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WELFARE BLOCK GRANT/FISCAL RELIEF PROPOSAL

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 12, 1978

UNITED STATES SENATE,
SuBcoMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ABSISTANCE
oF THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, Fursuant to noti¢e at 8 p.m,, in room 2228,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon, Daniel P. Moynihan (chairman

of the subcommittee) presiding.
Present : Senators Moynihan and Danforth. . .
[The committee press releases announcing this hearing and the bill,

S. 3470 follow:]

FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIO ASSISTANCE SETS HEARING ON. 8. 3470, A BiLL
To FINANCE THE A1p To FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN PROGRAM
THROUGH A BLOCK GRANT PROVIDING FIscAL RELIEF FOR STATE AND IL.OCAL
WELFARE CoBsT8

The Honorable Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D., N.Y.), Chairman of the Sub-
committee on Public Assistance of the Finance Committee, announced that a
public hearing will be held on 8. 8470, a bill which would utilize the block grant
approach to the funding of the aid to families with dependent children (AFDC)
program and would provide increased Federal funding for that program in order
to relieve State and local welfare costs. The hearing will be held on Tuesday,.
September 12, 1978. The hearing will begin at 5:00 p.m., and will be held in Roomy
2221, Dirksen Senate Office Building. -

S. 3470 was introduced on August 25, 1978, by Senator Moynthan on behalf
of himself and Senators Russell B. Long (D., La.) and Alan Cranston (D., Ca.).
Effective July 1, 1979, the bill would eliminate the present AFDC funding
mechanism which is based on Federal payment of a percentage of each State’s
AFDC costs. Instead, the bill would substitute a_two-part block grant. The
first part of the block grant to each State would be based on the actual Federal
funding provided to that State for its AFDC costs in fiscal 1978. The second
part of the block grant would be a fiscal relief element allocated among the States
in proportion to their June , 1978, AFDC expenditures and in proportion to thelr
general revenue sharing allocations. (This Is essentially the same formula as
was used to allocate the fiscal rellef payment provided for in the 1977 Social
Security Amendments.) Both elements of the block grant would be updated
annually to reflect changes in the cost of living. For fiscal year 1980
lgl'ltlltp first full fiscal year), the fiscal relief element is estimated to total $1.5

on.

‘“Although press accounts have termed welfare reform ‘dead’ in the 95th Con-
gress,” Senator Moynihan said, “the sponsors of S. 3470 belleve that an oppor-
tunity is at hand to take a significant step toward the constructive reform of
the American welfare system. Before doing so, however, it is fmportant to give
interested persons and organizations the opportunity to share with us their view
of the proposal and other changes in the AFDC program that deserve
consideration, .

“The Social Security Amendments enacted last year signalled the intent of
Congress to provide fiscal relief for hard-presesd state and local governments
burdencd with the costs of public assistance. The Finance Committee amend-
ments to TL.R. 7200 undersrore that intentfon, while also making a series of
changes in the operation of the programs themselves. Separate measures to

1)
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provide welfare fiscal relief are under active consideration in the House of Rep-
resentatives. The forthcoming hearings will enable us to consider such proposals,
as well as to receive suggestions and observations on a major structural reform
embodied {n 8. 3470, the conversion of the AFDC program from federal matching
payments into block grants to the States.”

Witnesses who desire to testify at the hearing should submit a written re-
quest to Michael Stern, Staff Director, Committee on Finance, Room 2227, Dirk-
sen Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20510 by no later than the close
of business on Tuesday, September 5, 1078. .

Consolidated testimony.—Senator Moynihan also stated that the Subcommittee
urges all witnesses who have & common position or with the same general
interest to consolidate their testimony and designate a single gpokesman to
present thelr common viewpoint orally to the Subcommittee. This procedure will
enable the Subcommittee to receive a wider expression of views than it might
otherwise obtain. The Chairman urged very strongly that all witnesses exert a
maximum effort to consolidate and coordinate their statements.

Legislative Reorgantzation Act.—Senator Moynihan stated that the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, requires all witnesses appearing before
the Committees of Congress “to file in advance written statements of their pro-
posed testimony, and to limit thelr oral presentations to brief summarles of their
argument.”

Witnesses scheduled to testify must comply with the following rules:

(1) A copy of the statement must be filed by the close of business two days
before the day the witness is scheduled to testify.

(2) All witnesses must include with their written statement a summary of
the principal points included in the statement.

(3) The written statements must be typed on letter-size paper (not legal size)
and at least 75 coples must be submitted by noon on the day before the witness
is scheduled to testify.

(4) Witnesses are not to read their written statements to the Committee, but
are to confine their ten-minute oral presentation to a summary of the points
included in the statement.

(5) Not more than ten minutes will be allowed for oral presentation.

Written testimony.—Senator Moynihan stated that the Subcommittee would he’
pleased to recelve written testimony from those persons or organizations who
wish to submit statements for the record. Statements submitted for inclusion
in the record should be typewritten, not more than 25 double-spaced pages in
length and mailed with five (8) coples by September 15, 1078, to Michael Stern,
Staff Director, Committee on Finance, Room 2227, Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, D,C, 20510,

FINANCE COMMITTEE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE ANNOUNCES CHANGE
of TiME AND Locatioxn For SEPTEMBER 12 HEARING ON 8. 3470

The Honorable Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D., N.Y.), Chairman of the Sub-
committee on Public Assistance of the Finance Committee, announced today that
the Subcommittee’s hearing previously scheduled for 5:00 P.M. on September 12,
1978 will instead be held at 3:00 P.M. on that same day.

In addition, the room in which the hearing will be held has been changed from
Room 2221 to Room 2228, Dirksen Senate Office Buflding.

Additional information concerning this hearing was provided in Press release
No. 67 of August 28, 1978 A copy of this press release is available at the Com-

mittee offices.
t [8. 8470, 95th Cong., 24 Sess.]

BILL To amend the Soclal Security Acet to improve the operation of the ald to famiiles
A with dependent children program and thereby provide fiscal relief for State and local

welfare costs J—

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled. That this Act may be cited as the “State and
Local Welfare Reform and Fiscal Relief Act of 1978".

BLOCK GRANTS TO STATES

SEc. 2. (a) Section 403(a) of the Soclal Security Act is amended by striking out
all which precedes paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
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“Sec. 403 (a) From the sums appropriated therefor, the Secretary of the
Treasury shall pay to each State which has an approved plan for aid and services
to needy families with ¢hildren, for each quarter beginning after June 80, 1978—

“(1) in the case of any State other than Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
and Guam, an amount equal to one-fourth of the adjusted base period amount
for such State (as determined under section 412) ;. :

(b) Part A of title IV of the Social Security Act is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section :

“ADJUSTED BASE PERIOD AMOUNT

“SEC. 412. (a) (1) The base period amount for any State shall be equal to—
“(A) the total amount which the Secretary determines would have been
payable to such State for the fiscal year beginning October 1, 1977 (herein-

after in this section referred to as the ‘base period’) under paragraphs (1),

(3), and (5) of section 403 (a ), taking into account the provisions of section

1118 of this Act and section 9 of the Act of April 19, 1050 (84 Stat. 47), but

without regard to subsections (¢) through (J) of section 403 (as in effect

during such period), and excluding the amounts payable to such State with

re%p)e&t} to s<l>clal and supportive services provided pursuant to section 402(a)

Q1 )i plus

“(B) an amount which bears the same ratio to $860,000,000 as the amount
expended as aid to families with dependent children under the State plan of
such State during the month of June 1978, bears to the amount expended as
aid to families with dependent children under the State plans of all States

(;)ther than Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands) during such month,

plus
“(C) an amount which bears the same ratlo to $660,000,000 as the amount

allocated to such State under section 106 of the State and Local Fiscal Assist-
ance Act of 1972, for the most recent entitlement period for which alloca-
tions have been made under such section prior to the date of the enactment
of this subsection, bears to the total of the amounts allocated to all States
under such section 108 for such period.

“(2) The adjusted base period amount for any State for the fiscal year
beginning October 1, 1977, shall be equal to the base perlod amount.

*(3) The adjusted base period amount for any State for the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1978, and each fiscal year thereafter, shall be equal to the base
period amount as adjusted in accordance with subsection (b).

“(b) The adjusted base period amount as determined under sabsection (a)
shall be increased for each fiscal year, starting with the flscal year beginning
on October 1, 1978, by an amount equal to the product of—

“(1) the adjusted base period amount is determined for the preceding
fiscal year, and
“(2) a percentage equal to the percentage increase (if any) in the Con-
sumer Price Index prepared by the Department of Labor, and used in deter-
mining cost-of-living increases under section 215(f) of this Act, for the sec-
ond quarter of the preceding fiscal year as compared to such index for the
second quarter of the second preceding fiscal year (rounded to the nearest
one-tenth of 1 percent).
For purposes of this subsection the Consumer Price Index for any quarter shall
be the arithmetical mean of such index for the three months in such quarter.”,

PASB-THROUGH TO LOOAL JURISDICTIONS

SEc. 3. Section 402(a) of the Soclal Security Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “and” at the end of paragraph (28) ;

(2) by striking out the period at the end of paragraph (29) and inserting
in lieu thereof “; and” ; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph :

“(30) provide that the State shall pay to any political subdivision thereof
8o much of the amount paid to such State under section 403(a) for each
quarter as does not exceed 100 percent of the amount contributed by such
political subdivision for such quarter under the State plan.”.

LIMITATION ON USE OF GRANT

SEc. 4. Sectlon 403 of the Soclal Security Act is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: “Grants made to any State under the
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prov'sions of subsection (a) (1) may be used by such State only for gsocial wel-
farr; purposes, except that increases resulting from the cost of living adjustment
in s>ction 412(b) must be passed on to recipients of aid under the State plan
unless there is a finding by the State agency, conveyed in writing to the Secre-
tary, that additional payments are not necessary in order to provide adequate
benefits to such recipients.”. ‘ .

CONFORMING CHANGES

SEc. 5. (a) Section 403(a) (8) of the Social Security Act, except as it applies
to Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam, is repealed.

(b) Paragraph (5) of section 403(a) of the Social Security Act is amended by
striking out “in the case of any State” and inserting in lieu thereof “in the case of
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam".

(e) Section 1118 of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “403(a),”; and
(2)by inserting after “1603(a)" the following :
“, and paragraph (2) of section 403(a),”.

(d) Section 403(a) of such Act Is amended in the first sentence following para-
graph (5) by striking out “paragraph (1) or (2)” and inserting in lieu thereof
“paragraph (2)".

(e) Section 408(c) of such Act is repealed.

(f) Section 431(a) of such Act is amended by ingerting *, including the making
of payments to States for social and supportive services provided pursuant to sec-
tion 403 (a) (19) (G)" before the period at the end of the first sentence thereof.

EFFECTIVE DATE
SE;). 6. The amendments made by this Act shall become effective on July 1, 1979,

Senator MoyN1HaN. The hour of 3 o'clock having arrived, I would
like to open this hearing on Senate bill S. 3470, the State and Local
Welfare Reform and Fiscal Relief Act of 1978.

I would like to welcome our guests and our witnesses, members of
the press, and of course, the majority whip, the distinguished senior
Senator from California, Senator Cranston. .

We have a long list of witnesses but if there are other persons who
would like to be heard we will try to make room for them following the
appointed witnesses. .

f my good friend, the Senator from California, would bear with me
for just a moment, I would like to make a few opening remarks. The
first is to say—and I think he will confirm this—that we meet in disap-
pointing circumstances. The hopes which were held so high just a year
and a month ago for the President’s welfare reform program have come
to little in this Confress. Although a very great effort was made by the
administration and by leaders of the houser—an ad hoc committee
was established in the House—unfortunately, the President’s legisla-
tion was never taken up by any of the standing committees of the
House. We must face the fact that, this time, welfare reform did not
even reach the committee stage. ‘

I would like to suggest that there are many of us who have grown old
-in the service of welfare reform. We live in a real world, and there are
two aspects of that reality that I would like to mention. A decade has
passed since these matters first came to the national agenda, in roughly
the same form in which they are now being considered. We were not
successful a decade ago, as the legislation was too much for some and
too}llittle for others. Between that set of conflicting judgments, we got
nothing.
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In the interval, the city of New York went bankrupt—not tech-
nically, not finally, but its fiscal solvency has disappeared so that now it
has become a ward of the State and Federal Government. And in the
interval since that great city went through that debilitating experience,
we have had a situation arise without precedent in our history.
Because welfare payments have been frozen, the actual income avail-
able to a mother with dependent children has dropped by 28 percent in
New York. There is a real world where the fiscal capacities of State
and local governments can be exhausted and there is a real world where
the failure to maintain the level of equal benefits results in an astonish-
ing decline in resources available to a dependent family.

There are three specific points I would like to make about this bill.
Since we introduced this legislation, a technical deficiency has been
discovered. The bill appears to require the States to pass through to
localities more than the additional Federal funding provided. We have
a technical amendment to fix that.

Second, the legislation presently does not include a provision for
increasing Federal support when unemployment rates increase. It is
my desire to correct that drafting oversight. The inclusion of an unem-
ployment trigger was part of our original planning.

Third, we have unaccountably left out a mechanism to adjust for
shifts in population for those States which are growing. That clearly
must be lprovided for. .

Finally, there are those who will question why we have introduced a
bill which appears to limit fiscal relief in the coming years to $1.2 bil-
lion. That simply is how much money the House of Representatives has
indicated we may reasonably expect for that purpose.

There is nothing theoretical, much less ideological, about that sum.
It is just what is available to us now.

The great pleasure of this subcommittece now is to have the distin-
guished Senator from California before us. We welcome you, sir, and
ask vou to proceed as you will. i

STATEMENT OF HON. ALAN CRANSTON, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Senator CransToN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I fol-
lowed your remarks with great interest and am particularly glad that
attention has been brought to bear on the matter of States with grow-
ing populations, since California is again in that category after a
}lmte of uncertainty, and it is important, I think, to take account of that

act, ’

I am delighted to be here to speak in support of S. 3470 which you,
Mr. Chairman, and Senator Long, have jointly introduced and I thank
you for your long leadership in the effort to achieve welfare reform.
You have been the catalyst in the leader in this particular effort to
now move forward with the modest step that can be, I think; very
significant, and it is & great pleasure to work with you on it as it is
with Senator Long who has likewise played a vital role in this field.

The joint efforts that we have made in developing this legislation
have, I think, been very rewarding. T think it is important to begin
by stressing that I do not believe that S. 8470 provides the answer to
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the concerns of many about the problems inherent in our current wel-
fave system. I know that you, Mr. Chairman, recognize and share my
view that this proposal is only a first step toward the kinds of reforms
which are needed in the Hresent system, ‘

It does not contain all of the measures I would like to see enacted,
but it is an important and significant first step in that direction that
we can, and should, take now in this session and I trust we can accom-
ptl]ish it in this session with your help and that of Senator Long and
others.

There are many who are opposed to providing fiscal relief to States
and localities without comprehensive reform of the whole welfare
system. I cannot accept that position, as I know you cannot. Unless
strong action is taken now, right now, to relieve the local communi-
ties, States, and individual taxpayers from the intolerable welfare
burden by providing relief in a fiscally responsible manner, I am con-
vinced that welfare recipients—the mothers and children who need
assistance from the AFDC program for their basic survival—will be
the ones who will suffer from the results of congressional inaction.

There are already signs throughout the country of widespread dis-
satisfaction over the cost of welfare programs for local and State
governments. T have also heard some of our colleagues in the Senate
voice very serious concerns about continuing the present open ended
Federal commitment to an ever-expanding AFD([E caseload.

This dissatisfaction may soon find itself expressed in the form of
reduction of benefits for those who most need help unless steps are
taken now to provide relief in a manner that will induce and stimu-
Jate cost-effective administration of welfare programs.

You have spoken now of the cutback in your own State and all of
us are aware of the Proposition 13-type sentiment in California that
has spread elsewhere, that is strong elsewhere, that reflects a grave
concern about welfare, about too much spending, too much taxation,
and plainly steps like this are necessary if we are to continue to pro-
vide assistance to those who need help.

I know that there are many individyals who have expressed con-
cern and reservations about the propasal to provide Federal assistance
through the bloc grant approach. While I think we certainly must
be careful to examine the full implications of this change and to be
sure that sufficient flexibility is built into such a bloc grant to meet
needs in future years, I nevertheless feel that this approach merits
very careful consideration. It provides an incentive for States and
localities to develop innovative, cost-effective programs on the local
level within the existing Federal framework.

Perhaps by stimulating various constructive activities on the State
and local levels, we can develop models to guide our future efforts
on the Federal level in the area of welfare reform. This bloc grant
approach also provides real incentives for local governments to find
jobs for welfare recipients who can, and should, work and leave more
resources available to support those who truly need our help.

Mtr. Chairman, because the bloc grant approach is so new, it would
be agreeable to me to try it out for 2 fiscal years—fiscal year 1980 and
1981—so that we can find out its true impact and effect. I urge the
committee to consider that approach.
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Myr. Chairman, in our original plans for this legislation, as you well
know, we included strong provisions to strengthen the existing welfare
recipient employment tax credit and the earned income tax credit.
Expansion and improvement of these programs is vital to achieving
welfare reform, but it can also serve other important public policy
purposes.

That is why I joined with Senator Nelson in his proposal to expand
the categories of individuals covered by the new targeted emfloyment
tax credit for AFDC and disabled SSI recipients, to include as well
economically dimdvantaﬁed Vietnam era veterans and youths between
the ages of 18 and 24 and handicapped individuals.

I think this kind of effort to encourage employment through the
private sector is critical to our efforts to reduce dependency on public
assistance and other federally subsidized programs,

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me reiterate my view that we must
take a first step now toward providing State and local governments
fiscal relief in a manner designed to stimulate reduction of welfare
costs, eliminate unnecessary expenditures, and allow us to provide
adeguate suPport in a humane and caring fashion, for those who truly
need our help.

I strongly believe that unless we take these first steps now, those
most in need may, in the very near future, be the ones who would suffer
the most by our 1naction. We cannot continue to hold this relief hostage
for the broader, comprehensive reforms which must also be addressed.

Senator Moy~N1HaN. I thank you, sir. ’

May I first remark that I omitted to welcome your very able asso-
ciate, Suzanne Martinez to the committee. We are very happy to have
yon here, Ms. Martinez.

Perhaps I could just make a few observations and get your response
to them. As you note, the Senate Finance Committee is marking up,
at this very moment, the revised versions of the earned income tax
credit and the job tax credit to which you referred. I know you are
particularly interested in meeting the needs of Vietnam era veterans
through these credit proposals. They will be considered very seriously
by the committee, I assure you.

Senator CransToN. I am glad to hear that, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoyN1aaN. We will do it and we will do it because we know
vou want us to do it. Where veterans are concerned, your voice is heard
with great respect.

I would like to emphasize something that you said concerning the
question of incentives. One of the major issues in making big govern-
ment work in a big country involves establishing effective incentives.
One of the things that commends this approach to us is that the cost
of welfare has been distributed between three levels of government. In
many States, one of them contributes much more than half of the costs.
Therefore, the incentive to keep costs down never includes a considera-
tion that the full cost of an increase must be borne by one party. In
addition, the reward for reductions is never the full reward.

. One of the objects of this block grant proposal is to create the situa-
tion whereby any increases in welfare costs are incurred by the State
gove;rnment and any savings are entirely those of the State govern-
ment.
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You suggested a 2-year experiment. I wonder if I could ask if 2
vears is quite long enough? It seems to me that we might get a hetter
sense of an economic cycle if we can plan over a 4- or 5-year period.

Senator Cranstox. I think you are right. I think 2 years is too short

a time.
‘Senator Moy~miaN. To commissioners for social welfare—it may be

a little too short.

But I think it is important that we stress the idea of choice. We
ought to be open and experimental about this program.

As you know, the question of incentives is & real one. We have to
think in those terms if we are going to build confidence in this ap-
proach. It is your understanding in California, for example, that the
prospects of really keeping welfare assistance abreast of inflation is
threatened now by the conditions of local and State finance?

Senator CraxsToN. Yes, I think so. I know that is true in other parts
of the country and to get back to that 2-vear thing, I think you are
right—2 years would be too short a time to have a real experiment. We
should have a longer time, 4 or 5 years. :

Senator Moy~N1HAN. The primary concern of a welfare program is
the welfare of the dependent adults and children who are supported
by it. Surely that is the casa.

Are we.not now facing, without our having quite come to this reali-
zation, the fact that in a thoroughly affluent country such as ours, we
are cutting the actual resources available to women and children?

Senator CransTON. Yes.

Senator Moy~rian. How did that happen? Well, it happened in
part because local governments have run out of money.

Senator CraxstoN. One immediate reaction in California after
Proposition 13 passed was to stop the cost-of-living increases for wel-
fare recipients.

Sé)nator Movxx~rman. I think your legislature had to do that, did it
not

Senator CraNsTON. Yes.

Senator Moy~ian, And so, of course, there is less money.

Senator CraxsrtoN. Right.

Senator MoyNinan. Has the cost of living been reduced for any
other group in the population that you know of? In New York, it has
not. '

Senator CriNsToN. I do not think so. The people that are hurt are
the people who cannot buy anything. They cannot pay the higher
prices because they do not have the money to buy anything at all.

Senator Mov~tmrax. That is the responsibility of persons in govern-
ment. It does not matter what we have read over the vears. Pepple.who
are dependent are weak, and we have a responsibility to them, Many
.of them—most of them-—are children: Is that not the fact? .

Senator CraxsToN. Yes. sir.

Senator Moy~rnaN. Most of the people we are talking about are

- children. ;

Senator CraxsToN. Yes. Not people who are qualified to go out and
get a full-time job. .

Senator MoyNritan. They do not vote and a fixed percentace of them
under the age of 5 cannot read and they do not go to hearings and—
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well, many of them do not walk very well yet. They are infants, These
years are the most crucial in their lives. They are entitled to sore de-
cent provision, and that is what this hearing is about.

1 want to share with you, sir, the feeling that this is but a first step.
It is not a final step. We have a responsibility to people who are de-
pendent on us, rig it now. That responsibility requires that we do
something that ll)er 1aps is not as neat or as comprehensive or ag sweep-
ing as we would like, but we must do what we are able to do.

Senator CransroN. If we can achieve full-fledged total welfare re-
form, fine. But we know we are not going to achieve that right now,
and we could achieve this right now and at least do something quite
significant.

senator Moy~inax. Could I ask you an obviously leading question ?
If we do get something done in this session, is it not a sign that we are
going to do something more next session ¢

Senator Cranstox. I think it is. It is a sign that steps can be taken
and it certainly would not discourage—I think it would encourage—
cfforts to do more.

Senator Moy~Ninax., It will demonstrate that we care about welfare
reform, that we have not given up on it. Well, obviously, you and I
agree,

ti\[ay 1 say that it is very good of you to come here. T know yon are
busy with a crisis in the Senate about natural gas matters and youn are
very generous to come and take this time, We appreciate it very much
and we are honoved to have you join formally the ranks of what. we
hope is a growing constituency for welfare reform.

Senator Craxsrox, Thank you very much. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to work with you on this and I am delighted you are moving
ahead with these hearings. :

Senator Moy~riraN, Thank vou. Senator and Ms. Martinez. .

Now we have a panel of good friends in this cause: Hon. Frank
Jungas, who is the Commissioner of Cottonwood County, Minn., on
behalf of the National Association of Counties; Hon. Mary Marshall,
who is a Delegate of the Virginia House of Delegates, on behalf of the
Conference of State Legislatures; and Mr. Stephen Farber, who is the
director of the newly designated National Governors Association.

Would the panel have the*kindness? I would like to recess for just a
moment.

[ A brief recess was taken.]

Senator Moy ~N11aN. The hearing will commence.

T would like to ask, just for purposes of getting our discussion going,
if the witnesses would have the goodness to confine themselves to a
5-minute opening statement, after which we can open discussion.

Am I correct, Commissioner, that you would like to begin?

Mr. Juxeas. I think I would honor the colleague on my left here,
Mary, from the State legislatures.

Senator Moy~rHAN. Rank has its privileges.

Ms. Marsirarn, Thank you, sir.

Senator Moy~N1HAN. Ms. Marshall ¢

Ms, Marsuarn. T was afraid you were going to say “ladies first,” and
knowing your view on ERA, I was delighted.
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STATEMENT OF HON. MARY MARSHALL, DELEGATE, VIRGINIA
HOUSE OF DELEGATES, ON BEHALF OF THE CONFERENCE OF
STATE LEGISLATURES

Ms. Marsuave., Mr. Chairman, my name is Mary Marshall, T am
a Delegate to the Virginia House of Delegates, I have been a legislator
for 10 years and presently serve as the chairperson of the Human
Resources Committee of the National Conference of State Legislatures.
Over the last 16 months, NCSL has joined with the National Gover-
nors Association, the National Association of Counties, the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors, and the National League of Cities, through a vehicle
known as the New Coalition, to examine the welfare structure and
develop a set of common principles for welfare reform. '
The principles of this agreement on welfare reform have heen pre-
sented to you before in detail. I know you are quite familiar with them.
[The following was subsequently supplied for the record:]

TiEgE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES PRINCIPLES ON \WELFARE
REFORM

A. OVERVIEW OF DEVELOPMENTS IN WELFARE REFORM FROM NCSL'S PRESPECTIVE

Over 18 months ago, NCSL jointed with organizations representing Gover-
nors, County Officials, and Mayors, through a vehicle knowr: as the “New Coa-
lition,” to examine the present welfare structure and‘develop a set of common
principles for welfare reform. That effort was a most successful one. Representa-
tives from the five organizations that comprise the “New Coalltion” agreed on
la s]esi of common goals which welfare reform ought to address. These goals
nclude:

Equity among the states in benefit levels provided ;

Adequate benefits for those in need;

Fiscal reliet for state and local government;

A ‘sitrong work requirement for those who can work, with an emphasis on job
creation ;

Consolidation of existirg programs, and the resulting elimination of cate-
gorical distinctions; and

Streamlining of administration and reduction of administrative costs.

State Legislators recognize that true reform will not come about unless alt
of us—you at the national level and we within the states and local governments
are prepared to exercise real leadership. Inherent within our elected offices are
the powers to educate and to persuade. If we wish to redirect the system, it is
critical that we continue the process of building a fundamental consensus as to
the goals angd structure a reformed welfare program ought to incorporate. Those
of us within the state legislatures offer our cooperation and pledge our best
efforts toward shaping that consensus.

B. SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS BY NOSL FOR WELFARE REFORM

NCSL has identified several specific guidelines and recommendations which,
we bellieve, should be Incorporated in welfare réform legislation enacted by
Congress.

1. Cash Assistance Programs

Consgolidation.—NCSL remains firmly committed to the concept of consolidat-
ing the existing categorical welfare programs into a single cash assistance pro-
gram that provides basic cash grants to needy famfilies, including 2-parent
families, single individuals and childless couples.

Financial of floor and supplements.—NCSIL believes that there should be a
basic minimum floor of $4,200 (for a family of 4), funded entirely by the fed-
eral government. There should be 78 percent federal participation in state
supplementation between $4,200 and $4,700, and 50 percent participation in
state supplementation between $4,700 and the maximum allowable supplemen-
tation (either the present payment level in the particular state or the region-
ally adjusted poverty level).
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State expenditures should be frozen at 90 percent of the level spent during
an indexed year. States would then be required to maintain their effort for
welfare expenditures at the 90 percent level and be held harmless against any
additional expenditures in future years.

Federal increases in the basic cash assistance payments should exceed the
cost of living index, so that states will experience a gradual reduction in their
share of supplementation costs.

The federal government should seek to reduce, over time, through systematie
increases to the federal benefit standard, the differences between high and low
benefit states.

State supplements of the basic benefit must be designed in such a way that
they will preserve work incentives without reducing basic benefit levels.

Benefits.—Present and future reclpients should not receive lower benefits
than they receive under current AFDC, SSI and general assistance programs,
adjusted annually for inflation. Current beneficlaries, as well as classes of
beneficiaries, should be held-harmless against reductions in benefits.

Payments to newly eligible recipients should be provided from additional
revenues to the program, not by reducing benefits to current recipients.

All benefits levels should be adjusted periodically based on the cost-of-living
index.

Attention should be given to the special needs of disabled children. Federal
funding of benefits for foster children should be continued.

2. Jobs Program

Groups of Recipients.—The low income population should be separated into
two groups: thpse who may work but should not be required to do so and those
who are espected to work as a condition for receiving benefits. Those rot required
to work should receive a basic cash payment. Those required to work should
be provided with access to a private sector job.

Pubdlio versus Private Employment.—While employment within the private
sector is preferable, a strong public service employment program must be pro-
vided to assure jobs if they are unavailable within the private sector. Priority
placement for jobs within the public sector should go to families with children.
However, public sector employment should eventually be extended to single
individuals and childless couples.

Ultimately, those eligible for public sector employment should not be limited
exclusively to welfare clients, but should also incude persons who are capable
of working and unemployed.

Measures must be taken to ensure that new public sector jobs do not displace
current wage earners. :

Treatment of Pudblic Sector Employees.—Reasonable and adequate wages
should be provided to those employed in a public sector job.

Individuals performing essentially equivalent public service job tasks, with
the same degree of seniority, ought to receive the same wage rate.

Countercyclical aid.—I1f CETA funds currently supporting counter-cyclical
employment opportunities are to be diverted to support public service employ-
ment under the reformr plan, federal funds should continue to be available to
address counter-cyclical r.eeds as they occur.

Day oare—An increase in the earned income dlsregdrd or an expansion in
the title XX program will be necessary to assure the provision of needed day
care services for working cash assistance recipients.

3. Elgidility Determination

Filing unit.—The filing, unit, {.e,, the group of persons who jointly apply for
and receive benefits, should approximate the nuclear family definition as applied
by the AFDC and SSI programs. The aged, blind, and disabled should be con-
sidered as separate filing units. Within the filing unit, attention should be given
to the speclal needs of disabled children.

Accountadle period.—For the purpose of determining eligibllity under the
program, the accountable period, i.e., the length of time over which the need for
assistance 18 measured, should be no longer than one month, retrospectively.

_ Asset test.—Greater reliance should be placed on an assets test designed to
exclude individuals with ligquid or.convertible aksets’sufficlent to meet need.
Items such as real property used gs a homevpnd -burial plots should not be
considered as assets. T o L .

s
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4. Administration
Flexible options for the state’s role in the administration of the welfare pro-
gram should be preserved.

S. Medicaid .

States must be protected against any increased costs in the Medicaid pro-
gram which directly result from a new welfare reform program. Medicaid bene-
fits should, however, be extended to new reciplents based on an income related
spend down provison. The federal government should bear the full costs of the
expanded program.

C. NCBL'S POSITION ON FISCAL LIABILITY OF THE STATES

The states can play an effective role in the state/federal partnership required
to carry out a reformed welfare program, only if tkc states know ahead of
time what-their. share of the costs will be, This knowledge is essential if the
fiscal integrity of the states is to be preserved.

We would like to stress that despite arguments, presently heard in Washing-
ton, the state budgets have extraordinary surpluses, the fact of the matter is
that more demands than ever are being placed on these budgets. As you are
aware, retirement financing obligations are growing in many states. School
finance reform is taxing state budgets in many states, including New York and
Ohio, to mention just a few. State costs involved in maintaining inter-state
highways also consume significant state funds.

Under any new welfare program, states need to be protected from unantici-
pated or uncalculated costs resulting directly from the new program. Ouly in
this way can the states be fiscally responsible.

There are several mechanisms for providing this protection to states. Emer-
gency assistance and federal funding of the newly eligible welfare recipients.
have already been discussed. Fiscal relief and “hold harmless” provisions are
two other mechan{sms that warrarit our attention. .

Fiscal relief to states for welfare costs must be one of the Issues of para-
mount concern to be addressed in any proposal for welfare reform. Any reform
ruust recognize fiscal relief early in the lifé of a new welfare program. The
following estimates have been made for actual dollar amounts of flseal aid.to
states under each of the plans: :

Biliion
Carter PlAN - e m e — e $3. 4
Corman Subcommittee o e 2.2
Ullman MU o e rm—————— 1.2
Baker/Bellmon bitl. .o oo e 8.0
Moynihan/Cranston/Long bill. oo 1.5

NCSL belle ; that a strong fiscal rellef provision must be included as part
of any welfar _roposal enacted by Congress. .

“Hold Harmless” : Another mechanism for ensuring that states know ahead of
time the limit of their fiscal liability under any new welfare program is the
enactment of strong “hold harmless” provisions.

Ms. MarsaaLL, The first point I want to stress is that the bill before
us in no way addresses the maior concerns of welfare reform—and I
know you feel that way, too. Calling this a welfare reform bill is, in
my opinion, a case of false advertising.

NSCL stands determined to advocate for needed, comprehensive
reform of the welfare system and will not permit the title of this bill
to Jead us away from that effort. ‘

What this bill does provide, or intends to provide, is a measure of
fiscal relief—and this is the issue I wish to address today. »

. The proposed fiscal relief applies to the State and local costs of the
aid to families. with dependent children program. The costs. of this
program are, unquestionably, a burden to the States. .

Between 1972 and 1976, Federal expenditures for AFDC alone in-
creased 44 percent while the State and local share increased 51 percent.
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NCSL supports your intention to relieve the pressure of these ris-
ing expenditures. ﬁowever, I must point out to you the dangers in-
herent in the form you have chosen to provide this relief. While a
bloc grant program allows the State or local government the free-
dom fo make choices among programs regarding expenditures, two
other conditions are implied: First, that the bloc grant provides as
much money as was available under the early agreement and, second,
that there be no more efficient method available for the transfer of
these funds.

Neither of these conditions is met by S. 3470. ) .

While the bill does include an additional authorization of $1.5 bil-
lion in the first year and cost-of-living increases in the following
years, the needs which the program addresses are not so static or con-
veniently ordered. In the first 2 or 3 years, States may benefit from
this design because of the increase in Federal support.

However, with a decision at the State level to increase benefits, with
the onset of recession—you have, I understand, amended the bill to
include some factor for a rise in unemployment and 4 rise in
population ¢

Senator Mov~1rraN. Yes, ma’am. That is our purpose.

Ms. MarsaLL. We have not seen your amendment, so I do not really
know whether they meet our problem.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes.

Ms. Marsuarr. But we understand you see it, too, just as we do.

Continuing then, with a decision at the State level to develop new
programs. some encouraged by the Federal Government, such as aid
to dependent children of unemployed fathers, the States’ caseloads and
expenditures can increase. At such a'time the cost-of-living increase
is of no help in covering these costs shonld all of these situations be
deemed the responsibilities of the States alone.

Tt is a fact that this bill would soon be a disincentive to States to
provide welfare programs and benefits. It forces them, at a point in
the not too distant future, to be held entirely responsjbile for any in-
rreases in expenditures. Just because the number of Federal dollars
is increasing, it does not follow that the:Fedeéral participation in a
program is increasing. There is no doubt but that it can be decreasing.

Thus, there is Federal fiscal relief, not State and local fiscal relief.

And I would like to call your attention to the situation with title XX
where, in constant dollars, the States are actually receiving less than
thev did when the program was begun. '

The second point regards a more efficient mechanism for the trans-
fer of funds. Let us look at the current situation. .

Todav, for whatever documented caseload is enrolled in AFDC. my
State, Virginia, receives from the Federal Government a percentage
of the cost of the benefits paid. Any increase in the number of cases, or
the cost per case, within the restraints of the program, be it due to the
institution of a new program, such as an unemployed fathers program,
or an increase in the average size of the families enrolled, or a rise in
unemployment, is met by increased State expenses and increased
Federal contributiens within the mechanics of the matching formula.

Thus, Virginia has an incentive, through its share of the costs, to
keep these costs down, and'I would like you to know that we have

36-861—79—2
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done a spectacular job of reducing our error rate. We have almost the
lowest in the entire country, and it was done partly to save State money
and partly through a likm% of efficiency—to keep. these ‘costs down,
and yet the burden of welfare, which the authors of this bill have
stated is a national responsibility, is shared by the Federal Govern-
ment.

If you were to ask me what alternatives were available to provide
State and local relief for AFDC costs, I would answer that we already
have one. By increasing the Federal share of the current matching
formula, all the States would share in the relief, and by appendin
some form of a passthrough provision, the local governments woul
also feel this relief. o )

I want to point out here that the work of the New Coalition has
developed a more effective split matching system, and this proposal
will be more fully explained by our colleagues from the National
Governors Association.

Further, we do not want to embark upon an experiment with the
bloc grants. As you know, we are doubtful as to whether it is a wise
program, and to redo our entire administrative structure with the
thought that we might have to redo it again in about 2 years is a rather
dismaying thought. 4 : R .

And finally, let me say that I am a politician, as many of us here
are. I do generally believe that one must be-hgz‘[[)liy with half loaves
when whole loaves are not available, but I think this may be half
of the wrong loaf. : o »

Senator Moy~N1HAN. Half of the wrong loaf. All right.

Thank you.

We will get through the panel, and then we will talk.

