, or neaith 1tnaicators 1 allocdating sowial service
funpus. States, .ncluding che 1l monitored, rend to aistribure
the funds re countles or sub-stdre reqlons on Tae casis of
SOPULATION ANGSOr Lhe orevious vear's casesoad. The latter
ofren focuses entirely on child asuse and neq.ect ciges and ed

v

o
(u

0y state and county emprovees.  Altaougn the HilocKk qgran

used o serve Tnls Jurpose, tne federal stat.le s:i.es equaA
EPPRASLS S0 SUCH LLIGE-rdNALny Eeeds d4s recusiars e 1solatlon of
the elderly and disabpled vhrouch condregate neals o wn-acre

nie Ly funding
ys51stanee Tor

care or owronocting tae self-sulfrcieney of -oor
chled care 5 worklng warents or o suostance
VOuLT.

An ther aspect of target:ing 1n Title XX -svolves

t
state ru:es bthe stube wses o regtirict oligincliby, us
based on Lnoone, aeforw L33., the hiock jro
states devate AT east i asrcent of expend
for persons wao were eilgibdie for AFDC, SSI e cate?’

DUOIrCM Sor the e, o: aa and dlsanledi or o owearoard.

H Ta% SiX YedArs SI10Ue Q00N @ULGl5LL 000 bk oL oinaden dt
T SO AL L NG L Al eSS AV OV T L WO i s o 1 Feet 1Ous
[ P N LUOSS I aae TO Tl WGRLAeT (LW Lfotie RIS UNS, o
DAL QI st O D toae lederay seanent no longer
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collects uata on how many persons served are tncone eiigable.)
For Yome programs, especially child care, sfates nave tended to
lower income eligibility standards so that funds are targeted on
the poorest. While pernhaps serving the greatest need, this move
has olaced a ha-dship on many low income working people who are
now priced out of the child care system. The monitoring project
and other sgtudies have shown an overall deciine in Title XX
child care, with some states slowly begining to comnit their own
resources to increase day care availability.

_In the other direction, the emphasis on children's protective
services nentioned above tends to dilute targeting to low incone
persons because these services are always provided regardless of
famiiy income. Most experts, however, believe that child
protective services are usually directed mainly at poor famiiies
-since they are more likely to be reported to or in sore reguliar
contact with the state social service system.

In some instances, the state has favored certain populat:ions
over others 1n sezting income standards. Missouri restricts in-
home care to individuals who are beneath 80 percent of redian
income, while famiiles must be beneath 60 percent of median *o
receive subsidized child care. In Maine, the 9 percent nf -he
Social Services Block Grant going into mental health prograns
provides services to people regardless of their incone.

At the national level, one problem with some block grants :s
that dollars cannot be targeted to states and localities suffering
from economic downturns. (Several block grants, such as JTPA
take unenployment or other fluctuating needs factors .nto account
in making state allocations. The social services and educaz:0on
block grants are allocated to states strictly on the basis of
population and enrollment.)

Louisiana, which is among several states with growing socia.
servicz needs due to recent high unemployment in the oil industry,
has twice enacted 10 percent across-the-board cuts in social
services. Two social service offices were closed, state personnel
were laid off, and social worker travel was eliminated. Besidcs
restricting eligibility to those whose incomes are under 58
percent of the state median, the state added the requirenent tha
cliients show that they couid not receive needed services
elsewhere. :

or

Best Case Example: Some-states try to neluv low .ncone
working families obtain child care by subsidizing part oI the
cost while offering it free of charge to the pooresc. In Maine,
for example, day care is free for a familv of four wnese :incone
is less than $1,271 per montn while others can nayv nan a4 siiding
gscale if their incomes do not exceed s51,827.

Service Priorities Don't Alwavs Match People's Xeeds

One ratiopale for block grants was the beiief -hat state and

local governments, beinqg closer to the people, wouid lirect
. federal dollars to actual community needs. The monitoring project

found this to be largely invalid 1f one accepts the findings of
national studies which have shown, for example, that extensive
remedial education is needed if disadvantaged groups are to be
prepared to move into the jobs of today and tomorrow. Or that
the widespréad problem of homelessness is due in large part to
the disappearance of low income housing. Or that the demand for
day care far outstrips its availability in most American cities
and towns.

The monitoring project found that all of these areas, and
others of unique community need, receive relatively low priority,
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or at least lower than one would expect. 1In fact, the service
mix tends to favor programs that officials might find glamorous,
such as economic development, or that they would have to spend
tnglr own money on, such as conputers, if they couldn't have the
feuergl dollars. In any case, there were few indications, :f
any, in the studv of il states and 20 communities that block
grants are being used creatively to address local rieeds. Tried
apd true prograns, tie things that states have most experience
with, are what they tend to spend the bulk of their federal
dollars on.

Table III: Share of SCCDBG Spent on Housing

(percent)

EY 82 FY 84
Az 17.6 5.7
cA 77.4 3 37.2
DE 58.0 52.0
KY 13.0 26.0
LA 15.0 4 14.5
NE 24.0 26.0
» 10.0 0.0
IL 10.0 3.0
XY 3 NA NA
xC 61.0 31.0
TX 6 NA 6.3
3 ry '83

]
4 This does not include housing activities funded with
orior vear funding cormitments.

J The (.5, Dept. of Housing and Croan Lévelopnent administers
the 3SCCUBG.

