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TEEN PARENTS AND WELFARE REFORM

TUESDAY, MARCH 14, 1995

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

The hearing was convened, pursuant to recess, at 9:30 a.m., in
room SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Bob Packwood
(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Also present: Senators Chafee, D’Amato, Murkowski, Moynihan,
Bradley, Rockefeller, Conrad, Graham, and Moseley-Braun.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB PACKWOOD, A U.S. SEN-
ATOR FROM OREGON, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

The CHAIRMAN. Good morning.
If there is anything this Committee has heard about in its wel-
fare hearings, it is teenage pregnancy, teenage pregnancy, teenage
regnamg', and the relation between teenage Pregnancy and the
ikelihood of being on welfare for a long period of time.
We could not have four better experts than we have today to give
us some advice on this. So our minds are open. N
We are not exactly sure which way we ought to go. We are talk-
ing about block granting welfare, maybe not block granting it. Or,
if we do, do we set some kind of requirements, such as can you give
welfare payments to teenage mothers, or can you not? It is entirely
up in the air. And what you say to us will probably have more ef-
fect than anything else we may hear in the rest of these hearings.
Senator Moynihan.

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

Senator MOYNIHAN. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, if you would indulge me just a moment to brag
on our staff.

On June 14 last year, President Clinton announced his welfare
proposals in a speech in Kansas City, and he made the point, and
I quote, “At the rate we are going, unless we reverse it, within 10
years more than half of our children will be born in homes where
there has never been a marriage.”

And the statement was not much noticed at the time. It was sort
of reported, but never commented on, as if we had gotten used to
an idea that would have been unthinkable just a generation ago.
The illegitimacy ratio had always been about 4 percent, 5 percent.
That ratio started to rise in the 1960’s here, as it did in other coun-
tries. It was 10 percent in 1969 and, since then, the rise has been

n
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a virtual straight line that reached 30 percent in 1992, and is pre-
sumably past that point now.

As I think our panel will recognize, the correlations are quite as-
tounding. We have a trend line, and here it is, Mr. Chairman. I
want to put that in the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.

[The information appears in the appendix.]

Senator MOYNIHAN. We have a correlation of .993 with our
straight line. And I do not think anyone has ever produced such
a correlation. Does anybody here recognize one? Apart from the sun
coming up and the sun going down, that is as close to a perfect fit
as you would ﬁft. And it fits with the curve that rises at .864 per-
cent a year, which is almost 1 percent a year.

And we told the President agout this. We just worked it out, our
distinguished Javits Fellows and others.

And it is worth noting that the Federal establishment never did
any of this. All those vast bureaus never noted anything happening
out of the ordinary, never produced any correlations, never ques-
tioned this. Never, to my knowledge, did anyone ask the President
where he got this information.

This is the sweep that comes from an exponential curve when it
really begins moving upwards, and we have one of those too. But,
in any event, something altogether out of the range of social vari-
ance is taking place now in the States. It is also taking place else-
where. To what extent, I do not know that I could say, but the ra-
tios are higher in France and England, lower by a tic in Canada.
They are virtually nonexistent in Japan and, I suspect, generally
speaking, in Asia.

But, in the North Atlantic, there has been transformation of the
social system in this regard. And it is still going on.

But the most important thing, as the éhairman said when we
began, is that unless our understanding is transformed this morn-
ing, we do not know much about what is going on.

Just 2 months ago, William Bennett, Glen Lowry of Boston Uni-
versity, and James Wilson of the University of California at Los
Angeles, told the House Ways and Means Committee that there
was little reason to believe that we know how to reverse the rise
{)n illegitimacy. It can be done, but we have no evidence that it will

e.

So I very much thank you, sir, for having these hearings, and
look forward to our panel.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

We will start in the order that you appear on the witness list.
So we will talk first with Douglas Besharov, who is the Resident
Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute.

If you all would hold your statements to 5 minutes, we will put
your entire statements in the record.

Thank you.

STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS J. BESHAROV, J.D.,, RESIDENT
SCHOLAR, AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE FOR PUBLIC
POLICY RESEARCH, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. BESHAROV. Thank you very much, Chairman Packwood and
Senator Moynihan. It is a pleasure to be here.
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I thought I would do two things while I am here: try to set the
stage for the importance of this discussion about teen parenthood;
and then stick in my own two cents about what I think would be
the best policy resolution.

In my prepared statement, I have five charts. And I am going to
talk from them, if you want to refer to them. I apologize to the
large audience if there are not sufficient copies.

The first chart is the growth of the AFDC basic program. And
I point this out to you because we are looking at a substantial
change in reality that occurred sometime between 1980 and 1993,
a one-third increase in the total number of families on AFDC—a
one-third increase.

Now, when this was taking place, our first response was to say,
“It is the economy, stupid.” But the Congressional Budget Office
did an analysis about what was causing the increase in AFDC, and
those results are on the next page. According to Jan Peskin and
John Tapogna from CBO, when they analyzed very carefully the
sources of that 30 percent increase in welfare caseloads, they found
that only one-quarter of the increase between 1989 and 1992—only
one-quarter—was because of the economy. One-quarter was for
what they call the effect of other factors. That is largely immigra-
tion, by the way. And half of that increase was because of what
they called family breakdown.

If you look at the chart between 1992 and 1995, they project that
family breakdown will have an ever-increasing effect on the case-
loads, compared to the economy. Indeed, even as the economy picks
up, caseloads will increase because of what they call the growth of
family breakdown.

On the next page, I present the data about what we mean by
“family breakdown.” Those of us who are old enough to remember
the 1960’s thought of family breakdown as divorce. Divorce has
largely plateaued since about 1980 or 1981. In fact, the number of
families caught up in divorce, and the number of children in di-
vorce, has steadily declined for the last 15 years.

The same is not true for children born out of wedlock. As Senator
Moynihan indicated, almost one in three children in this country
is born out of wedlock. That number continues to grow. This chart
reflects rates. And you see, by the way, for the black rate of out-
of-wedlock births, there had been a 25-year decline from about
1960 to about 1985. And then there was an increase from 1985 to
about 1990.

There are many explanations for that increase. My own, by the
way, is that this is the effect of crack cocaine on our inner cities.
If you look at where those babies are being born, you see a real
connection there.

The larger story, of course, is that the white out-of-wedlock birth
rate continues to increase.

Wel], that has had an effect on AFDC caseloads. And that is the
next page. We used to talk about how AFDC switched from a pro-
gram for widows to a program for divorced women. That was true
in the 1960’s. AFDC is now largely a program for never-married
mothers. And that has enormous consequences for society because
never-married mothers tend to be younger, more poorly educated,
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and much less capable of escaping the ties, the straight jacket,
really, of welfare. And that is reflected on the next page.

On the next page, I first present data collected by David Ellwood, -
who is now the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation in
HHS. He compared divorced women on welfare to never-married
women on welfare. And what he found was that never-married
women were three times more likely to be on welfare for 10 years
or more.

My own sense is that this is an understatement of the long-term
dependency of never-married mothers because a woman can have
one, two or three children as an unwed teenager, and get married,
and then divorce afte" a year, 6 months, or a month. She suddenly
becomes a divorced mother for Census Bureau purposes.

So, never-married mothers are a significant part of the welfare
Eroblem. Now why do I use the words never-married when this

earing is about teen mothers? Because more than half of the ba-
bies born out of wedlock in this country are born to women who
had their first baby as a teenager.

So, when we talk about never-marrieds, that cliche that we see
in our minds is right. Not all of them, but at least half, maybe as
much as 60 percent of these never-married mothers had their first
baby as teenagers. So that is a central challenge for welfare reform.

What would I do? Well, I only have about a minute, so that is
easy. I can leave most of this to the rest of the panel.

Let me say a few things. First, when you see a social change like
this, you do have to look at values, stupid. We do have to restore
values. I do not mean values about sexual rigidity or abstinence
until marriage. But I do mean a value about responsible parentage.
And how do you get there?

I think welfare reform helps get you there. It cannot solve the
entire problem, but special rules for teenagers, for 16- or 17-year
olds, are quite appropriate. Something that changes the idea that
welfare is an alternative life style, that people can have babies and
go on welfare instead of finishing their schooling and working, is
central to reestablishing the value of responsible parenthood.

The problem is the behavior. Welfare is only one small answer,
but it is part of the answer.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Besharov and articles written by
Mr. Besharov relating to questions submitted by Senator Pressler
appear in the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Now we will take Dr. Granger, who is the Senior Vice President
for Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation in New York.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT C. GRANGER, ED.D., SENIOR VICE
PRESIDENT, MANPOWER DEMONSTRATION RESEARCH COR-
PORATION, NEW YORK, NY

~ Dr. GRANGER. Thank you, Chairman Packwood, Senator Moy-

nihan, Senator Graham. It is indeed a pleasure to be able to ad-
dress the Committee this morning on this important topic.

For the past 20 years, the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation, and other organizations, have conducted a number of
rigorous studies of policies and programs meant to improve the
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self-sufficiency of young mothers on welfare. This work relates to
the current debates regarding teen parents and welfare reform.