Commissioner ¢

Mr. Junaas. Thank you, Senator. In the interest of time, I am
not going to read my testimony. I am just going to highlight some
points and wait for questions. . : ‘

STATEMENT ‘OF HON. FRANK JUNGAS, COMMISSIONER, COTTON-
WO0OD COUNTY, MINN., OF BEHALF OF NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF COUNTIES ' : - ,

Mr. Junoas. We really appreciate your inviting us to testify again
on fiscal relief for welfare costs, because that is a verf grave matter
with the counties of this Nation. I come from a small farming county
in southern Minnesota where we know that we have to bank on man
different things to receive our crop—the weather or temperatures. So
understand that you take what you can get sometimes, and I am look-
ing at this fiscal relief very, very hard. .

elfare reform is not just fiscal relief. ¥ want to restate that. As
the National Association of Counties has said many times, we support
welfare reform. We were in there in the 95th Congress and we did not
achieve the success we wanted. Neither the House nor the Senate acted
on it this year, so we are going to be back next yearin the 96th Con-
gress to try and achieve more of the welfare reform that we are push-

ng for. ’ : - o H
‘ vilgpenditures of county governients for welfaré amounts to over
$7 billion and of the 18 States that are still administering welfare
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through the county system, we have over 50 percent of the AFDC
load. All of this money has to be raised on property taxes, and I want
to make that clear to the panel today.

We support the 100 percent funding of welfare costs by the Fed-
eral Government. Naco urges that Federal matching to be increased
at.least 75 percent to all States as an interim measure. The bloc grant
approach is used as a protection against future higher welfare costs
for the Federal Government. While fiscal relief must be provided, I
would like to support & 2-year rather than the 5-year bloc grant be-
cause in 5 years we are down the road too far to try and change things
that we could in 2 years. We may already have some of these changes
going on out in the States.

My State has a program started through welfare funded by the
Federal Government, to put people to work. And States that have
these programs would be a good place to get some of this information.

Now, just a few statistics. I am from a small farming communitﬁr in
Minnesota. I am not from New York and Los Angeles which you hear
so much about, having trouble with welfare costs. We have our
troubles, too. To bring you up to date, Senator, in 1977, we had to
increase our welfare budget 23 percent. In 1978 we had to increase
our welfare budget 34 percent. We are setting the budget up for
next year, 1979, and by QOctober 1, we have to have it ready and,
at the very least, we anticipate another 20 percent increase, possibly
30 percent, . A

_So here we are talking of almost a 100-percent increase in 3 years’
time for a county to pick up welfare costs. And, as I said before, this
all comes off the property tax and the property taxes are at saturation
level now. So I do not know how we can go back ta the taxpayers and
put any more burden on them.

These costs come in many different forms—in social services, med-
ical assistance, AFDC and general assistance. The State of Minnesota
had a fiscal relief program in 1975 that did grant us a little bit more
money, but that has all been used up in one program alone, the med-
ical assistance program. That has eaten up the whole increase that
they gave us in 1975, so we are right back to zero again.

We have also found it necessm%to rely on other agencies to help
us out of our dilemma, such as CETA and community action agen- *
cies but they are only temporary, because we do not know how %:ng
thev are going to last.

We have applied for homemaker grants, homemaker services and
transportation grants and many different things just to try and offset
the fiscal burden that is on us right now. :

I would like to add a little bit more before I close. If we had con-
trol over some of these things, we would feel more comfortable as &
county board, but we do not. We get dictates from the Federal and
State governments—and now the court system is getting into the act,
saying you have to cover this person, you have to give t%wm so much.
It doesn’t matter if it does not fit in with our idea of welfare at our
local level, we still have to carry it out, and it is all coming out of
100 percent county money.. . K L

I have just a few more remarks, and then I will finish, Senator.-

- Senator MoyN1HaAN. Please, sir. - ‘



16

Mr. Juncas. Imay be painting a very black picture to you today, but
it is true. The taxpayers of the Nation are in revolt. I am from just
a small county——alll you have to do is multiply by the number of peo-
ple you have all over the United States and they will bring out the
dark picture that you are facing here in welfare costs. We are heading
down the road on a collision course, if something is not done in two
forms—fiscal relief that we are talking about today and welfare reform
further down the road. I do net know where this is going to all end.

I want to reiterate that county governments have been leading
efforts for welfare reform for a number of years now and we want the
partnership effort. We are begging for the partnership from the Fed-
eral, State, and local levels to reform the welfare system. Together
I am sure we can come out of this predicament we are in,

Thank you, Mr. Senator.

Senator Moy~N1HAN. Thank you, Mr. Commissioner.

Before we go to Mr. Farber, I wonder if you would have the good-
ness to introduce your associates who are here today with you.

With me today is Aliceann Fritschler, associate director for welfare
and social services of the National Association of Counties. She staffs
the committes that I chair for NAC.

Senator Moy~1max. We welcome you here today. .

Ms. MarsuarL. Mr. Richard Merritt who is staff for many things,
including human services, of the National Conference of State
Tegislatures.

Senator Moy~tirax. We welcome you, sir.

Ms. Marsuarn. And, if I may, I want to leave with you this state-
ment from Speaker Steingut of the State of New York who is also
chairman of the State Federal Assembly of the National Conference
of State Legislatures.

Senator Moy~1iran. That is always an impressive name before this
?x;)lcommittoe and his statement will be placed into the record in

ull.

['The material referred to follows:1

STATEMENT OF HON. STANLEY STEINGUT, SPEAKER, NEW YORK STATE ASSEMBLY

We welcome all efforts to provide fiscal relief to states to help them meet the
cost of funding public assistance. It has become apparent that welfare rolls and
welfare costs rise or decline on a national basis and we are therefore led to
conclude that it is the state of the national econoimny, not local peaks and valleys
which, to a great extent, acts as the determinant of state and local welfare
expenditures,

In our mind no fiscal relief program goes far enough if it does not establish
a national benefit for overwhelmingly fexlerally funded; a mechanism for states
to supplement the floor, with federal participation. and a limitation on state cost<
through a hold harmless clause, These are the principles we fought for over
the last fifteen months in our efforts to enact the Administration’s welfare
reform program as finally fashioned in H.R. 10950,

The bill hefore us, S, 3470, ends the system of matching payments and creates
a block grant funding mechanism, to be adjusted by the cost of living. In its
initinl yvear, $1.32 billion is distributed to the states ahove the federal cost of
AFDC for fiscal year 1878. This add on amount does not increase except by the
cost of living. New York State will get a substantial percentage of the $1.32
lggion which must pass on to local governments. I do not know the amount

ay. :

My first concern. of course, {s who will bear the cost of AFDC payments if
those paymefnts rise above the “adjusted base perlod .amount” due to caseload
Increase. In New York State, costs for rent may increasé in excess of the ng-
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tional cost of living, driving up welfare grants beyond the amount payable to the
state by the federal government. States will be exposed to higher costs to be
borne wholly by the states if the rolls or if costs go up beyond the block grant
amount, States are not “held harmless” at a level certain under this proposal.

1, as much as anyone, recognize the need to strive for savings through increased
efficiency and better overall management. The incentive for pursuing savings
through this approach has been with us as long as there has been a non-federal
share of welfare costs. What is lost in this proposal is the incentive for the
federal government to effect savings and efBiciencles through the considerable
rulemaking, monitoring and grant power it has. The federal government has
sponsored numerous projects and programs designed to achieve accuracy and
eficiency in the Administration of AFDC because the federal government stood
to save money as well as the states.

My preference is that interim fiscal relief be secured through continuation
of the matching grant program. The additional funds could be meted out as this
bill calls for, with the cost of living added to the additional funds.

This is not the time for the partnership between the state and federal govern-
ment on welfare grants to come to an end. This proposal holds the federal govern-
ment harmless above fiscal year 1978 payments plus the known cost of the add-on
and passes all the risks to the state government. The federal government will
know the full measure of their fiscal liability each year; the states will not. The
federal government will no longer save money by promoting efficlency. The
states will save or spend money based on efficlency and national economie
conditions.

I am pleased to have this opportunity to express my thoughts and commend
Senators Moynihan, Cranston, and Long for their willingness to continue the
struggle for welfare reform. ) ,

Senator MoyN1HAN. Mr. Farber, your associates ¢ '

Mr. FarBer. Yes. Mr. Chairman, with me is Scott Bunton, who is
staff director for the Committee on Human Resources of the National
Governors’ Association. : . :

Senator Moy~trAN. He is well and favorably known to this com-
mittee. Good afternoon, sir. :

Mr. Farber?

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN B. FARBER, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL GOV-
ERNORS' ASSOCTATION - '

Mr. Farger. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is & pleasure to be here
today with you, and with you, Senator Danforth. - :

Mr. Chairman, I will summarize my testimony and we will submit
the full text for the record. : :

The National Governors’ Association, like the sponsors-of this
legislation, has worked long and hard to achieve welfare reférm, and
I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that your own efforts, over many,
many years, have been an extremely powerful force in the battle to
reform the welfare system and we greatly appreciate your strong and
consistent leadership. ‘ o _

Among the Governors in the past who have led our efforts, goin
back a number of years, are Cecil Andrus of Idaho, Dan Evans o
Washington, Richard Kneip of South Dakota, and others. And among
those now taking a leadership role and providing really outstandin
leadership are Michael Dukakis of Massachusetts, Hugh Carey o
New York, and Bob Straub of Oregon, among many others who have
developed our policy position which the Governors themselves en-
dorsed strongly, first in 1976 and again in 1977. ‘

The National Governors’ Association strongly supports the enact-
ment of comprehensive welfare reform. Our policy position calls,
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among other things, for e?uity among the States, adequate benefits for
those in need, fiscal relief for 'State and local governments) & stron
work requirement with an emphasis on job. creation, consolidation o
existin? programs, elimination of categorical tiistinctions, and
streamlining of administration. . ‘

Now, the focus of S. 3470 is clearly on fiscal relief, which the asso-
ciation strongly supports. It is imperative, however, that I strongly
assert the commitment of the National Governors’ Association to secure
the enactment of legislation which will meet all of our objectives for
welfare reform. The association has worked diligently for such legis-
lation during the current session of Congress.

We strongly supported the administration’s proposal, which we had
originally helped to develop. Then, when it became clear that the
administration’s bill would not be passed this session, the association
worked with the national associations of State and local elected offi-
cials, through the New Coalition, to produce a compromise proposal.

Unfortunately, it appears, that even this carefully drawn, reason-
able, and beneficial proposal will not be enacted this session.

The National Governors’ Association, and the New Coalition, will
return at the beginning of the next session of Congress, with the
administration, to seek welfare reform which meets the objectives I
have outlined and these, Mr. Chairman and- Senator Danforth, are
objectives that I am confident that you, as well, share in the large
sense in which we have endorsed them and embraced them in the past.
. With regard to fiscal relief, which is one of the essential ingredients
of welfare reform, and is the principal focus of S. 3470, the burden of
financing welfare programs, as you know, has fallen increasingly
on State and local governments, and fiscal relief must be provided. We
support such relief in the context of systemic reform. We will be work-
ing hard with Congress again next session, as I noted, to achieve
comprehensive reform, but if 4 sound program for badly needed fiscal
relief can be developed this year, it should be enacted.

Next, I would like to mention the approach to the distribution of
fiscal relief that is taken by S. 8470. We do have several concerns in
this regard. We believe, for example, that the approach taken in the
bill would ossify current differences among the States in levels of Fed-
eral contributions to the AFDC program. :

A high benefit State would continue to receive Federal funds based
on that benefit level, but a lower benefit State which wishes in future
years to raise its benefit levels to the current level of the first State,
would not be able to obtain the same level of Federal matching pay-
ments. '

A similar problem, we believe, would arise with regard to the unem-
ployed fathers program. This approach would be inequitable. It would
also serve as a distinct disincentive to achieving the interstate equity
of benefit levels which the Governors seek.

In addition, the bill makes no provision for the increased expenses
resulting from increased caseloads, éven for those caused by court
decisions, economic recession, or population increases. I do note. Mr.
Chairman, that you made reference to unemployment rate and popu-
lation increase factors, in particular. We commend you for that, and
would like to look harder at those amendments.
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Nonetheless, there are other elements which those particular amend-
ments would - not accommodate. ‘

Finally, the bill does provide for an adjustment in the block grant
for each State, based on each year’s increase in the Consumer Price
Index, but we believe that problems with regard to State funding will
arise from the particular formulation adopted in the bill, as outlined
in my testimony. v - ,

e do believe, as was previocusly indicated, that an alternative does
exist. It is the so-called split match formula that was adopted by the
New Coalition in its compromise proposal of several months ago, and
we would commend that, quite seriously, Mr. Chairman, to the commit-
tee’s attention.

These, then, are the main points that we would make on behalf of
the National Governors® Association. We would like to continue our
close working relationship with the committee as you consider the legis-
lation because, for you as for us, welfare reform has been for many
years, and continues to be, a matter of the very highest priority.

We are eager to provide whatever assistaiice we can as you attempt
to achieve action on our common objectives.

Thank you. o ,

Senator Moy~N1HAN. We thank you, Mr. Farber. We thank each of
you. ‘

May I just make a statement to our witnesses and to our guests this
afternoon? You may wonder at the unusual hour which we chose to
commence & hearing. The reason for it is that in the closing weeks of
the 95th Congress, we are all required to be at about four places at
once. This was the 1 hour during which we could get a hearing room.

Even so, we are, each of us, required to be in several places at once. T
dare not think of the number of places Senator Danforth is supposed
to be at this moment. It was very good of him to find the time.

I know, Senator Danforth, that you have a meeting that you have to
be at later, so why do not I turn over the floor to you this moment,

Senator DaxrorTir. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to apolo-
gize, both for getting here 1ate and leaving early. ,

In the jargon of welfare reform there is something called compre-
hensive welfare reform and something called incremental welfare re-
form and I am not sure that anybody knows where one ends and the
other begins, but it my understanding that the judgment call in mov-
ing toward welfare reform is how much can you accomplish{ How
much is disgestible? And that one of the problems with the adminis-
tration’s proposal is that it is just too comprehensive, that there is just
to(;) muc]h of it, and that there is little or no likelihood that it will be
adopted. A '

And therefore, there have been a variety of proposals for a more in-
cremental approach and one of those was a proposal which was made
by Senators Baker, Bellmon, Ribicoff, and myself.

Now, the question that I have for you with respect to this bill is, is it
too incremental ¢ Does it shoot too low ¢

Is it possible that it is not er.ough of a welfare reform and, is it possi-
ble that if you just offer fiscal relief, you have sort of blown the goody.
I assume that any welfare reform proposal is going to be expensive and
that it is going to call for Congress to pay something in addition to
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what we are paying now for welfare. And is it possible that if we go
the route of this bill that we will have pretty well foregone the pos-
sibility for any significant welfare reform ¢

Doles this do sort of the opposite of what the administration’s pro-
posal did?

Ms. MarsuarL. Senator, thank you for asking that. I think that is,
in part, the objection that the National Conference of State Legisla-
tures is raising to this bill, that by freezing the Federal contribution
into a bloc grant, you freeze a State in its present welfare posture and
yon freeze the inequities between the States.

I come from a State which tends to have rather low benefits and a
rather strict eligibility. There are people in that State who would like
to change that.

I think the effect of this bill would be to put a damper on their
ability to effect a change.

Mr. Juneas. Senator, when we first looked at this problem the
National Association of Counties, and the committee that I chair on
welfare realized that we might not get comprehensive welfare reform
done in 1 year, 2 years, or even 5 years. But we had to start someplace.
So what we are looking at now is getting part of it done. If we can get
it done this year, fine. If not, we will work at it next year. We will
work at it the year after that or the year after that. -

Fiscal relief is part of welfare reform to counties. In my. thinking,
we have to have both. But we cannot settle just for fiscal relief.

I do not believe that the !:leople out over this great land of ours will
let the officials here in Washington, or my county and my State legis-
lature rest where we are at the present time with the welfare mess.

Senator DanrorTH. Could you be a little more specific in answer to
the question? In your opinion, in this bill, would we go immediately
to the dessert and just sort of leave the hrussel sprouts, and red cab-
bage. and stuff that nobody likesto eat until next year$ .

Mr. Juncas. Welfare reform, the way I see it, will not come about
until next year or the year after, as far as comprehensive welfare re-
form, Weare just dealigg with partsof it right now. . - .

Senator DanrortH. Yes, but if we do what this bill proposes to do,
would we just go immediately to the more present aspects of welfare
reform without dealing with the tough stuff and then leave all the
toug}ll stu?ﬁ'—-I mean, would we just forego the possibility of getting
anything :

Mr. Juxcas. No, I do not foresee that. That is my opinion.

Welfare reform will take time. We have built up this welfare system
since the thirties and we cannot go up one side of the mountain and
jump off a cliff. We have to come down gradually on the other side to
get 1t straightened around, and that is where we are looking at.

The National Association of Counties and County Commissioners
across this great land are not going to be dissatisfied with fiscal relief.
We have to have that. That is part of it. But we are not going to be
satisfied with just fiscal relief. We are still going to go in there and try
to correct some of the inequities of the welfare system in the reform
that we are seeking. The people are demanding changes in our elec-
tions coming this fall,

T would like to tell you this little story. I was in the office of our
welfare department a few months ago when we had a State inspec-
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tion. A team was going over all the records. I happened to talk to the
captain of the inspecting team and he said: “You have a very good,
tight ship here. You have very few inequities and you do not have to
correct very much.”

I stood back and I said: “All right. You have told us we have
done everything right.” Then I pulled a case out of the filing system
and I said to him, “Look in there now and tell me if we have done
this person any good.” It stopped him cold. There is no way that
you can do that.

If we added 2 and 2 and ﬁot 4 right, and got all the forms in there
that they want, we are still not performing our task as a welfare
department or a commissioner that sits on the welfare board in my
local county unless we help those in need. So we have to continue to
push for the reform that we need. Comprehensive reform may have
to be done in segments.

_Se_natgr DanrortH. Could I ask the third pane! member for his
opinion

er. Farger. Senator Danforth, you may recall on May 16, you were
good enough to come—as Senator Moynihan did—to our New Coali-
tion meeting. And you came to the Hall of the States where all of
our organizations were represented there at the New Coalition and
you addressed particularly issues of management improvement be-
cause that is an area in which we are working with you extremely
closely, day by day, and we really appreciate your efforts there.

I think that your sense of management focuses well on some of the
key issues that Senator Moynihan raised that day as well with the
New Coalition, and that really was a seminal day in the development
of the New Coalition compromise.

Our concern is not with the provision of fiscal relief this year as
against a comprehensive welfare reform program. We support the
provision of fiscal relief because it is necessary, but we support it in the
context of systemic reform and we do believe that™this particular
bill, from 2 management standpoint and from a fiscal standpoint,
does have some infirmities are troubling. We feel that those would
have to be addressed before we had a sound fiscal relief bill that
should be enacted.

So that is the way we look at it, and from your own experience on
the management improvement side where we f‘l'ave been working with
ngﬁ I think those arguments should be ones that you are familiar
with.

Ms. Marsyarn. Mr. Chairman, may I add just a sentence?

Senator Moy~1irax, Please.

Ms. Marsnarr. My answer illustrated a good deal of the problem. It
was parochial, of course. I was talking about freezing the inequities
In Virginia, and the opportunity to improve without being penalized
by a ceiling is very important, but for the National Conference of
St}qtc} Legislatures, job opportunities are just as important as fiscal
relief. '

I come from a State with a fairly high employment and we do not
have the bitter problems that some of you all do, but that is & very im-
portant part of the whole project. )

Senator Daxrorrir. Thank you very much.
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Mr. Chairman, thank you for letting me ask the questions.

Senator Mox~N1iiaN. Before the Senator leaves, I would like him to
know that I have happened upon an important new analysis of Sena-
tor Danforth, Baker, and Bellmon’s legislation, publi-hed recently in
Human Events. . _ ,

It is shocking. It reads, “Baker and Bellmon Push Guaranteed In-
come Plan.” How come they—— '

Senator DanrorTH. This is not a bad article. It does not have my
picture in it, nor does it have my name in the headlines.

Senator Moy~igaN, This article will not be submitted for the

record. g

Thank you very much, Senator Danforth.

Let me make just a couple of observations in the spirit of openness
and cooperation that is evidenced by this distinguished panel. I would
like to say to Ms. Marshall who makes the important point about
whether States with low-benefit levels will find themselves frozen into
those levels that I appreciate, and understand, her point. But, if I
may, I would like to refer back to my O}i)zning statement. We began
these efforts 15 years ago during the deliberations of President, Ken-
nedy’s on poverty. When President Johnson came to the Presidency,
he endorsed these efforts as his kind of program. I want that momen-
tum to continue.

I was a member of that task force and, as Mr. Farber has been gen-
erous enough to say, I have grown gray in service to its aims. But when
we first talked about this issue, the city of New York was not bank-
rupt. Welfare payments to the people of the city of New York were
not shriveling in value. ‘

You speak of the levels of payments in Virginia. Well, in the State
of Virginia, there are 169,000 people receiving AFDC payments. In
the city of New York, there are six times as many, although our city
is not much larger in total population than Virginia.

Now, let me ask you a question which you do not have to answer, but
see if you would like to answer it. We are trying to pass a bill.

Ms. MarsHaLL, Yes, sir, ,

Senator Moy~NraaN. We have been trying to do so for 15 years. We
want to help Virginia. Let me interject I have great regard for the
Senators from Virginia and the Senators from Minnesota. They are
wonderful people. I have known them for a long time.

They are fine people, they are fine people.

And the senior Senator from Virginia is one of the great gentlemen
of the Senate and the watchdog of our Finance Committee. He is an in-
valuable man on our Finance Committee.

Ms. Marshall, the President sent up a bill this last August. He sent
us a bill 1 year ago, not dissimilar from the bill President Nixon had
fent yearst ago, nor to the bill which President Ford more or less agreed

o support.

Supposing that bill had passed the U.S. House of Representatives,
had come to the Senate and was on the floor of the Senate. Would either
Senator from Virginia vote for that bill¢ ‘

Ms. MarsuaLr. Well, I do not represent the Senators from Virginia
They represent me. L

Senator Moy~1ian. That is right. That ismy point.
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Ms. MagsuaLr, Not always as I would wish them to. No, I do not
think they would.

Senator MouN1HAN. No, ma’am, they would not. )

Ms. MarsHarL. And I was saying, quite candidly, that in the State
of Virginia now, welfare benefits are not what many of us would like
tlf]fem to be, but it would be harder to change them if this bill was in
effect.

Senator Moywnrian. This bill did not pass 10 years ago because on,
the one side, there were those people who did not think 1t was enough,
and they came from my part of the country. On the other side, were
those people who thought it was much too much, and they came from
your part of the country.

Ms. MarsHALL, Yes.

Senator Moy~rnian. I think there are more of the latter, in all truth.
It is no secret that there are people in the Congress who have said, in
no circumstances do I want the poor in my constituenc getting that
kind of money, that kind of support. That is why the bill did not even
get to the committee stage in the House of Representatives this year.
A House which is Democratic, did not permit a bill which had strong
Presidential support to reach the committee stage.

Those States which, by most standards, have fu!filled their commit-
ment to the poor, or tried to, may have bankrupted themselves in the
process. You know, of course, that we have lost our liberties in New
York City. We are wards of the State and of the Federal Government.
We will account to them for everything we do into the 21st century.

Do we not, at some point, have to think about ourselves ¢

Ms. MarsuarL, Oh, T should think you should, and I should think
you should do it for the sake of the people you represent and for the
sake of the whole country. New York is a very important part of this
country. just as a financial center, as a symbol—I am all for the relief
for New York,

T am afraid I have been misunderstood. I am not opposed to fiscal
reiief. It is this method. T go back to my original statement—1I think
we got half of the wrong loaf, and that going to this new method will,
in fact, undue some of the good things we have attained and make it
harder to do good things in the future.

I do not want you to think that I am opposing it because I think
badly of New York in anyway. I think the people in New York have
done a wonderful job in a lot of ways, and we all owe them a lot, and
T mean that sincerely. They have done a lot for the whole country, not
just for themselves. and they have been compassionate, and they have
hard problems and cities are expensive these days. I am one of the
people involved in building the Metro; I know how expensive a city
can get.

But still. T do not. think this method gets us to where we want to go,
where you and T both want to go.

Senator Moy~N1aan. But you see, this does not get us to where T
wanted to go. And in the process of not getting there. the city of New
York went bankrupt. T am not speaking just of New York. T am talk-
ing about those connties which. as Commissioner Jungas has pointed
out verv clearly, nay a large share of welfare costs and where one-half
the welfare recipients of this countrv live. We are talkine about the
incomes of that one-half of the population. So it is a real dilemma.
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There comes a time, however, when the pcople who are represented
in the Senate by persons who do not feel that their States desire higher
levels of benefits may have to give some thought to the circumstances
of the States which have a different problem. That is, that they can
no longer manage to pay for the levels of benefits that they believe
their welfare recipients need. . .

Ms. MarsuaLL. That is a reasonable position on your part, but I still
think that this is the wrong mechanism to get us where we want to
go, I really do, for the reasons I recited, not because it ﬁves money
to New York, because New York needs money. I agree with that.

Senator Moy~rHAN. There is the situation that the commissioner
described in Cottonwood County. You can almost divide this countr
in two, as it were. There are those places that could pay for more an
will not and there are those who would provide for more, but cannot
pay for it. That is why fiscal relief is a source of real concern for Naco.

Ms. MarsuarL. Well, let me say a word in defense of my beloved
State. Our average annual income is considerably lower than that of
the State of New York. We do not have the financial ability.

Now, it is true, we have not incurred the costs, but I do feel I should
speak up for my State.

Senator MoyN1na~. This is a big and complex country and that is
one of the arguments for letting States run their programs.

Mr. Commissioner, do you have a comment ?

Mr. Juxcas. Mr. Senator, in our comprehensive approach to the
county welfare reform that we have printed up, we addressed looking
at regions. We realize that you could not set a standard for New York
that would be the standard for some other State.

Senator Moy~ri1aN. No, of course not.

Mr. Ju~cas. So we are just addressing this by regions and T hope in
the long run, on the comprehensive reform, that that part will be
looked at.

One point that T want to make for the record, Senator, is that T just
spoke of Cottonwood County. my home county, but in my travels over
the State of Minnesota and dealing with the different committees that
I chair, I have talked to many commissioners of both large, like
Minneapolis and St. Paul counties and so forth, and all of them are
In the same boat that we are as far as being faced with fiscal relief,
and I wanted to get that point across.

Senator MoyNtHAN. One of the convulsions that shook the State of
California as a result of Proposition 13 was the realization that this
vote represented a large. unfavorable, popular reaction to these wel-
farf expenditures. In California, they are built into the property tax
system. :

Mr. Farber, get us out of the fix we are in. Say something that solves
ﬂn\s[prtl);)lom for us.

Mr. Farser. T am not sure T could top you, Mr. Chairman.

I do_thm]g, Mr. Chairman. that there sln'%. in respeet to the approach
taken in this bill, some positive elements. We have tried to adduce
those. There are, however, some liabilities, as my colleagues have
pointed out, and T think it is a matter. really, of trving to address
those to see whether a sounder approach can be taken and I think
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perhaps it is also a mdtter, Mr. Chairman, of focusing on where we
really are at this juncture. ) _ )

It is correct that the administration’s bill, unfortunately, did not
make much progress this year. But it is also true, following that
really remarkable meeting that we had on May 16 when you joined
the New Coalition, that, after that time, we made some real progress.

Now, it is true that we did not cross the goal line, but I think it 1s
a fair statement that the so-called New Coalition compromise at-
tempted to embrace many of the thoughts that you have a.rtlcul_ated
over some time, many of the ideas contained in the administration’s
bill, many of the ideas expressed in the other House. We did make a
great deal of progress, we took the ball a long way down the field,
and it seems to me that, while it is true that we did run out of time,
we are going to be able to start at the beginning of the next session of
Congress with a very firm foothold, a very firm basis for action.

‘And T think that we should take that bill, we should look at its
assets, which are many ; we should look at its imperfections and try to
improve those, but it does seem to me that we should have a consider-
able degree of optimism on the basis of what we were able to take a
good part of the way this year. I think we should have a good feeling
about the distance that we were able to come even though, clearly, we
were not able to take it all the way.

And I think that thought, in terms of the longer term prospects for
systemic welfare reform, to which you have been devoted for so long,
that approach ought to give us some encou ragement—quite apart from
the action we take with respect to this particular bill.

Senator Moy~riran. Mr. Farber, you give me encouragement, but
we are not vet finished. What you said about that bill was sound. We
need to follow this through.

By having this hearing, by winning support for this bill, we are
demonstrating that welfare reform is not ead.

I have one more remark concerning the State of Virginia. It is
true that New York State has a higher per capita income, but only very
slightly. The State of Vigrinia’s per capita income, in round figures,
is $6,300 a vear; the State of New York’s is $7,100. Our figure is about
12 percent or 13 percent higher than yours.

Our AFDC payments are twice yours. You have an AFDC payment
for a family of four of $191 a month. That means a family of four gets
about $46 a week to live on. Not much.

In New York, we provide about $85 a week. Not much, but more.

Virginia is no longer a land of wornout tobacco fields and aban-
doned plantations. Rather, it is the home of most of the Federal Gov-
ernment’s employees. The State has a high per capita. income.

I think you would find, in addition, that Virginians have higher

disposable ‘incomes than New Yorkers. We have our State income tax
of 15 percent. and high city taxes on top of that.
I just want to make a point that despite our lower disposable
incomes. we provide twice the levels of payments to our welfare recip-
jents and those payments are not high enough, in some respects. It is
hard for a mother with three kids to get by on $85 a week.

It is possible—I say it is possible only because 1 million people
in New York City are doing it.

I know vou agree,
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Ms. Marsnarn, I agree with it completely, 4nd it is one of the rea-
sons that I am sure that you do not really want to make it less likely
that Virginia will improve. .

Senator Moyx1izan. Why did I have to get into that?

This portion of this hearing is hereby brought to a very grateful
and——

Mr. Juxaas. May I just add one thing, Senator?

Senator Moy~riax. Yes; of course. ,

Mr. Juxaas. I would like to pledge the National Association of
Counties staff to work with your staff to improve this formula forr
fiscal relief.

If there is anything we can do to help, we will—

Senator Moy~ritaN. We have some work to do, and we are going to

count on all of you. ) )
Mr. Juneas. I am sure that all of us at this table would offer the

same help. We are always available,

Senator MoyN1maN, I know you are. On behalf of the subcommittee,
I would like to thank you for coming and for your unfailing support
and effort in this interminable enterprise.

Ms. Marsiarn, Thank you, very much.

Mr. Ju~agas, Thank you.

[The prepared statements of the preceding panel follow :]

STATEMENT oF FRANK J UNGAS, COMMISSIONER OF CoTToNW00p COUNTY, MINN.,
ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES?

SBUMMARY

The Natfonal Association of Counties’ number one legislative priority In the
95th Congress was welfare reform. Since neither the House nor the Senate will
act this year, we support immediate fiscal rellef for welfare costs in this
Congress. County officials will continue efforts to achieve reform in the 96th
Congress. o .

. Welfare is the largest single expenditure of county governments—$7 billion.
County governments administer. welfare in 18 states which contain 50 percent
of the total welfare recipients in the Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) program. Counties are required to fund their share of welfare costs

-from-the property tax. . )

While the National Assoclation of Counties supports 100 percent federal fund-
Ing of welfare costs, NACo urges that federal matching be increased to at least 75
percent for all states as an interim measure. ¥f a block grant approach is used,
protection against future higher welfare costs for states and countles must be

provided. : )
STATEMENT

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, I am Frank Jungas, Cormamlis-
sioner of Cottonwood County, Minnesota, and Chafrman of the Welfare and
Socinl Services Steerlng Committee of the National Assoclation of Countles
(NACo). I am accompanied by Aliceann Fritschler, NACo's Assoclate Director
for Welfare and Social Services. . S :

NACo has worked long and hard to achleve comprehensive welfare reform.
Other county officials and I have appeared before this and other committees of the
Congress on behalf of NACo to urge reform of a system that we all know {s
inequitable, ithumane and almost unworkable. Welfare reform was the number
one legislative priority. of county officials in the 85th Congress. It will certainly

1The Natlonal Assoclation of Counties is the only national organization representin
county government in the United States. Through lits membership, urban, suburhan an.
rural counties ioln together to bulld effective, responsive county government, The goals
of the organization are: to improve county governments ; to servy as the national spokesman
for county governments; to act as a lialson between the nation's countles and other levels
:;s g;ernment; and to achieve public understanding of the role of counties in. the federal
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be one of county governments' fop prlorities i the 96th Congress and we will
he back here next year working Jrith the Senate and House to brihg about
these needed changes in’ the welfare system. Attnched to this statement is
the resolution adopted by our NACO commlttee in J\!ly which articulates our
interim policy.

We applaud the eﬁ?rts of Sena,toﬂ; Moynitian, Long and Cranston to provide
states and counties with immedtate fiscal relief for welfare costs.

These senators and the Sénate Finance Committee have the key role to
play in welfare these last weeks of the Congress. We intend to give the
sponsors and the Committee all the’ support we ¢an to see that fiscdl relief is
provided now. We know that they (like us) will be ‘here next year to continue
our efforts to reform thé present system.- Providing some fiscal relief this
year will not deter us from our efforts to work for changes in the system at the
earliest date.

NACo supports a more fair and rational program of jobs and income support
for the needy; and a more fair and rational distribution of the dollars that
fund {t. County officlals propose that a greater federal share of costs is essen-
tial in order to achieve a rational jobs and welfare system that would be
fair to all the states and that will lift some of the burden off local property
taxpayers.

But I want to make it very clear to this subcommittee that welfare reform is
not just a fiscal matter to us. We want major revisions in the systems that serve
our poor and jobless constituents. We want a jobs and welfare system that better
serves the needs of recipients. NACo’s approach to comprehensive reform reécog-
nizes the need to phase in key elements of the overall policy. It makes sense to
move ahead with fiscal relfef now. ‘

The annual cost to county government for welfare programs including general
assistance for those not covered by AFDO exceeds $7 billion, which i{s funded
entirely. from property taxes. The current cost of welfare programs and their
impact on county government is staggering in many states.

County governments in the United States have greater Involvement in welfare
programs than is generally understood. Forty percent of all countles in the
nation directly administer welfare programs and must tax the local property tax-
payers for the county’s share of required federal matching, Eighteen states have
county administered programs, including my own state, Minnesota. Since the
most populous states like New York, California, and Ohio are among this group,
over 65 percent of all the federal welfare costs and approximately 50 percent
of the welfare recipients are in states where counties run the programs. In
those states counties bear a share of the cost of AFDO ranging from .5 percent
to 50 percent. Many county governments across the nation are in trouble due
to the rising costs of federal medical and welfare costs over which the countles
have no control or policy making power whatsoever, .

Besides funding and running welfare programs that we have no say in, our
county welfare departments have to- ecope increasingly with the problems ot
unemployment. People on welfare who can work and want to can't get off because
there are no jobs or tralning. People who have worked and .supported their
families find that fn extended perfods of unemployment, the only place to turn
is welfare—an already complex and ~overburdened system which can’'t help
them effectively.

Senator Moynihan described NACo’s policy perfectly. when he introduced’
8. 8470 : “Welfare is a national responsibility and the national government should
bear the primary burden of paying for it.” He also noted that, ‘“local govern-’
ments should no longer be required to bear the burden of welfare costs.” We are
pleased that S. 3470 requires a 100 percent passthrough of fiscal rellet funds to
counties and other local governments in those states where they contribute to
AFDQ costs. Certainly the property tax should not be used. to fund national
welfare programs,

. NACo supports Senator Moynihan's goal of providing a federal share of AFDC
costs of at least 75 percent. However, we are concerned that the specific formula
provisions of 8. 3470 will not result in 'i hig 75 ‘percent federal matching level,
and-in some ata,tes it wlll not buy out the local government share as the bm’
authors intend..

We must erpress sh'ong conoerns that pennanent change In the AFDO
funding formula will forever preclude us from reaching the 78 percent goal, to,
say nothing of full federal financing of welfare costs, We understand that the
authors have designed the bill to provide rellef to state and local property
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taxpayers. But by permanently establishing the base period as of June 1978,
state and local costs will not be capped while federal costs will be.

States and countles have very little control over the welfare programs they
administer. Court decisions on issues such as eligibility, amount of payments
and administrative procedures have had dramatic impact on welfare roles in
the past. In addition, any major downturn in the national or local economy can
significantly increase caseload or result in much longer periods on assistance
for intdlvlduals, with the resulting cost increases to be borne by the states and
countfes.

While we can understand federal budget constraints, we ask that you not
discontinue federal matching on state and local funds for a fixed amount
because once again county property taxpayers will be forced to provide any
increase in welfare costs.