7 The state of Texas did noz narticivarte in tne CUSCAN
survey for rY'82.

In the Small City Community Development Block Grant, spending
for econonic development -- both business development subsidies
and public facilities to serve industry -- has grown dramatically.
Sinmultaneocusly, expenditures for housing rehabilitation have
declined.

The shift in comruunity development funding priorities has
grown each .ear since 1982, the first year that states
administered the sma.. cities block grant. I[nformation on the
portion of the block grant serving housing versus economic
development was voluntarily provided by some of the states to
the Council of State Community Affairs Agencies beginning 1in
1982. A comparison using 1981 data would probably reveal that
the amount devoted to housing has shrunk even further since the
program was administered oy the federal government.

Many small cities and towns do, in fact, have a great need
for economic development which will create jobs for their un-
employed and underemployed populations. However, SCCDBG
documentation that jobs are filled by low and moderate incone
persons is very weak or non-existent. California in 1985 funded
expansion of a ski resort which had twice been rejected due, in
part, to over-estimation of job creation. The combined full-
time-r:quivalent of ten year-round and 72 seasonal jobs were
estimated .o be created, and 89 percent of them were to go to
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low and moderate income persons. Since most of the jobs were

for aki instructors and patrolliers who often are co.lege s .idents,
some state residents questioned the benefit to local low 1ncc: 2
people.

Table IV Share of SCCDBG Spent on Econonic Developnent and Related
Public Facilities

Most Recent Fiscal % Change in ED
Year Econ. Dev. FY from 1982

E-Y4 21 84 122

ca 7 23 84 NA

DE 0 84 0

KY 35 35 91

LA is8 85 446

ME 8 7 85 -36

MO 33 85 41

1L 63 84 100

NY 9 NA -- NA

NC 29 84 342

TX 10 89 84 NA

7 Estimated change from 1983,

8 The State of Maine does not separate its public facilities
category into those which are general from those which support
econonic development activities.

9 e U.S. Department of Housing and Urpan Deveiocpment
adnini=-ers the SCCDBG progran for the state; therefore, that
orogram was not inciuded 1in this study.

10 The sState of Texas did not part:iclipate in the COSCAA
survey for FY'82.

-

Another issue in the growth of economic development spending
is the question of whether the investment-would not have occurred
without the subsidy. One of the goals of states is to leverage
non-block grant funds. But, when 96 percent of total economic
devzlopment funds in Kentucky are leveraged from other sources,
one must wonder whether the 4 percent that comes from the block
grant is anything nore than a bonus to new and expanding busi-~-
nesses. The state's 27 percent leveraged in housing projects
seens more in keeping wita the idea of making public funds stretch
further by developing partnerships.

States often use JTPA as well as economic development qrants
to assist business. Through contracts for on-the-job and cus-
tomized training, they can subsidize the employment costs of
business firms. Such contracts, since they are directly tied to
jobs with the firm, also help the state meet its performance
standards for placing adults and vouth JTPA participants in
jobs. Such training rarely includes the remedial education or
skills training needed to enhance the overall emp;oyability of
the participant. It is geared more to meeting the needs of the
labor market and less to meeting the needs if the indiividuai in

this respect.

Maine, on the other hand, has worked with three businesses
along the southern coastal area to develop model programs to
train and place handicapped persons and AFDC recipients. Working
through a non-profit community development corporation, the
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-assistance to both the JTPA participants and the businesses is
carefully designed and implemented to meet both labor nmarket
needs and the employability needs of individuals. The Targeted
Job Tax Credit is used to subsidize the new employees' wages.

As sound as the projects may be, the queston arises as to whether
they would be possible in more economically depressed areas.

The new firms (map-making, wcod working and sail-making) are
located in areas frequented by tourists where the unemployment
rate is 2.4 percent and jobs at McDonalds pay $6.50 an hour. In
the face of such a labor shortage, it is understandable that new
businesses would welconme the help of the state in obtaining
workers. The employers all appear personally dedicated to
helping disadvantaged persons, but evidence is beginning to
emerge that some of the workers have a need for intensive support
services that the SDA is not equipped to provide. Also, one of
the firms has lost a number of the new workers due to circun-
stances beyond anyone's control ~- family illness, -
hospitalization, child care problens, etc.

While the SDA in the booming Portland area 1s having trouble
filling its JTPA slots, the unemplovment rate in other parts of
the state is much higher.

The allocation of funds based on unemployment nets together
with the limination of the authority for public service employment
under JTPA, in contrast to the former CETA program, creates the
ironic situation where an area under severe economic distress
can irain people but not move the jobs i1n which to place then.
This was espec. iy apparent in Loulsiana where the unemplovment
rate was 14.2 percent but over wne-: .rd of the training funds
went unspent for Lwo consecutive vears. Officials explained
that 1t was useless to train veople for jobs that weren't there.

State-level data to determine how much of the JTPA bplock
grant is spent on remedial education is not alwavs avatirlable.
However, as mentioned above, nhigh school drop-outs are greatly
underserved in relation to their presence in the disadvantaged
population. In Missouri, one state which kept suca records,
less than one percent of the biock grant funds were spent on
renedial education which reacied only 5.8 percent of aduit
participants and 2.8 percenc of the vouth.