Teen parents are diverse in important ways to policy makers,
and we have some reliable and useful evidence about this group,
and about some successes for at least two-thirds of the members
of this group.

In addition, I want to focus on the fact that it is possible, given
this complex problem, to make some of these problems decidedly
worse by our policy moves.

My testimony is based largely on interim results from three stud-
ies: (1) a New Chance demonstration that I direct, a 16-site study
of a comprehensive set of services for teen mothers who are drop-
outs, and had their first children when they were teenagers; (2)
MDRC’s evaluation of the Learnfare Program in Ohio (LEAP) is a
program that uses sanctions and bonuses, manipulations in the
welfare grant level, as well as case management and support serv-
ices to encourage school attendance and completion; and (3) a Teen-
age Parent Demonstration, or TPD, a well-run JOBS-type program
for teens which was employment focused, but also encouraged
school attendance for teen mothers who began the program while
they were in school.

What do we know, reliably, from the demonstration studies that
I have just mentioned? Several things, I think, that are important.

First, complex community-based initiatives like New Chance, or
large-scale reforms like the Teen Parent Demonstration in three
cities, or the LEAP program in Ohio, can be well implemented. In-
deed, LEAP and the Teen Parent Demonstration have changed the
nature of the welfare bureaucracy and how it responds to teen par-
ents.

Programs have increased high school graduation rates and high
school attainment, at least for some. This is important because,
from the intervention studies that I am citing, about one third of
teen mothers are high school graduates. About one third are in
school, and about one third are dropouts. Much of our concern
about the group seems to be driven by a lack of success with just
one third of the population, the dropouts. But we have successes
with students and with graduates.

For example, LEAP and TPD, in some sites, increased the high
school attainment for those people that began those interventions
as students.

As a result of these programs, more teens worked. And some got
higher earnings than they would have otherwise. In both the Teen
Demonstration and New Chance, about 40 percent of the young
women in these studies work.

It belies the stereotype of young mothers sitting at home doing
nothing. Teen Parent Demonstration actually increased those em-
ployment rates across its sample for all of the people who were in
the program group, regardless of whether they were students, drop-
outs or graduates. And, in fact, for the graduates, that increased
participation translated into increased earnings for that group.

These programs have shown that-some welfare savings were
achieved. In the Teen Parent Demonstration, welfare benefit levels
were cut by about $15 to $30.
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Sanctions and bonuses have been shown to be a useful tool. In-
deed, they do change the behavior of some teens, particularly the
more advantaged dropouts. They have not been particularly suc-
cessful in changing the behavior of the more disadvantaged teen
mothers, the dropouts.

And there have been, as many people will tell you this morning,
no positive effects on pregnancies or births from these particular
interventions.

In my opinion, this is due to many intertwined factors driving
such things as_the illegitimacy ratio, that Senator Moynihan de-
scribed. Poor economic prospects, a desire of these women to
achieve adult status, ignorance about contraception, few marriage-
able men, changing norms that accept unwed motherhood, aggres-
sive males, sexual abuse, and, perhaps, public policies that encour-
age pregnancy and discourage marriage.

This is not the kind of area that calls out for simple solutions.

Three questions, and then I will close. Should teen mothers be
denied cash benefits? It seems like a logical question to pose, given
that many people are believing that cash assistance is encouraging
out-of-wedlock births. Our work suggests that a categorical denial
of public assistance to certain teens will have many effects. Some
women will not become pregnant. Others will abort. Some will have
children and work. Some will have children and marry. And many
will have children and be much poorer.

We do not know the distribution of those effects, but we do know,
by any standard, the last group is going to be very large.

What can we do to reduce long-term dependency? I would sug-
gest four things. Do everything we can to keep the teens in school
and on track to graduation. As I have cited, some of these pro-
grams have shown that they can make a modest difference in this
area.

Second, encourage high participation in JOBS or JOBS-type pro-
grams for teens who have finished school, or who are over 16 and
will not attend school. TPD’s performance with graduates and in-
formation from welfare to work studies with older women, such as
California’s GAIN program, support that approach.

Third, protect the children. These mothers and children are fami-
lies. Cut public assistance, you cut public assistance for all. Raise
income for one, you raise income for all.

While recommending mandatory programs, I worry about the
families that get their grants continuously reduced for noncompli-
ance. And we have evidence from theé LEAP evaluation that such
families exist in fairly large numbers, particularly in the dropout
population.

There may also be negative consequences when changes in child
care are driven by participation mandates. Given the mixed record
for teens, participation mandates will not always produce results.
But, because an obligation to participate in school or work helps
some mothers succeed, mixed success is tolerable if the child care
for the children is of decent quality.

We know that the child care often is not. That suggests, gentle-
men, that policies that set standards of part-time, as opposed to
full-time work are sensible.
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) And, ﬁnally, test new ideas. There is no need to push untests1
xdgas to national, or even statewide scale. A reasonable dictum
might be, the more radical the proposal, the more necessary the
test of that proposal.

We have learned a lot from the work that I have cited. That
work has been Federally supported. Regardless of the future struc-
ture of welfare, the knowledge generated to date has been useful,
and such funding becomes even more important under a decentral-
ized system.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Granger and answers to ques-
tions submitted by Senator Pressler appear in the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very mucg.

Now Dr. Rebecca Maynard, who is the Trustee Professor of Edu-
cation and Social Policy at the University of Pennsylvania.

Dr. Maynard.

STATEMENT OF REBECCA A. MAYNARD, PH.D.,, TRUSTEE PRO-
FESSOR OF EDUCATION AND SOCIAL POLICY, UNIVERSITY
OF PENNSYLVANIA, PHILADELPHIA, PA

Dr. MAYNARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to have
the opportunity to speak before this distinguished Committee on
one of the most important concerns facing this Nation today.

What I want to do is emphasize some important facts regarding
the causes and consequences of teenage childbearing, and talk a lit-
tle bit about what the research evidence is telling us about the
likely responses of adolescent and teenage parents to various policy
changes that are being contemplated.

As noted in my written statement, my remarks draw heavily on
a major Federally-funded demonstration, the Teenage Parent Dem-
onstration, that Dr. Granger spoke about, which was evaluated by
me and my colleagues at Mathematica Policy Research. However,-
I also do draw heavily on the broader literature on this topic.

The high and increasing incidence of teenage pregnancy in this
country is due to three different factors. One is the high and in-
creasing rate of sexual activity among teenagers. The second is a
low contraceptive use rate among sexually active teenagers who are
not yet parents. And the third 1s a high contraceptive failure rate
among adolescents.

The low contraceptive use rate among teenagers relates to their
impulsive and risk-taking behaviors, and to their early denial that
they are sexually active. This is just adolescent behavior.

The research suggests that the high failure rates, which are dou-
ble the rates for all sexually active adults, regardless of the contra-
ceptive method we are talking about, derives from three sources:
First, disorganization and impulsiveness that characterizes the
lives of many of these young, largely poor, teenagers; the second is
poor counseling regarding the side effects of various contraceptive
methods and a lack of support to help teenagers in their transitions
from one method to another method of contraception and; third, an
unwillingness on the part of many of the males to cooperate with
contraceptive use, at least to do so consistently.

There is no evidence that welfare itself is responsible for the
higher teenage birthrate in the United States, relative to other
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countries. And I would call to your attention the fact that our wel-
fare policies tend to be less generous than those of many of the
other industrialized countries with which we compare our birth-
rates.

Moreover, if you look within this country, we see no positive cor-
relation between State welfare enefits and teenage birthrates. In-
deed, the teenage birthrates had tended to move in the opposite di-
rection from real welfare benefits in this country.

The birthrates have gone up in periods when real welfare bene-
fits have gone down, and vice versa.

The CHAIRMAN. Say that again. The vice versa, say that once
more.

Dr. MAYNARD. In periods of time when the real welfare benefits
have been rising, the teenage birthrate was falling. When real ben-
efits were going up, the birthrate was falling, and vice versa.

The CHAIRMAN. Right. Then it was going down.

Dr. MAYNARD. We were going in opposite directions.

q The?CHAIRMAN. And this cor:elation, this is statistically solid evi-
ence’

Dr. MAYNARD. It is just looking at time trends, just aggregate
statistics, year to year.

Senator MOYNIHAN. It is here you want to cling to the propo-
sition that correlation is nut causation,

Dr. MAYNARD. That is right. Yes. Teenage birthrates are espe-
cially high among poverty populations, which are groups that fare
relatively poorly in this country, whether or not they have children
at a young age.

What having a child at a young age does is exacerbate the prob-
lems faced by youths in general, and particularly poor youths, in
large part because the poor youths who have births at early ages
have low levels of education, poor job skills, and limited and incon-
sistent support from families and the fathers of their children.

Adolescents are adolescents, and are going to exhibit the risk-
taking and impulsive behaviors that are typical of adolescence.
Those having babies during early adolescence will, by definition,
not have completed school. If you are under 18, you likely will not
have completed school. And most are going to have limited basic
skills. Their chances of completing school and attaining skills that
will prepare them for jobs near or above living wages are seriously
curtailed by the parenting responsibilities. They can be overcome,
but they are curtailed.