In many federal matching programs, a block grant is the best mechanism
hecause it allows localities to be flexible and to respond to local needs. However,
in AFDC there is no flexibility or means to control the numbers of recipients.
While a county government may be able to postpone road repalr or decide not to
ifmprove a recreational facility, or even cut back on police patrols, this is not
true in the AFDC program. Counties and states cannot refuse to admit eligible
persons to welfare rolls.

Consistent with the matching concept, the federal costs should decrease as
welfare rolls decrease just as the state and local costs do. We appreclate the
Lill's authors’ concern for the flscal health of all partners in our federal system
and belleve a guaranteed sharing of Increases and reductions in welfare costs
is more equitable to all citizens. We believe general fiscal assistance should be
provided through revenue sharing and countercyclical assistance. We prefer
that welfare funding remain a matching program.

However, if flscal relief is provided through a block grant, it 13 essential
to build in certain protections against the fiscal relief funds being absorbed
entirely by caseload growth, changes in federal or state eligibility requirements,
excessive unemployment and other factors beyond the control of states and
counties which increase costs. The block grant should@ be adjusted accordingly
to provide federal sharing of these higher welfare costs.

We also urge the committee to provide other changés in the tax system which
have been proposed by Senators Cranston, Long and Moynihan to ald welfare
recipients and the working poor. Nantely, we urge an increase in earned income
tax credit and an increase in the existing tax credit for private employers who
hire welfare recipients.

On behalf of the natlon's county officials let me again extend our sincere
appreciation to Senators Long, Cranston ‘and Moynihan for providing leader-
ship on this vital legislation.

Our NACo staff would like to work with your staffs to discuss our concerns
and to develop a strategy for enaqﬂng fiscal rellef legislation this year.

WELFARE AND BOCIAL SERVICES STERRING COMMITTEE RESOLUTION ON INTERIM
FISCAL RELIEF AND WELFARE REFORX '

Whereas, the 95th Congress is not going to complete action on welfare reform:
and
Whereas, the conditions that require major overhaul of the welfare system
are unchanged; and
Whereas, the financial constraints that place unreasonable burdens on the
local property taxpayers are intensifying; therefore be it
Resolved, That the National Association of Counties continue to press for
comprehenslve welfare reform in the 96th Congress; and be it further :
Resolved, That in the remainder of the 95th Congress, NACo supports imme-
diate passage of elements of welfare reform which contribute to improved
federal/state/local funding of welfare programs and to jobs and employment
tax credits to enable famillies to become or to remain self-sufficient;
Resolved, That federal matching of the costs of welfare programs be increased
to at least 70 percent, to insure substantial fiscal relief to states and countles;
Resolved, That the earned {ncome tax credit be extended and expanded;-and
b Rom:’:dd That tax credit incentives for employers to hire welfare rectpients
@ enacl
Adopted July 8, 1978
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STATEMENT OF STEPHEN B. FARBER, DIRECTOR OF THE NATIONAL GOVERNORS'
ASSOCIATION

I appreciate the opportunity to testify today on 8. 3470, the State and Local
Welfare Reform and Fiscal Relief Act of 1978, on behalf of the National Gover-
nors’ Association, the policy instrument of the nation’s Governors. Appearing
with me today are Scott Bunton, staff director for the Association's Committee
on Human Resources, and Joan Willis, director of the Association’s Employment
and Training Program.

The National Governors’ Association, like the sponsors of this legislation, has
worked long and hard to achieve welfare reform. Development of our current
policy began more than four years ago under the leadership of the former chair-
man and vice president of the NCA Committee on Human Resources, former
Governors Cecil Andrus of Idaho and Dan Evans of Washington. In July 1976
the Governors adopted a policy statement calling for comprehensive welfare re-
form, and in September 1977 the Governors refined and expanded that policy
statement.

The National Governors’ Association has worked closely with the Administra-
tion to develop the Better Jobs and Income Act and with members of the House
and Senate to examine alternative proposals. Qutstanding leadership in these
efforts has been provided by Governor Michael Dukakis of Massachusetts, chair-
man of the NCA Committee on Human Resources; Governor Hugh Carey of New
York, chairman of the Subcommittee on Welfare Reform; Governor Robert
Straub of Oregon, who is a member of the Committee on Human Resources; for-
mer Governor Richard Kneip of South Dakota, former chairman of the Commit-
tee on Human Resources; and other Governors. Our efforts to achieve welfare
reform are long-standing and intensive, and we appreciate the deep concern and
hard work In this difficult fleld over many years by the sponsors of this legisla-
tion—Senator Long, Senator Cranston, and Senator Moynihan.

I wish to make four points concerning S. 3470 which the National Governors’
Association believes must be carefully weighed as you consider this legislation.

First, the Association strongly supports the enactment of comprehensive wel-
fare reform. I will summarize the major points of our position :

Income maintenance should be available under a unified program to all eligible
persons below an established minimum income level.

A national minimum payment level based on & national poverty level should be
established with provision for regional variations in this level to reflect differ-
ences in costs of living.

Al] recipients expected to work should be required to register to work and ac-
cept employment which is within a reasonable distance of their homes.

Sufficient funds should be available to provide employment and training oppor-
tunities for persons expected to work who are unable to obtain private sector
employment.

The policy statement also clearly identifies the Governors’ primary goals in
any reformed welfare system :

Equity among the states;

Adequate benefits to those in need ;

Fiscal relief for state and local governments ;

A strong work requirement with an emphasis on job creation;

Consolidation of existing programs;

Elimination of categorical distinetions; and

Streamlining of administration.

The focus of S. 3470 is clearly on fiscal relief, which the Association strongly
supports. It is imperative, however, that I strongly reassert the commitment of
the National Governors’' Association to securing the enactment of legislation
which will meet all of our objectives welfare reform. The Association has worked
diligently for such legislation during this session of the Congress. We strongly
supported the Administration’s proposal. Then, when it became clear that the
Administration’s bill could not be passed this session, the Association worked
with the national organization of state and local elected officials through the
New Coalition to produce a compromise proposal. Unfortunately, it appears that
even this carefully drawn, reasonable, and beneficial proposal will not be enacted
this session.

The National Governors’ Association—and the New Coalition—will return at
the beginning of the next session of the Congress, with the Administration, to
seek welfare reform which meets the objectives I have outlined. Such comprehen-
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sive reform is long overdue for a system which, as Governor Dukakis says, is
frequently “anti-family and anti-work” and which frustrates recipients, admin-
istering governments, and taxpayers alike,

My second point deals with fiscal relief, which is one of the essential ingre-
dients of welfare reform and is the principal focus of S. 3470. The burden of
financing welfare programs has fallen with increasing severity on state and
local governments, and fiscal relief must be provided. The National Governors’
Association supports such rellef in the context of systemle reform. As I noted,
we will be working hard with the Congress again next session to achieve com-
prehensive welfare reform. But if a sound program for badly needed fiscal relief
can be developed this year, it should be enacted.

My third point deals with the approach to the distribution of flscal relief taken
by 8. 3470. The National Governors’ Association has several important concerns
in this regard:

1. The approach contained in 8. 3470 would ossify current differences among
states in levels of federal contributions to the AFDC program. A high-benefit
state would continue to receive federal funds based on that benefit level; but a
low-benefit state which wishes in future years to ralse its benefit levels to
the current level of the first state would not be able to obtain the same level of
federal matching payments. Moreover, half the fiscal relief would be computed
on a basis taking benefit levels into account, which would reward higher-benefit
states at the expense of lower-benefit states.

Furthermore, the block grant received by the 28 states which currently partici-
pate in the optional unemployed fathers program under AFDC would take into
account the states’ current expenditures under that program. A state not now
offering UF benefits, but choosing to do so in the future, would receive no addi-
tional federal funds at that time. And again, half the fiscal relief would be com-
puted in a manner taking the current AFDC-UF benefits into account.

‘This approach would be inequitable. It would also serve as a distinet dis-
incentive to achieving the interstate equity of benefit levels which the Governors
seek.

2. 8. 3470 makes no provision for the Increased expenses resulting from in-
creased caseloads. All new cases above the current caseload level added by any
benefit increases would receive no additional federal participation. Perhaps even
more critical, no increased federal participation would be provided for caseload
increases which states are powerless to prevent.

For example, the bill makes no provision for the increased expenses in the
program caused by increased caseloads resulting from court decisions. One recent
decision would require a state participating in the unemployed fathers program
to extend identical benefits to unemployed mothers in identical circumstances.
Thsi decision, if upheld, will have a significant caseload impact. But all the costs
of this increase would have to be taken from the affected state’s fiscal relief,
or from the state treasury if that relief were exhausted,

Moreover, if a state experienced increased caseloads resulting from economic
recession, it would have to bear the entire fiscal burden. Similarly the state would
have to bear the cost of increased state caseloads resulting from fncreases in
population.

3. The bill does provide for an adjustment in the block grant to each state
based on each year’s increase in the Consumer Price Index (CPI). It further
provides that this increase must be “passed on” to recipients in the form of in-
creased benefits unless a finding is made that this course is not necessary to
provide an “adequate” benefit level.

If a state wishes to pass on the increment, however, it is caught in an un-
avoidable bind that requires expenditure of its own funds—beyond the funds
necessary to pay its portion of the increase of each individual grant based on
the percentage it pays at the time of transition to the block grant. For each
dollar the grant increases, the bonus value of food stamps for which a recipient
is eligible is reduced. Under the bill, no federal participation—in the CPI adjustor
or otherwise—would be available to share in, much less fully pay for, the costs of
replacing that lost food stamp value cash in order to provide a full CPI adjust-
ment to the benefit level. A state would have to bear that cost entirely on its
own. In a state such as New York, with relatively high benefits and a large
caseload. this additional expenditure alone could absorb over time much of the
fiscal relief provided by 8. 3470.
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My fourth point is that other approaches to the distsibution of fiscal rellef
can avold the problems I have outlined. The particular approach I would like to
suggest is one of the primary components of the New Coalition compromise,
which was first proposed last May. The New Coalition compromise calls for a
“split matching system” without otherwise changing the proredure by which
federal funds are paid to states for the AFDC program. The New Coalition
proposal is for the federal government to cover 90 percent of each state's total
AFDC expenditures up to a benefit level of $4200 annually for a family of four,
and 70 percent of all AFDC expenditures for that portion of benefits exceeding
$4200 (family of four), to a ceiling of the poverty level past which no federal
participation would be provided.

It is likely that use of the particular match percentages contained in this
proposal would provide more than the $1.5 billion proposed in S. 3470. But this
Committee can clearly adjust the total amount of fiscal relief, and the distri-
bution of that relief among the states, along the lines you consider most appro-
priate. In addition, the approach taken by the New Coalition proposal would
avoid the problems c;aused by the approach contained in S. 3470. It would also
facilitate adoption of the substantive reforms which the National Governors'
Association advocates.

Two further issues deserves comment in this regard. First, if the Committee
wishes to retain the formula for determining the amount of each state’s fiscal
relief contained in 8. 3470—computing half the amount on the basis of relative
- AFDC expenditures and the other half on the basis of relative General Revenue
Sharing allocations—this formula could be used independent of the permanent
changes in the AFDC federal funding process proposed in the bill. Fiscal relief
could be provided for a sperific number of years—one or more. But there is no
need to alter the method of providing federal financing assistance, as S. 3470
does, and there are compelling reasons against doing so.

Second, S, 3470 would require a full pass-through of fiscal relief to local govern-
ments which participate in funding the AFDC program. Such local participation
now exists in 11 states, By contrast the New Coalition proposal calls for a pass-
through of fiscal relief proportionate to the percentage of total program costs
borne by the local governments. We commend this New Coalition approach to
your attention.

In summary, let me restate our four major points:

1. 8. 3470 is a vehicle for providing fiscal relief. The National Governors’
Association, the New Coalition, and others will join the Administration in return-
ing early in the next session of the Congress to work with you for comprehensive
welfare reform, the basle objective to which we remain deeply committed.

2. State and local governments do need fiscal relief—badly and soon. We ap-
preciate the efforts of Senator Long, Senator Cranston, and Senator Moynihan
to address squarely the need for fiscal relief. If a sound program for badly needed
fiscal relief can be developed this year, it should be enacted.

3. There are many different ways by which any given amount of fiscal relief
ran be distributed to state and local governments. The method proposed in S. 3470
presents several difficult problems for state governments. We do not believe that
this approach should be employed when preferable methods are available.

4. We commend for the Committee’s consideration the means of providing fiscal
relief proposed last May by the New Coalition—the so-called “split match”
method. This method can be adjusted to provide the total amount of fiscal relief,
and the allocation of fiscal relief among the states, which the Committee deems
appropriate.

The National Governors’ Association wants to continue its close working rela-
tionship with this Committee as you consider this legislation. For you, as for
us, welfare reform has been for many years, and continues to be, a matter of
highest priority. We are eager to provide whatever assistansce we can as you
attempt to achieve action on our common objectives.

Senator Moy~1HAN. And now we have the pleasure of hearing from
Mr. Barry VanLare who is the Associate Commissioner of Social
Security, and I understand he will be accompanied by Mr. Daniel
Marcus, who is the Deputy General Counsel.

Mr. VanLare, good afternoon. Mr. Marcus, good afternoon to yow.

Would you proceed, sir?
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STATEMENT OF BARRY VANLARE, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER OF
SOCIAL SECURITY FOR FAMILY ASSISTANCE, ACCOMPANIED BY
DANIEL MARCUS, DEPUTY GEN:RAL COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT
OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Mr. VaxLare. Senator, as the other witnesses this afternoon have
indicated, the welfare issue—as you have so appropriately noted—
is an extremely complex issue, and the welfare system is badly in
need of change. Among the most compelling changes needed we
believe, are those designed to enhance the lives of the neediest persons,
to help them attain steady, productive employment, to provide them
with more adequate economic assistance, and to reform the admin-
istration of welfare programs to promote greater efficiency and
effectiveness.

While fiscal relief is one component of welfare reform, we believe
that these other vital changes are critical to successful structural
changes. Moreover, large-scale fiscal relief in the absence of struc-
tural reform is not, in our view, feasible given the acute budget
stringencies the Federal Government faces in the coming years.

As a result, and as indicated by Undersecretary Hale Champion
before this subcommittee in August, the administration opposes fiscal
relief as it would be provided in S. 3470,

We are also concerned about the implications of the proposed
bloc grant approach in the proposed legislation. The President and
Secretary Califano have identified what the administration sees as the
basic goals for restructuring of the welfare system. These include a
national minimum benefit, increased employment opportunities for the
low-income population, coverage of two-parent families in the cash
assistance program and expansion of the earned income tax credit,
simplified administration, and fiscal relief to State and local
government.

The administration has recognized the need for interim fiscal
relief and, I believe, has demonstrated its commitment to reducing
the burden of welfare costs on State and local governments, both in
the provision of President Carter’s proposal and in its support for
interim fiscal relief, pending implementation of structural reforms
in the welfare system.

However, as the goals for welfare reform clearly indicate, we
believe that fiscal relief is only one element of the welfare problem
and it cannot, and should not, be separated from structural re-
form. The enactment of structural reform requires the cooperation,
as you so appropriately noted, of a wide variety of groups—State
and local governments, public employees, labor unions, recipients,
and others.

The separate enactment of fiscal relief will. we believe, seriously
jeopardize the broad coalition of support needed for the vital changes
sought by the administration and other interest groups and could
¥1er(_'{_y serve to reduce tax burdens without clearly assisting needy

amilies.

While legislation to achive these goals is no longer possible this year,
the negotiations and discussions of the past spring and summer have,
I think, demonstrated a growing consensus. As a result, we believe that
congressional action to achieve these goals is possible next year, .
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Apart from our concern about the impact of enacting fiscal relief -
legislation, we are deeply concerned about the bloc grant concept em-
bodied in S. 3470, The bloc grant approach has, we think, several seri-
ous drawbacks. . )

First—I think the chairman addressed this in his comments earlier,
and the problem may have well been corrected—it establishes a cap
on Federal expenditures so that the cost of caseload increases, or bene-
fsits increases due to reduced earnings, must be borne solely by the

tates,

Second, it could encourage the maintenance of current benefit levels
in low-payment States by eliminating Federal matching for the real-
benefit increases needed to establish some reasonable minimum na-
tional payment. Thus, compared to the current match system, the
State cost of increasing welfare benefits would increase almost seven-
fold in Mississippi, and by similar percentages in other jurisdictions.

The block grant may discourage the extension of the AFDC-U pro-
gram which aids two-parent families by forcing States which do not
now have such a program to assume 100 percent of these costs. It may
also slow Federal efforts to coordinate and simplify eligibility stand-
ards and processing between the AFDC, food stamps, and medicaid
programs.

It virtnally eliminates the capability of the Federal Government
to use the administrative matching requirements to promote more ef-
ficient administration and cost reduction, since States would be entitled
to specific amounts for AFDC benefits whether or not the beneficiary
pPayments arc accurate,

It gives States discretion to retain cost-of-living increases rather
than passing them through to recipients and appears to allow these
tf)undf? to be used to cover additiona{)caseload rather than increases in

enefits.

In addition, it penalizes States that have increased real benefits
during fiscal 1978. Some 29 States have approved fiscal benefit in-
creases that went into effect during the present fiscal year. Since only
a portion of these expenditures would be included in the base year
under the formula presently provided in S. 3470, the Federal share of
AFDC expenditures for future years will not reflect the full costs of
these increases.

It rewards States, or appears to reward States, that have done the
least to reduce errors while penalizing those States which have already
made substantial progress.

For example, Illinois. whose error rate currently stands at approx-
imatelv 16 percent would, if it is able to reduce that rate, be able to keep
the full Federal share of such expenditures. This comes about because
Illinois’ erroneous payments would be included in the base for cal-
culating the block grants.

California, on the other hand—which has already made substantial
progress to reduce its error rates—would have to share those savings
with the Federal Government.

While incentives for error rates are important, it is also important,
we believe, to keep in proper perspective the legitimate needs of each
State and to recognize the progress that has been made by the States
that have already considerably reduced errors.
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The bloc grant also increases the difficulty of enforcing Federal
regulations for the AFDC program. The proposed changes would, as
we read them, force HEW to rely solely upon the compliance provisions
of the statute. This would mean that any infraction of the State plan
would jeopardize completely all Federal reimbursement to the State.
It is unlikely that this penalty would be used to force compliance in
any but the most serious situations. )

Kiost important though, we believe that scrapf)mg the current
matching formula for t%xe block grant ap({)roach 1as broad impli-
cations for needy families and Wou'tlzd provide a substantial roadblock
to further structural reform. It moves away from national standards
and uniformity in the treatment of welfare recipients and thus holds,
we think, the potential for complexity and greater disparities between
State programs and with greater inequities in the treatment of
individuals.

In summary, S. 3470 would offer substantial and permanent fiscal
relief without substantive welfare improvement. In fact, if enacted,
we are concerned that it could pose a substantial barrier to reform by
potentially weakening the coalition of support and increasing the
potential for destructive conflict between individual State programs
and legitimate and important Federal concerns.

For these reasons, as noted before, we urge that S. 3470 not be
approved. Instead, we would urge that action be deferred so that work
can continue on legislation that will combine fiscal relief with badly
needed and important structural reform.

The administration plans to continue active discussions this fall
with interested parties both inside and outside Congress in an effort to
develop the consensus that is needed for action early next year, We are
optimistic, based on the experience this spring, that these discussions
will result in substantive reform legislation that can be considered by
the next Congress.

. lSepator Moy~1nax. Thank you, Mr. VanLare. That is a very help-
ul view.

Let me just say a few things. You are here representing the Secre-
tary of HEW ¢

Mr. VaxLage. That is correct.

Senator MoyNmiax. Secretary Califano.

Mur. VanLare. That is correct.

Senator Moy~t1rAN. Could you tell us where Secretary Califano is?

Mr. VaxLare. T am sorry. I do not know that, Senator.

Senator Moy~miaN. You do not know where Secretary Califano is%

Could you tell us where Undersecretary Champion is?

Mr. VanLare. It is my understanding that the Undersecretary is
on leave this week.

Senator Moy~imaN. He is on leave. And the Assistant Secretary,
Mr. Aaron. Whereis he?

Mr. VaxLare. I am sorry. I do not know.

Senator MoynimaN. Well, you know what people think, do you not?
They think that the Carter administration has dumped welfare reform
and has no intention of adopting anything at all because of budget
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considerations, They think the administration is saying, do not bother
with this legislation, because we are going to have a great big bill in
the next Congress—knowing full well that there will be none if you
lose the initiative now.

Do you know that the President has told us that we must have a
natural gas bill. Why ¢ Because there will be none next year. The Con-
gress will not get back to it. .

Certainly, this has been our experience. You should know that in
this comrittee there are those who think that the refusal of Secretary
Califano either to come, or to indicate why he could not come, is a
sign that the administration has dumped welfare reform.

Let me just read a line from your testimony and ask you to ex-
plain this to me. You say on page 1,

Moreover, large scale fiscal relief in the absence of major structural reform
is not feasible given the acute budget stringency the Federal budget faces in
the coming years.

Could you explain that sentence to me, Mr. VanLare?

Mr. VaNLage. Certainly, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry that the com-
mittee has interpreted the Department’s choice of individuals to testify
as they have.

Senator Moy~N1xaN. I am sorry. It is not the committee’s interpreta-
tion that is of primary concern. It is the Senate’s interpretation that
worries me. When the word comes out that the President has dumped
welfare reform, trying to revive it will be difficult.

Mr. VaNLage. 1 think, as indicated by the statement, there is a firm
commitment by the administration to work on the development of
legislation.

‘Qenator Moy~rmax. That is what you, poor man, have been sent here
to say.

Would you explain that sentence to me ?

Mr. VaNLAre. Yes, Senator. I think what we are saying in that
sentence is that we believe that in assessing priorities that the expendi-
ture of funds on welfare can best be justified when we are able to
combine both badly needed fiscal relief with programmatic changes
that will make a more equitable and more appropriate system across
this country.

Senator Moy~muaN. I did not understand the sentence at the start,
and now you have made it three times as long. .

Let’s go through this again. Let me see if I cannot help you. We
will parse the sentence.

“Large-scale fiscal relief”—and then we will leave out a clause—“is
not feasible, given the acute budget stringency the Federal Govern-
ment faces in the coming years.” The Democratic platform pledges
fiscal relief, but this statement says, “it is not feasible.”

But then there is a clause that suggests that it might be, given one
fact, which is, “in the absence of major structural reform.”

Now, does that mean that, in your judgment, major structural re-
form will save the Federal Government money? It will spend less
money and, therefore, funds will be available for fiscal relief?

Mr. VaxLage. I do not believe that is the intention of that sen-
tence, Senator.
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Senator Moy~N1man. Well, read it again. “Large-scale fiscal relief
in the absence of major structural reform is not feasible, given the
acute budget stringencies the Federal Government faces in the com-
ing years.”

That means to me one thing: The only possible-way to read that
sentence, would be to assume that major structural reform would pro-
vide the money to make large-scale fiscal relief possible.

Now, you note sir—Mr. Marcus is scribbling away. Mr. Marcus, you
are welcome to contribute too.

Mr. VaxLage. Senator, what is intended—and I apologize if the
sentence does not convey that meaning fully—is to convey that, in the
view of the administration there are advantages in terms of serv-
ices to individuals, benefits to needy individuals, the development of
job opportunities, that can come about by combining fiscal relief with
other changes in the welfare system, and that——

Senator Moy~1HAN. For less money ¢

_Mr. VaNLare. No. I think that produces more than merely tax re-

lief for State and local government with the use of the same dollars
is what we are trying to convey.
) Senator MoyniuaN. Not just tax relief, sir. Women and children
in my State have seen almost a third of their benefits disappear be-
cause the State does not have the money to help them. This is not just
tax relief.

Now, let me ask you. The bill that was finally agreed to by the ad-
hoc cogmmittee in the House had a full fiscal year effect in what
range

Mr. VanLage. Approximately $20 billion.

- Senator Moy~NIHAN. About $20 billion. That is right. And this bill
costs $1.2 billion.

And so what you are saying is that large-scale fiscal relief in the
absence of major structural reform, which will cost $20 billion, is
not feasible given the acute budget stringencies that the Federal Gov-
ernment faces in the coming years

Mr. VanLare, that does not make any sense. The President’s bill
ended up costing about $20 billion and, because of that, this legisla-
tion disappeared in the House. We have a $1.2 billion bill and—your
sentence does not make any sense, sir.

Mr. Marcus, does that make any sense to you ! )

Mr. Marcus. I think that perhaps it could have been worded a little
more felicitously. I think that the point that Mr. VanLare is making
is that, given limited resources that are available, that the administra-
tion is unwilling to make the commitment of scarce resources to fiscal
relief without——

Senator Moynian. Right. How much money would you say was
available, Mr. Marcus? .

Mr. Marcus. Well, as vou know, the whole question of the cost

Senator Moy~THAN. $20 billion? Do you have the $20 billion? Are
you planning on that?

Mr. Magrcus. Well, the $20 billion figure was a 1982 figure by the
Congressional Budget Office. L e

Senator Moy~izan. Well, $10 billion. Have you got $10 billion?
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Mr. Marcus. Well, we might have $10 billion in 1981 and one of the .
problems, of course, 18 that you are talking, in S. 3470, about spending
this money next year. And in the administration bill—

Senator MoyN1HAN., Would you support us if we said 19814

Mr. Marcus. We would support it if it were tied to substantial wel-
fare reform. Indeed, as Mr. VanLare indicated in his testimony we
would support fiscal relief in 1979, if tied to welfare—— .

Senator Moy~N1HAN. I am sorry to have to put it this way. It is not
either of your faults. I am afraid you are stuck.

The decision has been made, as we have heard, to kill welfare reform
by saying that we will not take anything unless it is verything and, of
course, that we cannot afford.

Mr. Marcus. Senator, if I might add my voice to Mr. VanLare’s, I
cannot emphasize too strongly our disagreement with that diagnosis
of the administrative position. We are strongly committed to welfare
reform. We disagree——

Senator Moy~N11aN. Read that sentence. Read that—well, Mr. Mar-
cus, I will not delay you any longer. I want to say that it was disap-
pointing that nobody came today except yourselves. You are very wel-
come, but you should have been accompanied by your seniors. .

If you are putting the integrity of the Department of HEW into
saying that you really think you are going to get a big bill next year—
well, we will find out. We will see.

Mr. VanLage. Senator, if I may, we recognize that one of the serious
problems with the legislation that was considered this year was its cost
and the concern that significant segments of Congress had with that
cost.

Senator Moy~N1uaN. You did not even get to the committees.

Mr. VanLare. We also have entered into a series of discussions, as I
indicated in the closing part of our testimony, and we are prepared to
continue those discussions. I do not know what the——

Senator Moyntnax. HEW will continue discussions into the 21st
century.

Mr. VaNLARe. I do not know what the acceptable level will be.
The point that we are trying to make in our testimony is that we
believe that we can get further by the combination of fiscal relief with
some elements of reform in a single package. The judgment on that is
obviously a political one, which the Congress will have to make, but
I think it is a judgment that is made in good faith by the Department
and the administration in an attempt to see that we do not stop with
fiscal relief, but deal with all the problems that we agree are serious.

Senator Moy~aX. I have heard this—let me not detain you.

I introduced the President’s bill. I was the only Member of the
Senate willing to do so, although Senators Javits and Williams came
forward as cosponsors. I have held hearings, as the President asked
me to do, and pregared for the bill to come over from the House. I have
made speeches. I have gone to meetings. And it failed utterly—not in
the Senate, but in the House. You could not even get it to the committee
stage. And, not having been able to get it to the committee stage, you
say next year, in Jerusalem, we will have nirvana.
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We come along with something that would help and you will not
even discuss it. The Secretary of HEW has not even done me the cour-
tesy of saying that he could not come to this committee hearing, but
that he wishes he could.

I am sorry to have to tell you what is being said. Go back and tell
the people what is being said. I hope it is not so. I will introduce your
bill again. I will fight for it again, but I sense treachery. I am sorry.

Thank you very much. My displeasure certainly does not obtain to
either of you, and you know that.

Well, now we have a personal honor and pleasure for me to call an
old colleague and dear friend, Prof. Nathan Glazer of Harvard
University.

Professor Glazer, please come on up to the table.

Mr. Grazer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think I will give a brief
moment of relief from discussions of fiscal relief which are, for the
most part, beyond me, and will speak to aspects of substance I detect
in this bill, as short as it is.

Senator MoyN1HAN. Please proceed.

STATEMENT OF NATHAN GLAZER, PROFESSOR, HARVARD
UNIVERSITY

Mr. Grazer. I am testifying in favor of this bill for two reasons:
First because of what it is not trying to do, and second, because of what
it is positively trying to do.

What it is not trying to do, as have welfare reform proposals for the
past 10 years, is to set up a national and uniform welfare system. In
principle, one may thinll; of many desirable improvements over the
present system, in which 50 States administer welfare, setting different
benefit levels with various patterns of administration, with some States
continuing welfare for families with unemployed fathers while others
do not, so that a family that would be on welfare in one State cannot be
in another. )

But, in practice, our efforts to devise a comprehensive and uniform
national system have run into many difficulties. One of the chief devel-
opments that has given us pause has heen the Stanford Research Insti-
tute’s income maintenance experiments in Denver and Seattle. The in-
come maintenance experiments were intended to keep families together
and to encourage participation in the labor foree.

Certainly, in all reason, they should have, since there was no benefit

in from family breakup and since some degree of work incentive was

uilt into the income-maintenance experiments.

Unexpectedly there was a substantial increase in family breakup and
fare, family formation and dissolution, and work effort.

This is not the place to go into the explanation of these extraordinary -
findings—which, I must confess, I also do not have, though I have sus-
picions. But whatever their explanation, they are certainly not a green
light to go ahead with comprehensive national structural welfare re-
form until we understand better the interrelationships between wel-
fare, family formation and dissolution, and work effort.

If the first principle of nolicy is to do no harm—and T know, Senator
Moynihan, you could do that to me in Latin, but I do not have it.
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Senator MoyN1HAN. Primum non nocere.

Mr. Grazer. Thank you, thank you. I read it in a speech. L

But, at any rate, the sense is one we agree with. If the first principle
of policy is——

enat}:)r Mov~nan. If I could interrupt my old friend to say, you
know, the phrase is not that arcane. It is the first thing medical students
learn in medical schools.

Mr. Grazer. Well, T agree with it, and I am afraid that large-scale,
structural reform in the state of our present knowledge may do harm.
And if that is the first principle, then I know you must move cautiously
in welfare reform, and this legislation does.

Now, as to the positive benefits that this approach to welfare offers.
To my mind, it is in the block grant feature, with its promise that States
may approach problems of welfare imaginatively and variously with
the strong incentive of being able to retain block grant funds for social
services if their costs for welfare declined.

Now, I am aware, on the basis of testimony here, that there are
problems with the formula. I am speaking less to the specifics of the
formula, the fiscal issues, than to the principle of the block grant. As
Blanche Bernstein, with her extensive experience in New York at State
and city levels, pointed out in a letter to the New York Times when a
first version of this bill was proposed, this block grant feature is a
strong incentive to efficient administration, stronger, I would think,
than when 50 percent or more of the costs of one’s errors are borne by
tho Federal Government, but I hope that the block grant approach will
not be interpreted as an encouragement for pennypinching, although
undoubtedly in the varicty of State responses we will see, some will
take this pattern.

The spirit of the legislation, its provision of additional Federal
funds for welfare. and its introduction of an adjustment for inflation
shows that this is not its intention. The major purpose of the block
grant approach, as Senators Moynihan and Cranston have pointed out,
is to encourage creativity, and I believe many States will respond to
this encouragement.

The fact is. there is an enormous variety among the States in the
Nation and their welfare populations. They vary in race and ethnicity,
in cla‘uses of distress, in the degree to which mothers participate in
work.

In view of these differences, somewhat different approaches to wel-
fare should prevail with different States, and the block grant approach
should encourage. along with the amount of funds it makes available,
some new thinking.

Perhaps it will do more to encourage new thinking than demon-
stration funds specifically earmarked for new approaches. As we know
so well, demonstration funds encourage the hungry States and cities
to devise new programs simply to get at the money and it requires
adding a new level of devisers of demonstration programs down below
in the States and a new level of critics and judges of demonstration
programs up above at the Federal level, with both levels contributing
t(]) outside consultants who both design the new programs and judge
them.

The block grant approach, plus the increase in Federal contributions,
encourages creativity without an additional bureaucracy to devise and
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jllxdge suitably creative programs. It will be up to the States to work
them up.

Can lthe States respond ? That is a real question. I believe they will,
if the Department of I EW modifies its regulations in light of this
legislation and its intentions. Are there creative programs that a new
block grant program would encourage? I believe there are, and would
suggest two examples. . .

The supported work program now underway in a number of cities
has, as one of its chief features—it is more than that—the use of wel-
fare and other maintenance grants to encourage steady work. It is not
a terribly original idea, as you know, to use welfare grants as wages
for employment rather than simply as maintenance payments. Obvi-
ously, this crude formulation requires much elaboration, as to who
should be required or asked to work—TI prefer the incentive approach,
asking, rather than the requirement approach which, as we have seen,
in any case can be easily avoided; what wages should be paid; what
kind of work under what kind of supervision; with what kind of
discipline and with what long-range effects.

The supported work experiments have been particularly carefully
set. up and are now being carefully monitored and evaluated, but it is
interesting to recall that it took quite an effort to get exemptions from
Federal authorities from Federal regulations in order to be able to
make use of the money that normally went to maintenance for sup-
ported work.

Another example : There have been proposals that the problems of
child care, which may be one barrier to mothers who want to work,
can be handled by a group of mothers cooperating, with one taking
care of the children while others go out to work. Just as in the case
of supported work, this simple idea would need a great deal of work
to be transformed into a workable program, but one problem that
immediately comes to mind is that, for such a consortium, one may
want to distribute welfare grants somewhat differently. One would
want to consider how the burdens and rewards are distributed between
the working mothers and the child care mothers and adjust welfare
grants to take thisinto account.

This would, undoubtedly, be much more simply arranged from a
bloc grant than from the present Federal formula.

I have seen no good ideas about how welfare reform might con-
tribute to family stability, even under the greater freedom of bloc
grants, My view on that is that family stability can only be increased
by the provision of good, stable jobs for men and I do not see that
as basically a welfare problem. We can make a contribution in the
way of training programs, initial opportunities, and incentives, all
of which are not part of welfare programs or of work training pro-
grams, but basically we have to improve the attractiveness of present
low-paying jobs.

My point about work for welfare mothers is not to be punitive or
to save money—I do not know that it will. It is rather that participa-
tion in the labor force by mothers is rapidly bscoming the norm.
More than one-half of mothers with children urder 18 now work.
There is an anachronism in a program which does not facilitate the
opportunity to do what the majority of mothers are now doing
freely—participating in the labor force as paid employees.
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But not doing so, welfare makes the AFDC mother an anomaly
and helps keep her out of the mainstream. . )

There are 1deas in welfare, and bloc grants would make is easier
for the States to implement them, by freeing them to work within the
limits of the grant with the incentive of being able to apply savings
to social services. .

As I have said, this simple legislation would certainly have to
be implemented by an exacting review of Federal regulations, many
of which would have to be changed or modified if a bloc grant ap-
proach were implemented. .

I realize there are other features of this legislation of some impor-
tance dealing with fiscal relief, but what I like about it is that it
does not try to implement reforms, rational as they may appear,
which have {ong been on the agenda, but which, our research suggests,
many have hidden dangers, and that it tries to free the States for
inventive and creative aﬁ)proaches to welfare,

These are good enough reasons to go ahead.

Thank you.

Senator Moy~1naN. Thank you.

Before we go on, I ask, are there representatives of HEW here?

There are two. Well, we are glad that you are here.

The minute that the HEW witnesses finished, about half a million
dollars’ worth of expensive talent got up and left the room. I am glad
that two of you have stayed.

John Aflleck, director of the Rhode Island Department of Social
and Rehabilitative Services.

Senator Moy~inan. Oh, no, sir. You are from the State of Rhode
Island.

Mr. ArFLeck. That is correct.

Senator Moyx~iran. I meant HEW,

Mr. Arrieck. I am sorry.

Senator Moy~ruaN. Is there anybody from HEYW here?

Who is that?

Ms. Bewpox. I am Laure] Beldon, family assistance studies, Office of
Research and Statistics staff.

Senator Moynraan. Well, it is very nice of you to be here. I am glad
that one of you stayed.

Would you have the kindness to go back and tell the rest of your
colleagues—what is your rank, if I can ask, in the department?

Ms. Bewpon. Very low.

Senator Moy~N1HAN. Would you have the kindness—ive just passed
the civil service reform bill, so you need fear nothing. If you will
give me your name afterwards, I would like to write the Secretary of
HEW to say that we were only halfway through our hearing when,
HEW having made its wholly uninformative comments, about half a
million dollars’ worth of high-paid bureaucrats got up and left. That
is how much they are interested in what anybody else has to say.

Thank you for staying.