The lack of basic skills training 1s aiso 4n :issue in The
Education Block Grant. =States nmonitored spent an average of
less than eight vercent for nrograms aimed at developing reading,
writing and computation skills. The great bulk of the block
grant noney went into Educational Improvement and Support .
Services, much of which pays for computers, media centers, books
and materials. Some of these expenditures supported basic skills
programs, according to administrators who explained that using
this category required less paperwork. The third category under
which LEA's report is designated as Special Projects which would
be comparable to many of the 28 pre-block grant categorical
programs which were consolidated 1n 1981. Curricula to facilitate
desegregation and non-traditional education for women are two
examples. The states examined put an average of seven percent
of their Chapter 2 funds into Special Projects. (See Table V.)

Educational materials purchased with the block granz .« --
often available to all students in a school district. A case
study in Gardiner, Maine, however, showed from district recor-ds
that children from low income schools made far less use of a
nedia center funded by the block-.grant.

The mix of services under the Title XX Social Services Block

Grant vary widely Zrom state to state, but the monitoring project
found a heavy concentration of funds on children's protective

s
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Table V: Percent of Chapter II Education Block Grant Funds
Expended, by Subchapter

Subchapter A Subchapter B8 Subchapter ¢
Materials/ .
o Support Special
Basic Skills Services Projects
AZ 14 74 12
CA, NA NA NA
DE 0 100 [}
KY 0 92 L o-l
LA 5 88 7
ME 10 85 3
MO 5 88 8
IL 3 90 7
NY 16 70 i4
NC i 89 9
TX 235 69 7

il Information on remaining expenditures unavat.abla at n:ne of
writing.

services, including many, such as child care, where a significant
number of recipients dre also state protective cases. The recent
38 percent increase in cniid .buse reports nationwide may exolain
why all 11 states gave top priority to these services.
California, for exampie, mandated that counties provide eight
services -- six of which relate to protection, plus in-home
support services and information-referral -- and nade 13 others
optional.

With few exceptions, biock grant funding of child day care
has remained steady or declined. Other services which have been
reduced include transportation, legal services, recreation-social-
ization, and emplioyment. housing, budget and home management
counseling. The state of Texas reduced all services other than
family vioience progranms, whican were doubled. At the time of
the last monitoring visit to Texas, legislation was pending to
elininate child care, Zanmiiy planning and community care services.

In New York., a state which nuts a iet of its own nmonev 1nto
social services, oniy il percent of the block grant was used for
child protection. ODespite eligibility restrictions, new fee
scales and some service cut-backs, the state devotes 30 percent
of its funds to cnild care which is available to working parents
with incomes up to 113 sercent of the state median. The state's
second largest Title XX nrogram 1s social group services for
seniors.

Sometimes obvious conmunit{y needs go unnet when states -ron-
centrate on using block grants to fulfill traditional, sta-
nandated roles. In a mountainous county of Kentuckv, wnere few
weople own cars and many pay neignvors a dollar a nile to take
them to the doctor or the county seat, no social services nonev
is spent on transportation. Virtual:y all of the block grant
funds are spent on child protective services and hone care Is5r the
elderly. The only transportation connected to social services
is provided when a social worker has to transport soneone for

lacement in a treatment facility.

Best Case Examples: In Arizona, reg:onai wouncils of gJovern-
ment have conducted a social services needs assessment whicnh
covers the Social Services Block Grant, JTPA and other funding
gources. I[n Maine, planning is done on a nacr:n relating various
target yroups to a range of possible services. One outcome was
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funding for nutrition programs for tie elderiy and others. The
state aiso nas set aside a fund for the emergency needs of social

gervice clients.

\

Discrimination Under Blcck Grants =-- 13 It Growing?

The monitoring project ran into several indications of dis-
crimination on the basis of race and sex. [t is difficult to
teii wnetner this is due_to the block Ggrant mechanism, which
relles on states to enforce {ederal civii righats laws. Many
predecessor categorical programs nrovided for federal compliance
monitoring and required that grant recipients report the race,
ethnicity, sex and age of program beneficiaries. Since states -
usually do not make site visits that specifically monitor for
civil rights law compliance, it generally takes a complaint charge
to bring discrimination to the surface.

That is what happened in Houston's JTPA program when the
Gulf Coast Legal Foundation filed a formal complaint with the
U.S. Department of Labor claiming that the city's Private Industry
Council (PIC) underserved youth and Hispanic youth in particular
since they make up a large portion of the 16-21 age group. 1In
the 1984 program vear, the PIC served only about a third of the
youth it was required to serve, spending only 22.6 percent of
the block grant on youth. The complaint resulted in a settlement
in which the city agreed to substantially increase its efforts
to enroll youth.

The iegal services agency also filed a complaint which
resulted in the Houston PIC agreeing to allocate 10 percent of
all JTPA funds to English as a second ianguage services for
Hispanic and Asian participants. At the time of the last monit-
oring visit to Houston, the city was putting five percent of 1its
funds into ESL.

A case study in ?laquemines Parish, La., uncovered charges
by black residents that the JTPA program was emploving white
youth in its local industries while black vouth were put to work
cleaning cemeteries, public grounds and roads.

A case study of the SCCDBG program in Caruthersville, Mo,,
indicated that blacks were possibly discriminated against both
in the selection of a project and the hiring done in the public
facilities project that was funded. Without consulting the low
income community or, according to official minutes, with the
councii, the former nayor decided to apply for a new water tower ,
that would increase water pressure for businesses and residents
and help lower fire 1nsurance rates. Residents of the low .ncome
community would have preferred housing rehabilitation to address
the substandard, over-crowded conditions on the east side of town.