And few of these young mothers have male partners who have
the capacity and/or the willingness to help them support their
child. Part of the reason for this is the low level of education and
earnings capacities of these males. And part of it is just a lack of
support ethic.

Preventing early childbearing is going to require successful value
campaigns and resistance training, as well as improvements in the
reliability of contraception for this population.

The underlying problem for teenagers is not information about
and access to contraception. We have had experiments that have
tested that, and that is not the issue.
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We do have some promising models that have tested values cam-
paigns and abstinence programs, but we have not had rigorous
tests of these models. We need to do that.

In thinking about effective ways to help those who are early
childbearers, and end up on welfare, onto a path to self-sufficiency,
it is important to understand that employment is really the only
route out of poverty for the vast majority of these teenage parents
on welfare.

Moreover, at least a high school education is necessary in order
to earn a wage that approaches a nonpoverty incore for even full-
time employment.

The implication is that effective programs are going to be those
that emphasize employment preparation and support.

Having such programs for males, as well as females, would im-
prove the marriage prospects of these young women, which pres-
ently are exceptionally low, as well as increase the potential to gar-
ner high levels of support from the noncustodial parents.

Unconditional welfare benefits promote dependency, while wel-
fare tied to education and employment mandates will promote tran-
sitional assistance by the truly needy.

We estimate that 5 to 10 percent of teen parents on welfare will
have, or will find, alternative means of support if they are required
to do something active as a condition of getting welfare benefits.

Most of the remaining recipients will indeed actively participate
in school, work or training if there is a severe financial penalty for
not doing so, and if they are given proper supports.

Let me just end by saying that most of the current approaches
to second chance education and training programs have been mar-
ginally effective, in large part because these programs are very
poor quality, and very low intensity.

In fact we have mounting evidence that the GED is not an effec-
tive alternative to a high school diploma, and we ought to really
rethink whether or not we want to encourage that as an alter-
native.

Finally, let me just say that if there is no cash assistance for
these young families, there will be serious consequences for many
of the young mothers and their children. And the best available
evidence suggests that reducing or capping welfare benefits is not
going to eliminate the pregnancy problem. In fact, it is going to
have very modest to no effect.

What it might do is lead to an increase in the abortion rate. If
we had more drastic action, such as «tally eliminating benefits for
this population, we may get sorue reduction in the birthrate. But
we will also have many young mothers living in circumstances that
we would not like, or they will find means of support that we would
not approve of.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, doctor.
di{’Iihe prepared statement of Dr. Maynard appears in the appen-

X,

The CHAIRMAN. We will conclude with Dr. Kristin Moore, who is
the Executive Director and the Director of Research at Child
Trends in Washington, DC.
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STATEMENT OF KRISTIN A. MOORE, PH.D., EXECUTIVE DIREC-
TOR AND DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, CHILD TRENDS, WASH-
INGTON, DC

Dr. MOORE. Good morning.

The focus of my remarks is on the prevention of adolescent preg-
nancy. Once a npre ancy occurs to an adolescent, all the available
options are difficult, and iinpose costs on individuals and society.
Therefore, the prevention of adolescent pregnancy should have high
priority for policymakers.

What is required? Broadly speaking, there are three types of fac-
tors that need to be addressed—information, contraceptive services
and motivation.

By information, I mean education about sexuality that takes
place in the home, the religious setting, the school, or a community
g_rganization that goes beyond the mere clinical facts of reproduc-

ion.

Research to date indicates that the most effective sex education
approaches are ones that encourage both abstinence and contracep-
tion. Numerous studies have found that discussing contraception
does not seem to encourage teens to have sex.

Research has also found that combining messages about absti-
nence with messages about the importance of contraception, when
sex is eventually initiated, is more effective than either pushing ab-
stinence alone, or pushing contraception alone.

By services, I mean accessible and affordable contraceptive serv-
ices. There is no question that abstinence is the most effective way
to prevent not only pregnancy, but sexually transmitted diseases,
including AIDS.

However, there is also no question that some teens are going to
have premarital sex in this country, as in other countries. And that
taxpayers, as well as teens, will be better off if teens are protected
from pregnancy, AIDS, and other sexually transmitted diseases.

Despite significant cutbacks in funds for family planning, the
proportion of teens who initiated sex increased during the 1980’s.
On the other hand, funding cutbacks have made contraceptive serv-
ices less accessible and less affordable.

Motivation is the third critical component. While sex education
and contraceptive services are needed, and do not seem to cause
teens to initiate sex when they would not otherwise have done so,
the provision of information and services does not address the more
fundamental question of motivation.

How can we increase the motivation of teens? It is my considered
opinion that cutting welfare benefits to adolescent parents will
have little effect on the sexual behavior of adolescent girls, in part
because their pregnancies are unintended, in part because cutting
benefits has no effect on the incentives faced by their male part-
ners, and in part because the research literature so clearly identi-
fies other factors as the underlying causes of early sexual initiation
and pregnancy.

We know from studies conducted throughout the world that eco-
nomic opportunity and educational opportunity are associated with
%ostponing childbearing. Research on teenage childbearing in the

nited States similarly identifies socioeconomic opportunity as a
very strong predictor of early childbearing.
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In several reviews of research conducted in the United States, we
have identified four broad sets of factors associated with early
childbearing among adolescent males and females. These are pov-
erty, school failure, being involved in other forms of risk-taking or
behavior problems, and family problems.

While youth having school and behavior problems need structure
and rigor in their lives, purely punitive policies are unlikely to con-
vert them to an abstinent lifestyle, or transform them into diligent
coniraceptors.

Teens at risk need to have hope for the future. They need to be
embedded in the structure of incentives that includes negative
sanctions for undesirable behavior, combined with positive sanc-
tions that support and encourage desired behavior.

This structure of incentives needs to be directed at males as well
as females. The fathers of the babies born to teenagers are gen-
erally older than the young mothers. And two-thirds of them are
not themselves teenagers.

The primary method policymakers have to affect male incentives
is enforcement of child support. Fathers, even younger fathers,
should contribute to the support of their children. And, if they are
unemployed, fathers as well as mothers should receive education
and job training, and be subject to workfare to enable them to pro-
vide child support.

If Congress wants to send a message intended to discourage teen
parenthood, child support enforcement would be my number one
recommendation.

Another element in the prevention of pregnancy is the prevention
of subsequent pregnancies. One quarter of all births to teens are
repeat births. Intervention programs find that it is very difficult to
prevent the occurrence of second and later pregnancies.

Several studies have found that repeat childbearing and larger
family sizes predict a higher probability of welfare entry, and a
lower probability of welfare exit.

Consequently, the fact that programs have been unsuccessful in
delaying second pregnancies is disturbing. On the other hand, very
few Americans prefer to have only one child. I suspect that this
very strong preference to avoid having an only child is at least part
of the reason we see so many second births in short order.

Again, it is a matter of low motivation, combined with the dis-
order and difficulties inherent in the lives of young single parents
that leads to pregnancies that are not wanted or intended, but
which are not prevented either.

In summary, there are no silver bullets or quick solutions. How-
ever, we have a number of leads. Sex education can encourage
teens to delay sex and use contraception. But the effects today are
rather small.

Declining funding for family planning services has not resulted
in less sexual activity. Increased support for contraception rep-
resents a good investment.

Finally, rather than focusing a set of severely punitive measures
on younger mothers, public policy should structure a set of positive,
as well as negative, sanctions, including child support enforcement,
that are constructive, and that apply to young men as well as ado-
lescent females.
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Thank you.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Moore, I am interested in this chart included
with your prepared statement. I want to make sure I understand
this. You have got the teenage birthrate per thousand females age
15 to 19 going down from 1960 until 1986, in all categories, includ-
ing race.

Dr. MOORE. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Then it starts going up in 1986.

Dr. MOORE. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Why is that?

Dr. MooRre. Well, it was a surprise, I believe, to everyone. The
teen birthrate went down substantially from World War II, and
then it plateaued. We were just waiting for it to continue its down-
ward trend. The fact that it started to go up was really a surprise.

And, as Mr. Besharov said, it may be crack in some cir-
cumstances. It clearly has something to do with migration of His-
panics. It may have something to do with access to abortion. It cer-
tainly has something to do with increased sexual activity, family
planning funding. )

In other words, it is not one single thing.

The CHAIRMAN. But the thing that intrigues me is that we had
all been operating on the assumption that this was getting steadily
worse from the 1960’s onward. Then we go through the 1970’s,
hippie free love, and we just thought things were getting worse and
worse. And they were getting better and better until 1986.

Dr. BESHAROV. Wait a minute. That is all teen births.

Dr. MOORE. All births.

Dr. BESHAROV. In marriage, as well as out. The tricky thing here
is that we have had two trends going on at the same time. Total
births, until recently, for teenagers, were going down.

The CHAIRMAN. Right.