Dr. Glazer, in 1971, you delivered the Jacob C. Sapasnekow lec-
tures at the City College of New York which you published as the
well-known volume, “The Limits of Social Policy.”
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You may not remember this, as it was some time ago, but you had
& passage about the then-family ussistance plan, on which the admin-
istration’s proposal, and the bill I have introduced here, are based.
You said:

The administration’s proposal is a heroic effort to improve the condition of
the poor without further damaging those motivations and structures which are
the essential bases of individual security everywhere.

But, does not the history of our efforts to expand policies of income
support suggest that, inevitably, improvement and damage go
together?

In view of what we seem to have learned since then about the effect
of similar programs tested in the field, how would you assess the rela-
tive improvements and damages they would likely cause if imple-
mented nationwide?

Is there, for example, any evidence to suggest that the guaranteed
jobs program might mitigate some of that damage?

Mur. Grazer. I must say you raise a very large question and I would
not want to be held as taking the position that any improvement
means damage, though T admit that the passage suggested that. It is
father that—what that passage was saying was that it seems that, in
certain respects, we thought we were better off when people had
fewer opportunities to apply for income maintenance. In other words,
it can be an argument that it is not the case that the most generous
States and the States in which the availability of welfare has been
the most widely advertised are those that are the most fortunate.

Now, I admit that this sounds like a rather curmudgeonly view, but
I think the best interpretation of why certain things happen under the
income maintenance experiments is that people knew t%eir rights too
well. Since I am not running for office, I feel that I can say this freely.

Certainly, everyone should know their rights, But I do think, as
Bradley Schiller suggested in an article in the Wall Street Journal
discussing the Stanford Research Institute’s findings, that when you
explain to everyone just what their rights are, it is a very heroic person
who will not exercise them. This was the character of the welfare rights
movement.

But it is also the case that the exercise of all one’s rights is not
necessarily the best for the individual involved. If I may go to a
homely example, the fact that a child exercises his full rights against
his parents does not necessarily mean that the relationship of the child
and parent will be better, or the child is a better person, or will lead a
better life.

I admit that this is the sort of issue, Senator, that it is very difficult
to take account of in legislation, but still, people might keep it in mind,
and that was the sort of problem about guaranteed income, and guar-
anteed income problems, that I was concerned about when I wrote that
passage.

Senator Moy~1HAN. That is what you anticipated. It is prophetic
and not very pleasing.

You know, the rates of family dissolution are up around 70 percent
or higher. Work decline was really quite significant.

About 55 percent of the income support would go to replace income
that otherwise would be earned. Now, what do you do with that?
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Mr. Grazer. That is one reason why I would say that a program that
accepts State difference is, at this point in the state of our knowledge,
a good idea. I do not think that we want to take—once again, I do not
know how this will appear in the record, but I will say it.

I do not think that we want to take——

Senator MoyNIHAN. You can correct the record.

Mr. Grazer. Well, I will just have to defend it.

I do not think, at this point, we want to take the standards that exist
in the most liberal States—and I am also a New Yorker—and spread
them over the country. I do not think that it is a matter of course that/
this would be all for the best.

I am not urging that those States—I believe in democracy—that
have moved in that direction, that find this the way they want to go in
terms of levels of benefits and patterns of administration shouidobe
required to revert to a harsher or—to use another word—to another’

.set of values which prevails in the other States. Nor should those States
all, T assume, are being run democratically now that everyone is voting,
or at least everyone has the right to vote—that have, in a way, estab-
lished, even with those strong Federal incentives, low payments, be
required to change. After all, you know, in the low-cost States the
incentives to go ahead and raise benefits are much higher than in the
high-benefit States. The Federal Government pays what—87 percent
of their share ? And they still do not go ahead.

Under those circumstances, they are expressing some political bal-
ance, some set of values. I am not the one to say that it is the worst
in terms of the kinds of things we are looking for, and that is the
argument for caution,

I know I have not enlightened you on those difficult questions from
income welfare experiments.

Senator Moy~N1irawN. Just let me interrupt to say to the young lad
in the back row, Ms. Beldon, that a member of the President’s sta
is here. We welcome him. You were out of the room, sir, when I
observed that the minute the HEW people had furnished their testi-
mony, they got up and left.

A dutiful young lady in the back, has remained out of courtesy
and interest, but everybody else has walked out on our other witnesses.

Members of the President’s staff might remember that during the
campaign the President used to talk about the bloated, horrible
bureaucracy of Washington. I am here to say that some bureaucracies
are more bloated than others. ‘

In our welfare hearings this spring, Secretary Marshall offered
some particularly insightful observations, He said :

¥or example, a welfare program with a modest basic benefit set at 75 percent
after poverty and a 70 percent benefit reduction rate can cause such substantial
work reductions that only 45 percent of increased welfare expenditures would
translate into increases in disposable income for recipients.

The Secretary’s testimony raised some profound questions which
T don’t believe we have faced yet. Do you remember the origins of the
guaranteed income studies? In HEW, during the late 1960’s—these
matters were considered, but it was clear that a national program was
not going to be proposed. And so, as a strategy, a perfectly sensible
one, HEW’s Office of Planning and Evaluation, suggested that we
try an experiment.
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And in about 10 or 12 years time, we will get these experiments in,
and that will be about the 1980’s, and the cycle will be coming around
again and we can do it.

Well, as a matter of fact, that is about what has happened. The
Federal Government has spent about $125 million and we are now
talking about legislation for the early 1980’s, but the answers have
come in wrong.

Now, I do not think there has been such a massive experimental
mode in the Government, has there ?

Mr. Grazer. I do not think so.

Scnator Moyn1iaN. And when you commit yourself to an experi-
mental mode, are you stuck with the answers? What would you do?

If you headed the Public Health Service and you were here to tell
me that you had tested a vaccine for polio that increased the likeli-
hood of contracting polio, by 70 percent, I am quite sure that you
would not be here proposing its universal adoption.

Mr. Grazer, That, Senator Moynihan, is why I moved away from
the fiscal relief issues to the substantive issues. It is hard to believe that
a bill which is as brief as the one you and Senator Cranston has in-
troduced has substantive issues, but the fact that it does not want to
move ahead at this moment on the well-marked course of welfare re-
form which has been there for 10 years because of problems that have
developed, because of findings from perfectly soundly introduced ex-
periments that suggest that we will not get what we want, and what
we want is certainly incentives to work effort, and we also want not to
irllcreadse incentives for family breakup. There are enough around
already.

And if these two major objectives of welfare reform do not seem to
flow as they should, rationally, from large-scale uniform advertised in-
come maintenance, I suggest it is a good moment to try some other
things. And 1 interpret this legislation as saying—and I am sure it
needs modification—as saying yes, we are going to try some other
things and let other people try them. We are going to let the States
work through block grants under a greater measure of freedom, try
out what other ideas they have.

Senator Mov~tuaN. This legislation also says that fiscal relief is a
real issue. Half the AFDC population in the country lives in jurisdic-
tions where the county has a responsibility for welfare. If you are a
be?feﬁciary living in a State or county with limited resources, you
suffer.

To see the income of those families shrivel from inflation and to be
powerless to do anything about it because of your jurisdiction’s fiscal
problems is devastating. Fiscal relief is essential if we want to begin to
solve the problems of welfare. Here is one problem that we can solve.

Mr. Grazer. That is true. The legislation says let’s do what we can
and not do what we, apparently, at the moment, cannot. That is a fair
approach.

enator Moy~1HAN. Would you agree that this is a moment of truth
for the social sciences? If you commit yourself to an: experimental
mode, vou must honor that commitment.

Mr. Grazer. It certainly is a moment of truth, and I will recommend
a review by Mr. Leslie Lenkowsky of your staff appearing in the forth-
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coming issue of “The Public Interest,” a book The Professors and
the—-
Senator MoyN1HaN. By the missing Assistant Secretary of HEW.
Mr. Grazer. Yes, Henry Aaron’s book on what is the proper relation-
ship between scientific findings and the policy proposals that flow from

it.

And I think there has been a hiatus, or gap, between the findings
from investigations and the policy proposals up to now that HEW
has formulated for welfare reform.

Senator Moy~N1naN, I wonder if we are really going to take a meas-
ure of ourselves as well as our problems. The findings at this point are
not definitive, of course, but they should have a claim on our attention.

M-r. Grazer. One has to take them into account.

Senator MoyN1zaN. We had better have better reasons to reject them
other than that they are inconvenient,

Mr. Grazer., I agree.

Senator Moynnran, Well, we thank you very much, sir. It is an
honor for this committee to have such a distinguished scholar and a
good friend. and thank you very much again, sir.

Now, finally, Mr. Affleck of mistaken identity. You are very nice to
be here, sir, and we welcome you back.

Mr. ArFLECK. It is a pleasure to be here, Senator, and T am happy to
properly introduce myself at this point and not to be confused with

Senator MovynraaN [continuing]. With that horrible, bloated
bureaucracy.

Mr. Arrreck. T am sorry. I must have had my ears turned off just
at that moment, Senator.

It is a pleasure to be with you again, sir. It is always a pleasure and
an opportunity to meet with you on these important issues.

For the record, may I note that I am accompanied this afternoon
by one of our very able staff members at the American Public Welfare
Association, Miss Rikki Baum.

Senator MoyN1BEAN. You are well-known to this committee, and we
welcome you.

STATEMENT OF JOHN J. AFFLECK, DIRECTOR, RHODE ISLAND DE-
PARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES, ON
BEHALF OF AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCTATION; ACCOM-
PANIED BY RIKKI BAUM, AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE
ASSOCIATION

Mr. AFFLECK. As you know, Senator, I testify both as director of the
State Department in Rhode Island and, more importantly, in my
capacity as the chairinan of the National Council of State and Public
Welfare Administrators, We have had the opportunity on a number of
occasions to meet with you, and always appreciate that opportunity.

Senator MoyN1HAN. Alas, we have. ’

Mr. AFFLECK. Yes, sir.

Senator when it was commented that you had become grey in the
15 years of your travels along this road, I think we have been with you
through those years. Indeed, many of us have been in the field of ad-
ministration and public welfare prior to that, so we have followed the

86-861—70—4
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efforts to effect welfare reform for many, many years. We are the indi-
viduals who administer the programs in the States that affect literally
millions of lives in America today.

We have been party to the process of welfare reform which has seen
so much effort, particularly in this })ast year, the administration pro-
posal and the various other proposals which have flowed from it. For
the sake of brevity, Senator, I am going to summarize my observations.
The statement which we have submitted is comprehensive and I ask
that it be entered into the record.

Senator Moy~1uaN. The full statement will be put in the record.

Mr. ArrFreck. Thank you. I will be happy to answer any questions
to the extent that you would wish, sir,

Senator MoyNIHAaN. Please.

Mr. ArrrecK. As administrators, we have been part of this welfare
reform process and, indeed, followed and participated very activel
in the efforts undertaken by the Congress during this past year. We
supported the principles embodied in the administration’s bill as
well as what came to be known as the New Coalition draft bill. We were
hopeful that the New Coalition’s effort would gather concensus where
other bills had failed to do so.

We have presented to this subcommittee, sir, the fundamental
principles that we believe welfare reform must encompass. Those
are articulated in our statement, beginning on page 3. I will not re-
peat all of them now, but certainly we are speaking of expanding
coverage, establishing an adequate minimum benefit level allowing
State supplementation at the State’s option, establishing strong work
requirements, expanding emergency needs assistance, simplifying ad-
ministration, and for purposes of our discussion this afternoon, pro-
viding fiscal relief.

We don’t want to be sucked into the “comprehensive versus in-
cremental’” debate. I was reminded of it when Senator Danforth spoke
of the issue that has developed between proponents of comprehensive
welfare reform and incremental welfare reform. I speak to that on
page 5. We really do not want to be drawn into that trap. It is almost
a semantic battle, if you will, and I am not sure that it serves any
useful purpose. We are truly committed to establishing long-range
objectives.

Sen}ator Moy~1aN. You are for a comprehensive incremental ap-
proach.

Mr. ArrLeck. Yes, sir, and that is not a play on words, I do not
think. It is a commitment on our part to move steadily toward the ob-
jectives we have enumerated.

Senator Moy~NTiAN. It is probably reality.

Mr. ArrLeck. We believe so, sir. We believe so.

We recognized that the possibly of achieving all of our objectives
this year was extremely limited. We were most encouraged, however,
to see that certain key provisions kept reappearing and that these pro-
visions became the basis of the New Coalition approach.

When even that compromise went down the tube, we were indeed
disapointed. We watched with interest, however, your introduction,
along with Senator Cranston and Senator Long, of a bill that would
provide fiscal relief to State and local governments. We recognized
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fiseal relief as one significant piece of the comprehensive effort that
we subscribe to. We commend you for your continued concern in this
area. and we recognize what the Congress has already done to provide
interim fiscal relief: Public Law 95-216 passed on $187 million, for
example; and additional funds are still pending—awaiting action on
H.R. 7200.

So, in terms of fiscal relief, sir, when we address your bill this after-
noon, we very much applaud the destination it seeks to take us to. I
think we simply suggest that the route that you would utilize is not the
best route. . .

We would prefer an alternate route, one which would bring us to
the same point, Senator, but in a way that is far less disruptive, in
our judgment, to the existing Federal-State relationship and Fed-
eral financial participation. . .

Senator, there are three points that I would like to make. First, we
recommend that fiscal relief measures are best considered as part of
legislation requiring major programmatic reforms. )

Second, if such comprehensive and incremental reform is to be fur-
ther delayed, our Council of State Administrators could certainly
support short-term fiscal relief legislation that does not substantially
alter the Federal-State-local governmental interrelationships in the
AFDC program.

Thir£ we would suggest, sir, that your bill, S. 3470, could be made
acceptable to the council if, at the very best, it became a vehicle for
substantive program reforms. At the very least, however, the bill could
be amended to supply States and localities with much needed fiscal
relief by using more acceptable allocation mechanisms. A couple such
alternatives come immediately to mind.

First, the Federal rate of participation in the current AFDC for-
mula could be increased. It is a clean and, we suggest, a neat way of
approaching it.

The council would, indeed, prefer this alternative and notes that the
Baker-Bellmon bill and the New Coalition draft both utilized such
an increased Federal match provision.

Second, and finally, fiscal relief could be allocated according to the
two-part formula which is utilized by the Senate Finance Committee
in its amendments to H.R. 7200, on which we have previously testified,
and by the House Ways and Means Committee in the Rangel bill,
H.R. 13335.

Tt is the council’s view, sir, that both of these alternatives are pref-
erable to the bloc grant approach which is employed by S. 3470.

Senator Moy~r1uan. May I interrupt you at this point?

Mr. ArrLEck. Yes, sir.

Senator Moy~1uaN. Is it the council’s view that we can get either
bill passed ?

Mr. Arrreck. Either of the other bills, sir?

Senator Moy~Nrizax. Yes,

Mr. Arrreck. With a concerted effort, sir, I would hope that such
bills could be passed. When I make this observation, it is in relation to
the manner and method these bills utilize to provide fiscal relief, and
it is in that context that we recommend them as preferable alternatives
to what is proposed in your legislation, sir.
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I am reminded that we certainly concur with the National Gov-
ernors Association’s comments that, together, we must make a con-
certed effort next year. We are never counted out, I trust, in terms of
o}ur efforts to work constructively with others to affect purposeful
change.

Ser%ator Movy~raaN. No. You certainly are not to be counted out.
Professions and institutions endure. The profession is going to go on
and the association is going to go on, as banks go on.

Mr. ArrFLEck. And people will remain in need, sir, and we will be
there to try and serve them.

Senator Moy~N11zAN. But in the meantime, a city can go broke. We are
going to be hearing a little later a welfare advocate veteran in New
York City. New York City is a big place and there are 1 million peo-
ple in New York who depend on welfare. Their benefits have been
reduced by almost a third in the last 4 years, and we do not know what
we are going to do about it.

Do you think we can get a bill next year?

Mr. ArrrLeck. Yes, Senator. It seems to us, in our discussions—and
we took a position in support of the principies embodied in the New
Coalition draft bill—that there is a consensus emerging that would
enable passage of a bill consisting of those principles.

I am not an incurable optimist. This is a responsible view on my
part, personally, and it is a view held by my associates and peers,
Senator.

Scnator Moy~1izaN. Well, this is a decision that the Congress is go-
ing to have to make. The point I would like to make to you, though, is
that there has been a history of saying, “No, not this year, next year
will be better,” and next year turns out to be worse. Do you remember
the history of the family assistance plan? The first time that it was
considered it passed the House of Representatives by a 2 to 1 margin,
iSt was whipped over here and it was almost passed on the floor of the

enate.

This present administration got nowhere. Their propogal did not
even get to the committee stage.

Mr. AFFLECK. Yes, sir. I was very interested in that discussion, Sen-
ator, and I tried to follow some of that, of course, from my own per-
spective. I can only reiterate, Senator, our feeling, that during the
early summer, consensus was beginning to develop around the princi-
ples that were represented in the New Coalition draft bill. We felt
it was a responsible effort and one that could move. It is the Council's
judgment that with the concerted efforis of interested Members of
Congress, like yourself, the Council of State Administrators, the Na-
tional Governors’ Association, and others, that this consensus may, in-
deed, result in enactment of several key program reforms in the next
Congress.

May I observe, Senator, that this in no way precludes both the
desirability and the possibility of short-term fiscal relief.

Senator Moy~r1HAN. Right. T understandand you can count me as
{)art of your consensus. At this point, however, as someone trying to
ive with a very immediate set of unexpected problems, I must con-
sider immediate solutions.



49

Mr. Arrreck. Would it be possible, Senator, to draw from the testi-
mony presented today a number of alternative ways of achieving the
fiscal relief goal which you have established ?

Senator §IOYNIHAN. The people who come to these hearings all
agree on principle. It is the details on which we fall out and, as a

result, we end up, with no progress.

Mr. Affleck, we thank you. Miss Baum, it is always a pleasure to
see you at our hearings,

Mr. ArrLEck. Thank you, Senator.

[The prepared statement of Mr. A ffleck follows:]

.STATEMENT OF JOHN J. AFFLECK, DIRECTOR, RHODE ISLAND DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL
AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES, AND CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE
I’UBLIC WELFARE ADMINISTRATORS

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, my name is John J. Afffeck,
I am Director of the Rhode Island Department of Social and Rehabllitative Serv-
ices and Chairman of the National Council of State Public Welfare Adminis-
trators, The National Council, on whose behalf I am testifying, is composed of the
-oflicials in each state, the District of Columbia, and the U.S. territories who are
responsible for administering income maintenance, medical care, and social serv-
ice programs which provide assistance to millions of people fn need. I very much
.appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today and to share with you the
views of the Council on 8. 3470, the State and Local Welfare Reform and Fiscal
Relief Act of 1978.

As you are aware, the Council has testified many times before this Subcom-
mittee on the eritical issue of welfare reform. On those occasions we have empha-
sized the widespread support we see for welfare reform. There are few these days
who disagree on the need to substantially overhaul our current complex web of
publie assistance programs. Indeed, the recipients—who benefit from these pro-
grams, the administrators—who operate them and for whom I speak, and the
Congress—which must grapple with dificult policy choices, all appear to concur
on this most fundamental concern: the welfare system must be reformed.

At the same time, however, we have all painfully learned that it is far easier
to agree on the end than on the means of reform. This session of Congress has
provided a veritable smorgasbord of reform proposals to choose among: Presi-
‘dent Carter’s original Program for Better Jobs and Income, S. 2084; Mr. Cor-
man’s Subcommittee revisions to the President’s legislation, H.R. 10950; Mr.
Ullman’s Welfare Reform Act of 1978, H.R. 10711 ; and the middle-of-the-road
alternative introduced by Senators Baker, Bellmon, Ribicoff, and Danforth, S.
2777. Despite the variety offered up by this tempting array of alternatives, the
hungry, but discerning, diner could not choose a single entree that fully met
his appetite—without bankrupting his pocketbook. In an attempt to create a
palatable and reasonably priced dish, the New Coalition drafted a compromise
hill. Despite a remarkable effort, this legislative alternative never made it onto
the menu. And if you will permit me to continue this analogy, it appeared as if
those of us intent on welfare reform would starve.

And then, but two days after the sad announcement that the House could not
‘take up welfare reform in the waning days of this Congress, came the announce~
ment that yet another welfare reform and fiscal relief bill would be introduced.
Mr. Chairman, would that I could end my analogy by hailing this new bil], S. 8470
as the miraculous and long-awaited manna from heaven! Unfortunately, Mr.
Chairman, this I cannot do. Although the Council commends you, Senator Long,
and Senator Cranston for sponsoring a bill to help fiscally hard-pressed states
and localities, we cannot in good conscience say to you that S. 3470 fits our idea
of minimal, constructive welfare reform, At this point, before discussing our
objections to 8. 3470, I would like to restate for the record precisely those prin.
ciples which state public welfare administrators believe must form the basis of
any meaningful welfare reform legislation :

1. Exrpand coverage to include all families, childless couples, and single
adults—Such comprehensive coverage should be conditional on meeting three
requirements—income, assets, and willingness to work. In addition, there must
be a mechanism to safeguard against high-income individuals receiving benefits.
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2. Establish a national minimum benefit level.—This minimum benefit level—
including the worth of ¥ood Stamps and the cash payment——should be 100 per-
cent federally funded, adjusted automatically to retiect increases in the cost-
or-living, and should eqgual the poverty level within five years of implementation.

3. Permit state supplementation at the state's option.—The states should be
allowed to supplement the basic federal benefit—with federal financial partici-
pation—up to the Lower Consumption Budget, established by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics. Any supplemental payment veyond that level should be funded
100 percent by the states.

4. Establish strong work rcquirements.—As a condition of income-support
eligibility, employable participants should be required to accept a bona-lide:
jub or training slot in either the private or public sectors. Of course, any work
requirement must be accompanied by sufficient job opportunities. Weltare re-
cipients must have priority placement in any national jobs program. The Gov-
ernors should have the option to locate responsibility for the jobs componeunt
in whatever state agency or agencles they feel will be most effective in creating
jobs, placing individuals into jobs, and coordinating with the agency administer-
ing the cash component of the program. To make working more attractive than.
not working, program participants must be subject to reasonable beuetit reduc-
tion rates. Kurther, to assist the working poor, the Karned Income Tax Credit
must be expanded and phased out at a progressive rate.

6. Expand the emergency necds program.—The emergency assistance prograni.
should be expanded to include single adults and childless couples. States should
continue to have the option to participate, the current funding formula should
be preserved, and the states should be responsible for program admginistration.

6. Simplify administration—By providing uniform, simplified program re-
quirements and definitions, administration will become more eflicient and less.
error prone. Wherever possible, definitions of “income,” ‘assets,” and “dis-
ability” should be streamlined and made uniform. In addition, income dis-
regards should be simplified and standardized. Finally, initial eligibility should
be based on current need.

1. Permit non-federal administration directly through the state and, at state
option, through local suddivisions.—States should administer the entire cash

istance and jobs program. State and local administrators have invaluable
expertise and experience in running current programs. States and local sub-
divisions have the coumplex structural network, necessary to administer income
maintenance programs, in place and working. But most important, state and
local administrators are closer to the people they serve and, for that reason, are-
likely to be far more accessible, sensitive, and responsible to their clients than
will be a massive federal computer located in Baltimore.

8. Provide flscal relief.—Increased federal participation in providing the basic
cash benefit will significantly unburden financially hard pressed states. Simpli-
fled, standardized administrative definitions and procedures will cut the custs
of operating the programs and will reduce error rates. States should be held
harmless for costs beyond a fixed percentage of their current expenditures for
welfare programs.

Mr. Chairman, as these eight principles demonstrate the Council has endorsed
what has been termed by others as “comprehensive” welfare reform. However,
we reject the contrived “comprehensive/incremental” rift in favor of building .
realistic consensus around those objectives that can, in fact, be achieved in
the short term. Longer-range objectives should be phased in, over-time. This.
has been, and continues to be, our attitude.

Thus, despite the fact that President Carter’s PBJ1 most closely approximates.
the Council’s principles of welfare reform, we realized early this year that this
commendable bill would not gain the support necessary to move through the-
Congress. Nevertheless, as we analyzed the legislative alternatives being offered
in its place, we were encouraged to see consensus building around at least four-
of our principles: (1) expanding program coverage; (2) providing a national
minimum benefit; (3) creating jobs and work incentives for the poor; and (1)
providing fiscal relief to state and local governments. Although this consensus
failed to address, at once, all of the changes we helieve essential to achieving
true welfare reform, we were satisfled that it was a good starting point .

We are dismayed, therefore, that 8. 3470—the latest, and possibly last, welfare
inftiative of this Congressional session—puts aside our four-point foundation for
reform in favor of but one component : fiscal relief. As you well know, Mr. Chair-
man, state administrators are among the first to admit that relief from the heavy
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cost of AFDC is of primary concern as we struggle with inflation and political
pressures to control costs. But we must also assert that, despite our tough eco-
nomic realities and our need for fiscal assistance, fiscal relief alone does not con-
stitute welfare reform.

Mr. Chairman, you and your colleagues have the Council’s deep appreciation
for your efforts to provide immediate, short-term fiscal relief to states and locali-
ties. Surely, we have benefited from the $187 million in relief enacted last year
as part of Public Law 95-216. Should H.R. 7200 be enacted in this session, it is
our understanding that an additional $187 million would be available to states
fn fiscal year 1978. In addition, the Senate Finance Committee amendments to
H.R. 7200 would provide up to $300 million more in fiscal relief in FY 1979. Also,
while awaiting Senate action, we have closely observed efforts in the House to
legislate state fiscal relief for the coming year. In this regard, we recently en-
dorsed H.R. 13335, sponsored by Mr. Rangel of New York, which would make up
to $400 million available in fiscal year 1979. This bill is expected to go to the
House floor very soon, and we respectfully ask the members of this Subcommit-
tee to support it whea it reaches the Senate for consideration. In short, we are
grateful for the Congressional efforts that have been, and are being, made on
our behalf.

The Council's difficulty with S. 8470 is not its intent to provide state and local
governments with fiscal relief. This we applaud. Rather, our problem is with
the mechanism by which the bill chooses to accomplish this end. Our specific
concerns are as follows:

S. 3470 radically and permanently changes the AFDC funding mechanism
but incorporates none of the structural program reforms endorsed by this
Council. Whether the rate of federal financial participation in AFDC is in-
creased or structurally altered, we believe that any such change should be
considered in the context of structural program reforms—along the lines of
the eight principles mentioned above. To do otherwise is to detract signifi-
cantly from the momentum that has been building for meaningful reform of
the welfare system. Further, if fiscal relief is to be provided as a stop-gap
measure—pending enactment of significant reform legislation—then it should
not alter the current federal/state AFDC funding partnership.

S. 3470 places the federal government in the odd position of discouraging
needed improvements in AFDC benefit levels and program coverage in low
benefit/limited option states, while giving high benefit/multiple option states
incentives to freeze or cut back their program expenditures. Under the bill,
if a state’s AFDC expenses exceed the amount of the federal block grant
(adjusted for cost-of-living) in a given year, the state must absorb the excess
cost. Thus, there is little or no incentive to states with low benefits and/or
limited program coverage to increase benefits or expand coverage berond
whatever fiscal relief they are entitled to. For states with high benefits and/or
broad coverage, the legislation may actually provide a perverse incentive to
freeze or even cut back program expenditures, since the federal grant would
not be reduced if a state lowered its optinnal AFDC expenses. In short, this
proposed block grant lacks the ability of vhe current matching grant to en-
courage states to enhance the adequacy of their AFDC programs. In the end,
it is the recipients who will be penalized.

The provision in 8. 3470 to adjust the federal block grant on the basis of
increases in the cost-of-living fails to take account of other factors which
increase program costs. States will have to bear the full burden of the
higher costs attributable to AFDC caseload growth. Although some states
have experienced a general decline in their AFDC populations, not all states
have been so fortunate, For example, the State of California is projecting a
growth curve in caseload size. According to state prepared estimates, under
S. 3470, California will receive a net sum of $110 million in fiscal relief in the
state’'s first fiscal year of operation (i.e, July 1979-July 1980). In the
second flscal year, that net amount will be reduced to $57 million. And in
the third fiscal year, California will suffer an estimated loss of $3 million.
This worsens in the fourth and fifth years—with California projecting deficits
of $56 and $110 million, respectively., Moreover, states with recent caseload
reductions cannot be assured that this trend will continue in the future,
particularly if the United States is hit by another recession—a not unlikely
possibility. In addition, as noted above, there is nothing in the bill to hold
states harmless for cost increases due to court decisions or changes in fed-
eral law and regulations.
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The requirement of S. 3470 that states provide a 100 percent pass-through
of fiscal relief monies to local jurisdictions could result in states bearing
greater costs. By putting a cap, in effect, on federal expenditures and by
markedly reducing the AFDC cost burden on localities, the bill leaves states,
alone, to bear the brunt of rising costs beyond the cost-of-living adjustment.
Localities should receive fiscal relief, but not at the expense of states, which
may be no better off financially than many local governments.

Mr. Chairman, these points summarize our rather significant objections to the
funding mechanism utilized by S. 3470. Attached to my statement, for your in-
formation, is a copy of the Council’s recent resolution on the bill,

To conclude, Mr. Chairman, let me emphasize the following points:

(1) The Council believes that fiscal relief measures would best be considered
as part of legislation requiring the major programmatic reforms outlined earlier.

(2) Should such “comprehensive’ reform legislation be further delayed, the
Council could support short-term fiscal relief legislation that does not substan-
tially alter the federal-state-local government interrelationship in the AFDO
program. To the extent that S. 3470 intends to provide some fiscal relief to states
and localities, we approve of the bill's purpose. However, to the extent that
S. 3470 would replace the current federal-state matching mechanism with a
block-grant, the Council must oppose the bill.

(3) S. 3470 could be made acceptable to the Council if, at best, it became a
vehicle for substantive program reforms. At the very least, however, the bill
could be amended to supply fiscal relief to states and localities by utilizing other,
more acceptable allocation mechanisms. A couple of such alternatives come im-
mediately to mind: First, the federal rate of participation in the current AFDC
matching formula could be increased. The Council would prefer this alternative
and notes that the Baker-Bellmon bill, S. 2777, and the New Coalition draft
bill both utilized such an increased federal-match provision.

Second, fiscal rellef could be allocated according to the two-part formula
utilized by the Senate Finance Committee in its amendments to H.R. 7200 and
Dby the House Ways and Means Committee in H.R. 13335. It is the Council’s view,
that both of these alternatives are preferable to the block grant approach em-
ployed by 8. 3470. As a result, we would urge that S. 3470 be amended to substitute
an increased rate of federal matching for the block grant.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the Council wishes to commend the sponsors of S. 3470
for their willingness to pursue welfare reform and fiscal relief legislation and to
offer to you our assistance in developing a constructive and realistic bill, Should
our efforts in this session of Congress bear no fruit, rest assured that we will be
back next year to press for major programmatic reform of the AFDC program.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE
PuBLIC WELFARE ADMINISTRATORS
OF THE AMERICAX PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., September 6, 1978.

INCOME MAINTENANCE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION ON FISCAL RELIEF

The Committee recommends that the Council adopt the following resolutions:

(1) Resolrved, that the National Council of State Public Welfare Administra-
tors reiterates its firm support for meaningful structural welfare reforms and
a concomitant shift in the burden of funding of the AFDC program from state
and local governments to the federal government.

Until such time as the Congress enacts comprehensive welfare reform legis-
lation, the Council endorses short-term fiscal relief to state and loeal govern-
ments to alleviate the burden of their AFDC-related costs. Consistent with this
position, the Council supports H.R. 13335, a bili to provide up to $400 million in
fiscal relief to states in fiscal year 1979,

The Council appreciates the intent of Senators Cranston, Moynihan, and Long
to provide fiscal relief of hard-pressed states and localities. However, the Counecil
has serious reservations regarding the mechanism to allocate fiscal relief em-
ployed by §. 3470. Specifically, tiie Council objects to the following weaknesses in
this approach:

8. 3470 restructures the AFDC funding mechanism on a permanent basis but
inceorporates none of the structural program reforms endorsed by this Counecil.

8. 3470 establishes a ceiling on federal participation in state’s AFDC expendi-
tures without unburdening states of federal statutory and regulatory mandates.
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S. 3470 places the federal government in the odd position of creating a fiscal
barrier for low-benefit/no-option states wishing to enhance their programs, while
giving high-benefit/multiple-option states incentives to freeze or cut back their

program expenditures.
S. 3470 fails to requiro a maintenance-of-effort in AFDC spending which could

result in recipients being penalized.

Because S. 3470 provides for no block grant adjustments beyond cost-of-living
increases based on the Consumer Price Index, it would cause states to bear all
program expenditures that exceed the amount of the block grant (adjusted for

cost-of-living) in a given fiscal year.

S, 3470 requires that states provide a 100 percent pass-through to local sub-
divisions which could result in states bearing increased costs, In fact, 8. 3470
places a cap on federal expenditures and relieves local costs—but leaves state
governments to bear the brunt of all increased program expenditures.

S. 3470 does not clearly mandate that the federal cost-of-living adjustment be
passed-through to AFDC recipients in all instances.

Therefore, the Council would favor, in order of preference, the following:

(1) Fiscal relief should be enacted as part of legislation requiring major struc-
tural program reforms previously endorsed by this Council.

(2) Should such comprehensive legisiation be further delayed, the Council
could support short-term fiscal relief (that does not alter the current federal-
state-local government interrelationship in the AFDC program) as accomplished

by H.R. 13335.
(3) To make 8. 3470 acceptable to this Council, certain changes should be in-

corporated : At best, the bill should become a vehicle for comprehensive reforms.
At the very least, however, the bill should substitute for the proposed block grant
approach increased federal participation in the AFDC matching formula.

Senator Moy~11AN. And now another old friend of the committee,,
Msgr. Lawrence Corcoran who will speak for the National Con-
ference of Catholic Charities.

Good afternoon, Monsignor. I see you have associates with you.

Monsignor Corcoran. I do.

hSel;ator Moy~iaN. Would you have the kindness to introduce
them?

Monsignor CorcoraN. With me is Father Edward Ryle, who is the
dean of social work at Marywood College.

Senator Moy~r1max. Father, good afternoon to you.

Monsignor CorcoraN. And Mr. Mathew Ahmann, who is the associ-~
ate director of the Conference of Catholic Charities,

Senator Moy~Nrmax. Mr. Ahmann is a particular friend of this sub-
committee. You voted, Monsignor, Mr. Ahmann voted. I take it, Mr.
Dean, that you do not live here.

Father RyrE. I am from Pennsylvania.

Senator Mov~inan. That is right. If you were wearing a D.C.
“I voted” button that might be alarming.

Monsignor Corcoran. We have submitted a statement for the record.

Senator Moy~1izaN. We will make it a part of the record.

Monsignor Corcoran. We would like to summarize it and make a fow
commertson it within the time allotted.

STATEMENT OF REV. MSGR. LAWRENCE CORCORAN, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF CATHOLIC CHARITIES;
ACCOMPANIED BY FATHER EDWARD J. RYLE, DEAN, GRADUATE
SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK, MARYWO0O0D COLLEGE, SCRANTON, PA.;
AND MATHEW AHMANN, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CON-
FERENCE OF CATHOLIC CHARITIES

Monsignor CorcoraN. We want to observe, as a start, that, as you are
well aware this is & subject in which we have long been interested, even
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back to the very beginning of the Social Security Act and the establish-
ment of the AFDC program. i

Our work included the support of your efforts in the days of the
Family Assistance Plan.

I cannot help but say that we go back a good deal further than that,
too, inasmuch as we are celebrating this year the 250th anniversary of
what is known as Catholic Charities within the boundaries of the
United States. I will not detail that any more, but it is a very interest-
ing historical comment.

Our approach to this question is based upon a deep concern for those
in need and certain very basic principles. It is also based on the fact,
I might say, that we have heard from several levels of government this
afternoon. We, as you know, represent a large segment of the voluntary
sector, and when the governmental program falters, it is to agencies
like ours and programs like ours that people turn.

You are very aware of what happened in New York and the large
amounts of money that Catholic Charities had to find in order to help
people in the fiscal crisis there.

Therefore, when we are talking about fiscal velief or welfare re-
form, we are not talking about it in a vacuum. We are not talking
about it just in terms of the basic governmental structure alone, but
how that impacts on a lot of other things also.

With regard to the specific bill, I would just like to make a couple
of comments, and then Father Ryle will pick up with the rest of the
time allotted to us.

I think we would have to say, as others have already said this after-
noon, that it is fiscal relief; but it is certainly not welfare reform,
cven though it is billed as a welfare reform and fiscal relief act. We
would want to add our voice to those who think that fiscal relief if
it i given in the welfare program—and here we are talking about
AFDC—should be given within the context of broad, comprehensive
welfare reform. And this the bill does not do.

We recognize that there are four major features of the bill, It re-
places the present open-ended Federal match in the AFDC program
by a bloc grant to the States. It requires a passthrough by the States
to local government in certain cases,

There 1s a provision for an adjustment in the Federal funds to
reflect the changes in the Consumer Price Index.