Instead, the town got the water project. Although blacks
maKe up nearly 30 percent of the town's population and 62 percent
of those with incomes under 55,000, none of them were hired for
the water project. iwhen asked about the town's compliance with
Sec.109 of the Community Development Block Grant statute, whicn
oronibits discrimination in any program or activity funded by
CDBG, the officials resvonded chat the out-of-state contractor
nirea ro do the work 7ad “"some* minorities on ais construction
crew. When pressed further about Caruthersville's conmpiliiance

- wlth Sec.3 of the HUD Act of 1968 which cails for employing
iocal residents to the jreatest degree possible to work on CD-
funded prcjects, officials said that 1t just was not feasible to
do so in this case.
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Providers Are Increasingly Public Agencies and For-Profit
Bugi. esses

The _ncrease in private industry contracts for JTPA training
and SCCDBG economic development is one indication of the greater
invoivement of for-profit entities under block grants. In the
job training program. none of the states monitored had promulgated
policies specifically designed to encourage the use of community
Rased organizations to deliver services to underserved, hard-to-
reach population groups. The selection of serivce providers
remained fully at the discretion of the PICs, with the states
providing only the most general, statute-based guidance 1n “his
area.

Services 1n the env.oyment training program are increasingiv
provided also by community colleges. Deieware, in fact,
authorizes its Department of Public Instruction to determine
which schoois will receive training contracts. Non-profit
organizations there, as in other states, have been unable to
achieve _he high placement rates and low costs that contracts
require but which are often inconsistent with the capacity :o
neet the needs of the at-risk groups they were founded to serves

In Louisiana, many service delivery agents for SCCDBG were
outside, for-profit consulting firms which handle projects from
application through implementation.

State and county social service agencies continue to provide
most services under the Title XX Block Grant. In Kentucky, czhev
consumed 9% percent of the funds, 1in Illinots, 78 percent, and
Maine, 75 percent. North Carolina, when faced with funding cuc-
backs, brought many services “in-house."

In most states, data was unavailable on the extent to which
non-profit social ‘service agencies are used or whether 1t has
changed since 198l. Delaware's list of contractors revealed an
increasing nunber of "for-profit” ‘entities to deliver homemaker
services.

Matching requirements have some influence on determining
what tvpe of social service providers will get contracts. uUntil
1981, Title XX required that states put up a 23 percent patch
to receive federal funds. When the match was el ninated ac the
federal level, many states stopped requiring the natcn fronm
service providers. In California, monitors were told this
enabled poorer community agencies in jurisdictions with conserva-
tive governing bodies to obtain service contracts,

Except for public schools, the only other delivery agents
for the Education Block Grant were non-public schools. In Louisi-
ana, where almost 20 percent of all students are in non-public
schools, 13 percent of the 396 non-public schools did not
participate in the block grant program.

Best Case Examples: Delaware's sdcial services contracting
guidelines ericourage affirmative contracting with minority and
women-operated organizations, proximity to the client population
and conmunity-based, non-profit providers. New York and North
Carolina have enacted similar policies.

North Carolina, which still requires a 25 percent match for
most service contracts, has provided a more favorable 12.5 percent
match for in-home services, 10 percent for family planning and
zero for child care.
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Governments "Closest to the Peop.e" Often Fail to Talk co Them

One feature of many Great Society programns was the concept
of "maximum feasible particaipation" by the people affected 1in
designing programs, implémenting them and holding them
accountable. when many of the anti-poverty programs were nerged
tnto block grants 1in 1981, federal regulations specifving such
participation were abandoned under the rationale that _t wouid
take place naturally since state and local public officiais are
"closer to the peopie." The monitoring project revealed that
very few states have adopted procedures to obtain such input
beyond what 1is still required by federal law. Furthermore, nost
of them have only minimai representation of affected populations
on the advisory bodies that thevy do have.

In eight of the eleven staces, no students were on the
state advisory committees (SACs) for the Chapter II Education
Block Grant. Thougnh the Chapter 2 statute does not require that
pupils themselves be members of the SACs, states sensitive to
the special needs of »nupiis might be expected to include pup:ils
among SAC membership. Deiaware, Illinois and Texas were the
only states 1in tnhe study to do so.

Arizona and New York had the largest representation of
parents of elementary and secondary students servine on the SAC
with 21 and 10 percent -espectively on the committee. Minnr:ity
representation was either non-existent or far pbelow their repre-
sentation in the school-sged popuiation. The state of Maine
used its goara of Zducarion as the required advasory conmittee,
In most states, local adnministrators nhave the largest nunper of
representatives, and in sonme, like Calaifornia and Louisiana, the

state legislature is neaviiy represented. Classroom :ieachers were

fairiy weli represented in nmost states, along with other educa-
tioral professionals. '

Table VI: Representation on Chapter 2 Advisory Comnittees (Selected

Categories)

Total Pupils Parents * Blacks Hispanics
AZ 19 0 P} 0 3
CcA 23 1] b L 2
DE 22 1 1 3 \]
RY NA NA NA NA NA
LA 24 L 3 i 0
ME 16 0 0 *x=* J 0
MO 23 NA L 2 0
1L 14 i 2 1 0
NY 40 0 4 6 0
NC 18 0 Q xx 3 0
TX 14 1 1 3 3

NA - Not available. ‘
* persons who were placed there as parent representatives.
** This does not mean there are no SAC members who are parents.