Dr. BESHAROV. But the percentage of those births that were out
of wedlock, the percentage that were a direct ticket to welfare, was
going up.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Rate against ratio.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Dr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, could I comment on that——

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Dr. GRANGER [continuing). To perhaps make a confusing issue
more confusing?

The illegitimacy ratio that Senator Moynihan refers to accurately
as climbing, realfly is driven by three things. One is the birthrate
to single women. The other is the birthrate to married women. The
illegitimacy ratio is in fact arrived at by taking the number of sin-
gle births and dividing it by the number of total births.

So the birthrate for married women drives this illegitimacy ratio
in a particular way.

Then, finally, the ratio is affected by the relative proportion of
single and married women.

Now, just one comment about teens. What you find is that the
teen birthrate is, in fact, increasing. But much of this illegitimacy
ratio’s skyrocketing is due to decreasing marriage rates, in fact
more, perhaps, than the increase in the birthrate.
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That is particularly the case among black teenagers, where the
birthrate has not been increasing markedly across the last 20
years. But, in fact, the marriage rate has dropped considerably.

For example, the illegitimacy ratio of 15- to 19-year-old black
women right now is 91.7 percent. That means 9 out of every 10
births to a black teenager are to single women.

On the other hand, if the marriage rates had stayed at 1970 lev-
els, that rate would be 64 percent, a huge decrease. I just say this
for clarification, because many things are going on within this ratio
at the same time.

The CHAIRMAN. I just want to make sure I understand. The num-
ber of births, therefore, can be level, but the ratio can be different,
depending upon marriage.

Dr. GRANGER. That is exactly right.

Dr. MOORE. That is right. Actually, I might note that I will leave
a packet of statistics for the Committee. But the number of births
has varied far less than the number of marital births. Actually, in
about 1980, the lines crossed. In other words, the number of mari-
tal births has been declining steadily, and the number of non-mari-
tal births has been increasing. And now the number of non-marital
births is 354,000. The number of marital births is 151,000. So there
is an absolute majority. Seventy-one percent are outside of mar-
riage now.

The CHAIRMAN. Seventy-one percent are what?

Dr. MOORE. Are outside of marriage now. Seventy-one percent of
all births to females 19 and younger are outside of marriage.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Moynihan quoted statistics in Continen-
tal Europe and Canada not unlike ours, in terms of trends. So this
is not something uniquely American.

Dr. MoOoORE. That is correct.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, sir, I think the panel might agree that
our teenage births are distinctive.

The CHAIRMAN. As opposed to European?

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Dr. BESHAROV. I think the most striking difference is that, in Eu-
ropean countries, what we are seeing is adults—and I use the term
loosely when I talk about people over 21—who are cohabiting in
long-term relationships. They are the ones who are much more
likely to have a baby out of wedlock in Europe.

So in Europe older couples are having babies out of wedlock, in
longstanding relationships, whereas our out-of-wedlock births in
this country are much more likely to be less long-term. And we
have many more teen births out of wedlock than the Europeans do.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask the generic question. Everybody has
views on welfare. Every time you go to a public meeting, somebody
has views on welfare. It does not matter if they have any knowl-
edge about it, they have views on it.

As to whether we should let China build the atomic bomb, very
few people have views. It is distant and removed.

But the general feeling is that something has gone wrong. I look
around this panel, and we are not that far different in age. We
grew up in a different milieu. The woman that had a child out of
wedlock was unusual.
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What, over 30 or 40 years, went wrong, assuming the direction
is wrong? It cannot be just our welfare system. Give us some ideas.

Dr. GRANGER. I would like to start that conversation, Mr. Chair-
man. And perhaps this is driven as much by the fact that I have
two teenage daughters, one 16 and one 13, as anything else.

I think one thing that has changed a lot is the nature of the situ-
ation that men find themselves in during this period of time. And
I think that is a factor underlying the decreasing marriage rates
across all racial and ethnic groups.

And I would make the observation that, when we look at things
like “illegitimacy ratios”—and it is a term that I tend to put in
quotes because it is a hard term for me to say—you have got to rec-
ognize that, if we could be dcing something about the
marriageability of men, I think we could be doing something sig-
nificant about illegitimacy.

The CHAIRMAN. About the marriageability of men?

Dr. GRANGER. Yes, sir. For example, increasing their ability to
support a family. I think the test of manhood, when you and I were
teenagers, was whether or not you could get a job and go out and
support a family. I think the test of manhood has changed mark-
edly in the last 30 years, as that option has been removed for many
people in our society.

And I think that there is evidence on employment and training
programs, and other policies that in fact would improve the eco-
nomic prospects of men.

I would encourage the Committee to hold hearings, and think
about what we can do for the other side of the equation, because
too much of this is placed at the feet of the teenage mother, rather
than men who are teenagers or older.

The CHAIRMAN. Other comments?

Dr. BESHAROV. One thing to think of there is that it is not nec-
essarily all bad. As the parent of a 17-year-old daughter, I am not
sure I would want her to marry the bum. [Laughter.]

Now, part of the change that has occurred is there has been a
sharp reduction in what we used to call “shotgun weddings,” which
the Census Bureau calls post-conception marriages. And, we will
have a short test after this to see if you have all these numbers
and ratios down pat.

That is to say, if a young woman gets pregnant today, she is
much less likely to get married.

Senator MOYNIHAN. They were also called “engagement babies.”

Dr. BESHARCV. And, in some respects, the decline of marriage is
a sign of the greater empowerment and freedom of women to make
an alternate life choice. And I think that is for the good. We should
not forget that.

Having said that, we should look at the other factors that are
driving this: We have a society that is progressively investing less
of its time in children in the middle and upper class. So why not
in the welfare class? ’

I use the phrase “irresponsible parenthood” because I think there
is something about that here. We used to say that you should have
enough money before you have a child, male or female. And here
I agree with Bob. That is gone.
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In the 1930’s, the entire country reduced its birthrate because it
was broke. You do not see that now. What you see instead, among
many of our opinion leaders, is a notion that, just because someone
does not have money, does not mean they should not have a full
family. That is a tough nut to crack, but ! think that is where the
problem is.

You may remember that Marion Barry, about 6 years ago, was
forced to apologize when he said to a woman on welfare who had
13 children, “Maybe it was time for a breather.” He had to go on
the Donahue show and apologize.

There is a question here of what we believe about the rights of
people to have children. And that is connected to welfare and wel-
fare benefits, and so forth. If we do not come to terms with that,
we should not be surprised if the more helpless in our society have
not come to terms with it.

lDr. MooRE. I would like to respond to your question on two lev-
els.

I think you can make a distinction between a sexual revolution,
which has happened among all Americans, among affluent teen-
agers, as well as low-income teens. And that is driven by a change
in values. You can see it reflected in the media, in the behavior of
adults, as well as children. You can also see it in the alterations
of role of women, and in the value of marriage. Delayed marriage
and childbearing is a really major change that has occurred across
all socioeconomic groups in this society.

And you can also look at the changes in the underclass. There
I think it is quite a different phenomenon, in part strongly driven
by male opportunities for employment. The most promising hypoth-
esis is the “nothing to lose” hypothesis. If you have nothing to lose,
then why would you go to the effort to abstain from sex, and to
contracept diligently year after year after year? I think that is the
single most important difference across the two socioeconomic
groups.

Dr. MAYNARD. Let me add just one thing to this. Part of the prob-
lem is the economic and social segregation in this country that has
taken place in the last 20 years. We now have high concentrations
of poor people in our inner cities. And, in these communities, there
is a new norm. Welfare has indeed, for many young people, become
an entitlement, and an acceptable alternative.

When faced with bearing a child, you l.ave little education, you
have no earnings potential, your family may or may not be willing
to support you, may or may not be able to support you, welfare is
there, and it is just acceptable as a way of getting through that dif-
ficult period.

That was not the case 20 and 30 years ago. Welfare was the last
place you went. And a large part of this is the community, and the
fact that nobody in an inner city area has employment opportuni-
ties, whether male or female, and these young women certainly do
not. And the easiest and best option for many of these young moth-
ers is welfare.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Moseley-Braun, you had a question?

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I have a question.

Senator MOYNIHAN. How are you feeling?
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Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN. Miserable. Thank you for asking.

My question is this. This conversation is really fascinating, and
I want to thank the Chairman for giving us this opportunity to
have this debate this morning. The emphasis on teen pregnancy,
it is like the new catch phrase, and everybody has gotten excited
about teen pregnancy.

It seems to me that teenagers have been getting pregnant for a
long time. This is not new. What is new, however, is that, for the
individual, the education and employment opportunities get short
circuited by teen pregnancy. And, for society as a whole, we have
the welfare costs on the one hand, and what it means in terms of
social disintegration on the other. So it has got different con-
sequences now than previously.

Everybody has been dancing around this a little bit, in terms of
the issue of marriage. To what would you experts attribute the cb-
solescence of marriage as a primary building block of our social or-
ganization? What has made the marriage rates go down? Is it just
employability, or the economic prospects of males, as one of the
witnesses testified? Or is there more to this trend. Is it that young
people do not see marriage as being a necessary part of the pro-
gram to form a family unit before starting off and having a family?
There were always steps in this, and our society was predicated on
those steps.