It broadens the uses of funds for “social welfare purposes.”

We see major problems in each of these basic provisions of the bill.
I will just mention one of those and then Father Ryle will continue,
That is, the bloc grant approach would further fracture the present,
already piecemeal welfare system. It would accentuate the provision
of our national welfare program into 50 different programs. This
complicates administration, confuses the public, and often harms the
reciplent.

That is as far as T will go at the moment. Father Ryle.

Father Ryre. If I may, Senator, I would like to make just a few
specific comments and then would hope we would have time for any
questions you might wish to raise with us.

Again, I realize that in some of these, I will be picking up some
of the testimony you heard earlier, so I will make it brief.
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One of the things that we believe the bloc grant approach would
<o would be to make it difficult for States who wish to move in help-
ing intact families make such a move. We have 24 States now that
do not have the AFDC-UR and this bill, as we see it, would not
provide financial incentives to encourage participation with them to
make such a reform in their present (})rograms.

In your opening remarks you indicated that amendments to the
hill would provide for shifts in the State population and would also
have provisions for employment/unemployment trends in the State.
We will, naturally, be interested in seeing what the specifics of the
language look like when the bill is amended.

We are concerned that the bill does not, as far as we can under-
stand it, require a maintenance of efforts by the States. It does permit
States to retain any money they save by changes in their program
through the reduction of caseloads or grants.

There is a provision that funds may be used for social welfare
purposes but. as you remember from the debates, some 20 States have
some very wide ways of defining social welfare purposes.

We would be concerned, then, about the States using Federal dollars
from the block grant for present AFDC expenditures, and Lord only
knows to what the money saved might go.

I hope I am not being unduly pessimistic about the States, but
research about factors that correlate with the level of State welfare
payments do indicate that where you have a high percentage of non-
white people, you have low welfare payments. Where you do not have
a substantial State tax effort, you have low welfare payments. Things
like this do give us some concern about how the States would react
to the bloc grant.

Then, as has been indicated in our earlier testimony, there is every
incentive in the bill as presently written for a State to freeze ifs
appropriations because there would be no Federal match for addi-
tional improvements in the level of benefits.

There are so many specifics in the legislation, but our time is running
-out. Perhaps the rest of the time could be better used for discussion.

Senator Moy~N1AN. Mr. Ahmann, did you want to say something?

What is the evidence that we can get our other bills passed? We
could not even get them into committee in the House of Representa-
‘tives.

There is a sense of deja vu in these deliberations, only the last time
that we went through this scenario the administration was committed.
‘There was such a strong movement for reform, that it was a legitimate
tactic to hold out for more.

Mr. Ahmann, you know that all over this town there are people
kicking themselves because they did not take what could have been
-gotten in 1970, right?

Mr. Auaaxn. Senator, T was not in Washington in 1970. We are
talking about a more limited bill now which does propose a major
struetural change, which, in our view, is not reform.

You focused simply on—

Senator Moy~N1HaN, I do not mean to interrupt you, but since you
sav vou were not here in 1970, alas, I was. Monsignor Corcoran was.

Monsignor Corcoran. I was, and I agree with you on that, but that
isnot the answer I want to give you to the question you posed.
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Senator Moy~NrHAN. No, but it is part of the circumstance we are in.
Monsignor CorcoraN. You say, what are we going to do. We can-
not get a bill through, but also we do not want to get something through
that is going to make it harder to have welfare reform in the long run.

Senator Moy~1HAN. That is a very complex judgment.

Monsignor Corcoran. It is indeed, but I will make it.

Mr. Aryann. I think, Senator, if we focus largely on the fiscal
relief which is quite obviously needed, particularly by local govern-
ment—and indeed, the amendment that you.announced at the begin-
ning of the hearing today on the passthrough would mean that New
York would be getting less money than in the bill as written—then
I think the alternatives offered or suggested by APWA are much
preferable and would not provide a major structural change in the
program before you try to reform it. That is, either by changing the
present matching rates or by a measure such as the Rangel bill, which
will undoubtedly come over from the House.

Senator Moy~Nrtrax. When the bill died in the House, HEW gave
up. Nobody at HEW has had their salaries cut as New York City’s wel-
i:are mothers have had their benefits cut. Nobody has had their salaries

rozen.

You have not seen a threadbare member of HEW for a long time.

Mr. Aryaxw. I think we share, Senator, the discouragement that
you feel at what seems to be the White House position about welfare
reform at this time, but there certainly is a broad community of con-
cern for some interim fiscal relief which ought to be able to be given
by a method which does not disrupt the current program.

Senator Moy~tHAN. T have not seen that concern come out of the
White House.

Father RyLe. Perhaps. Senator, T have mixed feelings about both
Professor Glazer’s testimony, and T am obviously not optimistic about
what States might do as he is, but T wonder really if fiscal relief mayr
not be a realistic legislative possibility without the major structural
change that this bill wonld recommend.

Senator Moy~rHAN. That is a good question and T would like to find
out.

Father RyLe. One thing we have heard much about this afternoon
is the financial difficulties of State and local governments: vet. on an
overall basis, State governments are doing well financially in the
United States, so your bill would target relief on counties and citics
which certainly would be a desirable move forward.

The Rangel bill also would have the same target effectiveness, but
it is not quite as sympathetic to the financial plight of State govern-
ments.

Senator Moy~1HAN. If you want to do anything about cities, you
start——

Father Ryvrre. Yes, and T think vour bill and Rangel’s bill are tar-
geted and would be helpful to the local governments and mavbe that
would be a way to move toward easing some of their financial burdens,
and yet I think the States should be kept on the hook in terms of re-
?inonsibility in relation to trying to improve the overall level of bene-

ts.
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Senator Moyxnran. All I say is that we are trying to do something
and I hope you are not all going to oppose ong of the only committees
tryving to do anything. )

Monsignor Corcorax. I would like to speak to that, if I could, and
that is that it would seem, perhaps, that is what the result is, or some-
thing like that, but we would not want to be put in the position of
defending this administration, or any other administration, or HEW,
in this context that you are putting us. I think that we are extremely
sympathetic to your efforts now and in the past. And there is no
criticism of your kind of effort and your intent.

Nenator MoyxuraN. None was sensed, Monsignor. It is just that T
remember so well those scenes from 1969 and 1970. The only people
who had any trouble were the people who wanted to do something about
welfare, If vou did not want to do anything about it, you were left
alone. You lived a happy life.

The best became the enemy of the good.

Monsignor Corcorax. We took the position then that it was not an
all-or-nothing approach.

Senator Movy~1aN. That is part of the honorable 250-year history
of the National Conference of Catholic Charities.

Well. thank you very much, gentlemen. You could not be kinder to
come, Stay in touch with us, watch us, and pray for us. Do whatever
it is that you think will do the mnost good.

Monsignor Corcorax. We will certainly watch you and we will pray
for vou.

Nenator Moy~nirax, I hope your candidates, whoever they were,
were successful today.

[ The prepared statement of Monsignor Corcoran follows:]

STATEMENT OF TRE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF CATHOLIC CHARITIES, BY REV. MSGR.
LAWRENCE J. CORCORAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF
CaTHOLIC CHARITIES, AND REV. EpWARD J. RYLE, DEAN, MARYWO0OD COLLEGE
GRADUATE SCHOOL OF SOCIAL YWORK, SCRANTON, PaA.

Mr. Chalrman, Senators, I am Msgr. Lawrence J. Corcoran, Executive Director
of the National Conference of Catholic Charities. I have with me Father Edward
J. Ryle, Dean of the Marywood College Graduate School of Social Work in Scran-
ton, Pennsylvania, and Mathew Ahmann, Associate Director of our Conference,
We welcome this opportunity to express our concerns about S. 3470. These con-
cerns reflect the longstanding commitment of the Catholic Charitles Movement to
comprehensive welfare reform. Such reform would be good for the country and
waould be good for those who find themselves, from time to time, in need of support
by our society.

We are not new participants in the national discussion on the need to provide
public assistance for those in our country who have inadequate incomes. We have
been active on these issues since the 1930's. We supported you, Mr. Chairman,
\\éhen you worked for the adoption of the Family Assistance Plan from 1969 to
1972,

In May of this year I submitted a statement to you, along with a representa-
tive of the United States Catholic Conference, appealing for the kind of compre-
hensive welfare reform reflected in the Administration’s proposal (S. 2084%),
especially as that proposal had been improved by the work of the special House
Subcommittee on Welfare reform. Many of the major general principles which we
share with the United States Catholic Conference, and which are reflected in the
Adminisrtation bill, are also reflected in S. 2777 introduced by Senators Baker,
Bellmon, Danforth, Ribicoff and others. Those principles, which I will not
repeat here, can form the base on which a reform package could be legislated.

Unfortunately, those priciples are not reflected in 8. 3470 the “State and
T.ocal Welfare Reform and Fiscal Relief Act of 1978.” Indeed S. 3470 would not
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give us welfare reform at all. In our judgment it is a step backward, a step-
toward reducing the Federal responsibility for welfare in this country. While-
it would immediately provide some fiscal relief for many states and those local.
governments sharing the costs of the present AFDC program, the revision of
A¥DC funding from the present Federal matching program which provides, in.
the context of required state plans, an entitlement to those in need, to a block
grant with a celling, is so consequential a change that it would further complicate-
our federal system, and virtually preclude genuine reform in the future,

We note that by and large the states are not in fiscal difficulty, though
certainly many local governments which share AFDC costs are in need of fiscal
relief. If it is your intention, Mr. Chairman, and the intention of the Committee
on Finance to provide fiscal relief for state and local governments we urge that
such relief be provided within the framework of the present AFDC program, or by
legislation such as H.R. 13335 which has been reported by the House Ways and
Means Committee, rather than by a permanent and drastic change in the AFDC
funding mechanism. We have always urged that permanent fiscal relief be granted
only in the context of substantial reform. Since such reform is unattainable in
the remainder of this Congress, we urge the Finance Commitee to provide fiscal
relief for one year only at this time, as we continue to search together for com-
mon ground for genuine, comprehensive welfare reform.

There are three major features of 8. 3470, It would replace the present open-
ended Federal match in the AFDC program by a block grant to the states based on
present ease loads and a share of an additional $1.320 billion; 27.7 percent of
this fiscal relief would go to the states of California and New York, while almost
50 percent would go to six states. It would require those states where local
government shared AFDC costs (11 states as of 1976) to pass the block grant
on to local government up to an amount which would equal the local share.
Finally, while the block grant would impose a ceiling on Federal funds in AFDC,
S. 3470 would provide the states with an annual adjustment to reflect the change
in the Consumer Price Index. The bill would keep the present state plan require-
ments, but there are no administrative or other reforms in 8. 3470.

The block grant approach may seem appealing on the surface, but it could
result in significant harm to recipients and to states, and it might in the future
lead to as many as 50 different welfare programs treating recipients differently,
making it much more difficult to reform the system in the future.

Under the block grant approach the ceiling poses special difficulties. It would
make it difficult if not impossible for those states not now providing benefits
to intact families to bring unemployed fathers into the program. It does not
provide for variations in case load size due to increases or decreases in popu-
lation, or in unemployment and the needs for variations in case load size due
to increases or decreases in population, or in unemployment and the needs of
families and children. It provides no adjustments for variations in case load
size due to many of the other factors which result in need: death of a parent,
desertion, divorce. It would penalize those states whose economies declined.
who lose employable population and who are left with larger, less mobile and
more dependent population. Any increase in case loads (by a recession for
example) would require a reduction in grants for present reciplents, or a
massive increase in state costs, since the Federal government would provide
no more help.

The bill does not require a maintenance of effort by the states. It provides
that the states retain any money they save by changes in their programs, or by
reduction of case loads or grants. And while there is a provision that the
funds must he used for ‘“‘social welfare purposes”, that phrase is so vague that
it cou'd mean a'most anvthing. What it does mean, however, is that it does not
have to be used for cash benefits.

The absence of a maintenance of effort provision could result in the states
substituting Federal dollars for present state AFDC expenditures and using the
state funds thus freed up for anything from highways to tax relief. This too
witl hurt recipients.

These provisions just mentioned provide every incentive for a state to cap
henefits at present level, or to curtail benefits, or to drop parts of the program
such as intact families or children between the ages of 18 and 21 presently in
school. There is every incentive for a state to cap its appropriations for benefits,
since there will be no Federal match. There is every incentive for the states to
make it as difficult as possible for an eligible family to secure assistance, anc
we have plenty of such harassment in the current program. Under the approach
of 8. 3470 it would only increase.
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Under the bill as drafted, we understand that an analysis to be submitted
for the record by the Center on Social Welfare Policy and Law, reveals the
pass through provision will result in at least four states having to increase their
welfare costs at present case load and benefit levels—the states of Indiana,
Minnesota, New Jersey and New York. We do not know the effect on California,
where apparently the state just recently picked up a large share of the local costs.

Not only are we concerned about these negative effects, hut if the Federal
match in the current AFDC program is dropped in favor of a block grant with a
celling, there would remain no incentive for the states to gradually improve their
lienetfits to a more humane level. Indeed there would be no incentive for the
states presently providing a benefit of below 65 percent of the poverty level to
raise them even to that minimal point.

We are troubled also by the nature of the cost of living Increases which would
he provided by this bill. This is the only money the bill would provide which
must be passed on to recipients. There are a number of problems. The amnunt
of the cost of living adjustment is computed by multiplying any increase in the
Consumer Price Index by the “adjusted base period amount” of the block grant,
and that is based on present case load size. So if the case load in a state should
rise hecause of high unemployment, and if the cost of living increase were passed
on to reciplents it would be spread over a larger base, and amount, per recipient.,
to less than the cost of living change. Secondly, since the adjustment must only
e “passed on to recipients” and since there i{s neither a maintenance of effort
provision or a provision requiring the state to increase grants by an equivalent
amount, the additional money might merely be used to slightly raise henefit levels
the states had already cut, or used to cover case load growth and in the latter
case not go to previous recipients at all.

In addition, we see no reason for permitting the state not to pass the cost
of living increase on to recipients, and urge the Finance Committee to drop
the provision that the states may twithhold the benefit increase hy determining
and conveying to the Secretary of HHEW a finding that such an increase in
benefit levels is ‘“not necessary in order to provide adequate benefits to such
recipients.”

We hope it was your intent, Mr. Chairman, and the intent of the other spon-
sors of the bill, that states not cut henefits, and that the cost of living go to
each recipient in the amount of the adjustment. But if such were the intent,
it Is not reflected in the language of the bill.

For all these reasons, Mr. Chairman, we oppose the adoption of S. 3470.
Permanent fiseal relief for welfare costs should he coupled with substantial
structural reform of the welfare system, including improving the situation of
recipients. We do belleve that when genuine reform is initiated the Federal
government should assume the costs. In the interim, we would urge the Finance
Committee to consider other measures, such as those we have mentioned, to
provide fiscal relief on a one year basis.

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate this opportunity to present the views of the
National Conference of Catholic Charities.

Senator Movyx11tax. And now, another good friend of this commit-
tee, a distinguished economist and administrator. a touch of reality,
thehever-popu]ar Blanche Bernstein. Blanche, where are you? Come
up here.

pShe is, of course, the commissioner of social services of the Human
Resources Administration of the city of New York. Dr. Bernstein,
we welcome you.

Ms. Ber~sTEIN. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator Moyntiax. You have a long statement, which I will
put in the record as corrected. You may proceed as you would like.

Ms. BerxstrIN. Senator, since this is not as long a statement as
I generally write——

Senator Moy~NtHAN. Then why do you not just read it?

Ms. BerxstEIN [continuing]. I may try to read most of it. I will
skip, however.
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STATEMENT OF DR. BLANCHE BERNSTEIN, ADMINISTRATOR/COM-
MISSIONER, NEW YORK CITY HUMAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRA-

TION

Ms. BernstrIN, I do want to state at the outset, Mr. Chairman,
that the Human Resources Administration of New York and the
administration in New York City supports this bill despite the fact
that it gives us neither as much welfare reform nor as much fiscal
relief as we had hoped to obtain,

But. as you have said in your introduction of the bill, and I quote:
“There is no reason again to allow the best to become the enemy of
the good.” You have acknowledged that this may not be the best
bill. but it is certainly a good one.

It is good because it deals with two critical issues in public assist-
ance. One is fiscal relief to the localities, many of whom bear a dis-
proportionate share of the welfare burden. The other is that it makes
possible a cost-of-living increase to the people compelled to rely on
public assistance for survival.

You have been very eloquent here this afternoon, Senator, in de-
scribing the deterioration in the value of the welfare grant in New
York State and in New York City.

I would like to say a word about some of the testimony this after-
noon which has supported the principal of fiscal relief but has urged
another method of getting it: specifically, support has been given to
an increase in the Federal participation rate.

When I was in the New York State Department of Social Services,
working under Commissioner Stephen Berger, we recommended just
than an increase in the Federal participation rate. Commissioner
Berger made a major public statement on it. As a result, I attended
many meetings of the committees of the American Public Welfare
Association where we tried to work out different formulas.

That proposal got nowhere during the whole of 1976 and 1977 and
my own view—and I do not claim to be an expert politician, but only
an expert in the field of welfare—I do not think it has very much of a
chance now.

And so, I think in terms of fiscal relief for the States and localities
an urgent matter, that this is the only game in town.

Let me go on with my testimony. I would like to outline what I think
are some of the advantages to this bill for New York City and other
urban areas with large numbers of poor people living in them, as well
as some of the omission which I believe could, and should, be cor-
rected within the framework of a no-frills welfare reform package.

In my previous testimony before this subcommittee last April, I
noted that one of our primary concerns in any welfare reform legis-
lation is fiscal relief. The bill you are considering would relieve the
city of approximately a third of its share of the federally mandated
income maintenance program, a share which is now met by city tax-
levied funds.

We estimate that we would get fiscal relicf in the amount of about
$115 million in the city’s next fiscal year. The estimate depends, in
part, on one’s interpretation of the bill, of what might happen in the
event of some decrease in welfare expenditures in New York and how
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the State will interpret, or how the Federal Government will interpret,
the provision of the bill requiring the passthrough.

But, one way or another, we will obtain a significant amount. -

We estimate that, at present, the Federal Government contributes
about $696 million, or did in the period of October 1977 through
September 1978, and that this was the part of the Federal contribu-
tion to the State that came to New York City. Under your bill, this
would rise to about $801 million, exclusive of the allowance for price
increases.

T am. of course, very happy to note that the bill does tie the block
erant to the Consumer Price Index. thus making possible some up-
ward adjustment in public assistance grants, an adjustment which
fiscal constraints have prohibited during the last few years.

The addition of these extra Federal moneys into New York will
mean several things to the city. First, it will mean an easing of the
citv’s fiscal strain. i

I am sure you know very well how we have had to reduce a variety
of expenditures in the city. Social services were particularly hard hit,
as well as police and fire—we have had to institute tuition at the uni-
versities, lay off workers in a variety of fields. The fact is that to main-
tain our present level of $ervices in New York, a substantially reduced
level compared to a few years ago, we do need additional money.

Second, and very important from my point of view, this bill could
mean a release of some State and city funds which could be expended
to improve social services to the poor so that we can try to improve the
quality of their lives and reduce dependency on welfare.

As you know, I have strongly advocated programs to help those on
public assistance move away from dependency, so that they can become
productive, wage-earning members of the community. .

Third, this bill will provide incentives to States and cities to run
more efficient programs, thereby aveiding the high ineligibility and
overpayment rates of the past, because under this program, if we are
effective in reducing ineligibility, the savings will adhere to the city
instead of being shared, in large measure, with the Federal Govern-
ment,

We are particularly pleased that the money generated from the
grants under this bill must be used by the States for social welfare
programs except for the cost-of-living increases, which are to be passed
on to the welfare recipients. .

There are a few aspects of the legislation which do disappoint us.
The original proposal, put forward by you and Senators Cranston and
Long, envisioned a higher annual level of additional Federal financial
assistance—in fact, about twice as much as the current proposal. We
are disappointed. We could use twice as much without any difficulty.

But it will help us to have the smaller amount that would become
available under this bill.

1 would point out that, under this bill, the city will continue to con-
tribute 17 percent of the cost of AFDC, including administration, as
well as foster care and the emergency assistance program.

Further. the city’s share of home relief. a strictly city-State funded
program, will be $123 million in fiscal 1980, and this program takes

36-861—78——5
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care of the bulk of our childless couples and single persons on as-
sistance. The city’s share of medicaid also is not affected by this leg-
islation and is projected to cost the city $600 million in fiscal 1980.

As theso figures demonstrate, although this legislation begins the
process of reducing the city’s share of public assistance, we will con-
tinue to bear a very heavy burden in the city. Further, that burden
could be increased if, as a result of this fiscal relief and the passthrough
of the cost-of-living increase, the New York State Legislature and the
Governor opt to adjust some relief grants for cost of living to match
the increase to the AFDC recipients.

Nonetheless, New York City would support a change in the bill
which would make it mandatory to passthrough the cost-of-living ad-
justments to recipients.

Historically, New York State and the city have demonstrated a great
concern for its public assistance recipients. We have in the past in-
creased assistance grants, although we have not, because of fiscal re-
straints, done so in the last few years.

In the event. as this legislation proposes, that some States do not
passthrough the cost-of-living adjustments and New York does, it
might result in new incentives for people to move to New York in
order to avail themselves of the higher grant levels available in New
York City. And this is not to say, Senator, that in the past people
have moved to New York in order to get on welfare. I believe, how-
ever, they have been conscious of the generosity of welfare grants in
New York and have kept it in mind that if they did not make it, if they
could not find and keep & job, there was a fairly generous welfare
system to fall back on.

Senator Moy~1nax. We do not have any evidence that people move
to New York in order to collect higher welfare benefits. Conditions
in New York were just better than those from where they came.
Wages were better, housing was better, schools were better, and social
services were better,

Ms. BerystEIN. I think that is why they came, but some of them
did not make it and then they did go on welfare .

Another concern we have with the bill—and I believe this has been
mentioned a number of times today and you may already have taken
care of it in your introduction which, unfortunately, I missed because
my plane was a bit late.

The original bill did include the provision that the base grant
would be adjusted if unemployment rose. The present bill does not
include that adjustment.

. Senator Moy~max. That is right. I plan to change the bill to
include that factor.

. Ms. BerxsTeIN. I do think it is very important to use either an
Increase in unemployment or some other indicator. because while
there has been a decrease in the welfare caseload in New York State
and in New York City over the past year or so, and I anticipate a
further decrease this coming year, assuming no worsening of the eco-
nomic situation, one has to, as a responsible official, consider the possi-
bility that we will have another serious recession, that unemploy-
ment will rise substantially and, if so, we must anticipate some increase
in the welfare caseload.
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I might also point out that if we pass—and I think we will pass a
law providing for the cost-of-living increase—that will raise the
grants and, therefore, to some extent, increase the number of people
cligible for welfare and we do not need to take account of that.

In summary, I noted at the outset that this bill does not provide
for broad-based welfare reform, and I know—and I have listened to
many today—who object to the bill because of its rather limited focus.
But. as T wrote in my letter to the New York Times—and I have
attached that to my testimony, and, in that letter, I supported the
original “no-frills” proposal—this proposal. in my view, will in no
way diminish chances for other necessary welfare reform. States will
still earry close to their current share of welfare costs and the locali-
ties in States with general assistance program will still face the sub-
stantial program of assistance for childless families and single
individuals,

As I stated in the Times letter. the advantages of no frills with
welfare are overwhelming. I hope the Congress will agree.

Thank you. Mr. Chairman.

Senator Movximax, Well it is just marvelous of you to speak this
way. You speak with a touch of reality when you talk. You have
almost a million persons dependent on your program.

One of the things that this is designed to do is to enable States and
cities to innovate on their own—you must have had experience now
in the State and city governments with HEW's responses and efforts
to do that. Professor Glazer talks about some of the supported work
programs. ‘

They are very grudging in their approval—or am I wrong? Tell me
otherwise?

Ms. Brerxsteiy, Well. let me say it is not a simple process to go
through, and it is time consuming.

Senator Moy~inax. That is a fine statement. I thank vou.

Ms. BernsTeIN. T have several proposals up for consideration.

Senator Moy~1ax. T am anxious to hear about them. May I note
first the presence of a timelag. A certain generation in the social welfare
world used to be very much opposed to mothers working. There was
real resistance to the idea. and then one thing or another happened in
the cconomy and in the society. and mothers were working everywhere.

Is it not the case that there is a higher proportion of mothers with
voung children who do not receive welfare than who do? Is that not
the case?

M-=. BerxsreIN. T have commented on that many times, that I think
at the present time more than 50 percent of married women with chil-
dren 6 years of age or older are working and, indeed, about 30 to 35
percent of women with children aged 3 to 6 are working.

Senator MoyN1HAN. Yes.

Ms. BERNSTEIN. T think that the incentive for this is a higher stand-
ard of living. Women are working in order to help achieve a higher
standard of living for their families and this is as true, or even more
true. in intact families than it is in the female-headed families.

Senator Moy~NiHAN. The chairman of our committee has been heard
to say that we used to be puzzled about why there were more women
working in high-income families than in low-income families. We
finally figured it out. It is because they are working that they are high-
income families.
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We have a lot of work to do on this bill. Your testimon{ has been
extraordinarily helpful to us, and we would like you to help us with
its specifics.

I think that we should include in this bill a statement of our goal of
the complete Federal assumption of local costs. As I asked earlier, why
is the fiscal relief component of this bill set at $1.2 billion? Has a com-
puter derived this figure? Is this the ideal ratio?

No. The chairman of the House Committee on Ways and Means has
determined how much money he is prepared to put into fiscal relief this
year. Well, this is this year and that will be next. And if we can get
this1 as a first step in a progression, then eventually we might reach our

oal.

g Ms. BerxsteIN. I would just like to say a word in support of that
view. I think we will be making a very bad mistake if we reject this
bill—and by “we,” I am referring to all of the legislature and the vari-
ous organizations in this Nation who are concerned with welfare. I
think they will be making a very bad mistake if they reject this bill
because it just goes one or two steps of the way and does not do a whole
list of other things.

I could sit here and say. as I have in other testimony, and list other
things which I think should be in a welfare reform bill. But if we can
take this first step, we can get to the other steps next year. I really
hope we will not have to wait until next year in order to get three
steps at one time ar<, as you say. maybe not get any of it.

enator Moy~Ntnan. Well, that is our hope. Our hope is that we can
do something this vear and have some momentum for next year. We
need something positive to show for this Congress and we will sce what
the 96th will do for us.

Dr. Bernstein. thank you very much. It is late and I know you have
a pile of work to do back in New York City. You are very generous
to come down and we appreciate it.

Thank you very much.

M=, BerxsTrIN. Thank you very much.

[ The prepared statement of Dr. Bernstein follows:]

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE, SUBCOMMITTEE ON PuBLIC
ASSISTANCE, BY BraxcHE BERNSTEIN, NEw York Ciry Iuarax RESOURCES
ADMINISTRATOR/COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL SERVICES

Mr. Chairman. members of the Subcommittee on Public Assistance, I am pleased
to be here today to testify on behalf of the City of New York and the New York
City's Human Resources Administration, concerning Senate Bill 3470.

The legislation would fundamentally alter the current method of flnancing
AFDC hy substituting block grants for the current public assistance reimburse-
ment mechanism now used by the Federal government. Undoubtedly this funda-
mental change will ereate new and unforseeable issues that this Committee and
Congress will have to address in the future. However, I do not believe that we
need to fear change. I welcome it.

I want to state at the outset that we support this bill despite the fact that it
gives us neither as much welfare reform nor as much fiscal relief as we had
hoped to obtain. But as Senator Moynihan said in his introduction of this bill
“there is no reason again to allow the best to become the enemy of the good.”

As the Senator acknowledged, this may not he the best bill but it is certainly
A good one. It is good because it serves to cure two critical issues in public
assistance: one is fiscal relief to the localities, many of whom hear a dispropor-
tionate share of the welfare burden. and the other is a cost of living increase to
the people compelled to rely on public assistance for survival.
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In my testimony here today, I will outline what I think are the advantages of
this bill for New York City and other urban areas with large numbers of poor
people, as well as some omissions which I believe could and should be corrected
within the framework of a “no frills” welfare reform package.

In my previous testimony before this Subcomimittee last April, I noted that
one of our primary concerns in any Welfare Reform legislation is fiscal relief.
The bill you are considering would relieve the City of approximately one-third
of its share of federally mandated income maintenance programs, each year, now
met by City tax levy funds.

Under the new formula, New York City which has a G8 percent share of the
State’s AFDC expenditures. would receive fiscal relief of $115.3 million in the
city's next fiscal year, 1 should note, however, that this estimate depends on one
interpretation of the bill, specifically that if welfare expenditures decrease in
New York City, the state will obtain some benefit from the savings. On the other
hand, if in the event welfare expenditures in New York City decreased and the
State maintained its current effort until the city’s expenditure for AFDC and
the other covered items were reduced to zero, we would, of course, obtain more.

Since the federal share of the actual claims for AFDC, Emergency Assistance to
Families, Foster Care and administrative expenses related to these programs is
estimated at $696 million for the period October 1977 to September 1978, New
York City's part of the State's base under this proposed legislation would Le the
$696 million for this period, the legislation adds to this base New York's pro-
portion of the new appropriation of one billion three hundred and twenty million
dollars with the resultant new base grant becoming $801.3 million for New
York City's Fiscal Year 1980, excluding any allowance for price increases.

I am happy to note, however, that the bill does tie the block grant to the con-
sumer price index, thus, it will make possible some upward adjustinent in pub-
lic assistance grants, an adjustment which fiscal constraints have prohibited
during the last few years.

Rates of price increases are estimated by Senate Finance Committee at 6.5
percent on July 1. 1979 and 7 percent on July 1, 1980. The block grant for New
York City wounld rise to $806.5 million in the federal fiscal year 1980 and to $813
million in 1981. Concretely, this will mean that for the City's fiscal year 1980, we
will have net fiscal relief of $115.3 million.

This additional injection of federal monies will mean several things to New
York City :

First and foremost it will mean an easing of the City’s financial strain.

In my testimony before this committee last month concerning the need for an
increase in the Title XX ceiling, I pointed out that the City has been forced to
reduce its expenditures over the allotted ceiling, while concurrently preserving
vitally needed programs. It did so by shifting a number of programs to other
funding sources but these shifts, entailed raising the city's share from 125
percent to 25 percent, a heavy burden on scarce city tax levy funds.

As a result of inflation and the city’s fiscal crisis we have been forced to ent
back police and fire protection, introduce tuition at universities. lay off workers
and take other drastic measures to reduce City expenditures. The bottom line
is that we need the additional money proposed in this bill just to stay where we
are with respect to a wide variety. of city services.

Second, this bill could mean a release of some funds to expand social serv-
icesf to the poor to improve the quality of their lives and reduce dependency on
welfare.

As you know, I have strongly advocated programs to help those on public
assistance move away from dependency, so that they can lLecome productive
wage-earning members of the community.

Third, this bill will provide incentives to states and cities to run more
efficient programs thereby avoiding the high ineligibility and overpayment rates
of the past. Under this proposed legislation, if expenditures are reduced as the
result of better run programs the localities and the states will realize the
savings. We are hopeful that to the extent a particular locality achieves a
reduction in caseload, through improved quality control, the state would apply
this additional money towards reducing the City's share of federally funded
guhlic asstistance programs, -as well as passing through the federal adjusted

ase grant.

We are particularly pleased that all monies generated from the grants under
this bill must be used by the states for Social Welfare programs, except for the
cost of living increases which are passed on to welfare recipients.
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Although this bill certainly moves us in the right direction, there are several
aspects of the legislation which disappoint us.

The original proposal put forth by Senators Cranston, Moynihan and ILong.
envisioned a higher annual level of additional Federal financial assistance than
the amounts proposed in this legislation, in fact, about twice as much as the
curreut proposal.

Although some localities, where public assistance benefits are low, or which
contribute only a small percentage of the total welfare cost, will be relieved
of this total current burden, this will not happen in New York City. The Fed-
eral bloc grant rate will in effect, only increase the reimbursemnet rate to
about 59.5 percent from the present 50 percent level in the city's fiscal year
19580. In 1981 it will rise to about 60 percent.

As New York State is one of only twelve states which require that the
localities contribute a local share of welfare cost, New York City's welfare
burden will still remain heavy.

‘The City will continue to contribute 17 percent of AFDC costs in fiscal year
1980. Further, the city’'s share of home rellef, a strictly City/State funded
program, will be $123 million in fiscal 1980. This program encompasses the bulk
of our childless couples and single persons on assistance. The city's share of
Medicald, also not affected by this legislation. is projected at $600 million in
fiscal 1980. As these figures demonstrate, although this legislation begins the
process of reducing the city’s share of public assistance, there will continue to
be a very substantial portion of city funds going into these programs.

Even the fiscal relief we do receive under the bill could be decreased if the
New York State legislature and the Governor opt to adjust Home Relief grants
for the cost of living to match the increased grants which will be glven to AFDC
recipients,

Nonetheless, New York City would support a change in the bill which would
make it mandatory to pass through cost of living adjustments to reciplents. His-
torically, New York State and City, has demonstrated a great concern for our
public assistance recipients. In the event, as thia legislation proposes, it was
possible for some state not to pass through the cost of living adjustments, it
might result in new incentives for people to move to New York, in order to arvail
themselves of the higher grant level.

I must also express our concern that the current bill, unlike the orlginal pro-
posal makes no provision for adjusting the base grant to reflect increases in the
level of unemployment. Should the number of welfare clients increase, states
will either have to increase their own expenditures to maintain assistance levels
or reduce the grants to recipients.

As a responsible public official, I recognize that if we go through another re-
cession, like that expericnced in 1975-76, we can anticipate such a caseload in-
crease. If one looks at the trend over the last decade, the national caseload
increased during the recessions of 1971-72 and 1975-76. It declined in 1977 and
has continued this decline so far in 1978 as unemployment has decreased.

Although several factors account for these increases, recession and the ac-
companying higher level of unemployment obviouly were, Iin part. the cause.

We are currvently not projecting any caseload increase in New York City either
for the current or the next fiscal year. In fact we are projecting some further
decrease on our cost containment measures and the assumption that the eco-
nomie situation in New York will not worsen.

But, as the bellwether for future Congressional legislation on welfare, I would
hope this bill would at least provide for such a possibility and allow for adjust-
ment of base perfod expenditure either in relation to unemployment or some other
appropriate economie indieator.

Finally. T want to discuss the issue of welfare reform. At the outset I noted
that this bill didn't provide for brond based welfare reform. I know there are
many here today, who would object to this bill because of ita rather limited focus.
But as I wrote in my letter to the New York Times (attached) on July 10, 1978,
in support of the original “no frills” proposal, this proposal will in no way di-
minish chances for other necessary welfare reforms.

The Rtates will still carry close to thelr current share of welfare costs and the
Mayors in states with General Assistance programs will stfll face the substantial
burdens of assistance for childless families and single individuals.

In summary. us I stated in the Times, “the advantages of “no frills” welfare
are overwhelming.” I hope the Congress will agree.

Thank you for allowing me to testify here today.
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THE CITY oF NEW YORK,
HuMAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION,
New York, N.Y., July 10, 1978.

T.ETTERS TO THE EDITOR,
NEW YOrRK TIMES,

229 West 434 Strect,

Nciwe York, N.Y.

Attention : Kalman Siegel.

DEAR EpiToR : ““No Frills Welfare”—Not really a dilemma.

The dictionary definition of dilemma is a choice between equally unfavorable
or disagreeable alternatives. By popular definition, it is also a choice between
equally favorable or agreeable alternatives, or between favorable and unfavorable
features of equal weight. By none of these definitions is the “No Frills” welfare
proposal a dilemma. 1 think the choice is easy.

It i{s true that the Cranston, Long, Moynihan proposal does not provide for
federal participation in general assistance to working poor intuact famflies—but
we have only 4,000 such families on welfare out of over 350,000 cases. -

The proposal does not provide for federal participation to childless families or
single persons on assistance, and the City’s share of $120 milllon of the costs of
the program constitute a substantial burden. But even under the Carter Admin-
istration's welfare reform, we would continue to pay a significant share of these
costs and, in any event, nothing blocks efforts to achieve federal participation
in the future.

The proposal relies on tax incentives to private or non-profit agency employers
to increase employment opportunities for welfare clients rather than on a further
expansion of public service jobs and this is a serious weakness. But far out-
welghing this weakness are the advantages offered—and for 1980.

These advantages are—

It would relleve New York City of approximately 70 percent of the share of
welfare costs now met by City tax levy funds, about $310 million a year in cur-
rent prices and more in 1980 dollars.

By tying the block grant to the price index, it will make possible some upward
adjustment in welfare grants, an adjustment which fiscal constraints have pro-
hibited during the last few years,

By also tying the block grant to the level of employment, it will protect us
in the event of another recession.

It will release funds which can be diverted to social services to the poor to
improve the quality of their lives and reduce dependency on welfare, and to
preventive services—to avold unnecessary placement of children in foster care,
or of the aged in institutions, or unnecessary school dropouts, even while a
substantial part of the savings can be allocated to reductions in taxes or
indebtedness.