The majority of states had no representatives of the popu-
lation eligible for JTPA services on the State Job Training Coor-~
dinating Council. Minority groups were more adequately repre-
sented on the policymaking body than on comparable bodies for
the other programs in the study. Women, however, were greatly
under-represented given the large portion of economically dis-
advantaged persons who are women and who are the subject of
programs to put AFDC mothers to work using JTPA.
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Renresentatlon (percent of nembersnlp) )

Other : Inc. Elig.,

dispanic 2iack Minoritv ‘Wonmen Ponuliation
AZ 24 7 3 21 0 2
CA 4 7 ] 24 0 5
DE 3 3 0 23 o 9
RY D} 8 9 12 D] ]
LA 3 21 0 36 It} i)
ME D] i) Pl 52 3 °
N \NA A NA e ] J
Iy 12 27 { 13 0 :
XY AA YA 3 NA <A XA
Ne 0 Ca 9 3 ) )
X 18 .8 J 24 B J

States tend to use a variety of bodies to advise on the
implementation of the Social Services Block Grant, though there
exists no requirement that such bodies be established. Most of
them have other responsibilities as well. For exanple, Arizona
uses its regional councils of government; New York, a block grant
advisory council; and North Carolina, its Social Services Commis-
sion. Delaware and Illinois had specific Title XX advisory com-
mittees. The monitoring project did not collect data on the
composition of these groups.

Best Case Example: The state of Louisiana conducts annual
public hearings throughout the state on its Social Services
Block Grant plan. While such hearings are not required, they
provide members of the general public, providers and their
staff, a2nd occasionally clients, an opportunity to bring their
concerns before social service adminisrators. The state's now
defunct welfa.ce advisory board formerly advised the Department
of Heaith and Human Resources on social service policy. A new
advisory group for block grants which will perform that function
i8 now being organized.

The Small City Community Developwent Block Grant does not
require that there be advisory group. Only three states in the
study established such a body, California, Louisiana and Maine.
All states mon:tored complied with and passed on to subgrantees,
the requirement to hold public hearings.

The extent to which public participation influenced policy
was difficult to ascertain. Practices varied somewhat from
state to state on such things as the frequency of meetings and
nearings, time to review proposed plans, method of giving notice
and availability of documentation. In general, there were few

" indications of real efforts to involve the public or affected

groups in the determination of how block grant funds wouid be
used. More often than not, local officials and consultants

were most significantly involved with and occasioned participation
by members of the general nublic.

Best Case Example: The State of Maine not only holds annual
public hearings in three areas of the state, but it requires
that localities applying for assistance: organize local citizen
ajvisory boards or steering committees; hold a separate public
afaring to review CD3G proposals for funding; provide low and
moderate income persons an opportunity to comment on proposed
activities; and document through hearing minutes, newsclips and
copies of notices, than ample opportunity for pulic input took
olace.

L M
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Great Variation in Record-Keeping for Evaluation
L

One of the greatest changes the 1981 block grants produced
was a reduction in the amount of prbgram data required to be
reported to the federal government. By and large, states have
not created new data bases or evaluation tools using information
beyond that now required by Washington. In fact, the lack of data
and an absence of uniformity from state to state hampered the
project’'s ability to monitor and analyze block grant implementa-
tion.

In all block grants, in all states, data available is
oriented almost entirely to straight-forward reporting of dollars
expended on various activities or acquisitions. The extent to
which the programs furthered the purpose expressed in the
statutes, such as "to improve elementary and secondary education”
or "to reduce or eliminate dependency,"” was virtually never
addressed in an evaluative manner by either states or locual
governments.

Most state officials felt constrained by the Chatper II
block grant statute from requiring much reporting by LEAs. The
nost frequently cited reasons for this constraint were the
enormous amount of discretion afforded local scholl districts in
designing and evaluating their programs, and the stabucte's
objective of reducing "budensome” paperwork. One officiai sda1d
that the recent technichal amendment to the federa! law whicn
requires states to certify that LEA plans meet statutory reaquire-
ments may give the states a feeling of having more auknoritwy to
demand more complete reports. Most of them have only asked LEAs
to report the number of dollars spent on each of the !hree suos-
chapters, the types of actavities conducted and the methods they
planned to employ in evaluating program performance. A few
polled local administrators on their opinion of various aspects
of the program, but the bulk of the answers were either un-
revealing or self-serving.

At the local level, school administrators sometimes had a
better sense, or even documentation, of the effectiveness of
programs supported by the Education Block Grant. In New Orleans,
for example, pre- and post-testing of teachers trained in conputer
instruction methods revealed a 95-100 nercent effectiveness
rating.

In the Social Services Block Grant, reports usually consis:zeo:d

of dollars spent on particuliar services, the numbers of persons
served, and the types of of services offered. \orth Carolina,
Calilornia and Deiaware dia not nave service expenditure data
broken down by county. Most states have continued to report the
numpers of clients wno recelve services by reason of income level,
aithough the federal government no longer requires such dara.

Very few, however, report racial and other characteristics of
beneficiaries.