There are those who say, well, it is the marriage tax, and the
fees for getting married. I am serious, I have heard folks talk about
the fact that there are all these impediments to marriage. If we got
rid of the marriage tax, if we got rid of the fees the counties charge
for marriage licenses, if we made it easy—if you could just jump
over a broom, or something, at home and be done with it—would
that help to resolve some of this?

Woul(f enforcement of child support help? So, two questions. To
what do you attribute the obsolescence of marriage as a primary
social institution? And what can we do improve incentives for mar-
riage among young people?

Dr. MooRE. I will begin. I do not believe that marriage is viewed
as obsolete. I think most adolescents, when you ask them, do plan
to marry. They think it is an important social institution.

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN. Well, obsolescence in terms of a predi-
cate to having a family.

Dr. MOORE. Yes. Most adolescents do think you should be mar-
ried in order to have a family, by the way.

There is a certain subgroup who view the desired age at first
birth is younger than their desired age at first marriage. But that
is still a subgroup.

I think, despite the fact that they wish to marry, there is a great
distrust of marriage. And I think that marriage is the thing that
has changed more than fertility, really.

They have seen changes in the marital behavior of adults. As di-
vorces become more and more common among adults, adolescents
have been watching. And those who are from disrupted families
themselves are even more distrustful.

So, while they want to marry, they are thinking very hard about
whether or not it is a solution to their problems. They are watching
the experience of older people. It is also not required by the com-
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munity any longer. It is not forced on adolescents. I think the val-
ues of the larger community about marriage have very clearly
changed.

Also, there is the economic opportunity element of this. And I
think that is not trivial either. What are the gains to marriage for
some populations?

Dr. MAYNARD. Let me say that, in working with a population of
about 6,000 young mothers in three cities, we heard over and over
again—and, I would say, by the vast majority of these young moth-
ers—that marriage was not in their futures. They did not aspire to
marriage.

Let me just read you a couple of quotes of what they say. This
is fairly typical. “It don’t seem like no marriage is going to work.
I don’t want to go through that. Two months later, he gets to see-
ing somebody else, then he ain’t got no money or assets for you to
collect.” Another one says, “When you're single, it’s better. They
treat you so much better when you’re not married.”

And, if you look at the work of Eli Anderson, who has spent a
lot of time with young males——

Senator MOYNIH: N. Elijah?

Dr. MAYNARD. Elijah Anderson, yes. He puts the other side to
this, which is, why are the young males behaving in this manner
that does not really make them a desirable marriage partner?

He attributes part of it to the economics. If the young man can-
not keep house, as he calls it, he cannot provide for the woman and
her child, he finds other ways to act out his manliness.

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN. And their child.

Dr. MAYNARD. And their child, yes.

So I think oue of the distressing facts is that these young women
we were working with, who were all first-time teen mothers on wel-
fare, did not aspire to marriage. They did not see this as something
to look forward to.

Because the young men were not a reliable source of support
they did, in fact, treat them better before they moved in and got
married. These men are very controlling.

Dr. GRANGER. Senator, I think you rightfully point out that this
is not being driven by one thing, but the many things you have
heard about. You have heard some positive things from Doug
Besharov like increased economic opportunities for women. In fact,
it is a trend toward later marriage, across the age span.

If we look at the “illegitimacy ratios” for all women of childbear-
ing age, 15 to 44, the increase there almost uniformly is being driv-
en by decreasing marriage rates, rather than increasing birthrates
among older women,

So I think that, when we speak to this issue, we speak to it from
a variety of different vantage points, all of which hold some truth.
I think the central thread that has run through our remarks is
that it has something to do with the economic opportunities for
males, perhaps more than anything else.

And, if I was going to make my bet on something to do, I would
focus on that. You take a look at the increasing real wage dif-
ferences, particularly between high school graduates and college
graduates, or, more importantly, between high school dropouts and
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high school graduates, you see greater wage disparity now than at
any time within the last 40 years.

It seems to me that the answer is to try and figure out how to
keep young men and women in school, finishing school, geiting an
education, and moving into the labor market.

Dr. BEsHAROV. Well, I tend to disagree a little bit. First of all,
I agree with everything that has been said, to a point. And, cer-
tainly, what Bob said about the importance of increasing earnings
is central.

However, it is also the case, 1 believe, that among African-Amer-
ican men, those with more education have reduced their marriage
rate more than those with less education. Which is to say, it is not
just a function of earnings; there is something else in the air.

Which is to say, fewer of us are getting married, for many rea-
sons. There are many different strands of this. You should not look
for one answer. We have all given various ones.

I just want to tell you one story. I was in Cabrini Green a few
months ago. There are men there living with their women and
their children, and trying to do the best they can in those cir-
cumstances. And what I found so useful was to ask them, what
would happen to their financial circumstances if they married?

So you can talk all you want about this other stuff, but the fact
of the matter is that, almost universally, when I asked these cou-
ples what would happen to their financial circumstances if they do
what we want them to do, which is get married, invariably their
total family income would go down, by as much as a third.

They are likely to lose their apartment. They are likely to lose
this benefit and that. I sat with one woman who told me she was
going to get married. And she calculated for me how her child care
benefit would go down, her cost of child care would go up. Her rent
would go up, and so forth and so on.

So there is a tremendous marriage penalty built into our current
welfare system. I cannot tell you whether it is 2 percent of the pop-
ulation or 20 percent that would be affected.

But the reality is that we do have a marriage penalty out there
that sticks out like a sore thumb in our policy discussions. And we
should realize that.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Moynihan. Then Senator Graham.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, I think we have heard re-
markably consistent testimony about complexity and caution.

I think we have to be a little bit open about this, open as you
dare be. Which is to say that a more or less liberal establishment
has presided over the onset of something like social calamity. They
were hoping it would not happen, hoping it would reverse, hoping
maybe nobody would know about it. And now, all of a sudden, it
has lost all authority. And we have seen from the House side a pro-
posal to solve this problem, coming out of the Ways and Means
Committee, simply by repealing Title 4A of the Social Security Act.

If you have no welfare, by definition, you have no welfare prob-
lem. Right?

And that has happened. Something that could not have hap-
pened 5 years ago has happened. And it is making its way over
here. And our response is going to be very important.
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Almost the only defense we have is that we do not know enough
to make changes of that consequence. .

And, Dr. Granger, you estimated that, if we adopt the Committee
bill in the House, which would deny all benefits to teenagers, you
would put about 2.6 million children at risk. Assuming that some-
body would look after a quarter of them, you would still have 2 mil-
lion children who woulg probably be much poorer—I mean des-
titute in the most emphatic terms.

Would that be the general consensus of this group? Doug
Besharov does not seem to agree.

Dr. BEsHAROV. No. I think that is fiddlesticks. We are talking
here about parents 18 years old and younger. And, as I under-
stand, although the Republican bill on the House side shifts from
day to day, what we are talking about is a denial of cash benefits
to that newborn child for so long as the mother is under 18. That
is the latest iteration of this.

Let us walk through that for a second. Medicare continues. Food
stamps continue.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Medicaid.

Dr. BESHAROV. Medicaid, excuse me. Medicaid continues, WIC
continues, food stamps continue. Just the cash portion of AFDC is
denied the mother until she is 18.

Now, where would I want my daughter to be if she went and had
that baby? I would want her living with me. What is the financial
harm that has occurred? We have denied cash benefits to a child.
Seventy percent of these mothers, or 60 percent, are already on
AFDC. So there is a payment to that family. We would deny only
the cash benefit until the mother turns 18.

That will create financial hardship, but it is not going to create
social catastrophe. That kind of penalty or sanction is not the sort
that drives people to the barricades.

I was talking to a mother whose daughter had a baby——

Senator MOYNIHAN. I am not talking barricades. That kind of
talk does not work any more.

Dr. BESHAROV. Good. I was talking to a mother——

Senator MOYNIHAN. It drives them into the ground.

Dr. BESHAROV [continuing]. Whose child had had a baby out of
wedlock. And I said, what is the plan? And she said, “I am fighting
as hard as I can to keep my daughter off welfare.” She said, “Every
day when my daughter goes to school, her friends say why don’t
you go on welfare?”

And the mother said to me, “I know what will ha;})lpen if she goes
on welfare. It is the wrong direction in life.” So this mother was
fighting against it.

I can think of better things to do, but we should understand that
the Republican plan is trying to address a serious cﬁroblem. We
have not heard any answers today about how to handle it. And to
address it in the way that most parents would handle this, which
is say: stay at home, finish school, take care of your kids, get a job,
and we are not going to finance you in a separate apartment. Al-
most all American parents would say the same thing.

I am not sure that is so unreasonable.

Dr. GRANGER. Senator Moynihan, just to clarify, there are fiddle-
sticks, and then there are fiddlesticks, I guess.
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The estimate that I included in my written testimony had to do
with last week’s proposal, not this week’s proposal. Last week’s
proposal was to deny benefits for a lifetime to children born to
minor mothers, and perhaps to mothers up to 20.