It will provide incentives to states and localities to maintain effective and efii-
cient administration of welfare programs and avoid the high ineligibility and
overpayment rates of the past because (a) the cost of ineffective administra-
tion would be borne entirely by the states and localities and (b) all savings
from reductions in caseload resulting from decreased ineligibility and over or
underpayments, as well as, savings from reduced dependency would be reserved
to the states,

It will aid the working poor through an increase in the earned income tax
credit and provide these additional funds on a curren! basls, instead of with-
holding the funds until income tax time,

The Times editorial of July 5th expresses concern that passage of the Cranston,
Lang, Moyniban proposal may diminish the chances for other necessary welfare
reforms because the financial pressures on Governors and Mayors will be
diminished. Maybe, but I doubt it. The states will still carry close to their cur-
rent share of welfare costs and the Mayors in states with general assistance pro-
grams will still face the substantial burdens of assistance for childless families
and single individuals. These same officials will continue to have an interest in
mandating welfare to families headed by unemployed fathers in those states
which do not have such programs because it is to their interest to do so.

In sum, the advantages of “‘no frills” welfare are overwhelming. I hope it finds
overwhelming support in the Congress.

Sincerely yours,
BLANCHE BERNSTEIN,

Admintstrator/Commissioner.
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Senator MoyN1HaN. And now the committee will hear from another
New Yorker, Ms. Theresa Funiciello. Ms. Funiciello, have I pro-
nounced that correctly ? '

Do you have some colleagues who you would like to have join you?

Ms. Foxicienro. This is Connie Red Bird Uri, an M.D. representing
Indian family welfare and survival rates from California.

Senator Moy~1aaN. We welcome you to this committee, and Ms.
Funiciello, you have some testimony. Please go right ahead.

Ms. FuNiCIELLO. Yes.

STATEMENT OF THERESA FUNICIELLO, DIRECTOR, DOWNTOWN
WELFARE ADVOCATE CENTER, NEW YORK CITY; ACCOMPANIED
BY CONNIE RED BIRD URI, M.D.

Ms. Fuxicierro. I would like to comment briefly on the hastiness of
these hearings. For poor people, it is very difficult to be able to get to
events like this without more time to be able to go over the details. It
was a fairly complicated endeavor going through the bill and cross-
checking it with the Social Security Act and all of that, and I think it
would have been important to have more input from the people whose
lives are about to be affected by the bill were 1t to pass.

As you have indicated, and as other people have indicated, benefit
levels are already very low right now. In no State are they up to
poverty level and, in fact, in New York State, they are at 58 percent
of what they were in 1971.

Senator Moy~1HaN. Fifty-eight.

Ms. Fu~icieLLo. Yes.

Senator MoyNrHAN, Is that in constant dollars?

Ms. Fu~rcrenro. As a result of the cost-of-living and the rent maxi-
mums that have been put on welfare recipients.

Senator Moy~1HAN. So there is a real reduction of about 42 percent.

Ms. Fuxicierro. Right. :

Senator Moy~i1naN. My figures were from 1974, so there is no con-
flict between us.

Ms. Fonicierro. That is probably the case.

However, it seems to me that this bill could possibly make benefits
go down and not up, and that worries me, because whereas it says that
this block grant will be given to States for social welfare purposes, it
does not indicate that it has to go to AFDC at the levels that people are
presently living at at all, as far as I could tell, and in States where
people are not particularly in favor of grant increases, or who might, in
fact, prefer not to have increases—for instance, I was curious to hear
Blanche Bernstein say that she was in favor of increases in some ways
since only recently she was quoted as saying that welfare recipients
already received too much—well, they already get enough, is what I
understand that she had said. And that one of the ways that she decided
that recipients had gotten too much was by computing the medicaid
costs of all people into an average which, when tacked on to the amount
of money a person receives on AFDC, actually made it look like they
might, in fact, have gotten more money.

What we on welfare decided was that, in fact, if we all spent 6
months in a hospital bed with an acute illness we could be interpreted
to be rich during that period.
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Senator Moy~N1aN. That is a fair point.

If you get a lot of medical costs paid for you, theoretically, your
welfare receipts are high.

Ms. Fonicienro. Of course, that is not money that comes to people.
That is money that goes to doctors and medicaid mills, et cetera.

In cases where there are States that have already benefit levels that
are so low that it would seem to almost any nonwelfare person im-
possible to live on, there does not seem to be ani incentive to increase
those benefit levels—like in Mississippi, where they are at $700 a year,
I believe, for a family of four—there is just nothing in this bill that
would try to help out the poorest of the poor by raising those benefit
levels, as far as I can tell,

As well, though, you talk about cost-of-living increase, it is not
necessarily passed on to individual people per se, as I read it. It could
be passed on and it could not be passed on. States could say to the
Federal Government that, in fact, people did not need it, and it is
unlikely, as far as I can tell, that int?ation is going to reverse itself in
the very near future. as well—since it is a bloc grant and it has nothing
to do with actual caseloads, it seems to me that if the caseload were to
be able to grow—needed to grow because of a recession, or something
clse. a lot, then that money could be passed on as going to recipients
without, in fact. again causing any diﬂ%rence in terms og cost-of-living
increases to individuals.

Senator Moyx~1max. I think that is a reasonable point.

Ms. Funricrerro. Further, {'ust along that point, I understand that
you are going to base this bloc grant on June of 1978 costs, present
costs. and in New York City, in April of 1978, a report was published—
the results of the report were published in the New York Times and I
have read the entire report—indicating that 51 percent of the people in
the welfare centers in New York City were incorrectly rejected and, in
fact, in the period of time of those many months almost since Mrs, Bern-
stein took office, people have been turned away in just outrageous
numbers—incorrect rejections.

We have, on record, a lower caseroll than we have had for years,
but the people are not getting services. And if my people have any
success in turning around what is essentially an illegal process by
denying people benefits to which they are legally entitled. then we
are likely to have an increase in the caseload, because people are not
any poorer. There are, really, not any more jobs in New York City
than there were before.

So, again, I am concerned that if you increase the caseload you
might end up decreasing the amount of money that goes to particular
individuals or, at least, not passing the cost of living on.

When you combine the present low rolls with 58 percent of the
standards of need established by the State of New York which. in
1969, had decided that one should get 100 percent of the standard of
need. and now we are getting 58 percent, children will not be any
better off, which is what yvou want to purport to do.

T think children could be very much worse off.

Not only that, but, at present, there are some reasons to believe
that the Federal Government, in particular. has made it possible for
States. indirectly, has set it up for States to commit these kinds of
abuses of cutting people out. I know in New York the talk about
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error and overpayment has been outrageous and, for awhile, the State
was threatened that money would be withdrawn if they overpaid
people, but I never saw the Federal Government say if you under-
pay people or if you did not pay them at all that you would take the
money away.

_Consequently, you have the result that you have now with this par-
ticular administration and I am afraid that this bloc grant can also
do that, because you do not gain any further when you add these peo-
ple. You only get more in the hole.

A lot of this is taking place in applications. People are being turned
away everywhere—not because they are not poor, but because there
are many ways to abuse the law. And if you remove, in my opinion, at
least—we recently petitioned HEW on applications procedures, my
group and four or five other welfare rights groups around the coun-
try, and just gruesome stories were told about what was happening
to people. and we are hoping to get HEW to try to monitor States in
turn. You know, get some accountability for poor people happening.
It really needs to happen.

If vou take this money and you just give it to States and then you
say. “I can’t really spank your bottom any more if you don’t do a
good job,” they are going to do a worse job. Because 1 do not believe
top-level administrators in New York particularly, care about the
poor. unless the poor get in the way. .

Tt does not offer more benefits, it does not offer better jobs and it
seems to me that one of the things that really has to be dealt with—
and I do not mean to beat a dead horse—but you have to get States
into compliance with some kind of laws as they are presently consti-
tuted. let alone making it possible for people not to even have to deal
with that. o

I mean, in New York City, the rate of brutality in welfare centers—
and I am not talking about just getting your check: I am talking about
ot getting your check and getting your teeth kicked in—is outrageous.
We have documented it. We have tried to give it to the administrators.
We have tried to give it to the politicians. Some of them are beginning
to realize that it is a serious issue, but the administrators are not
believing it, or interested in it. .

In fact, we can prove that it is happening. We can prove that people
have been beaten to death in welfare centers in New York. We can
prove that it is happening in welfare centers throughout the city of
New York and in all of the burroughs of New York. _

There are, at present, no real accountability structures, either for
workers in the welfare center who repeatedly incorrectly reject people
or security guards who repeatedly beat them up. .

In fact, the task force report on brutality that came out of the city
of New York had really one solution for a security guard beating a
recipient and that was to move him to another center so he could go to
the next center and beat somebody else up again. . )

We know specific security guards whom we have evidence against
who bave beaten people who have not been removed. We have asked
to have them removed because they are vicious people. The whole city
system is a vicious, vicious, vicious, welfare system.
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This bill potentially gives it more room to be more vicious than it
itlready is, let alone deal with the benefit levels which are outrageously
ow.
When you said something about New York having better housing ¢
My God, we have slums like there are not in the rest of the country.
Slums in the Bronx, in the Lower East side, in Oceanville, Browns-
ville, You must know that. You are from New York. Outrageous slums,
where people do not get heat in winter half the time.

Senator Moy ~N1uaN. I said people——

Ms. Fu~rtcreLro. But that 1s what poor people live in.

Senator Moy~N1naN. Please. I said that there was no evidence that
people moved to New York City to get welfare. I said that, in the past,
we have had experience where our wages were better, our schools were
better, and our housing was better, than the conditions which many
were leaving behind. Before you decide that things are so awful in
New York, yvou have to look at some of the places it citizens have
come from.

Ms, FunicieLro. I would question whether many people actually
come to New York looking for welfare. I think it is conceivable that
people come looking for work and do not get it and end up on welfare
because they do not have enough money to go someplace else once
they have gotten there. But that is my understanding of the likelihood
of people moving. I mean, you move to get welfare seems to me
preposterous.

It is funny, also. The Government gives us funny kinds of bones,
and it seems to me they could do a better job. We get medicaid, which
granted is a very important thing for us to be able to go to a doctor, but
that resulted in medicaid mills in horrendous—I mean, I could tell you
about abuses. I could tell you about doctors who told me my kid had
TB when, in fact, she never had TB and told me how many—I mean,
this is not just my story. I am not telling you one person’s story. I
know people who have gone into hospitals with a broken arm and come
out with a cast on their leg as well. I am not exaggerating, and it is
over and over again.

I know that people are getting prescriptions for things they do not
need and do not want. They are put on medicines. They are abused
left and right. I mean, if you had a national health insurance program
and then some of the working poor who do not qualify for doctors,
could also get access to medical help, it seems to me that some of these
kinds of abuses that work out when you set up systems to help the poor
exclusively. They work against the poor in some ways—not that I am
suggesting to take medicaid away and leave us with nothing, but na-
tional health insurance would be a much better solution.

You give us le%al services. Now, there are many, many very fine peo-
ple working for legal services, but the top-level management is so in-
sensitive to the needs of poor people that it is an outrage, as far as I
am concerned.

Senator Moy~N1HAN. In legal servicest?

. Ms. Funicrerro. At the top level of the corporation. I am not talk-
ing about lawyers who do work—you know, the ones who advocate
for us. I am talking about some of the top-level management people.
They are so dammed insensitive to poor people’s needs it is an outrage.
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In fact, as far as I am concerned, you talk about creating jobs, if you
took one-tenth of their budget and gave it to poor people’s advocates,
who are poor people. give them those i’obs, give them that money—I
mean, if I could apply for that money, 1 guarantee you, my people can
help more people than two-tenths of the budget could do for them.

Again, T am not advocating eliminating legal services, but we should
have a right to help ourselves in some kinds of ways, and we can do
that, but in fact, my office is going to close down next month if I do
not get some money quickly, because we cannot pay the rent, and I do
not expect to get another check next week when my check time is due
because we do not have any more money for that, and I do not partic-
ularly want to go back to welfare. Not at all. But I am a hard-working
person and my people are hard-working people, and I tell you some-
thing else. T hear a lot about work and welfare. A mother raising chil-
’g}'({n on a welfare budget is one of the hardest working people you ever

id see.

A middle-class mother who works taking care of her children is pur-
ported to be a hard-working person, and yet. when she wants to wash
her clothes, she has a washing machine. When she has to take the kids
somewhere, she has a car. When she wants to cook the food, she has
a decent range to do it on. When she wants to dress her kids she can
buy the clothes at the store and not worry about if they are going to
freeze that night because she knows the heat is going to be on.

That person is a hard-working person. Take all of those goods away,
things that are not available to a woman on welfare—tell me she is not
a hard-working person already.

And also, many, many poor women are working on welfare and they
do not get a whole lot of money. but there is not much child care. And
one of the great fiascos of New York’s financial crisis was that we had
day-care centers in which day care was provided at one time, and then
they decided that they were not going to provide the day care any more,
but they continued to pay the rents on the day-care centers. So a lot of
women went on welfare. but the rent was still paid.

Senator Moy~1iaN. That is a matter of record, I think.

Ms. Founrcrerro. That, and many other abuses at the top level. the

ermanent government that has really created the financial crisis in
b'e\y ll’lork—with the help of the elected government, sometimes—but
asically—

Senator Moy~N1man. Well, it is now past 6 o’clock and we have not
igottg?n to our final witness. Doctor, did you want to add some remarks
rere

Dr. Rep Birp. Just a few short comments.

Senator Moy~THAN. Please.

Dr. Rep Brro. This is a wealthy Nation. It is a matter of priorities,
and Indian people want to survive. We feel we have a human right to
be born. We feel we have a human right to live and to grow and then
grow old and then die.

We resent the welfare system that tells us, American Indians, that we
have no right to live. They tell us we have no right to stay in the cities,
that we have to go back where we came from. When you ask a welfare
~worker, where is that, they say, wherever your tribe was.
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And I say to her, lady, my tribe was moved three times. Do you want
me to go back to where it was when the English came or when the
colonists came, or is it a violation of my constitutional rights?

Senator Moy~1aN. What is your tribe?

Dr. Rep Birn. I am a Cherokee-Choctaw-Osaogee. My Indian name
is Husiuma, which translates into Red Bird.

I am in Los Angeles currently. We have 80 percent unemployment
among the Indian community. We surpassed the black teenager, who
has 45 percent unemployment. We now have Proposition 13, which was
a racist bill. It was pure racism. They have clothed it with words, such
as “fiscal responsibility,” “a taxpayers’ revolt.”

1t was voted in by people who have become stingy in this great land.
Most of them came from other countries as immigrants and we shared
with them, and now they have become stingy.

But our constitutional rights are being violated. As they beat the
people physically for demanding bread in the welfare offices of today,
are they going to beat us in the streets as people scream for bread ?

If we have to resort to stealing in order to live, in order to survive,
then we will have what, police squads rounding up the begging people ?
Is this Nation going to beconie a nation of beggars? Are the prisons
going to be full of political prisoners, as Andy Young says, who are
hegging for food? What kind of an image does this look to the world,
that this Nation of wealth, people have three or four homes—homes in
Beverly Hills, condominiums in Palm Springs, condominiums down
in Mexico, condominiums for skiing in St. Moritz, Switzerland. There
is a certain class here that has the wealth, and then you have the masses
of people who are begging.

éo we all become political prisoners when we beg for our bread ?

Senator Moy~1aAN. Let us hope not. Let me say that, of course, this
legislation is meant in a way to be a response to Proposition 13, We
want to make sure that local governments in California which pay,
as in New York, about a quarter of welfare costs, will have money for
their beneficiaries.

Dr. Rep Biro. They will not use it properly. We prefer the Federal
Government, because we know how the States do it. We have Indians—
T also want to speak of South Dakota, the racist State of South Da-
kota. They will deliberately not give us anything to drive us out of the
State. This will be used to drive us away, and what are we going to
be? Internal refugees in our own land %

Senator Moy~1aAN. That is a perfectly legitimate subject, but it is
not the one of this hearing. We are not changing Federal legislation
at all. We hope to change the degree to which funding is provided by
the Federal Government, so that welfare recipients are not dependent
upon local %gvemment financing.

Dr. Rep Birp. But where do you mandate in the bill that AFDC
must exist as it is presently constituted ¢

Senator Mov~N1HAN. We do not mandate it, because——

Dr. Rep Brrp, That is the point.

Senator Moy~N1HAN. No, that is not the point, madam. The AFDC
legislation is not changed in any way. It is not affected at all. We are
providing more Federal funds for the existing program. We are not
changing the program at all.

36-861—78——86
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I have to show a little courtesy to Mr. Leonard Lesser who has pa-
tiently waited, as you have done. We thank you both for appearing.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Funiciello follows:]}

STATEMENT OF DOWNTOWN WELFARE ADVOCATE CENTER

I'm Theresa Funiciello from the Downtown Welfare Advocate Center, a wel-
fare rights organization in New York City composed of welfare recipients and
other poor people. We are a primarily volunteer organization supported by dona-
tions. We have been in existence since 1974 when a group of welfare mothers
came together to see what they could do to improve their lives, the lives of their
children and other poor people. Over one hundred separate agencies and organi-
zations in the city of New York refer people to us and join us in various work
meetings. We believe that as poor people in the city working for a better life for
poor people that our testimony reflects the positions of the bulk of poor people in
New York City.

The Downtown Welfare Advocate Center strongly opposes S. 3470 because we
believe it would hurt the poor mothers and children we represent every day of
the week in the welfare centers of New York City, and poor families throughout
the country. We suminarize our reasons in this short statement and ask that we
be allowed to submit a more detailed statement by the end of the week.

There are many problems with the current welfare system which this Congress
needs to address. Benefits are much too low to enable a mother to take care of
her children. In almost all states large numbers of needy people, such as two-
parent families and adults without children, are kept out of the system alto-
gether. There is no program to provide regular job opportunities that would
enable people to support themselves at a decent level of income.

President Carter introduced a bill that addressed many of these problems.
We supported some of the provisions in that bill and opposed others, and still do.
S. 3470, however, is far worse, for it makes no attempt to deal with any of these
problems. In addition, unlike other “fiscal relief” bills, it would not simply give
the states some additional funds for the AFDC program, What it would do is to
change the whole relationship between the federal government and the states
for the worse, so far as poor people are concerned.

Under current law as it works in most states such as New York, the federal
government pays a fixed percentage of the state’s AFDC costs, including costs
for AFDC-U and foster care, and the state’s Emergency Assistance to Families
(EAF) costs. If the state spends more, it gets more help from the federal gov-
ernment. Under 8. 3470, the state would get one amount of money, a so-called
bloc grant, no matter what it spent on AFDC or EAF benefits. This would have
the following unfortunate results:

States could divert their current state and local AFDC and EAF expenditures
to other purposes, or not spend the money at all.

States would have a greater incentive to cut benefits, or to increase the use
of abusive or illegzal means to reduce the welfare rolls, since they would reap
100 percent of the savings.

The federal government's ability to control what the states do would be under-
cut, since HEW would no longer have the power to refuse to reimburse expenses
in particular cases in which the state violated federal law. This Is because the
state would be entitled to the payment as long as it had an approved state AFDC
plan even though it violated the rules in that plan in some cases.

As we stated above, real increases in benefits are needed throughout the
country. Yet the only suggestion of any help for recipients in most states, such
as New York, is the cost of living provision in the bill. As everyone knows, cost
of living increases do not provide real increases in terms of increased buying
power. Furthermore, we believe that the cost of living provision in the bill might
not produce any cost of living increases for poor people,

There is nothing in the bill to guarantee that program beneficlaries would
recelve any actual benefit from the increases that would be given to the states.
In the first place, in states where the caseload grows, for example, because of
increased unemployment, we fear that these additional funds might be “passed-
on” to recipients not as an increase in benefits per family, but in the increased.
total payment to all families. In other states, the ‘“pass-or” might be only in
foster care cases, and most mothers and children would get nothing more. This
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is because the bill does not say how the cost of living increase must be passed

on.

Ancther problem with the cost of living provision is that the state could keep
{ts increase and not pass it on at all by stating that current benefits are ade-
quate, While we think it is clear that benefits in New York City are grossly
inadequate, we understand that the current New York City Commissioner has
said that New York AFDC benefit levels, which have not been increased in four
years, are still adequate.

Finally, in most states, even if the state did pass on the federal cost of living
increase, the amount of the increase for each recipient might not reflect the full
increase in the cost of living. This is because there would be no requirement
that the state add to the federal funds and the federal increase in states like New
York would only be based on a part of the benefit.

All-in-all, the cost of living provision would offer very little if anything for
recipients.

Recipients would also he unlikely to benefit from the fiscal relief that would
be given to the states. There is no indication that any of this relief would be
passed on to the poor in any way. Many states have made it clear that they want
fiscal relief to lower taxes, not to help AFDC recipients. Thus poor people would
receive hardly any benefit out of the additional $1.5 hilllon that the federal
government would be spending on AFDC and EAF under this bill,

One last point, As we noted above, and as Senator Moynihan said when he
introduced the hill. this bill would give the states much more authority to run
the AFEDC porgram any way they like. It is our experience that we often have
to depend on the federal govermment to defend our basic rights under the law,
and that state and local administrators are often arbitrary., vindictive, and
lawless. We cannnt support a bill which would remove federal controls needed
by the poor and offers poor people no benefits, and we therefore oppose 8. 3470.

Senator Mov~max. Finally, Mr. Lesser, we once again welcome
von to this committee.

May T just say, Dr. Bernstein, did you wish to make any state-
ment in the aftermath of the previous testimony? T wonder if Mr.
Lesser would step aside for just a moment while Ms. Bernstein
comes up. These are public hearings, and we want to have a full
record.

Ms. BernstrIN, I appreciate that, Senator.

I want to comment on only one of the points made, the reference
to the fact that we are rejecting 50 percent of the applicants who
come to ask for assistance.

At one point in March, we did a study in four centers which had
verv high rejection rates. We did. indeed, find that 50 percent of
those rejections should have been deferred, rather than rejected.

We instituted a training program because obviously there had been
misinterpretation of some of the regulations. As a result of the train-
ing program, we began to reduce that rate which—citywide, by the
wav, was 29 percent, not 50 percent.

In a period of 8 weeks, we reduced the rate of improper rejections
from 29.5 percent to less than 4 percent. In the meantime, half of the
people who had been rejected instead of being deferred came back
to the centers with the additional documentation. Their cases were
reviewed, and most of them were accepted.

Further, on July 1. we wrote to all of the others who had been
improperly rejected telling them to come in, with the additional docu-
mentation, and if they were eligible they would get grants back to
the dates when they originally applied.

So that whole problem has been taken care of and, indeed, the rate
of applications accepted has not changed very much over the period
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from January of this year to July of this year, the latest months for
which T have the data.

Senator Moy~inaN. It sounds to me as if you did what the admin-
istrator of a huge program should have done, and did it with dispatch.

Ms. Funtcrerro. I read that audit. It is an improper audit. I
guarantee you. I can prove it to you.

Qur caseloads have not gone down one little bit, nor have the case-
loads of legal services. You should check that before you accept that
as an answer.

Senator Moy~maN. If you would send us that information, we
would be happy to consider it when we examine the audit.

Now. we do have to show a little mercy to Leonard Lesser.

‘Thank you very much, Dr. Bernstein.

Ms. BernsTEIN. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Moy~iraN. Now, sir. Do we have your statement here?
T know we do. I have just lost it in a pile here.

Mr. LEesser. I request that——

Senator MoyNTHAN., Here we are.

May I just say that you are appearing as general counsel of the
Center for Community Change, an old friend of this cause.

STATEMENT OF LEONARD LESSER, GENERAL COUNSEL, CENTER
FOR COMMUNITY CHANGE

My, Lesser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I might say I have been
waiting at least since 1967 when I served as a member of the Public
Welfare Advisory Council. I would request that my statement be
printed in the record. and I will try to summarize it briefly.

AsTindicated in my statement, I have been advised by the AFL-CIO
and by Mitchell Ginsberg, dean of the School of Social Work of
Columbia University, that they agree with the points which I have
expressed in opposition to S. 3470; and this morning I was advised by
the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees
that, after having gone over the statement, they agree with it, too.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the groups I have mentioned and I
have developed a broad, comprehensive program for welfare reform.
Our opposition, however, to S. 3470 is not based on its failure to include
such comprehensive reform proposals.

As you also know, going back in history, the groups with which T am
associated were the groups that worked with Senator Ribicoff and the
Secretary of HEW in trying to work out a compromise in 1972. You
were kind enough to refer to it in your book. We did work out the
compromise. Unfortunately, it was not accepted by the President.

I mention that because I want it to be clear that our opposition is
not based on an &ll or nothing proposition. Our opposition is based on
the fact that S. 3470 does nothing to improve the benefits of the welfare
recipient, to make the program more adequate or more equitable.

In fact, we believe that the change in the financing method offers
incentives to the States to reduce expenditures for AFDC. It offers
no incentive to those States which have low benefits to improve those
benefits, since the cost of such improvement would have to be borne
100 percent by those States.
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We, too, are concerned about the welfare recipients in New York
whose benefits have not kept pace with the cost of living. We are also
concerned, however, with the welfare recipients in the rest of the coun-
try who also need increases and where the failure to give the increase
has not been because of the fiscal plight of the city or State but because
of the unwillingness of the State legislature to increase the benefits,

In those States, they are getting Federal grants of 75 percent to 80

)erc%nt, so it is not a fiscal question; it is an unwillingness to improve
enefits.

Unfortunately, S. 3470 would give no incentive to those States to
improve the benefits. It would give them more money without requiring
that that money be spent for improved benefits,

I think it is unfortunate, Mr. Chairman, that this approach is being
suggested at this time. I, too, have followed this over the course of the
yvears. I know the history, as you have stated it. I agree that the pro-

sal that was made by the administration did not progress very far,
nor did the bill that was reported by the subcommittee. However, after
that happened, a coalition was developing. It led to the introduction
of S. 2777 by Senators Bellmon, Baker, Danforth, and Ribicoff.

It led to efforts of the New Coalition to work out a more modest
program than had been proposed.

We have had discussions which support what the administration
said today in its testimony, that it is working on the development of a
proposal. T recognize what you had to say about that promise. I might
say that those of us who are interested will take the administration
statement at its face value and would work and push them and hold
them accountable if they do not come up with a proposal of the
kind they stated.

Now, whether or not such a proposal would pass on the next Con-
gress I cannot guarantee. No one knows. But I do know that there are
more groups who are interested and who have been fighting for a
much more comprehensive program who are now prepared to work
on the development of a program that would at least make beginnings
toward a program reform which would benefit recipients.

It seems to me there are four areas where consensus seems to be devel-
oping—a minimum benefit level, inclusion of two-parent families, the
earned income tax credit expansion, and some positive measures to
create jobs for welfare recipients.

Around those. the bill—S. 8470, of course, contains none of that.

Now, I recognize that there has been discussion of the earned income
tax credit——

Senator Moy~1max. We are considering this proposal as part of the
Revenue Act.

Mr. Liesser [continning]. In the Senate Finance Committee in con-
nection with the tax bill, although T notice the Chairman’s reference to
making provision that the carned income tax credit would not be avail-
able_]to} ;velfare recipients, even though under the present law—it is so
available.

If this is done and it is not made available to welfare recipients, I
think it will just throw greater burdens on the welfare system and
would be a step backward.

With respect to S. 3740, I think the disincentives come from the
shift in the method of financing to a closed-end appropriation and
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the bloc grant approach. I recognize that the bill says that all the
moneys received from the Federal Government must be used for
social welfare purposes. Obviously, social welfare purposes are broader
than the AFDC program. There 1s nothing to prevent a State from
using the Fedex'a{ grant for other than AFDC and, I might say, the
Secretary is given no authority to enforce the provision as to how
States interpret social welfare purpose.

Senator Moy~N11aN. You know that is repairable.

Mr. Lrsser, Except, Mr. Chairman, there are several other things
that need fixing. I have pointed it out in my statement, and other per-
sons have pointed it out in their statements, the fact that the pass-
through was 100 percent to local governments as the bill was
drafted, which would have cost the State of New York some $300
million,

Now, I understand that is being corrected.

It was indicated that corrections were being made to take care of
population increases or other increases. I would suggest that if all of
these corrections have to be made at this date, who knows what others
are needed ? What is the impact of that little clause that benefits can be
spent. for social welfare purposes on all of the standards that now exist
in AFDC? This ought to be examined very closely.

As T read it, it could mean a deterioration of those standards.

I would like to make one final point, if I may-——

Senator Moy~1iaN. Please go ahead.

Mr. Lesser [continuing]. In connection with the passthrough of the
cost-of-living increase,

The bill does not require that benefits be increased in a State to
adjust for cost-of-living increases. The bill only requires that moneys
be spent for welfare recipients subject to the States writing a letter to
the Secretary that they have found that current benefits are adequate
so they do not even have to spend the money for welfare recipients.

But, spending money for welfare recipients could mean spending
money for increased caseload. Tt does not assure that current bene-
ficiaries will receive the cost-of-living increases which you have indi-
cated, and ‘Senator Cranston has indicated, has been one of the motives
in vour introduction of this legislation.

Finally, T would like to say that while the bill would create labora-
tories in the 50 States, T am afraid that the laboratories would be, how
can you cut back on welfare expenditures and how can vou use the
moneys which are being made available by the Federal Government
not to benefit welfare recipients, not to make the system more ade-
quate or more equitable, but to see how the State can use these moneys
for uther purposes.

I would have hoped. with your interest—and I would still hope, Mer.
Chairman, with your long interest—and we go back together on this—
I would hope that you would join with those groups that are trying to
work out a modest, equitable compromise and make that a part of the
gscnl relief which, we agree, is needed by the localities and by the

tates.

Senator Moy~1rax. Well, that is nice of you to say. I have attended
all of those meetings. T have introduced those bills, as it were.

The problem, though, is a reality—the reality that Ms. Funiciello
spolio about. While we have been down here in Washington looking
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for the right combination of variables, welfare benefits in the city of
New York have been cut by 46 percent.

My, Lesser. And unfortunately, as I say, Mr. Chairman, this bill
would not provide that New York benefits be increased by that 42
percent or by any other amount, nor would it do anything about those
States where the benefits have been lower than New York, and cut
even worse.

Senator Moy~N1HAN. I do not want to end on a despairing note. Once
again, however, the movement for welfare reform 1s stymied because
nobody can agree. The people who want it, who constitute 20 percent
of the necessary votes, cannot agree on what they want, while the

remaining 80 percent——
Mr. Lesser. I am suggesting that maybe we can agree on what we

want,
Senator Moyx1HAN. Yes, we are getting close to agreement. But

does anybody else agree with us?

Mr. Lesser. I think that that is where the test will have to come,
and I guess maybe, as I think you said, this may be the only game. If
it is, unfortunately, my organization and the organizations I am speak-
ing for, unfortunately, think it is the wrong game.

Senator MoyNiuaN. I am sorry about that. We will see what

happens.
We certainly had a test this last year in this Congress and we failed.

Mcr. Lesser. On a comprehensive program.

Senator Moy~1ian. We failed.

Mr. Lesser, We have had no test on a modified incremental program.

Senator MoyN1mAN, It is not going to look modified and incremental
by the time—well, we will see. We will find that out, too.

I thank you very much, Mr. Lesser. I thank our guests. I thank those
of us who have been kind enough to come.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lesser follows:]

STATEMENT OF LEONARD LESSER, GENERAL COUNBEL, CENTER FOR COMMUNITY
CHANGE

I appreciate the opportunity to present this statement un behalf of the Center
for Community Change. CCC is a nonprofit corporation organized to provide
technical assistance to local community groups whose basic objectives are the
improvement of conditions in the ghettos and barrios in which they reside.

Since jobs and income are essential to achieving these objectives, the Center
is particularly concerned with welfare programs which 8. 3470 seeks to modify.
It, therefore, has as one of its goals the study and analysis of such proposals in
order to determine their effect on the lives and well-being of poor people.

As part of its activities in this area, the Center over the past several years,
has conducted an Income Policy Project for the purpose of providing a forum
where social welfare, church, labor and other groups interested in the problem
of assuring a fair and adequate system of income support for the poor and dis-
advantaged, could examine, discuss and exchange views.

The most recent meeting of the project was held on July 19, 1978, shortly
after the principles incorporated in S. 3470 were announced at a press confer-
ence by Senators Moynihan and Cranston.

While the legislative text was not available, the principles as set forth in
Senator Moynihan'’s Statement of June 28, 1978, were discussed. The group
unanimously expressed opposition to the thrust and limited nature of those
proposals which are incorporated in S. 3470.

While there was support for an extension of the Earned Income Tax Credit
and somewhat muted opposition to the tax credits for employers who hire
welfare recipients, these provisions have not been incorporated in 8. 3470 as
introduced on August 25, 1978.
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Many of the groups who were involved will be testifying or submitting
statemznts on thgir own behalf, This statement is being submitted, therefore,
on behalf of the Center for Community Change and not on behalf of the Income
Policy Project or its participants.

I l);ave jbeen advisgg, however, by representatives of the AFL-CIO, and
Mitchell Ginsberg, Dean of the Columbia University School of Social Work,
with whom I have discussed the specific provision of 8. 3470, that I could
advise the Subcommittee that they are in agreement on the points of oppo-
gition to the enactment of S. 3470 which are set forth in this statement,

While we agree that the Federal government should gradually assume the
costs of welfare, thus affording fiscal relief to the State and local govern-
mental entities who now share in the costs, we do not believe that steps in this
direction should be taken without Federal action to at least initiate actions
to assure a more equitable and adequate system for welfare reciplents.

Once it became clear that neither the Administration proposals (H.R. 9030)
nor the revised version reported by the House Special Subcommittee on Welfare
Reform (H.R. 10950) were likely to be passed by the House, discussions were
seriously undertaken among individuals and groups interested in at least a
“beginning” towards the process of “welfare reform.” These resulted in legis-
lative proposals such as 8. 2777 and the concepts developed by the “New
Coalition.,” A consensus seemed to be developing that such a “beginning” should
at least Include a Federal minimum benefit level applicable to all states,
extension of the program to two-parent families, improvement of the earned
income tax credit, and concrete proposals for job creation.

Not only does 8. 3470 not mandate such initial steps as a condition of fiscal
relief, it would create disincentives to State enactment of such provisions where
they do not now exist, and incentives to states to cut back on benefits or curtail
current eligibility provisions.

These incentives and disincentives flow from the restructuring of the financing
mechanism of AFDC to a closed end block grant in lieu of the current automatic
matching formula. While under present law the Federal government shares
with the State the costs of increased benefits or the expansion of the program
to additional groups, such as two-parent families, S. 3470 would require the
States to assume 100 percent of such additional costs,

Not only would the costs of program expansion have to be borne by the State
but so too would the costs of increased case loads resulting from economic
downturns, population shifts and other such factors. As a result, States faced
with these potential increases would be faced with the alternative of increasing
State welfare appropriations or curtailing benefits or tightening eligibility
requirements to keep within the amount of the Federal grant,

Since the Federal grant is not dependent on the amount of State expenditures,
and since 8. 3470 does not require States to even maintain current State expendi-
;"mi'l‘ Iggssures would even exist to cut back on State funds now being spent
or ).

While Sectfon 4 of S. 8470 would require the States to use their block grants
only for “social welfare purposes,” the State would not need to spend its Federal
dollars on the AFDC program. General Assistance, SSI supplements, Social
services would clearly be “social welfare” expenditures; and State ingenuity
would soon discover other State programs which would be classified as “social
welfare” for which Federal dollars could be substituted. In fact, S. 3470 does
not require a state to exercise much imagination. Since no state maintenance
of effort requirement is incorporated in the bill, states are free to substitute
Federal dollars for state expenditures in AFDC and spend the State moneys on
anything it wishes.

Similarly, although the intent has been expressed by the sponsors that the
cost of living increases in the block grant he used to protect the purchasing power
of recipients, such result is not required by the language of S. 8470. In the first
place, the requirement that such increase be passed on to welfare recipients does
not require cost of living increases in the monthly benefits of recipients. The
requirement that funds be passed on to recipients could be satisfled by using the
increases to meet case load Increases. In any case, any pass through of funds to
“welfare recipients” can be avoided by a state by a finding conveyed in writing
to the Secretary that additional payments are not necessary in order to provide
adequate benefits to recipients. No authority is given to the Secretary to challenge
the validity of such finding or to take any action should it prove to be false.
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Thus, although the title of the bill refers to “Welfare Reform” the bill itself
provides no program improvements. In short, 8, 3470 is a proposal that only
restructures the financing of the AFDC program.

Even in this area there is some question as to the fiscal rellef which is offered
to the States.