Best Case Examples: Louisiana collects data on the number
of women receiving social services (75 percent of al! clients)
and blacks (81 percent), as well as income-eligible (33 percent).
This was the only one of 11 states to do so. Louisiana also
keeps qualitative as well as quantitative measures of performance
that can be compared to the annual services plan. Unlike some
other states, Title XX expenditures are tracked separately from
other social services. Furthermore, when standards are not met,
Louisiana requires corrective action within six months.

The federal JTPA statute is the most prescriptive 1n ternms
of block grant performance standard documentation. States are
required to report ent~rod employment rates, average wage at
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placement, cost per participant who entered emplovment and similar
data for youth and welfare recipients. Over the three vear study
period, states' management information systems are more routinely
developing performance information by participant characteristics
(i.e. by sex, race, family status, etc.) Follow-up information
on successful and unsuccessful terminees is extremely hard to
obtain, however. Only one state, Maine, made available data on
all unsuccessful terminees and analysed the reasons why
participants failed to complete the program. These data were

not availabie by participant charactoristics. Information of
this nature might be extremely useful to state program nlanners
who seek to imporve participant retention rates. A problem
encountered in Louisiana revealed that lax state follow-up
monitoring even of successfully placed participants, at the SDA
level allows serious problems to go undetected.

/ Best Case Bxample: The state of Maine documented the reasons
for unsuccessful terminations of JTPA participants. The federal
governrpent will now require all states to conduct follow-up
monitoring of a 25 percent sample of all JTPA terminees.

All states required annual program performance reports of
activities completed and funds expended under the Small Cities
Community Developmnent Block Grant, even though the federal
Devartment of Housing and Urban Bevelopment has no uniform
performance reporting document that it requires states to
complete. A draft form has been developed by HUD and circulated
to tne states. (XNXo information was available from Texas, and
New York has decided to let the federal government administer
the progran.) Caiifornra and Maine required this information
from grantees on 4 cuarteriv nasis, and Delaware requires an
update snowing nrogress witn cach drawdown of funds.

The federal statute requires only that jobs created througn
economic aevelopment be "made available” to iow and noderate
income tersons. Most states, therefore, require that apnlications
estimate how manv jobs will be LMI but do not nonitor whether
the jobs actually go to persons whose former incomes qualify
under the standards.

In contrast, data on the income of persons occupving rehab-
ilitated nousing is more reliable and relatively easy to obtain
before and after the project is completed. Since states need only
ensure that 51 percent of their total block grant funds meet the
LMI standard, they often try to meet 1t through housing, public
facilities and other community projects, where benefit is easily
identifiable. Missouri, for example, collected no operformance
cata for any projects other than housing rehab. Often,
documentation of iow and moderate income benefit is required
with the project application but not after completion.

Best Case Example: In Louisiana, state staff nmake pre- and
post-award s3ite visits to verify the income status of workers
hired by econonic development projects and the occupants of
housing projects. Nevertheless, the monitoring project, in what
it thought would be a model case study, uncovered wage/hour and
health/safety abuses by an employer who had received hoth a JTPA
contract and an SCCDBG loan.

CONCLUSION

"...To promote the general welfare" is one purpose accorded
the federal government in the Constitution. All secial policy
and programns have flown from that grant of authority, guided
over the years by a national vision of social needs and solutions.
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The welfare that has concerned the nation has encompassed
the poor, minorities, the aging population, those who are phys-
icaily - mentally challenged, women, the unemployed and in-
poverished communities. Programs have evolved from the national
government, along with the financial resources to carry them
out. Then, in recent years the evolution turned 1into a
devolution. -

. Devoiution of major federal-sccial responsibilities to the
states is a concept rooted in the belief that geographically
closer social programming means better social programming. Its
adherents maintain that states are fully willing and capable of
carrying out national purposes, that only states can tailor
programs to local needs, and that states, because of their
physical proximity, can »e heid more accountable to the people.
8lind ronfidence in this home-spun concepi created the block
grants of the 1980's and forms the rationale for new experiments
1n devolution.

Such confidence is not supported by the research undertaken
in this study. The uneven implementation of block grants reveals
sound capabilities in some cases but striking weaknesses in
others. The population groups in most need do not automatically
gain the attention of state and .iocal policy-makers. The
endowment of new state and local discretion does not routinely
result in the delivery of services needed locally. State and
local officials have not gone out of their way to gather the
ideas of the public in general or the public in need of services.
There is probably less accountability for public funds today
than when the federal government guided the programs examined in
this study.

The findings of this study lead us to believe that the
federal government nust establish a vision, policies to implement
it and the parameters to guide public action. Federal resources
should be proportionate to the value that we, as a nation, place
on any particular national purpose, be 1t education, job training,
community development, social services or any other goal. There
is no reason why administration of such funds should not take
place at the state or local level. Indeed, it is here that
fine-tuning can account for unique local circumstances. It is
irresponsible, however, for national purposes to be carried out
in the absence of strong federal guidance and oversight.
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Jon C. Fleming
8750 Cordial Rd
El Cajon, CA 92021
November 03, 1987

Ms, Laura Wilcox . N
HRearing Administrator

C.S. Senate

Committee on Finance, Room SD-205

Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20510

I am totally against mandatory wage assignment in California and nation~
wide., I feel wage assignment has merit for the future when the laws are equal
and fair, The laws are so unjust and unfair that there is little or no faith
in our Justice system now. I call it court ordered child stealing and child
abuse. There has been evidence that approximately 6% of fathers who have
Joint Custody don't pay child support and approximately 70% of fathers who
are dented their children don't pay child support.