Senator MOYNIHAN. This week’s version is, after 5 years, every-
body is cut off.

Dr. GRANGER. That is right, sir.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Do you agree with that?

Dr. BESHAROV. Sure.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Oh, all right.

Dr. BESHAROV. What do you do with unemployment insurance?
There is a cutoff.

And everyone is cut off only from cash benefits. We are talking
about a cliff. We are talking about self-sorting. We are talking
about a plan that is trying to send a very strong signal. Five years
is a long time. As long as non-cash benefits continue, it seems to
me not so unreasonable.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Graham.

Senator GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I wish to express my appreciation for what has been a very
thoughtful and informative panel.

One of the papers indicated that 9 out of 10 teenage pregnant
mothers did not want to be pregnant, that it was involuntary, but
that it responded to certain frustrations or expectations or desires
for adulthood, or other motivations.

What are some other things that society might emphasize, make
more readily available, that would fulfill the needs that lead to the
unintended and undesired pregnancy, other than pregnancy?

Dr. MOORE. I would respond to that with my statement. We do
find in study after study that the vast majority of pregnancies to
teens are unintended for any reason. And the question is then, why
do so many get pregnant?

And there is a very interesting study done by Dr. Lori Zabin in
Baltimore, in which she found that those teens who wanted to get
pregnant and those teens who sort of did not care were equally
likely to get pregnant. It was only the group of teens who really
really did not want to get pregnant who were successful in avoiding
pregnancy in that community.

And 1 think that is one of the things that makes me emphasize
the importance of motivation so strongly. It takes a great deal of
motivation for kids in disadvantaged circumstances to avoid sexual
activity or to use contraception diligently.

And I think that process begins at a very young age. I think the
approach that needs to be taken to prevent any teen pregnancy ac-
tually starts with preschoolers. You want kids te start school ready
to learn. And that involves things like WIC and nutrition pro-
grams, adequate quality child care and preschool programs. It in-
volves adequate education during the elementary years.

In other words, kids who are not experiencing school failure, who
are not experiencing extreme poverty, probably involves helping
families to communicate with their adolescents and create that
structure of incentives that I talked about.
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I think, in other words, that the process of providing that motiva-
tion starts very young, and then continues tErough the adolescent
years when kids are hopefully enrolled in good strong education,
and see the prospects for jobs out there.

It is absolutely true that a lot of the kids in disadvantaged com-
munities do not see the house with the white picket fence or a good
job, or a marriage at all in their futures. They have nothing to lose.

Senator GRAHAM. Any other members of the panel want to com-
ment on that?

Dr. GRANGER. Senator, just one other observation. One of the
things that seems to be a common thread running through some
demonstrations and interventions that have made a positive dif-
ference, both for young men and women, is the presence of some-
body who gets to know this kid, and stays with him or her over
time.

It is the kind of case manager that probably existed in the Teen
Parent Demonstration. I think this is remarkable, given that these
were people who worked for the welfare bureaucracy, people that
generally are viewed as somebody that is only concerned with in-
come maintenance.

I think that there are other smaller studies, such as the Quan-
tum Opportunities Program, that appeared on the front page of the
New York Times the other day, that attribute the success more to
the ongoing support by an individual, and perhaps to the financial
incentives, or other kinds of services.

So I suggest that the one thing that public policy might take a
look at is how to foster programs like that, and to foster knowledge
about them.

Because it seems to me from my own background, and probably
from yours, that some ongoing relationship with an older person
who has taken a personal interest in my life, was something that
was dramatically shaping.

Dr. MAYNARD. Let me just comment on that. There are two stud-
ies from the medical intervention field of testing weekly home visi-
tation as a way to prevent repeat pregnancies among high-risk
mothers, young mothers.

And these are the only intervention programs that have been rig-
orously evaluated, and showr to significantly reduce the incidence
of repeat pregnancies. Part of the reason we think these program
models are effective, whereas the more traditional case manage-
ment models have not been effective, is because of the attitudes of
the medical profession, which is to be dictatorial and bossy in what
you tell people to do. You tell them to take their medication, to use
their contraception, and use it regularly, and just stay in their face.

The home visitors are there weekly. With funding from the De-
partment of Health and Human Services, we are now testing the
application of this model to the teen parents in the welfare case-
}oads. We will see in the next few years whether or not this is ef-
ective.

The other thing that I want to emphasize is that we still have
some ways to go on the technology. We have passive forms of con-
traception in Norplant and Depo-Provera, but both of these have
significant side effects. And we are not doing a very good job of
counseling our young people in how to respond to those side effects,
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and to get them to maintain contraception while they are in transi-
tion between one method of contraception and another.

What happens when you get the side effect is you stop taking
your pill, or you do not go back for your Depro shot. You have the
implant removed, and you do not immediately pick up another form
of contraception.

So we find a very high repeat pregnancy rate, even among teen-
agers who are contracepting. The contraceptive failure rate is very
high among pill users, among condom users. It does not matter
what the method is.

So we should work on the technology as well.

Dr. BESHAROV. Senator, if I had one non-welfare solution—and I
think most of the solutions here are non-welfare solutions—it
would be better high schools and, more particularly, high schools
that are much more committed to what we once called vocational
education, and what is now called Tech/Prep.

The CHAIRMAN. It is called what?

Dr. BESHAROV. Tech/Prep. You will hear about it from Ed and
Labor. That is the new phrase. I am happy with Vo/Ed. I went to
a vocational high school, Brooklyn Tech. It did me just fine, thank
you.

But most of the young people we are talking about make it to
the 9th and 10th grade. They are still in school. They leave because
there is less there for them than outside. And I think that is in
part because we have let them down when it comes to the kinds
of jobs they can reasonably expect to get.

So I think the best non-welfare solution—and, unfortunately, it
is not in the jurisdiction of this Committee—is the high schools and
job-related education.

Senator GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, if I could just make—

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator GRAHAM. ——three quick comments. We used to have in
rural America, under the county agent system, a program very
similar to the one you just described. It was related to providing
assistance to rural women and mothers in child care and other
areas. I think that might be a model that we should look at in
urban America.

Second, in terms of better high schools, particularly vocational,
the Chairman and I wee discussing our common knowledge of a
high school in Portland, Oregon which has utilized the community
as the training center. They do not have automobile mechanics in
the high school They send the students to the best automobile me-
chanic shop in thé community, so that they are learning on the
best equipment.

But they are also learning the culture of work, that you have to
be there on time, how you relate to your fellow employees, those
kinds of things that are extremely important, as well as indicating
by direct association, what the possible future is of employment in
this area.

So I appreciate your comments. And, whether it is in the jurisdic-
tion of tgis Committee or not, it is still a good idea.

The CHAIRMAN. Interestingly, the school you mention is in subur-
ban Portland, Clackamas County. It is a win-win-win.
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To begin with, there are not enough good auto mechanics around.
So the training is immediately useful. If you are trained at all well,
there is a job, and a pretty good paying job. The school district can-
not afford the equipment that most of the automobile dealers have,
so you get better training when you are off site than on site. And
it has just worked out as a win-win perfectly.

Senator Murkowski.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
th'I want to commend you and the professional staff for arranging

is.

To hear the witnesses reflect on the reality of loss of benefits, un-
less we change the system, so to speak. And then the question of
how do you change the system?

Having raised a family, I am convinced that you do the best you
can. But, clearly, with those who are dependent on welfare, that is
not adequate.

I would like to ask each panelist to respond to the generalization
that drugs are the scourge of the low-income inner city. As a con-
sequence of those drugs, it fosters a welfare system. And we need
to address the rampant drug dealing which, unfortunately, this ad-
ministration has certainly softened its position on. We have had no
major statement from the President on it, no pressure.

And then the other part of the equation, if you will, is that we
provide a public education, and that education offers young people
an opportunity to prepare themselves for a lifestyle free of welfare.
They should take advantage of that, pay attention, go to school,
learn something.

Or is that process of instilling in the welfare recipient, or the
child that comes out of that environment, that that is not the thing
to do any more, or we should not take advantage of this oprnr-
tunity? Or is the other side of it that we are giving them such a
poor education that they do not regard it as an opportunity to try
and pull themselves up by their bootstraps, so to speak?

Is that the responsibility of the NEA and our Congress, or the
local school boards, or who? I wonder if you could enlighten me on
the effect of drugs and education, as it addresses the dilemmas
that you are proposing to this august group, who does not have the
answers either.

Thank you.

Dr. BESHAROV. Drug use is a very serious problem in this coun-
try, particularly for the disadvantaged.

There are various estimates of how many people who are on wel-
fare are disabled by their drug use. I use that word because, you
know, we all use drugs. I had a little coffee this morning. I enjoy
a glass of wine every now and then. But, in terms of disability, the
estimates range from 10 percent to as many as 25 percent of wel-
fare caseloads are disabled by their substance abuse problem.