The bill would increase the Federal grant to states by $1,320,000,000 and begin-
ning with fiscal year 1979, provide additional increases to take account of cost
of living increases. Yet once the bill is enacted, all increases in State welfare
costs in excess of such amounts will have to be borne by the States. Whether in-
creases in a particular state’s welfare costs resulting from changes in economic
or other conditions will exceed its share of the $1,320 million additional Federal
funds is uncertain. In any case, in these States where local governmental entities
now pay a substantial part of the welfare costs, the provisions of 8. 3470 which
require the State to assume the local share would impose a financial burden on
the State in excess of its share of the additional Federal funds. In New York,
this would probably amount to about 300 million dollars.

In summary, we believe:

(1) That any permanent fiscal relief to states should be enacted only as part of
a program which requires a beginning toward the enactemnt of program reforms
needed to create an adequate and equitable welfare system ; and

(2) That such fiscal relief be accomplished through increased Federal partici-
pation in the matching formula rather than through a closed end block grant
approach.

We, therefore, oppose the enactment of S. 8470 and would urge the Committee
neither to report it to the full Senate nor to attach it as an amendment to another
bill awaiting Senate action.

We would urge that efforts already underway to develop a meaningful begin-
ning towards program reform and a sound basis for fiscal relief be continued so
that a bill incorporating these objectives can be introduced with major support
when the next Congress convenes. Early agreement and enactment of such a
measure could assure benefits to families in need and early fiscal relief to States
and political subdivisions.

SUMMARY OF POINTS

(1) S. 3470 makes major changes in the funding mechanism of AFDC, but pro-
vides for no program reforms to benefit families in need.

(2) The change to a closed end block grant appropriation removes all incentives
for states to improve their benefits or to add to coverage groups such as
two parent families,

{8) The celling on Federal expenditures requires state to bear future program
cost increases resulting from economic downturns.

(4) The absence of a state maintenance of effort requirement permits states to
reduce state expenditures as program costs increase.

(3) The requirement for states to assume costs now incurred by local subdivisions
could mean decreases in Federal grants in some states.

(6) The requirement that Federal funds be spent for “social welfare” purposes
encourages decreases in welfare expenditures.

(7) There is no effective mandate to assure that benefits be increased for cost of
living or that welfare reciplents recelve the increased Federal grants,

Senator Moy~Ninax. I thank, in particular, the staff, which has lis-
tened with great patience, and the hearing is concluded.

[ Thereupon. at 6:30 p.m., the hearing in the above-entitled matter
was concluded.] i o

[By direction of the chairman the following communications were
made a part of the record :]

STATEMENT OF THE WELFARE RIGHTS ORGANIZATION OF ALLEGHENY COUNTY,
PITTSBURGH, PA.,, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD LEGAL SERVICES ABSOCIATION, PITTS-
BURGH, PA.

To the Members of the Senate Finance Committee: On behalf of the Welfare
Rights Organization of Allegheny County, an organization of more than 1,500 low-
income individuals and families in Western Pennsylvania, and on behalf of Neigh-
bodhood Legal Services Association, which provides legal services to poor people
in this area, we wish to express our opposition to S. 3470. §. 3470, currently before
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the Senate Finance Committee, is the latest In a series of welfare reform pro-
posals. According to the bill, the present system of providing federal matching
funds to states for their AFDC and Emergency Assistance programs would be
replaced by a system of bloc grants to the states. Since this system would provide
some financial relief, it has been called a “money bill,” a way to provide emer-
gency relief to those states with high welfare cests. In fact, it is much more than
that; if enacted, it will produce radical changes in the public welfare system,
bring an end to any meaningful welfare reform, and place additional financial
burdens on the states. Most importantly, it promises to cause untold hardship to
the poor of this country, toward whom every welfare proposal must ultimately be
addressed.

Under the present system, if a state’s costs go up because of increased participa-
tion, expanded coverage, or increased benefit levels, the federal contribution also
increases. Similarly, if a state’s costs decrease, so does the federal share. Under
S. 8470, however, the federal government would simply provide a lump sum, and
any expenses beyond that amount would have to be met by the state, Thus there
is no incentive for any state to increase its benefit levels or expand its coverage.
In fact, in a few years, after the relatively limited fiscal relief provided by the bill
has been eroded, there will be increasing financial pressure on states to freeze or
to decrease grant levels and program coverage to whatever level might be sup-
ported with federal dollars.

There is no reason to believe that even the limited fiscal relief provided by
8. 3470 will help recipients in any way. The bill merely requires that the federal
contribution be spent on “‘social welfare” programs, Within that broad definition,
the states would be free to use the federal contribution for virtually any purpose,
Since there is no requirement that the states match the federal contribution, state
funds now being spent on “social welfare” programs could be used for other pur-
poses as well. Under S. 3470, state money now spent for recipients may go for sala-
ries, highway construction, tennis courts, and administrative expenses.

One of the hallmarks of the AFDC program has been the existence of federal-
ly mandated guidelines for the protection of recipients; and corresponding state
violations of these guidelines. Requirements that benefits be paid “with reason-
able promptness,” that children not be denied assistance because of their parents’
acts that all individuals who wish to apply for assistance be given the opportunity
to do so, that information ahout recipients be kept confidential, all of these are
based in Title IV-A of the Social Security Act, the Federal AFDC program. The
only way in which these requirements may be enforced by the federal government
is by the threat to withhold the federal share. A fundamental of the AFDC pro-
gram Is the link between state compliance with federal law and state receipt of
federal funds. The bill will break that link. Although the requirements of the
federal AFDC program will remain in effect in theory, in practice the federal
government will be powerless to enforce them,

The bill, offered as fiscal relief, fails even for that purpose. Pennslyvania, which
would receive more additional funds than any state but New York or California,
would receive barely enough excess funds to pay for cash grants for ten days. By
far the majority of states would receive littie henefit under S. 8470. In two or
three years, states will he under increasing financial pressure, and S. 3470 will
encourage them to relieve the pressure by withdrawing state funds from welfare
programs, by cutting back benefits, and by invading recipient rights and benefits.
It will provide only limited, temporary relief to the states. and that relief will
be won at the cost of tremendous hardship to the poor of this country. The bill
should not be passed.

STATEMENT BY LINDA 8. McMANON, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, SOCIAL INSURANCE AND
WELFARE, C11AMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES

The Chamber of Commerce of the United States welcomes this opportunity to
present its recommendations on 8. 3470, the State and Local Welfare Reform
and Fiscal Relief Act of 1978.

Our membership, which embraces more than 76,000 business enterprises, trade
and professional associations, and local and state chambers of commerce, has &
vital interest in welfare reform measures. This is so not only because we pay a
large part of the taxes which finance welfare programs but also because we are
concerned about our fellow citizens who need public assistance.

‘We support block grant approach taken in 8. 3470 but recommend fleld tests in
several states. Restrictive federal welfare policies should be waived at least in
the demonstration states.
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ENDORSEMENT OF THE BLOCK GRANT APPROACH

Under 8. 8470, the current opened-federal matching grants to the states for
the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program would be re-
placed with a two-part block graut to each state. The first part would reflect the
actual federal matching grant provided to each state for its FY 78 AFDC costs.
The second part would provide a one-time fiscal relief payment to the states
totaling approximately $1.5 billion. Of this amount, $660 million would be allo-
cated to each state in proportion to ita June 1978 AFDC expenditures, another
$660 million would be allocated in proportion to the state’s general revenue
shiring allocations, and the remainder would reflect a cost-of-living increase.
The block grant would be based on the base year expenditures thereafter except
for an annual cost-of-living increase which would be passed on to welfare recipi-
ents unless the state made a specific finding that such an increase was not neces-
sary to provide adequate benefits. The states would retain savings which result
from reductions in welfare costs, but the savings would have to be spent on
social welfare programs. The states would also have to pass along federal funds
to cover any local government’s share of welfare costs.

The National Chamber testified earlier this year before this Committee in
favor of block grauts to cover the federal share of welfare funding, and we
believe 8. 3470 is a step in the right direction. As noted by the bill’s sponsors, this
approach to welfare funding gives the states, which have the major responsi-
bility for welfare programs, the strongest incentive to improve management,
reduce fraud and abuse, and cut unnecessary spending. At the same time, it pro-
vides the states with funds to improve benefit levels where necessary.

TWO MAJOR PROBLEMS

While we are pleased with the block grant approach to federal welfare funding
embodied in 8. 3470, we find two major problems with the measure: indexing
the block grant to the cost of living and retaining restrictive federal welfare

policies.

Indexring Block Grants

Inflation is now cited by the majority of the American people as the number
one economic problem facing them, one that has an adverse effect on every aspect
of their lives. Unfortunately, the establishment of automatic cost-of-living in-
creases—whether in labor-management contracts or in welfare block grants—
tends to reinforce inflation by eliminating the incentive to deal with the problem,

The Congress would be better advised to focus on ways to bring inflation under
control than to further insulate segments of the economy from its effects through
wider application of cost-of-living escalators.

Retaining I'cderal Regulutions

As Senator Moynihan noted when he introduced S. 3470,

“A familiar goal of most welfare reform proposals of the past decade * * * has
been the establishment of a uniforin national program. Yet recent research,
demonstration projects and experiments have led to widespread doubt that enough
is known about the causes and remedies of dependency to permit us to inove
confidently toward a uniform program * ¢ *

**(The bill’'s) underlying assumption is that American federalism offers a con-
structive solution to contemporary doubts about how to reform welfare.

“For the genius of a Federal system {s that it permits a variety of approaches
to resolving common problems. ’erhaps Connecticut or Missouri, Tennessee or
Oklahoma will discover a new and effective way of dealing with dependency * * *”

We concur wholeheartedly with Senator Moynihan but we do not believe the
states can find solutions to the welfare problems while contending with so many
federally mandated programs and federal regulations. Under the bill, the states
would not have the authority to nbolish or consolidate existing welfare programs
in order to create and tailor a welfare system whicl best meets the needs of their
area. This is a serious flaw which the committee should correct,

DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

Although the National Chamber supports the block grant approach with full
state control of welfare programs, we recognize the need to test such a major
public policy change before imaplementing it on a full scale. Therefore, we urge
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you to fund demonstration projects in several states giving those states complete
freedom to establish and run their own welfare programs without interference
from the federal government.

To allow specific states the flexibility needed to develop a “new and effective
way to dealing with dependency,” it will be necessary to waive all federal welfare
regulations and programs, such as food stamps, for those states. In order for
denonstration states to provide a comprehensive welfare system for their citi-
zens, it will also be necessary to increase the block grant for those states to
reflect expenditures for the waived federal programs. The block grants should
remain in effect for at least five years to give the states ample time to develop
new programs. Through such demonstrated projects, we can learn whether or not
the states are capable of handling their welfare problems.

SUMMARY

As we have stated in earlier testimony before your committee, the Chamber of
Commerce of the United States supports decentralization of welfare programs
to give substantial federal financing through block grants. Decentralization will
bring about better control of the programs, thereby reducing error rates, cutting
costs and limiting eligibility to those in need and increasing benefits to the truly
needy.

We helieve S. 3470 is a good beginning toward that goal, and we urge you to
improve the bill with the changes we have recommended.

U.S. CATROLIC CONFERENCE,
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT AND WORLD PEACE,
Washington, D.C., Septembder 14, 1978.
Homn. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Assistance,
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR, CHAIRMAN: The Department of Social Development and World
Peace of the United States Catholic Conference is deeply concerned about the
issue of welfare reform. We therefore appreciate this opportunity to present
our views on S, 3470, the proposed “State and Local Welfare Reform and Fiscal
Relief Act of 1978.” In light of our commitment to comprehensive welfare reform,
we are troubled by the thrust and potential impact of this bill.

Out of a concern for the poor of our nation, the Catholic Bishops of the United
States have, since the 1930’s, participated in national discussions on public
welfare assistance. In recent years, we have presented testimony on the proposed
Family Assistance Act of 1969 as well as on full employment and national eco-
nomic policy.

In May of this year, together with the National Conference of Catholic Chari-
ties, we submitted a statement to this Subcommittee expressing our suport for
comprehensive welfare reform as reflected in the Carter Aaministration's pro-
posal (8. 2084) and especially as that bill was improved by the special House
Subcommittee on Welfare Reform (H.R. 10950). In that statement, we articu-
lated nine principles, which were based on Catholle social teaching and years of
service to the poor. We continue to believe that these principles should be the
basis of any adequate approach to welfare reform. They are as follows:

Every human person has the right to an income sufficlent to insure a decent
and dignifled life for one's self and one’s family,

Welfare reform should be developed in conjunction with broader economie
policies directed toward the development of a genuine full employment economy
that serves all our people.

Our nation must provide jobs at a decent wage for those who can work and a
decent income for those who cannot work,

The maintenance and revitalization of family life shou'd he a primary concern.

Income assistance should be available to those who ave employed, but who do
not receive an adequate income.

Income assistance should be determined solely on tbe basis of need.

Any income assistance program should permit the poor to manage their own
income and personal needs. X

The processes through which welfare policles and regulations and standards
are formulated should involve the poor as participants.
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The administration of welfare assistance should be improved and simplified.

Having examined 8. 3470 in light of these principles we have concluded that
this measure will preclude comprehensive welfare reform in the near future,

While recognizing that fiscal relief is a serious concern of some states and
localities, we believe that the needs of the poor, not relief to the states, should be
the primary basis for change in the present welfare system. 8. 3470 sets fiscal
relief as the priority. Furthermore, by the use of the block grant ceiling approach,
the bill may even prove harmful to those in need. Enactment of this measure
could result in a further entrenchment of the present state and local-based
system of welfare. As you know, this system has resulted in disparity in benefit
distribution, inadequacy of benefit levels, denial of benefits to those whose basis
of need does not conform to existing categories, and in depriving the working
poor of assistance,

Utilization of a block grant approach with a ceiling would create additional
problems. It does not account for factors affecting caseloads and the extent of
need among the poor, such as changes in population and the needs of families,
Without the possibility of further federal assistance, present recipients, through
reduced benefits, may have to shoulder unbearable burdens. Without matched
funds, there is little incentive for a state to raise benefite above present levels—
levels in which in many cases are already inadequate.

In light of our concern for the needs of the poor, we are troubled by the vague-
ness of Sec. 4, Section 40.3, “Limitation on Use of Grants.” This section provides
that the grants made to the states under this provision may be used for social
welfare purposes. We believe that this could be applied to everything from cash
assistance to tax relief. Without a clear definition of “social welfare purposes”
it is impossible to determine the impact of this provision on the poor.

In conclusion, we strongly support the position that comprehensive welfare
reform in response to the needs of the poor in our country is imperative, S. 3470
does not, in our opinion, represent even an adequate short-term response to those
needs. While fiscal rellef may be seen as a necessity by some states and Jocalities,
we believe that this should be provided in the context of significant reform of
the total welfare system,

We therefore urge the Subcommittee not to adopt 8. 83470. Furthermore, since
it appears to be too late this year to achieve the goal of comprehensive welfare
reform, we request that the Subcommittee approach this question early in the
next session. Finally, if fiscal relief is deemed to be an absolute and immediate
necessity, then we urge that it be provided only for the coming fiscal year.

Thank you for this cpportunity to express our concerns on this most important

matter.

$iincerely,
Rev, Msgr. FrRANCIS J, LALLY,

Secretary.

STATEMENT oF HoN. Lro O. ZEFERETTI

Mr. Chairman: I would like to commend you and sour colleagues, Senator
Cranston and Senator Long, for your sustained efforts to bring about reform of
our country's welfare system. Certainly 8. 3470 and its House companion, H.R.
14011, introduced by Representatives Nowak, Green and myself do not provide for
the massive overhaul that our welfare system urgently nceds. But, 8. 3470 is a
progressive advance toward a more equitable and efficlent welfare program, and
it does provide the essential fiscal rellef which is absolutely necessary for the
easing of the financial burden that state and local governments have been forced
to assume.

As a Representative from Brooklyn, I am especlally aware of the social and
economic problems that an inequitable welfare system causes for an urban locale.
From 1961 to 1975 alone, the number of cases serviced by New York City’s Aid to
Fanmilies With Dependent Childrer program increased some five-fold, and tn this
date, the number of cases continues to multiply. Under the present state and
federal laws, New York City is forced to pay fifty percent of the nonfederal
assistance costs as well as fifty percent of the nonfederal administrative costs
of the AFDC Program. During the same time period (1961-1975), personal in-
come of New York City residents increased 109.7 percent while personal income
of state residents increased 155.3 percent. The result is that New York City



86

decreased as a proportion of the total personal income of the state while at the
same time the proportion of the local share of its AFDO costs increased. Though
poverty is a national problem, unpredictable economic and demographic trends
have forced New York City to endure the financial straln for a situation it could
not prevent or control,

Federal welfare laws serve only to confound New York City’s financlal misery.
The present Federal reimbursement formula for the AFDC program defines a
state's ability to pay on the basis of the relationship of the state’s per capita
income to the national average, a narrowly conceived standard that overlooks
geographical variations in living costs, public assistance recipients, payment
levels, and economic conditions. Under such a system, states with low per capita
incomes and low AFDC benefits are favored while states like New York are
discriminated against. The unfortunate result of such an archaic formula is
that localities like New York City, with thelr high concentration of public assist-
ance recipients, their relatively high payment levels, and their subsequent
acceptance of the financial responsibility ofr such recipients, must struggle with
an unfair, inequitable economic burden. In order to satisfactorily comply with the
incessant needs of our nation's poverty victims, states and hard-pressed locales
cannot continue to finance an unjust share of public assistance costs without risk-
ing fiscal insolvency.

Mr. Chairman. I sincerely welcome the legislation, S. 3470, for {t stands to
alleviate much of the unnecessary and unjust economic pressure that our na-
tional poverty ills have placed on many of our state and local governments.
This piece of legislation recognizes that our national government must diagnose
our present welfare programs as a systemie disease. No longer should the finan-
cial base of unfortunate states and locales plagued by depleted treasuries, be
allowed to waste away under the constant duress of inequitable laws and
formulas.

The block-grant proposal in your bill, Mr, Chairman, is particularly effective
in easing much of our welfare burden. It will, in time, completely eliminate
the share of AFDC costs that localities have assumed while continuing to
the share of AFDC costs that localities have assumed while continuing to
provide the amount of federal funding previously provided to the states in fiscal
year 1978. For New York City it would mean the elimination of fifty percent
of the nonfederal administrative and nonfederal assistance costs of the AFDC
program. Because the block grant would he updated annually by the Consumer
Price Index, transfer reciplents served by the AFDC Program would be able
to resist the inflation spiral.

This legislation takes a first step towards providing state and local govern-
ments with fiscal rellef in a manner designed to stimulate a reduction in wel-
fare costs. It takes into account the economic and demographic trends which
have added to the welfare “mess.” I strongly urge the Congress to enact the
“State and Local Welfare Reform and Fiscal Relief Act of 1978.”

STATEMENT OF THE UNITED NEIcHBORHOOD HOUSES OF N.Y., INC,

COMMENTS CONCERNING STATE AND LOCAL WELFARE REFORM AND FISCAL RELIEF ACT
OF 1978 (8. 8470)

On behalf of United Neighborhood Houses, the federation of New York City
settlement houses, I am writing to express our views concerning S. 3470. While
we recognlze that this bill would bring substantial additional funds to New
York State and New York City, which are badly needed at the present time, we
feel strongly that in the long run the bill is not in the hest interests of the
familles and individuals we serve, nor of persons in need in other States.

We feel strongly that the closing of the open-ended authorization and the use
of a block grant formula for States is a dangerous procedure, While we agree
that there should be a change in the current formula, and while we welcome
the steps included in the bill to provide relief for State and local governments, we
do not believe the formula under 8. 8470 will prove satlsfactory.

In the first place, we conslder the setting of a ceiling, even though the amount
of federal funds to be made avallable are related to the Consumer Price Index,
will have the unfortunate effect of limiting federal financial responsibility. This
is already evident with respect to Title XX where the ceiling has caused very
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considerable hardship. With respect to income maintenance, the Consumer Price
Index will only take into account direct cost of living changes and will not cover
the affect of unemployment and related needs of people,

In the second place, the absence of any substantial requirement upon the State
to pass on the increases resulting from the cost of living adjustment to recipients
of ald may well have the consequence that States receive additional funds and
then, as permitted under the bill, “convey in writing to the Secretary that addi-
tional payments are not necessary in order to provide adequate benefits to such
recipients,” With the experience of New York in the past nine years, it is clear
that the State determination of ndequate benefits for recipients has always been
well below the real need and, in fact, below the cosu of living changes.

Third, we consider the provision permitting States to use the funds for any
“goclal welfare purpose” is again subject to substantial abuse. We believe that
the federal government must retain a much stronger authority both to monitor
and ensure that States use the funds for the direct benefit of recipients. Our
experience indicates that on many occasions State governments may interpret
“social welfare purposes” broadly and retain substantial funds for State admin-
istrative purposes rather than passing them through to recipients. Again, the
experience with the so-called Mondale-Packwood funds under Title XX in the
last two years, in New York as well as in many other States, is an indication of
what may be expected to happen. We, therefore, urge that if the concept of block
grants is maintained (and we hope it will not be), that the bill contain specific
requirements upon the State as well as measures to ensure federal enforcement.

Fourth, we deplore the lack of any requirement upon the States for mainte-
nance of effort. One of the strongest advantages in the current formula is that
because the State must provide matching funds for reimbursement, there is an
incentive for the State to make funds available for income maintenance. We fear
that without this incentive there could be a total lessening, rather than increase,
in available funds for persons in need.

Fifth, while § 3470 is limited in its application to aid families with dependent
children, we fear that its adoption would provide a precedent for developing a
ceiling on other welfare funds and on programs such as SSI. In the long run, the
concept embodied in S 3470 could lessen the responsibility of the federal goverm-
ment to deal with the needs of its citizens throughout the nation and thus have
the opposite effect of the intent of those supporting the bill.

Finally, we urge that this bill be reconsidered and redrafted along lines which
are more closely related to some of the earlier welfare reform proposals and, in
particular, that the standard setting and supervisory responsibility of the federal
government be made an integral part of the authorization formula. Our experi-
ence with uncontrolled block grants, whether in social services or revenue shar-
ing, has been that too much leeway is given to State governments. We feel that
this formula, because it lessens federal responsibility, can be ultimately harmful
to those who depend upon assistance to maintain themselves in dignity.

Submitted by Joseph E. Jenkins, Executive Director.

MEMORANDUM CONCERNING 8. 3408, THE WELFARE REFORM AND FISCAL RELIEF BILL
INTRODUCED BY SENATOR KENNEDY

The bill introduced in the Senate on Septembher 14 by Senator Kennedy is a new
effort to combine some aspects of welfare reform with relief for States and locali-
ties from the burden of income maintenance for families with dependent children.
While there are a number of provisions in the bill that need change, the bill
appears to be substantially more favorable to hoth welfare recipients and low
welfare payment States than the Moyniban/Cranston/Long bilt (S 3470). In
addition, S 3498 deals with many of the issues which have been of vital concern
to various welfare reform advocates. It also encompasses a number of the most
recent proposals of the New Coalition ("I'he National Governors' Association, The
U.S. Conference of Mayors, The National League of Cities, The National Associa-
tion of Counties, and The National Conference of State Legislators).

Mr. Stuart Eizenstat, on behalf of the Administration, indicated that the hill
“is an important contribution” to welfare reform. Mr. Eizenstat also indicated
his appreclation of “the effort to ensure that the Senate avoids any action this
session that might jeopardize substantial reform next year.” The Administration
previously testified. at the Hearing before the Senate Subcommittee on Financial
Assistance, on September 12, indlcating its opposition to the Moynihan-Cranston-
Long bill. The Kennedy bill is designed to be a substitute for that bill.
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Positive elements in the Kenncdy bill

1. The bill sets a national minimum standard for payments; although, as ex-
plained below, the standard would be too low in most states.

2. The Dbfll retains the “open-ended” concept for authorizing welfare expendi-
tures, tying the amount of funds available to the total size of the national welfare
need, with allocations to states related to the size of the welfare population. It
provides for federal reimbursement of 859% of the state’s expenditure for man-
dated programs, and 709 of state supplements up to the poverty level. Beyond
this, there would not be any federal reimbursement.

3. By increasing the percentage of federal reimbursement, the bill provides some
fiscal relief to all states rather than to only a few, and ensures that this relief
cannot be at the cost of the recipient. In addition, no State will pay more because
of increased coverage of families in need; there is a “hold harmless” provision
so that no State would be required to pay more for welfare than it paid in
September 1978.

The problem in evaluating these provisions is that no precise figures are given
as to the size of the fiscal relief for individual states. This kind of information
must he available before the final decisions can be made,

4. The bill amends the provisions of the Social Security Act which, in many
states, are interpreted to mean that familles can only get financial relief if the
father works less than 100 hours per month or leaves the household. This pro-
vision has been a clear disincentive to work and an incentive to break up fam-
illes. The removal of the 100 hours per month rule is thus a substantial improve-
ment in the welfare system.

5. It provides for increases in deductions for work expenses in determining
eligibility. Work expenses and an additional $60 may be deducted In order to
determine eligibility. The existing deduction of only $30 has been an incentive
to leave work in order to obtain welfare. The altered approach to eligibility in
the bill will be helpful to two parent familles with low incomes.

6. The Kennedy bill also contains new requirements that applicants and
recipients have specific rights with respect to methods for determining eligibility,
and in obtaining immediate hearings on appeal in case of negative decisions.
These administrative changes, which were also included in the welfare reform
legisiation adopted by the House Subcommittee on Welfare Reform, should be
welcomed by all concerned.

7. As incentives for hetter administrative management, provision {s made for
a 909 federal match for states to computerize their operations, a 76% match
for operating assistance, and a 509 match for other costs of administration. These
provisions are taken largely from HR 7200. which has not yet been adopted in
the Senate. Again, these provisions make a start toward reform of welfare
administration.

8. The bill proposes a numher of changes in the current earned income tax
credit. These changes need close consideration to evaluate their impact. The
federal increment for tax credit is raised to 159% from 109 for those who are
working and making less than the poverty line, The credit could be pald up to
$6,900 for a family of four (the estimated poverty figure for next year) rather
than the $4.000 fixed under present law.

To compensate for the cost of this increase, Senator Kennedy proposes that
the reduction rate when income is over $6.800 should be increased from 10% to
209, for each dollar in gross income. He belleves that this higher reduction rate
would not decrease the incentive to work and would be a substantial savings in
funds.

Provisions in the bill which may prove unsatisfactory

1. The minimum benefit established in the bill is, as Indicated, substantially too
low. This fact was pointed out by Senator Kennedy himself who explains that he
is proposing a figure that is better than the current situation and may be the
hest that can be obtained from Congress at present. The bill provides that &
family will get a minimum benefit of cash and food stamps equal to 85% of the
poverty line. This would still provide only about $80 a week to a family of four.

In introducing the bill in the Senate, Senator Kennedy added. “But surcly it
cannot be the federal policy for very far into the future that people must live on
l1c8s than two-thirds of their mirdmum requirements.”

2. The federal government, under the bill, would still not contribute the full
cost of even this minimum figure. As indicated above, the federal government
would relmburse states for 85 percent of the basic costs mandated under the bill
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(a higher percentage than the federal government now reimburses any state).
1t would also pay 70 percent of any supplements up to the poverty level. This
limitation would mean that there would not be any federal participation above
the poverty level and, therefore, states such as New York which provide higher
payments than the poverty level would still face the need of additional expendi-
ture for which there was no match. They would, therefore, not receive the imme-
diate full fiscal relief provided in the Moynihan bill, (In the long run, because of
the ceiling on the Moynihan bill, they might get more from the Kennedy bill.)

3. Another potential problem raised by the bill is the relationship it establishes
between direct financial assistance and food stamps. Although an effort is made
(o ensure that similar standards are used, the calculation for federal matching,
as provided in Section 413, seems very difficult to administer, This calculation
reads as follows:

MaxiMUM STATE PAYMENTS SUBJECT TO FEDERAL MATCHING

Sec. 413. The maximum monthly benefit amount for ald furnished under a
State Plan approved under this part which shall be subject to Federal matching
under section 403, for any assistance unit, shall be an amount equal to—

“ (1) 100 percent of the official non-farm poverty line (established Liy the Office
of Management and Budget and adjusted for family size and to a monthly basis)
for a family of the same size as such unit within the State, minus

“(2) The sum of (A) the unit's income for such month (subject to the provi-
sions of section 402 (a) (8)), and (B) the average value (within such State)
of the food stamps for which an assisted unit of the same size as such unit would
have been eligible during the last preceding January if the total income of such
asslstexd unit for such January consisted solely of payments made under the State
plan.”

4. The absence of any commitment for the provision of work and training
maybe considered a weakness in the bill; however, as Senator Kennedy points
out, the work component may well be better deait with through CETA, especially
if the link between welfare and CETA are clarified along the lines proposed in
the new Senate reauthorization bill.

5. A serious gap in the bill, which is acknowledged by Senator Kennedy, is that
the same income and eligibility rules should apply to those who are first seeking
welfare and those who are already on assistance and need to continue. “Nobody
should have to give up a job in order to qualify for the assistance which is avail-
able to others in the same financial situation.” Senator Kennedy indicated that
he has not dealt with this issue in the bill because it had not been possible for him
to arrive at a solid cost estimate with respect to complete comparability. If it
were not too costly, he believes the bill could be amended to provide for equality
in trecatment between those seeking assistance and those already receiving
assistance,

Conclusion: To support the Kennedy bill

After analyzing the pros and cons, the Kennedy bill appears substantially
better than any of the other bills currently under consideration in the Senate. It
would prevent the changeover to a block grant system proposed by Senators Moy-
nihan, Cranston and Long; it would retain the incentive to states of federal
matching; and it would retain the standard-setting and monitoring role of the
federal government as part of its responsibility for all its citizens. The fact that
the mintmum level is set too low, and that some of the {ssues are not adequately
covered, must be taken into consideration. On balance, however, we believe that
the Kennedy bill should be supported, but we urge that some changes be made
before enactment, and that those issues which cannot be dealt with in the re-
maining time left to this Congress, be taken up early in the next year. We espe-
cially urge support of the Kennedy bill as a counter to the AMoynihan/Cranston/
Long bill which we helieve would prevent true welfare reform next year and:
might be generally harmful to those in need of ald. We again deplore the block

1The term “‘assistance unit” is redefined {n the bill in Bection 4(g), as follows: “The
term ‘nassistance unit’ means a dependent child (or children), and the relative (or relatives)
described in section 406(a) with whom such child is llving, who are claiming atd, anad
any other Individual! living in the same home as such child and relative whose neecds the
State determines should be considered in determining the need of such child or relative,
but does n?t include any individual receiving supplemental security income benefits under

Title XVL.'

36-861—78—7
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grant concept, with its full rellance on State authorities. We therefore urge ac-
ceptance of the Kennedy approach to open-ended federal funding and federal
responsibility.

STATEMENT OF THE CHILD WELFARE LFAGUE OF AMERICA, INC.

Established in 1920, the Child Welfare League of Amerlca i{s the national
voluntary accrediting organization for child welfare agencies in the United
States. It is a privately supported organization devoting its efforts to the im-
provement of care and services for children. There are 380 child welfare agencles
affiliated with the league, Represented in this group are voluntary agencies of
all religious groups as well as non-sectarian public and private non-profit
agencles.

The League's primary concern has always been the total welfare of all chil-
dren regardless of their race, creed, or economie circumstances, although our
special interest and expertise i3 in the area of child welfare services.

In the past the League has appeared before Congress to seek an improvement
in public welfare programs for children and their families because we belleve
that a family incom sufficient to meet minimum standards of health and human
decency is essential for the optimal growth and development of children and
basic to any program of services for children. We feel that it is essential to
assist those families who are unable to earn enough to meet minimal needs. The
League believes that there should be a national policy, setting national stand-
ards to assure that all people, including children, may have this minimum stand-
ard of living.

We are concerned about welfare reform because we belleve the existing wel-
fare system has caused irreparable damage to children by not meeting their
basic or special needs.

More specifically, we are concerned about how the welfare system directly
affects the lives of children and thelr families. We therefore suggest that any
job or income policy under consideration would be carefully examined with a
view to its potential help or detriment to children. Policies which harm children
must be reassessed.

We Dbelieve that work and income programs should encourage family stability
and protect the welfare of children by providing proper care for them in their
own homes and with their own families. We must therefore ensure that {ncome
and welfare policles are designed to foster these goals, and will not result in
problems such as parental desertion, lack of care and protection for the child
and unnecessary placement of children in foster care and institutions.

We are opposed to the basle structural change to fixed federal grants in
Title 1V of the Social Security Act proposed by 8. 3470 for the following reasons:

1. It would destroy the concept and reality of {ndividual entitlement, supported
by a matching formula in which the state and federal government share in financ-
inz on a case basis, that has underpinned all our welfare programs since 1935.

2. It conforms with none of the three approaches to “welfare reform” as the
term is commonly used: i.e., true fiscal rellef for states and localities, better
administrative management, and an improvement in the condition of the poor
for whose benefit the program exists.

3. If not only would move the opposite direction from that proposed by
President Carter, the House Welfare Reform Subcommittee, or the compromise
bill put forward by Senators Baker, Beilmon and Ribicoff, but it would create
conditions and interests that would virtually preclude such changes in the
future.

Each of these points is elaborated below.

Individual Entitlement: All our broad welfare programs—AFDC, SS8I,
Medicald and Food Stamp Programs are financed on a basis that assures every
eligible person or family equal access to benefits at a level predetermined by
the responsible unit of government, state or federal. This is the basic meaning
and intent of the pattern of financing adopted for the assistance titles of the
Soclal Security Act in 1935. It was intended to replace the insecurity, dis-
criminatory treatment, and hand-to-mouth anarchy of the rellef programs
which preceded them.

While S. 3470 does not follow the precedent of other so-called “block grant”
programs by eliminating virtually all federal requirements for their expend-
iture; it makes it a practical Impossibility to enforce many of the present plan
requirements. To maintain open intake, for example, with a fixed sum alloca-
tion is virtually impossible in a situation of increasing need. The only way
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s could be achieved would be by reducing grant levels to compensate for
}:;ci::eas;lng numbers. To maintain statewide standards (another federal plan
requirement) under these conditious would require a degree of state controls and
constant reallotments that would tax administrative machinery beyond {ts

racity.
ca!l‘oc uﬂake a change of these dimensions as a last minute amendment to a tax
bill, thus disrupting the administrative practices built up over a period of
forty-three years, does not seem consistent with responsible law making. The
House Welfare Reform Subcommittee built up a record of nine volumes of
hearings on welfare reform in which this drastic restructuring of the present
federal-state relationship was never discussed.

Welfare Reform: “Welfare reform” is commonly used to cover these different
objectives, none of which would be satisfactorily achieved under S. 3470.

Fiscal Relief: The most obvious purpose of the bill is to relieve the states
and localities of at least 50 percent of their present costs. A windfall and a
continuing additional grant of $1,320,000,000 is given the states on a formula
basis, as compensation for losing the security and stability of the open-ended
matching formula. It should, however, be pointed out that this degree of fiscal
relief could just as easily be achieved by a simple modification of the present
matching formula. The formula for its allocation, moreover, is heavily weighted
in favor of the high payment states.

The closed and financing proposal must therefore, be seen as central to
S. 3470. Under this proposal the states are, in effect, gambling on the future
state of economic need among their citizenry. Should unusual events occur,
causing unanticipated need, the federal government would no longer stand by
their side as parties in its alleviation. In effect, the states are cast adrift, to
sink or swim as best they may. Each governor, each state legislature would
be confronted with impossible choices: should all grants be reduced, should
certain groups of needy be removed from the program, should funds be allocated
evenly over the whole year or should a big reserve be held against future
contingencies, should the states’ share be reduced to the minimum acceptable
hy federal authorities and the remainder be diverted to other purposes?
Proposition 13 mentality would make this last a powerful temptation.

Improved Administration with subsequent reduction in fraud anad abuse {s put
forward as a major purpose of this bill. Yet it has been our experience that when
financing and administrative control are separated and the sanction of reduced
federal grants eliminated, the temptatior to loose or discriminatory admin-
istration becomes much greater. Experience with another so-called “block grant,”
CETA, in this respect, was reflected in recent debates and amendments in both
Houses of Congress. The financial and program audit system developed under
the case review system can stand improvements but their total abandonment at
this stage would be unthinkable.

The welfare of families and espectally of the seven and one half million chil-
dren dependen on AFDC s the primary concern of the League. We are concerned
that in most states the payments are too low for health, decency and dignity, and
that many reedy families are excluded from help altogether. But under this bill
every incentive lies in the direction of low payments and low caseloads regardless
of the need. These would not only be no financial inducements to increasing low
payments or adding new groups of eligibles, but a strong temptation would be pra-
vided for state legislatures to reduce grants and coverage in order to free thelr
own appropriations for other purposes. While S. 3470 restricts federal grants to
“social welfare purposes,’” this in no way applies to state funds that could thus
e freed. Since the only receiving requirement in the law would be the provision
in Section 402(a) (2) for “financial participation by the state,” this could be
reduced to a token level at the expense of the recipients,

The provision of the proposed bill that cost-of-living increases in federal funds
be passed on to recipients is also meaningless in view of the fact that no restric-
tions are placed on prior grant reductions. The requirement of a written finding
that ‘“additional payments are not necessary in order to provide adequate bene-
fits” is so vague and unadministerable as to be a virtual invitation to evasion.