I know that when I went to court I was denied my son except for every
other weekend visitation and ordered to pay 50% of my salary for family
support. My ex-wife worked and lived with her boyfriend. I fought and got
joint custody 50% and child support reduced to 20% of my pay.

My ex-wife married the guy she was dating while we were married and
bought a house. She went back to court seeking sole custody and an increase
in child support. The Judge ordered a phychological evaluation and asked if
we would standby (agree to) the outcome. We all agreed. Thz Phychologist
highly recommended joint custody remain as is with 50X or it would be
phychologically damaging to the child, My ex-wife said she would not abide by
report and insisted on sole custody. The Judge said ke didn't believe in joint
custody and didn't like the fact that the state passed this law and shoves it
down his throat to enforce a law he don't like. He awarded her sole custody
and gave her an increase in child support. This forced me to sell my home or
claim bankruptcy. I sold my home.,

I requested my ex-wife to sign papers for my employer for voluntary
wage assignment, She refused to do so. My ex-wife went to court and said
I was behind in child support. This was done without my knowledge. I was
not behind and I can prove it. The court attached my pay for mandatory
court ordered wage assignment of child support plus the amount she said I
was behind., I could go on about the injustice such as being denied community
property because the Judge said he didn't care about any crummy property,

I feel that until a father can get a fair trial by an unbiased, impartial
Judge and a right to defend himself, this wage assignment should be tabled.
The whole divorce system needs to have a major overhaul first, The courts
need to consider the best interest of the child firs:,

Sincerely,

JON C. FLEMING
Father
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WRITTEN STATEMENT OF

HOWARD E. PRUNTY
DIREUCTOR OF ADVOCACY

FAMILY SERVICE OF GREATER BOSTON
AND
MEMBER AGENCY OF FAMILY SERVICE AMERICA

I am Howard E, Prunty, Director of the Center for Advocacy at Family
Service of Greater Boston (FSGB), a nonprofit nonsectarian human
service agency. FSGB and its predecesor organizations have provided
support services to families and individuals in Boston and its 38
surrounding communities for more than 150 years,

We are a member of Family Service America, a national membership
organization with 298 member agencies. It was organized in 1911 and
exists to lead a voluntary movement concerned with the quality of life
in North America, It is linked by three major principles:

o To enhance the capacity of member agencies' abilities to
strengthen family life.

o To advocate for and work directlf‘on behalf of families;

o To act in partnership with significant institutions in society
to improve family life.

Family Service America also sees as its responsibility to
research and report on shifting social trends and their effects on
familiy and community life.

Today, I want to express the gratitude of Family Service America
and Family Service of Greater Boston for the historic and substantive
contribution of Senator Moynihan with regard to families and the kind
of pudblic policies that can improve the quality of family life in
America, We think the welfare reform proposal before this Committee is
one of importance and represents an improvement over the present AFDC
system, We do have, howe¢ver, some concerns with certain provisions in
the Senate legislation which we think deserve the attention of the
Finance Committee and which will be addressed in this written state-
ment for the record.

Increasingly, Americans today sense that society's most important
institution, the family, is in trouble and needs attention. Such
concern is not being ignored, but progress toward a solution is piece-
meal and slow. There ia a national consensus that something must be
done to strengthen family life; however, a common approach and a
coherent policy agenda that would address the root problems have not
emerged.

There presently does not exist a comprehensive family policy,
despite the rhetoric we hear from politicians and the administration.
Yet, there are ongoing, intense, national debates on family issues,
such as child care, wvelfare reform, family tax credits, etc. We
believe that such debates are occuring in a vacuum end that they
suffer f:om the lack of an agreed upon family policy that can serve as
a substantive agenda to strengthen families: all families, irrespec-
tive of :heir structural form, e.g. traditional, two working parents,
single purents, etc.

We agree that major revisions in the way income support programs
are structured are long overdue, It is our view that a welfare
system that balances the concepts of opportunity, obligations, and
adequate benefit levels should be at the heart of any welfare reform
effort. 1Instead of maintaining a’'system primarly concerned with
income support -- a way station or a dead end -~ for those in need,
we would prefer a program that has at its core real employment and
training options. Such a program would provide opportunities that
would help people move off welfare and into self-sufficiency.
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To present the specifics of our view of welfare reform as clearly
as possible, I will structure my comments along the following lines:

o First, I will provide a statement of our policy on welfare;

o Second, I will discuss work, welfare, who should participate
in employment/training programs, and how limited resources
should be allocated;

o Third, child support;
o Fourth, jobs.
Our policy statement is as follows:

Work should be encouraged, but we oppose work requirements as a
condition of eligibility for benefits.

Unemployment, underemployment, job discriminationm lack of educa-
tion, training, and retraining are serious problems in our country,
We support the creation of programs to correct this situation so that
job opportunities will be universally available to all who are seeking
them. Emrollment lno such programs should be voluntary, It is the
responsibility of the federal government to do this.

Our experience collectively (FPamily Service America) and
individually (Family Service of Greater Boston) has convined us that
most velare recipients long to be self-sufficient and will seize every
opportunity to become so when programs are deemed to be genuine.