That is a terrible problem, so much so, if my memory serves me
correctly, that under the Family Support Act, participation in a
drug treatment program was the equivalent of participating in job
training. I think that was one of the ways you could satisfy the
participation requirements. Have I got that right?

Senator MOYNIHAN. I am not sure on that.
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Dr. BESHAROV. Or have I got it wrong? If not, it is close. That
is how serious a problem it is.

Seriator MOYNIHAN. You are quite right about the range.

Dr. BESHAROV. And, Senator, about your question of who failed
whom?

I do not know. I think it depends. As you can tell, | am a real
advocate of vocational education. There is a national survey of
what has happened to vocational education. And the interplay you
have heard here is typical of the findings of that commission, which
is Voc/Ed is alive and well in the suburbs. Where it has shrunk is
in the inner city.

So, here in D.C., there is no organized, mandatory program to
teach young people office skills or business skills. Those are the
kill)lds of jobs these young people can get, and they are gocd paying
jobs.

Instead, it is mandatory that every child in the D.C. school sys-
tem take an SAT preparation course, even though less than 55 per-
cent of the entering freshman will even graduate high school, let
along go to college.

Well, I think we have let these kids down. I am not prepared to
blame them until we get our act together.

Dr. GRANGER. Senator, two comments on the drug issue. I do not
know what is the tail and whet is the dog here.

It seems to me that poverty drives drug use, in part because of
despair and people using drugs, and part %ecause of the economics
of selling them. And I think to suggest that drugs are necessarily
driving poverty may have the relationship turned on its head.

And I do know that, in the New Chance demonstration that I di-
rect, we worked with 2,200 young women who were dropouts, on
welfare, had their first children as teenagers.

When people did not participate, we asked the case managers
why they did not participate. Substance abuse was not a common
reason. What was fairly common—in fact, in the casc of more than
half the people—was that non-participation was related to home-
lessness, being one argument away, if you will, from being out of
the house, or out of a place to live.

Now, does drug use feed into that? It may well. Obviously, it is
a complicated story.

Is it an issue of public education? I do know that, among this
group of young women, 40 percent of these young women left high
school before they became pregnant. They did not become pregnant
and then leave high school. They left high school before they be-
came pregnant.

And I think that there are very promising changes going on in
secondary education reform. Doug has mentioned one of the models
that falls under the general rubric of school-to-work transition pro-
grams. It is something called Tech/Prep. There are Career Acad-
emies. There are other kinds of approaches out there.

We at MDRC are actually doing a study of one of them, called
the Career Academy. They seem to be very promising. What I
would hope is that they are not narrowly Voc/Ed in their focus. It
seems that the best ones serve tough kids that will not graduate
without some help, and then try to open up opportunities, rather
than steering kids narrowly toward any one particular profession.
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So the Career Academies, which are State-funded in the State of
California, do envisage post-secondary enrollment as an outcome,
rather than just going directly into the labor market.

There are important things going on. Education and labor are
partners in that legislation, and I think it has high promise.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, would you allow Dr. May-
nard and Dr. Moore to respond to my questions on drugs and edu-
cation?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you.

Dr. MAYNARD. My response on the drug issue is based on my
working with a sample of young mothers first coming onto welfare.

At the time that these teenagers first come onto welfare as moth-
ers, significant numbers of them do not have serious drug prob-
lems. Some of them do. I would put the number more down in the
10 percent range. That is not to say they do not use drugs, but we
did not find this to be a major problem coming in. As they get
older, it becomes a bigger problem.

On the issue of the schools, I would probably be less optimistic
than either Mr. Besharov or Dr. Granger about what we are actu-
ally doing in the way of school reform today. Everybody is reform-
ing schools, everybody is testing new models of education. The re-
search that is coming out on these programs is not that encourag-
ing.

The operational studies of school reform initiatives are showing
that very very little is happening for millions of dollars of effort
and years of work.

My experience, working with a number of school districts that
were involved in implementing innovative programs, some of them
vocational education programs, some of them alternative schools,
some of them in school enrichment programs, was that we still
have not turned the corner in terms of setting higher expectations
and being insistent that we will address the many needs of these
young people who are falling out of school.

I have been in demonstration vocational schools where the teach-
ers talk openly about their low expectations for the students, be-
cause of their backgrounds. So I hope we can turn the corner here,
but I do not think we have done it yet.

Dr. MOORE. Just quickly, I would similarly comment that I think,
to prevent teen pregnancy, you really need to do the same things
you do to prevent drug use and school dropout. You want to im-
prove the early environments of children, help them start school
ready to learn.

I agree that we do not know exactly how to pull that off. I am
a little surprised that none of us have mentioned anything about
the amount of media consumption that kids do, and how they
spend their time. But I think improving the schools, vocationally
and in every way, is an important component of solving all of these
problems. '

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Bradley.

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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Thirty percent of all the children born in America are now born
to unmarried mothers. That number is how much? Do you know
what that number is?

Dr. BESHAROV. How many children that is?

Senator BRADLEY. Yes, how many children is that?

Dr. BESHAROV. About 1.3 million.

Senator BRADLEY. So, about 4 million are born every year, and
1.3 million are born to unmarried women. Of that, about what,
500,000 are born to teenagers and, of that, 300,000 are born to un-
married teenagers? So, this is the scope of the problem.

As Senator Moynihan has pointed out, the illegitimacy rate in
England is-31 percent, and in France it is 33 percent. So this is
not simply an American phenomenon, although the nature of it is
quite different. And the distinguishing characteristic in the United
States is that it occurs so young, and in such a concentrated area.
Is that correct?

Dr. BESHAROV. Yes. That is right.

Senator BRADLEY. If that is the case, I would like each of you to
give me the most radical thing that you would do to change this
because you cannot continue to posit that, if an increasing percent
of the unmarried mothers are too poor, too young, and too unloved,
that you are going to have any prospect of turning it around.

So, what is the most radical—bold, if you choose to use that word
instead of radical—thing that you would do to turn this phenome-
non around?

Dr. MOORE. Well, I have a couple of things.

I would really focus efforts and attention on the males. As I men-
tioned earlier, two-thirds of the fathers are over the age of 20.
Many of them are unemployed, but many of them are employed.
They are able to pay child support, and really ought to.

I think we probably ought to be tougher even on those who are
under the age of 20, insisting that they attend school, and that
they in some way contribute and take responsibility for the child.
I do not think we are going to make progress unless we deal with
the male side of this equation.

Senator BRADLEY. Would you go so far as to say that, if a child
is conceived, the father should have 15 percent of his wages for 18
years dedicated to the support of that child?

Dr. MOORE. I do not know if 50 percent is correct.

Senator BRADLEY. Fifteen percent.

Dr. MOORE. Oh, 15 percent.

Senator BRADLEY. Fifteen. The Wisconsin number is 17 percent
for one child, 25 percent for two children.

Dr. MOORE. Yes. I do not know if that is exactly the precise per-
centage should be—
¢ Shenator BRADLEY. So this should be a very clear message to any
ather——

Dr. MOORE. Absolutely. :

Senator BRADLEY [continuing]. Who fathers a child, that 15 per-
cent of your wages are going directly to support the child.

Dr. MOORE. I think this is a very important thing.

Senator BRADLEY. All right.

Dr. Maynard, what is your idea on this?
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Dr. M/ ' ‘ARD. I would change the accountability system all
around. I would insist that, if a young woman has a child, she
knows who the father is, she should acknowledge who the father
is. I would not provide any type of cash support to anybody who
did not help us through that process.

And I would be worried there. Especially among young teens,
there are significant incidents of rape and incest. We need to worry
about those. It is one thing to say we do not have to establish pa-
ternity, but it is another thing to turn our faces and not look at
those families, and think that that teenager who has borne a child
as a result of rape or incest does not need our help.

So I would insist on the accountability of two parents to make
contributions. I would insist that kids stay in school if I am going
to provide support to them. If that really is not an alternative, or
acceptable to the teen, I would probably allow employment as an
alternative. But I would not allow nothing. You have made a choice
to have a child. You need to work towards supporting that child.

And I would put much greater accountability on both the welfare
system and the schools for insuring that there are no valid reasons
for non-participation in these activities, leading to self-sufficiency.

Senator BRADLEY. All right.

Paternity establishment as a condition for receipt of benefits——

Dr. MAYNARD. Yes, for receipt of benefits.

Senator BRADLEY [continuing]. And requirement of school or em-
ployment?

Dr. MAYNARD. Yes.

Senator BRADLEY. All right. Dr. Granger?

Dr. GRANGER. My suggestion will make it possible for those men
to pay 15 percent. I would enhance the Earned Income Tax Credit
to the point where, if you are working full time, you will have earn-
ings that will get you to 185 percent of the poverty line, with a slid-
ing marginal tax rate.

When people cannot get such wages from the private sector em-
ployers, some form of subsidy would do more than anything.

Sdg?nator BRADLEY. Would you have a different tax rate for mar-
ried?

Dr. GRANGER. Yes, sir. What we are doing, Senator, we are
studying such an approach in Canada at the present time. It is
called the Self Sufficiency Project. There the Canadians have put
serious money on the table, topping up earnings for full-time em-
ployment, so you do not get a work reduction that would offset the
value of the credit to society.