Many of the shortcomings of the present program would be intensified rather
than relieved by this bill. Failure to extend coverage to children of the unem-
ployed and other intact familles would still lead to family break-up and might
well be intensified by narrowing eligibility standards. Low living standards with
no real protection against reduced grants and rising costs could only lead to a
widening circle of resultant soclal evils. Above all, the abdication of all direct
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and continuing responsibiilty for these families by the federal government is an-
invitation to further dismantling of the program.

A block grant also implies a limitation on AFDC-Foster Care. This could:
discourage states from removing children from harmful home situations or
increasing foster care rates.

Increased numbers of older children and teenagers are coming into foster
family care. Older children have greater overall needs and especially for specific
items such as food, clothing, recreation and transportation. Higher rates have
traditionally been paid for older children in helping to meet their increased needs.
According to a study on the cost of foster family care at the University of Dela-
ware, 38 of the 43 states with state-administered foster care systems determine-
payments on the basis of age.

Higher numbers of handicapped and emotionally disturbed children are also-
being placed in foster homes due in part to the deinstitutionalization of mentally
retarded/mentally i1l children from state hospitals, These children require inten-
sive services and considerably more hours of care incurring far greater costs for
the foster parents. At least 26 states have adjusted rates according to the physical”
and mental needs of the child. These children are usually in care for longer periods
of time than non-handicapped children. According to a study on the “Components
of Foster Care for Handicapped Children,” that appeared in the June 1978 issue
of Child Welfare, handicapped children remained in care on an average of 23°
months longer than non-handicapped children. Adgditionally, handicapped child-
ren are far less independent and possess fewer self-care skills ereating additional

burdens on foster parents, For example, handicapped children need 279, more-

help in toileting and they experience 309 more problems in communication.

Besldes the added demands on foster parents' time and energy, many added
expenses are incurred in caring for a handicapped child. Extra-cost items included
special furniture, wheelchairs, food processing equipment, rubber pants, ete. Data
revealed that extra expenses incurred in caring for a handicapped child averaged
$235 more a year than with non-handicapped children. However, foster parents of
handicapped children reported reimbursement for only 24 percent of all special
expenditures.

It has always been more difficult to recruit foster parents willing to care for
older or handicapped children, These children have far greater needs both eco-
nomically and emotionally. Many concerned foster parents are willing to cope with
problems, but are resistant because they are not adequately compensated for the
extra costs involved and the additional demands placed on their time, and mental
and physical energies.

Efforts are being made to enhance foster parents’ capablilities through foster
parent training programs. Training requires a considerable time commitment frony
foster parents. It I8 increasingly clear that foster parents must be offered reason-
able support financially, psychologically and technically to deal with the tasks of
raising these children.

Hopes for true welfare reform with a direct and expanded federal responsibility
are high with Presldent Carter’s original proposal contained in H.R. 9030 and the
House Welfare Reform Subcommittee's improvements fncorporated in H.R. 10950.
Even the more modest incremental changes incorporated in S. 2777 put forward by
Senators Baker and Bellmon would have moved the program in the right direction
of expanded coverage and more adequate benefits. But 8. 3470, by virtuslly casting
loose the states from continuing federal direction and financing control, moves in
the precise opposite direction. It puts before the states the temptation of immedi-
ate fiscal rellef without any incentives to program improvement or protections for
those the program is intended to serve. On the contrary, it offers an Invitation to-
program retrogression. We strongly urge the Senate not to take such drastic action

in the name of welfare reform and flscal rellef, both of which desirable ends can be-

achieved by better means.

DEPARTMENRT OF HUMAN RESOURCES,
ADULT AND FAMILY SERVICES DIvIsIioN,
PUBLIO SERVICE BUILDING,
Salem, Oreg., September 18, 1978.
Hon., DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN.
Chairman, Subcommittee on Publio Assistance, Committee on Finance, U.S. Sen~
ate, Dirksen Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR MovYNIHAN: I appreclate this opportunity to comment on the

State and Local Welfare Reform and Fiscal Rellef Act of 1978. We in Oregon:
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:agree that any proposal which would result in genuine fiscal rellef to States in
1neeting their public assistance obligations is indeed a significant step toward con-
structive reform of the American welfare system.

However, under Senate Bill 3470, as it is now written, the proposed method of
administering the block grants constitutes a serious flaw which, from Oregon’s
point of view, renders it unsupportable. Under the propesed Bill, once the base
period amount has been established for a State, the only factor to be considered
in adjusting the block grant is the increase in the Consumer Price Index deter-
mined by comparing the Index for the second quarter of the preceding fiscal year
with the Index for the second quarter of the second preceding fiscal year. Such a
method of adjustment would be advantageous to a State when the state of the
-economy results in a period of sustained amelioration of the effects of inflation if
caseload remains static and if no significant program improvements are contem-
.plated. The State would be disadvantaged by this method of adjustment when the
cconomy is entering an inflationary period.

Further, population increase and caseload growth are not taken into account in
-adjusting the block grants. Our preliminary assessment of Oregon's initial block
‘grant compared to what we would realize under the present AFDC funding mech-

anism involving federal financial participation in the State’s actual AFDC costs
indicates that Oregon would receive only approximately 8% more in federal funds
from the block grant for the base year. However, if the AFDC basic caseload con-
tinues to increase at the rate of 1295 each year and the block grant can only be

-adjusted by the 6.5% CPI increase, Oregon will have passed the “break-even
point” within two years after the block grant proposal becomes effective. For
Oregon, the fact that factors other than the CPI increase are not considered in
adjusting the block grant is & major omission.

Press releases have pointed out that since the block grant would not be reduced,

‘any savings achieved by the State by placing welfare reciptents in jobs or by re-
‘ducing the number of inellgible recipients and overpayments would be retained
100 percent by the State. Oregon has been making a maximum effort to eliminate
overpayments and payments to ineligible cases and to place eligible recipients in
Jobs to the extent permitted under present federal regulations. It is doubtful that
further substantial gains can be made without modifications in existing federal
regulations. This comment specifically relates to current laws and regulations
governing: (a) allowable work expenses, and disregards of earned income; (b)
prohibits under federal rules for sanctioning the grants of unemployed fathers
who refuse to accept jobs, voluntarily quit, or make themselves unacceptable to
the employer. (Over 509% of the unemployed fathers under current federal regu-
‘lations are exempted from these sanctions for refusing to accept a minimum wage
joh. Under current regulations, practically, the other 509% cannot be sanctioned in
less than 90 days.) ; and (¢) extending the earned income disregard to mothers
in AFDC-UF cases The effect of this pollicy is that if the mother works and the
husband does not, the case is exempted from the 100-Hour Rule—thereby creating
a disincentive for the unemployed father to actively seek work. Numerous other
examples could be cited.

Constraints on the State's ability to act are lodged in federal laws, regulations
:and court orders which prevent states from reducing the AFDC caseload when

they believe it appropriate. Our observation concerning Senate Blll 3470 is that
for States which have experienced an unprecedented growth in caseload, as has
‘Oregon, the block grant concept will be disadvantageous unless provision can be
made to allow for caseload growth in addition to CPI increases in adjusting the
hase period amount. Qur experience in Oregon has led us to believe that caseload
growth is primarily a product of national policy which restricts the States’ ability
to define conditions of eligibility and control their public assistance programs.

Acknowledgment of the principle that welfare is a national responsibility leads
us to conclude that any reasonable effort to provide fiscal relief to States must
address the effects of current national welfare policy. At a minimum, adjustment
-of the block grants must reflect caseload growth as well as increases in the
‘Consumer Price Index,

Sincerely,
KEITH PUTMAN,
Assistant Director, Human Resources,
Administrator of Adult and Family Services.
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HiNps COUNTY HUMAN RESOUROES AGENOY,
Jackson, AMiss., September 15, 1978.
Re: Senate Bill 3074 (State and Local Welfare Reform and Fiscal Relief Act
of 1978).
ITon, DANIEL P, MOYNIHAN,
Chairmnan Senatc Subcommittee on Public Assistanoe, U.S. Senate—U.8. NNapiiol
Building, Washingion, D.C.

DEeEAR SENATOR MOYNIHAN: Senate Bill 3074, even though called “State and
T.ocal Welfare Reform,” is by no means a reform of any type of our welfare sys-
tem. This bill deals ounly with how the system is funded and fiscal relief for the
states.

This bill does not address the inadequacies of our present welfare system: the
perpetuation of the break-up of families, inadequate benefit levels, universal
coverage, foodstamps, AFDC, AFDC-UF, etc.

Additionally, this bill gives too much authority to the states for administra-
tion of these funds. Who's to define “social welfare purposes” ? Who will monitor
the block grant to insure that states are using these monies for the benefit of
welfare recipients? How will HEW handle complaints of how funds are used?
What appeal rights will recipients have?

States could not be given an option of passing on cost-of-living increases to
recipients. From past history, when Mississippi has been given an option of
benefits for welfare recipients, our officials have always chosen the option that
serves to least benefit the welfare recipients.

This bill mandates no guarantees or handles that recipients’ benefits levels will
be increased with the “new” monies allocated. In Misgissippi, a state whose bene-
fit level is already at the bottom of the barrel, i.e., No. 50, the welfare recipients
in this state cannot ‘“afford@” a bill which provides for no such guarantees or
handles. The administrators of this money in Mississippi must be told it has to
be spent; they cannot be trusted or left to choose what they feel is best for the
poor people in Mississippi.

Our experiences are that the welfare officials are not truly cognizant of the
needs of the poor; they choose the worst options for the poor—options which tend
only to benefit the pockets of the officials. Case in point: recent misuse of appro-
priated Title XX funds, kickbacks and subsequent and/or pending federal indict-
ments of legislators and other welfare hierarchy in Mississippi. .

The concerns and needs of the poor cannot be over-emphasized or over-addressed
and S.B. 3074 does neither; it will only serve to perpetuate the adage that while
the rich get richer, the poor get poorer.

Yours for bread and justice,
Ms. KAAREN M. PRICE,
Mrs. GLORIA MAYFIELD GRAVES,
Training Coordinators.
Louls ARMSTRONG,
Director, Neighborhood Service Centers.

LEGAL AoTTON OF WISCONSIN, INC,,
Milwaukee, Wis., September 15, 1978.
Mr. MICHAEL STERN,
Staff Dr'rectcz’;r, Committee on Finance, Dirksen Senate Ofice Building, Washing-
ton, D.C.

DeAr Mz. STERN : We are writing on behalt of the Wisconsin Welfare Rights
Organization to submit the following comments regarding Senate Bill 3470 titled
the “State and Local Welfare Reform and Fiscal Relief Act of 1978.” We under-
stand that the Public Assistance Subcommittee of the Senate Finance Committee
held a hearing on this bill on September 12th and request that these written
comments be included in the record of that hearing.

We believe that Senate Bill 3470 Is contrary to poor people’s interests. Far
from serving to reform the Ald to Families with Dependent Children program
(AFDC), this bill would undermine any possible development in that area.
Specifically, it would militate against states granting increases in the inadequate
benefit levels and against expansion of the AFDC program to include groups
of nersons presently not covered.

There are many reasons why use of federal block grants rather than matching
funds for state AFDC programs does not guarantee any raise in benefit levels or
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any program development. First, the bill does not require a state to spend any of
the adgditional federal funds on benefit increases. Rather, the bill permits a state
to use the federal monies in place of its own to reduce its share of the cost of
local AFDC programs.

Neither do the cost of living increases in the federal block grants provide any
hope for benefit level increases. A state could avoid giving any cost of living
increase by determining that such was unnecessary. And even if a state deemed
a cost of living increase to be appropriate, the bill does not require that these be
provided to recipients as increased benefits. In reality, they might well be spent
for costs of an increased caseload or expansion of some programs without develop-
ment of others. Finally, even if a cost of living increase was found to be neces-
sary and even if it was spent to increase AFDC benefit levels, this still would not
result in recipients being granted a full cost of living increase because the in-
crease would be based only on the 1978 federal allotment and not on the com-
parable state portion of the grant, Therefore, unless a state were to choose to
expend more state monies, recipients would have a net loss in spending power over
their already low 1978 level. And this does not take into account the fact that a
state’s AFDC caseload could increase for any number of reasons, meaning that
the recipients would have an even lower level of benefits relative to the in-
creased cost of living.

The use of block grants would militate against another goal of welfare reform,
expansion of the AFDC program. There is no mandate for inclusion of such
programs as AFDC-Unemployed Fathers or foster children benefits in a state
plan, And, after the first year, any adoption of such programs would have to be
paid for by state funds, unless there was a cutback in some other program or
decrease in AFDC benefit levels. This could well result in a state’s choosing
not to expand the AFDC program or even in its deciding to eliminate some pro-
grams. Such could only harm the poor persons involved.

Worst of all, the provisions of Senate bill 3470 would also effectively preclude
federal review of state AFDC programs. At present, the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare has some modicum of control over states in that it can
remove a percentage of a state's federal matching funds for a particular program
if the state fails to comply with federal requirements in the operation of its
AFDC programs. The role of HEW in supervising State AFDC programs and
issuing rules and regulations to ensure a minimum level of fairness and equity
in the operation of those programs is an important safeguard.

Senate bill 3470 would remove even this amount of control from the federal
agency as it would only require a state to have an approved AFDC plan in order
to obtain a federal block grant. There would be no means of sanctioning a state
for defects in its operation of such a plan. Recipients could be harmed by cut
backs in benefit levels and programs and there would be no federal mechanism
to avold this result.

In summary, we oppose Senate bill 3470 as detrimental to the interests of poor
persons and a regression in the area of welfare reform. In its present form the
Dbill is merely & windfall to state governments disguised as welfare reform.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Yours truly,
MarY FisHER BERNET,
ANNE L. DELEO,
Staff Attorneys.

LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION OF ALABAMA,
Montgomery, Ala., September 15, 1978.
Re: “Welfare Reform” Legislation: S, 3470,
MICHAEL STERN,
Staff Dircctor, Committee on Finance,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. STERN: We are very much concerned that this bill will increase the
federal government's expenditures on A.F.D.C. without providing any addi-
tional benefits to needy recipients in the State of Alabama and elsewhere. Unless
radical changes are made in this bill, we recommend that the Senate proceed in-
stead to adopt some version of the Carter welfare package to ensure that publie
assistance benefits are raised in those States such as Alabama that now pay
recipients far too little to live on.
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Alabama has established an extremely unrealistic need standard. For example,
‘the total needs for a two-person family are determined to be $144.00, while those
for a family of four are $240.00. While these figures are too low to pay rent, pay
utilities, buy necessities, and so on, Alabama pays only 61.59 of {ts need stand-
ard; so that a family of two actually recelves only $89.00, while a family of four
receives but $148.00. During the last legislative session in Alabama, the Alabama
Department of Pensions and Security requested funds it stated were needed to
-enable the agency to continue payments at this level. Only after considerable
political maneuvering was the funding made available—and, then, only subject to
receipt of sufficient revenues. Otherwise, there could be cutbacks in AFDC levels.
In light of this legislative attitude (which accurately reflects the sentiments
of the majority of Alabama’s voters), it seems clear that Alabama would merely
use the federal funds provided by S. 3470 to reduce the State share, unless Sec-
tion 4 is considerably modified. Because the demands for fiscal relief engendered
by Proposition 13 in California are so loud in a State such as Alabama where tax
rates are among the lowest in the nation, I can only—conclude that other States
will do likewise, availing themselves of the relief to the State fisc and neglecting
‘the needs of the poor for additional benefits to help them cope with the pressures
-of inflation,

I further note that not even the cost of living increases need be passed on to
AFDQO recipients. Section 4 would allow a State merely to “find” that additional
payments were not necessary and then to notify HEW. Apparently, there is not
even a need for the State agency to convince HEW that the current AFDC levels
are sufficient. In few if any States are AFDC reclpients given enough money to
provide a cushion against inflation. Section 4 should be rewritten to require a
«cost-of-living increase in AFDC payments, except in a circumstance where a
State can convince HEW that it was overpaying for AFDC. Even then, the raise
should be implemented until recipients have had an opportunity to challenge this
administrative determination.

I regret that I am unable to go into more detail at this time, because I only
recently received word of this bill. I intend to send further comments at a later
time, even if they will not officially be timely.

For now, I will close by saying that in States such as Alabama the need for
relief for underpald AFDC recipients is so much greater than the need for State
fiscal relief that legislation such as this borders on the cruel.

Sincerely,
LAWRENCE F. GARDELLA.

STATEMENT OF THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE UNITED STATES

The League of Women Voters of the United States, a volunteer cltizen edu-
-cation and political action organization of 1,400 Leagues located in 5O states,
the Distriet of Columbia, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, Is pleased to have
‘this opportunity to present its views on 8. 3470, the “State and Local Welfare
Reform and Fiscal Relief Act of 1978.” Welfare reform has been a major con-
-cern of the League since 1970, when the organization undertook a study of alter-
natives to welfare as a means of combating poverty and discrimination. As a
result of the study, the League developed a strong position in support of a system
of federalized Income assistance and lobbled extensively for welfare reform in
1971 and 1972. The League advocates a system of income assistance with uni-
form eligibility and benefit standards to meet the basic needs of all persons
who are unable to work, whose earnings are inadequate, or for whom jobs are
not available. We concurred with Prestdent Carter when he said, In May of 1977,
that an income assistance program must be adequate, equitable and uniform.
For these reasons we cannot support S. 3470.

We oppose S. 3470 not on the grounds that it does not go far enough in re-
forming the current welfare system, but on the grounds that it offers no reform
at all. S. 3470 does nothing to remedy the drastic flaws of existing welfare
programs: it would not extend coverage to needy two-parent families who are
currently ineligible for AFDC in almost half the states; it does not move toward
adequate benefit levels and uniform eligibility requirements; it does not move
toward administrative simplicity; it does not create a workable mechanism
for increasing job opportunities for welfare reciplents; and 1t does nothing to
establish a minimum income floor. Most important from the League’s perspec-
tive, it does not address the special needs of families headed by poor women, who,
a8 the committeeis well aware, comprise half of all low-income families.
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Supporters of 8. 3470 argue that the prospects for achieving comprehensive
welfare reform are remote and that fiscal relief for states and localities is a
loglcal first step. But the League fears that enactment of 8. 3470 may well be the
first and last step toward welfare reform. S. 3470 is a ballout of state and local
budgets, pure and simple. The bill would provide an additional $1.5 billion in
federal funds in the first year to states and those localities that now bear some
welfare costs, California and New York would be the chief beneficlaries of fiscal
relief, receiving approximately one quarter of the $1.5 billion in the first year.

Our great fear concerning 8. 3470 is that passage of a fiscal relief measure will
remove the impetus for future reform of the current welfare system. We fear
that Congress and the Administration will be tempted to point to the fiscal rellef
measure as the fruit of their efforts at reforming the welfare system and aban-
don attempts to achieve comprehensive refornt. And we fear that states and
localities, heretofore strong advocates of welfare reform, may be tempted to
settle for half a loaf—the half that directly addresses their immediate budgetary,
concerns.

Serious as are the omissions in S. 3470, the commissions are even graver.
The bi]l makes drastic changes in the current AFDC program that would be
detrimental to current welfare recipients. S. 3470 would convert the AFDC
program from a federal-state matching porgram to a federal block grant to
states, stipultating only that grants could be used “only for social welfare pur-
poses.” Nowhere in the bill is the term “social welfare programs” defined. Con-
celvably, states could eliminate AFDC entirely and put their entire block grant
into another program considered by the state to promote social welfare, even if
it did not meet the basic needs of poor families, We find this imprecision in
defining the use of billions of dollars in federal funds both dangerous and
irresponsible.

S. 3470 is also potentially harmful to recipients because, by converting AFDC
to a bloc grart progrim, any financial inceutive for states to increase AFDC
benefits would be abolished. Under the two current formulas for federal matching
funds, the federal government contributes between 50 and 83 percent of a state’s
total AFDC payments. In both formulas, the federal share varies according to
the state’s relative per capita income, Because there is no limit to the federal
contribution in the most commonly used formula, states are encouraged to
fncrease benefits—for every dollar a state increases AFDC benefit levels, the
federal government reimburses between 50¢ and 75¢.! Not only would the financial
incentive for these states to increase benefits be gone, but, because there is no
maintenance-of-effort requirement, any reduction in current state expenditures
over and above the bloc grant would result in a 100-percent savings for a state.

While 8. 3470 would allow benefit levels to keep pace with the rising cost of
living, it would not assure that states pass on cost-of-living increases to recip-
fents, since in order to divert the cost-of-living increase to other “social welfare'™
purposes, states would merely have to make a finding that a cost-of-living increase
was not necessary to provide adequate benefits to welfare recipients.

The Ieague strongly opposes any move to increase federal financial partici-
pation in AFDC without at the same time establishing minimum natfonal income
and eligibility standards. If the federal government is to bear added responsi-
bility for financing welfare, minimum national standards must also be estab-
lished. In short, S. 3470 is not welfare reform in the judgment of the League of
Women Voters.

The League is further troubled by the prospect that other provisions which
would he extremely damaging to welfare reciplents may be attached to 8. 3470
as a tradeoff for obtalning enactment. These provisions, incorporated in HR 7200
as approved by the Senate Finance Committee, have been opposed by the League
and other organizations concerned about the well-being of welfare recipients.
(A copy of the League's memo on HR 7200 is attached.)

Finally, the League believes that any proposal with a substantial impact on
current welfare programs and recipients requires more time for careful deliber-
ations than remains in this session of Congress. One evening of hearings is hardly
enough time to hear from all organizations and to analyze the probable impacts
on state declslons regarding welfare spending.

The League of Women Voters of the United States joins you in lamenting the
10-year “logjam” in reaching agreement on how to reform our country’s welfare
svstem. But the League does not join you in support of 8. 3470 or HR 7200.

1Forty-six states currently use the so-called “Medleald” formula. Four states nse the-
alternate “regular’” formula. in which the federal Jzovemment contributes 58 of the first
$18, a percentage of the next $14, and nothing beyond the first $32.
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MEMORANDUM

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., September 6, 1977.

To: Members of the Senate Finance Committee.
From : Ruth C. Clusen, President ; Ruth J. Hinerfeld, Action Chairman.

Shortly the Senate Finance Committee will resume its consideraiion of H.R.
7200, & bill making major revisions in the AFDC program. The League of Women
Voters of the United States believes that the far reaching amendments (discussed
below) that the Committee has thus far adopted are contrary to the original
purpose of the AFDC program: to allow low-income single parents with small
children to remain in the home to care for their children.

Moreover, we object to the process by which the Committee’'s amendments were
adopted: none of the amendments (save the Moynihan $1 billion fiscal relief
amendment) were the subject of Senate hearings; most of the amendments were
adopted with very little discussion; and, finally, only a minority of Committee
members were present for discussion and adoption of the amendments.

For these reasons, we urge you to reopen discussions on the League-opposed
amendments to the bill as outlined below. We urge in addition that hearings to
solleit information from interested individuals and groups on these specific
gﬂalauges in the AFDC progratn be held prior to any final Committee action on the

WORKFARE

Two amendments introduced by Senator Roth enable states to require that
AFDC recipients work off their welfare checks. Notwithstanding the League's
long-held opposition to the concept of “workfare”, we would remind the Com-
mittee that Congress itself has found this type of program to be unworkable.
Legislative history shows us that Congress rejected “workfare” when it originally
adopted the Social Security Act. In 1982, Congress did enact the Community
Work and Training Program but dismantled it § years later when it proved to be
a failure and a huge administrative nightmare.

While we support the goal of making jobs and training available so that recipi-
ents who can leave the home may be integrated into the regular work force, we do
not believe the workfare provisions adopted by the Committee are a way to
accomplish that goal.

No provision has been made for funding for job training and skills develop-
ment. In effect the bill forces recipients out of the home, away from their
children, into unskilled, dead-end jobs which will not provide a basis from which
they can move into the regular workforce. This type of approach does justice
neither to the recipients themselves, nor to the worthwhile objective of decreasing
dependence on public assistance.

EARNED INCOME DISREGARDS/WORK EXPENSES

The computation for earned income under AFDC has been amended doing
away with the existing work expense deductions other than child care. The new
formula reduces work incentives currently in the program, even to the extent that
many recipients (especially those required to work under workfare) will actually
lose money by working. The I.eague of Women Voters bellieves that any change
in the income disregards should encourage rather than hinder those recipients
who are able to work.

VENDOR PAYMENTS

In our letter to you of June 22nd, we detafled our opposition to Section 505
(a)—the so called “voluntary vendor payment” provision passed by the House.
The provision would permit AFDC reciplents to “voluntarily” request welfare
agencies to make vendor payments in the form of two-party checks to landlords
and utility companies—cashable-only by the landlords or utility companies.
State and local Teagues throughout the country have monitored administration
of the AFDC program. Based on their findings, we believe that Section 505(a)
would inevitably lead to coercive treatment of recipients by landlords, utility
companies and welfare agencies. Considering the minimal subsistance AFDC
grant, we believe that recipients must be given the authority to determine which
of their urgent needs will be met in emergency situations. Also we note that the
Committee’s action on Section 505(a) contradicts the original congressional
intent which explicitly rejected vendor payments under Title IV of the Social
Security Act.

»
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STATEMENT OF JEROME CHAPMAN, CoMMISSIONER, DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN
RESOURCES, THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Subcommittee on Public
Assistance: I am Jerome Chapman, Commissioner of the Texas Department of
Human Resources, The Texas Department of Human Resources for over thirty
~years has administered public assistance programs. I welcome this opportunity
to present our observations and comments on the State and Local Welfare
Reform and Fiscal Relief Act of 1978 (8. 3470).

The intent of the bill is clear. It is necessary to move toward an acknowl-
edgement of the principle that welfare is a national responsibility for which the
federal government should bear primary financlal responsibility. State’s author-
ity to design and administer its public assistance programs must be strengthened
while its financial burdens must be reduced. States, which have heretofore been
finaneially strapped by the costs of administering public assistance programs,
require fiscal relief from present filnancial burdens. The Intentions behind S.
‘83470, however, have failed to materialize in the Act itself.

States and local government do need welfare reform and fiscal rellef. States
have supported and encouraged Congressional discussion of such interests for
vears, Public Assistance recipients do need protection from inflation and the
decline in their purchasing power. This bill, however, has falled to resolve the
{ssues which it was intended to address.

While the blll's title refers to welfare reform and although there has been
-extensive and uniform agreement of the need for welfare reform, the bill in-
clndes no struetural program changes. As a result, a number of significant prob-
lems will continue to plague the success of federal, state and local public assist-
ance efforts. The multiplicity of income maintenance programs will continue
to result in cumbersome administrative procedures, duplication and high
.administrative cost.

The bill does not standardize program and benefit levels thus maintaining
the major differences between states, The bill does not provide a bonus to states
which raise henefits to 65 percent of the poverty level. The legislation does not
require all states to operate the AFDC-U program, nor will it guarantee jobs
‘to welfare recipients able to work. Assistance to the working poor is limited
since the tax credits have been eliminated. It is fair to say. therefore, that the
Fiscal Relief Act is not a welfare reform bill but rather a fiscal relief bill that
simply restructures the financing procedures of the AFDC program.

The restructuring of the financing procedures as included in the Fiscal Rellef
Act will have a significant lmpact on the AFDC program. The bill replaces the
.exicting federal matching formula with a block grant. The block grant effec-
tively places a cap on federal expenditures in the AFDC program. If nationwide
-experience showed us that the. AFDC program is entering a period of runaway
-expenses, then such a eap on expenditures would have some basls. Expenditures,
however. have not heen extraordinary high. The effect of the cap on expenditures
contradicts the stated ohjectives of this piece of legislation, specifically, reducing
‘the financial burden on the states. For example:

In low grant states, any increase in the existing needs standard (other than
CPI adjustments) would bhave to be met hy 100 percent state funds.

States could not adopt optional programs unless they were funded with 100
percent state dollars.

Stgnificant increases in easeloads attributable to economic changes would re-
-quire either a reduction in grant benefits or 100 percent state dollars.

The Federal Government is not held responsible for increased expenditures
canced hy Court decisions and statutory or regulatory changes. States compli-
ance with such actions will require utilization of allocated block grant funds or
securing additional 100 percent state funds.

Some states will not be able to increase AFDC berefits because the higher
AFDC caseloads will increase the Title XIX costs thereby requiring additional
state funds.

Nne of the stated obiectives of this bill is to encourage significant improve-
ments in AFDC henefits in states where present henefits are low. Flowever,
the funding is tied only to the requirement that states spend such funds on
social welfare programs. States could choose to withdraw State funding and
rely either in part or totally on the block grant to fund the AFDC program.
‘The state funds may or may not be used on social welfare purposes. There
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is certainly no maintenance of effort provision which will guarantee that
existing state funds be retained for social welfare purposes. Therefore, there:
is no means of ensuring that low benefit states take steps to Improve their
benefit levels.

The bill also seeks to keep benefit levels rising at a rate equal to the increase
in the cost of living. States may, however, elect cost reduction alternatives
by certifying that their current benefit levels are “adequate” and, therefore,
a CPI adjustment in the benefit level {3 unnecessary. Unless the CI'I adjust-
ments are mandatory or more specific criteria for opting out are estab-
lished there will be no guarantee of maintaining footing in recipient purchasing
power.

The public assistance programs have for some time been in need of reform
both programmatically and structurally. The present program and financial
structure forces far too much diversity across the states in program benefits.
Often needy individuals are deprived of basic needs because of the lack
of adequate state funds. This bill does little, if anything, to solve this prob-
lem. Rather, the FKiscal Relief Act offers states a carrot in the form of
immedliate fiscal relief. The Fiscal Relief Act offers long term rigidity that
can only work against the establishment of national payment standards. It
will discourage implementation of optional programs and will tend to encour-
age states to freeze or cut back assistance payments. A predictable and flexible:
funding fiscal relief formula is needed. Any funding mechanism that does not
meet these requirements should not be implemented.

The Committee's interests in continuing the debate on welfare reform and
fiscal relief are to be commended. Welfare reform is an essential ingredient
of the successful implementation of effective assistance programs. Fiscal relief
as well as a restructuring of the federal flnancing procedures are important
aspects of the long range implementation plan necessary to obtain the needed
reform.

The Committee's desire to take immediate action on some of the aspects of
welfare reform and fiseal relief is indicative of their commitment to the
principles of welfare reform, The State of Texas is equally committed to wel-
fare reform. If changes in the proposed legislation could be made to address
the concerns raised ahove then our actions as well as our commitments will be
complementary.

Thank you for your consideration of the State of Texas’ views.

STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR WOMEN, INcC.

The National Organization for Women (NOW) is the largest feminist organi-
zation in the world, with a membership of more than 85,000 women and men in
650 chapters throughout the U.S. We welconie the opportunity to submit testi-
mony on S. 3470, :

With 79 percent of the poverty population consisting of women and children,.
and with one out of every three female-headed families living below the official
poverty level, welfare reform stands as a priority feminist concern, NOW firmly
believes that comprehensive reform is necessary to provide for the needs of the:
poor, enable people to obtain jobs and economic independence, and simplify ad-
ministration of the welfare system. In the past few months, it has become clear
that such reform will not he accomplished this year, and that in the interim, some-
incremental measures might be needed. But such measures must, at & minimum,
include a Federal floor for AFDC, extension of coverage to two-parent families,
expansion of the EXTC, and development of decent job and training opportunities,
especially for women. .

We strongly oppose S. 3470 because it separates fiscal rellef for states from
the total welfare problem, and thus represents an artificial, unsatisfactory
approach to a crucially important issue. 8. 3470 would only decrease the pressure-
for comprehensive reform, without providing any relief to the poor—and in fact
could actually prove harmful to recipients.

In altering the AFDC funding formula from the current automatic Federal
matching payments to a closed-end block grant, the bill could result in no im-
provement to, or undermining of, the AFDC program.

$ince the funds would rot be specifically designated for the AFDC program,
states could use them for any social services program, or could substitute them:
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for ttlxleir own AFDC spendings, thus freeing state money that could be spent
anywhere.

The bill has no maintenance of effort requirements and also makes no provi-
sions for increases in caseload. States could thus be faced with having to tighten
eligibility requirements and cut back the welfare rolls in order to meet current
expenditures, or lower benefits to absorb the increased caseload.

States would retain any savings out of the block grants, and thus might be
motivated to unfairly or illegally reduce caseloads or keep benefits low to save
money.

Placing more control in the hands of the states would decrease the Federal
government'’s monitoring and enforcing power. HEW would no longer have the
power to withhold funding in cases of state violation of Federal law as long as a
state had an approved A¥DC plan. And in cases where HEW could hold back
funding, it would be faced with having to withhold all or nothing, instead of a
percentage as i8 possible under the matching system. Experiences of NOW mem-
hers at the local level have shown time and timme again that abuse and denial of
due benefits and rights of women on welfare is widespread. Federal controls over
state programs are essential to ensuring the rights of poor women,

This bill offers no guaranteed relief for the poor, Even the cost-of-living in-
creases allowed for in S. 3470 could be passed-through in the form of an increase
in total benefit expenditures, rather than through individual benefit increases, or
could be avoided altogether, The bill provides that a state may avold pass-through
of cost-of-living increases by notifying the Secretary in writing that such in-
creases are unnecessary because levels are adequate. No authority is given to
the Secretary to challenge or reverse such findings.

A bill that purports to be welfare reform, yet threatens to leave recipients worse
off than before, is & tragic fraud. Women are doubly threatened by cutbacks in
social services programs since the majority of employees, as well as beneficiaries,
of these programs are women. Yet neither can be served by undermining the
rights of the other, and NOW opposes any fiscal relief measure aimed at soclal
services which does not also ensure reform of the welfare system to more ade-
quately meet the needs of the poor.

Al of the increase between 1969 and 1976 in the number of families living in
poverty has been among families headed by women. Milllons of women are
trapped in poverty and dependency. This desperate situation ean only be ad-
dressed by enacting comprehensive reform. Women need decent beneflt levels and
recognition of the work done in the home, as well as training and jobs that will
enable them to leave poverty. In testimony submitted to this Committee on
May 12, the major points of NOW’s demands for such reform were outlined.

In summary, NOW urges the Committee to halt action on 8. 3470 and turn to
developing a more comprehensive measure which can be enacted early next
session.

Questions and comments regarding this testimony should be directed to Mar-
garet Mason, Welfare Rights Aide, at the NOW Action Center,

STATE OF WASHINGTON,
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND HEALTH SERVICES,
Glympia, Wash., September 13, 1978.
Mr. MICHAEL STERN,
Ntaff Director, Commitiee on Finance,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. STERN: This letter concerns 8. 3470, the “State and Local Welfare
Reform and Fiscal Act of 1978,” introduced by Senators Long, Cranston and
Moynihan. We will appreciate having our comments {ncorporated into the record
of the hearing held by Senator Moynihan on September 12, 1978,

After careful consideration of this bill, it is our estimate that it is not a
desirable substitute for either incremental or substantial reform of the Ald to
Family of Dependent Children (AFDC) and other Income Maintenance pro-
grams. If this bill should be enacted into law at the close of this session of the
Congress, we foresee the precluston of serious consideration of more extensive
welfare reform {n the next session .

. The bill does provide fiscal relief in the short-term, but we are most concerned
that over time, such relief to the states will evaporate. The proposed fiscal relief



102

is predicated on a stable or even decreasing caseload, an unrealistic assumption,
Cost changes incurred by the states, due to increasing caseloads or adoption of
program options or other modifications, would be at state expense, since the
present method of matching state dollars would be replaced by a block grant,
In effect, a block grant is a celling on federal participation in the AFDC pro-
gram, and with no adjusting mechanism except for the Consumer Price Index.

It is true that states and local jurisdictions are faced with continuing and
often conflicting demands as to the allocation of local tax dollars, and we appre-
clate all Congressional efforts to provide fiscal relief. However, this is not the
only reason for seeking increased federal participation. Of equal importance is-
the recognition of the fact that the economic condition and well being of people
is a national matter and subject to national remedies, and only slightly respon-
sive to state and local fnitiatives. Even more to the point is the fact that the
federal-state partnership, contemplated in the Social Security Act, is now def-
initely titled in favor of the federal government. State latitude in program
design is limited to either participating or not participating, defining the stand--
ard of need and setting the level of exempt resources. This imbalance in federal
dominance can only be redressed by increased federal financial participation.
commensurate with thelr decision making authority.

As an alternate to S. 3470, we favor the fiscal relief provided in HR 13333.
This bill retains the present matching formula, and we do support the incentive
concept incorporated by having the actual amount related to the state's payment
error rate, We consider this to be a positive feature since incentives for improv-
ing management performance are superlor to sanctions for excessive error rates.

Sincerely,
‘ GLADYS MCCORKHILL,
Director, Bureau of Income Maintenance.
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