We think it is becoming more and more clear in the case of
employment for AFDC recipients that one of the greatest barriers to
even greater participstion in employment training programs 1s the lack
of child care and intensive support services. Givean those supports,
we believe that such programs would have more voluntary participants
than the system could adequately absorb, thereby making the harsh
mandatory work requirements superfluous, These are big ticket iteams
but are absolutely essential ones if the program is to succeed. If
the federal governuent i1s serious about 1its intentions, then the money
must be allocated. Absent those allocations, this program will
represent just one more time that the Congress has failed to take the
steps necessary for helping familles become truly independent of the
wvelfare system. ) -

We strongly support those provisions in the legislation that
target the "long-term recipients.” They are likely to be teem parents
vho have never worked, chronic welfare recipients, individuals who
have less than sixth-grade mathematics and reading skills -- who have
few marketable skills, severe language difficulties, and minorities
who have experienced job discrimination., It is estimated that this
group represents approximately 33X of the case load in the welfare
programs of most states. We would like to see this targeting
approach/concept tested through demonstration projects in several
states.

What do we see as necessary in order to help those who cannot go
it alone? We would like to see a program with many components that
would go far beyond anything currently under consideration. We would
like to see intensive, supportive services available to every
enrollee,

Our experience in providing comprehensive, supportive services to
out-of-school youth enrolled in two alternative educational/training
prograns may possibly serve as a prototype. In that project, we have
endeavored to provide applicants with individualized, supportive ser-
vices to help them exercise the discipline and foresight necessary to
succeed., ‘The bottom line is to provide every resource to help thea
find and keep a job.

The provision of quality child care is critical. It is not an
option, as a lack of affordable child care necessarily results in
rejection of what would otherwvise be a way out of the wvelfare trap.
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We have great concerns about the requirement that all parents
with children three years of age or older must participate in some vay
in job training activities, We believe that no mother of a child
under 16 should be required to leave her home if she believes it is
not in the best interest of her children. Experience indicates,
however, that when genuine training and employment programs are
available, with the supportive services described, no mandatory re-
quirement of any kind is needed., People will -~ and they do now --
volunteer for such programs.

CBILD SUPPORT

We were pleased to see that child support enforcement regulatioas
were an integral part of the proposed legislation., We believe that
parents have an obligation to financially provide for their children
to the maximua degree possible. If not done voluntarily, provisions
should be made to collect such payment automatically.

There should be no expectation that increased collections will
have an impact in reducing the welfare rolls; however, there wouid be
an expectation that family obligations would be met.

JOBS

Providing training and supportive services to prepare people for
the world of work is just one part of the two-step process. Having
all these recipients, the question is: Will there be jobs available?
Will the economy be expansive and strong enocugh to absorb these new
job seekers? If not, is the federal government willing for at least a
short period of time to be the employer of last resort? If the answer
to these questions is in the negative, we can think of no more effec-
tive way of raising and squashing expectations.

We urge this committee to use all of ‘its considerable influence -
to modify elements in the proposed legislation and to construct a
program that truly encourages the attainment of self-sufficiency of
families through such features as:

o Training opportunities for real jobs;

o Individually tailored/job placement plans freely chosen by the
participants;

o Adequate day care on a sliding-fee scale basis, freely chosen
by the parent(s).

Such a program would truly help families, rather than punish
them, and it would have widespread and enthusiastic support.

The cost for such a program is significant; however, the cost of
not making this investment is much greater.

Thank you for the opportunity to p esent these views of Family
Service of Greater Boston, a member agency of Family Service America.
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October 14, 1987

Senator Lloyd Bentsen, Chairman
U.S. Senate Committee on Finance
Room SD - 219

Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510-6200

Dear Senator Bentsen:

It is my understanding that on October 14, 1987, your
committee had a hearing relative to welfare reform which
included discussion of S.B, 1511. I am taking this opportunity
to ‘comment on one provision of S.B. 1511 I believe should be
deleted from the proposed legislation. The provision requires
that every court-ordered child support obligation be auto-
matically reviewed by the court every two years for possible
modification. This would create a great burden for the court
system and be an administrative nightmare. While 1 am
sympathetic to the concept of insuring adequate financial
support for children, I am very concerned about the practical
application of such a requirement.

Fulfilling such a requirement will be an excessive burden
on judicial and nonjudicial personnel and resources to the
detriment of child support enforcement activities. Staff and
court time now devoted to child support enforcement activities
will have to be diverted to establishing and administering a
system for identifying cases appropriate for the two-year
review, locating and contacting the parties to secure current
income information, monitoring the receipt of income infor-
mation, following up on cases in which the parties do not
cooperate in providing the regquested information, computing the
support obligation, conducting court hearings, and issuing the
modified orders.

Significant strides are just now beginning to be seen in
the area of child support enforcement. It would not be bene-
ficial to families in the long run to increase the amounts of
support to be paid, if the enforcement resources are not
available to insure that the child support payments are
actually paid. | The emphasis should remain on child support
enforcement activities, and modifications for support should
remain a secon?aty concern and handled on a case by case basis.

” 1 would urge you to speak out against this proposed
4 requirement for-automatic periodic review of all child support
" obligations,

Sincerely,

f(ou)cv\v!, 9-9“"5%.

Howard Schwartz
Judicial Administrator

HS:sa ' C)‘