In fact, what we are finding, in a very preliminary way, is that
this is much cheaper than people might imagine because you do get
welfare savings and people leaving public assistance because a
lower wage job is now, in fact, a living wage.

Dr. BESHAROV. Senator, I know the assignment is bold, but I do
not do bold. I have seen too many bold ideas go the wrong way, and

-1 worry about all these suggestions.

Child support, I think, is a can of worms. That 15 percent does
not go to tﬁe child; it goes back to the taxpayers. That creates an
incentive for all sorts of unhappy relationships between mother and
father, father and child. And I would be glad to talk about that.
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If I were doing one thing though, the one area that I would ex-
plore is what I was talking about with Senator Moynihan before.
And that is a system that encourages self-sorting. We cannot de-
cide who is disabled, who is unable to support himself or herself.
In very few Government programs do we do that. When we do, we
get in trouble.

So something like a cliff after 5 years, not a total termination of
benefits, but a reduction of benefits that forces people to look to the
future, and plan accordingly. It seems to me that this is an appro-
priate area for policy inquiry. Notice that I did not say do it. But
we do that with unemployment insurance, and there are problems.
But it is a terrific sorting mechanism. Comes that cliff, and a lot
of people find jobs.

enator BRADLEY. Could you imagine any system or form that
put a major incentive for marriage and for work not costing money?

Dr. BESHAROV. I have not seen them work out the numbers, but
I think that Governors like Weld of Massachusetts——

Senator BRADLEY. He just shifted them to the disability rolls,
That is all he did. He just moved them from welfare to disability.

Dr. BESHAROV. No, no.

Senator BRADLEY. So talk about the real issue.

Dr. BESHAROV. No, no. I am getting to that part of it.

I think the idea of saying to someone who applies for welfare, we
are going to give you day care, we are going to give you medical
coverage, and we will give you some other added income while you
work, as opposed to getting a check is something worth inquiry.

Now I started off by saying I do not do bold because what I have
found is that, whenever you try one of these plans, what seems to
work in one State does not exactly work someplace else. But I
think there are new approaches to how we respond to welfare that
are beyond—I hate to use the word—the paradigm of job training.

And there are many things happening out there, as people are
talking about block grants, that are worth inquiry. I am not pre-
pared to endorse one or the other. Will some of them cost more
money? Some of them will cost marginally more money. Some will
cost tremendously more money. That is why the Governors want
food stamps.

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator D’Amato. !

Senator D’AMATO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Murkowski touched on a very interesting point, and I
think one that is more important than some of the panelists indi-
cated. And I was going to touch on the relationship between drug
and alcohol addiction, not just casual use, to the teenage pregnancy
rate.

Columbia University did a study in 1994 by the Center for Addic-
tion and Substance Abuse. They indicated that 37 percent of the
young mothers between the ages of 18 and 24 had a serious drug
or alcohol problem, 37 percent of all those young mothers who are
on welfare. I certainly think this is a valid study. And I have had
some experience, going back to the 1960’s, working then in the
Children’s Court, which became the Family Court in our State.

And, if you want to see child support, you had better get into the
real world. I want to know how you are going to order a 16-year-
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old to pay 50 percent of his non-earnings to support a chila. I
mean, it is just not going to be.

_ And I want to know what job he is going to hold. He is not even
in school; he is in and out of school. Or the 20-year-old who does
not work, and is a drug addict or an alcoholic in addition.

I know this all sounds great to say that we are going to order
him to pay this support. Well, you order somebody to pay 50 per-
cent. Fifty percent of nothing is nothing.

Senator BRADLEY. Fifteen percent.

Senator D’AMATO. Well I ﬁeard the 15 percent, but I also heard
someone else say 50. -

And, by the way, if you are going to do something, I would say,
if somebody had employment, I would put it to them and make
them pay a substantial portion of whatever they earn. If they had
a job, I certainly would.

But then, let me tell you something, there is a thing called en-
forcement. And I lived with this. I prosecuted the people who did
not pay. You have to send the Sheriff out to track them down. You
talk about filling up your county detention facilities and city deten-
tion facilities for nonpayment, you will do it pretty quickly there.

Now I am not suggesting that we should allow the system to con-
tinue, but the system has broken down, it is not operating. The
American public is fed up, as well they should be.

I think the President’s system has encouraged an attitude of
nonresponsibility. We had a guy called “The Cisco Kid.” He had 30
some odd children born out of wedlock. It was a joke. And he held
a high-paying job. He was a tire changer, a great mechanic, worked
for one of the big construction companies. He had about six dif-
ferent women who claimed his paternify. He did not duck his re-
sponsibility.

There would be the judge, and here would come the Cisco Kid
who, back in those days, earned about $300 a week plus, and how
much could you order for the 15th child? And they would withhold
another $2 a week from his salary. The Sheriff would regularly go
out and pick him“up, and bring him in, because that money went
30 the county welfare department to help defray the cost of his chil-

ren.

That is the most graphic example that came to my mind. Obvi-
ously, Cisco Kid was not his name, but that was what they gave
him. I guess he was pretty quick on the draw, and he had all these
children.

I will just tell you one thing, if you do not tackle alcohol and
drug abuse in this community, and if you are not serious about it,
_ it certainly does exacerbate the problem. I do not say that alone
will turn it around but, if you have a youngster who is 14 or 15,
and she is getting high with the rest of her friends, she is going
to get herself into a situation where she will have a little baby
born. And where does she go from there?

And you talk about homelessness, Dr. Maynard. The chances are
that they are thrown out of the house because the mother cannot
handle the situation where some youngster of 14 or 15 comes in,
and she is high, and brings in all kinds of other people.

Mr. Chairman, I can only say to you that this question has many
many aspects.

22-517 0 - 96 - 2
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Mr. Besharov spoke about education, trying to peg education to
vocational training in certain communities where that is not avail-
able. I think it should be available. I am shocked to hear you say
that in the District of Columbia there is no vocational education,
but rather a mandatory program designed to help everybody go to
college. You are not being practical.

So there are a whole series of things that have to get done. I do
not know if passing any one bill is going to do it. But we are cer-
tainly watching a situation that continues to deteriorate. And it is
much worse today than when I worked in the family courts 30
years ago.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Rockefeller.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

If we posit—and this is National Center for Health statistics, the
other side of Senator Bradley’s statistic—that 70 percent of births
ttl)dteenage girls were fathered by men that were 20 years old or
older——

Dr. MAYNARD. Right.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Right. That is the other side.

Back several years, the National Commission on Children did a
survey of parents and teenagers at risk, and particularly teenage
girls. And what came through was an extraordinary time deficit
problem. The kids said that they did not really have adults, par-
ents, to talk to. The parents did not have time. There was nobody
there to talk to.

And, in fact, 60 percent of the parents of the teenage mothers
said that they regretted this, but they simply did not have enough
time to talk, because they were trying to balance some of the other
facets of their lives. And the business of talking is the business of
mentoring, and it takes place over many years. And it is an incred-
ibly important aspect of this.

Now there are two things. One, we talk a lot about how to en-
courage responsibility in teenage girls. The question that one of
you touched on is how do we encourage responsibility in adult men
who make teenage girls pregnant?

And, secondly, in countries like Canada—as Dr. Maynard men-
tioned, the Self Sufficiency Project—and Great Britain, and others,
that only have half our teenage pregnancy rate, what are they
doing about dealing with men who impregnate teenage girls and
the whole spectrum of the time deficiency problem, which simply
cuts off communication, and puts people into islands of blackness?

Dr. GRANGER. Senator, I am afraid I am just no help to you on
the issue of international policy and adult men as they relate to
teenage women. I do know that the statistic that you quote is accu-
rate.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. But, do you think other countries are
spending more public money on this problem?

Dr. GRANGER. I think that the social support system in most of
the other comparison countries is greater, and it usually is used to
argue that, in fact, social support systems are not driving the ille-
gitimacy rate.

So, for example, if one looks at Canada, which has a much higher
level of social assistance for people “on welfare,” you do not find the
illegitimacy rate at the same level as you find in the United States.
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What I do know is that, the younger the woman, the greater the
age difference between her and her partner. And I know that many
of these men are considerably older than the young women that
they impregnate.

The surveys that we do, Senator, do not really get at this, partly
because I am working within the welfare system, and our focus is
on the women. But, if you go to the works that Dr. Maynard re-
ferred to the Committee, by Elijah Anderson in Philadelphia, I
think you get a little closer to it.

He paints a picture in work that Doug actually edited, and it was
published by AEI, that suggests that until y~u start to change the
economics for these men, what you are going to end up with is men
acting out their manhood in ways that are entirely inappropriate.
And I think that is the best answer I have seen.

I have seen it in Dr. Anderson’s work with black males. And I
have seen it in a companion article in the same volume with white
Catholic males. The exact same phenomenon is occurring in two
different communities. So that is where I would focus.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Any other comments, Dr. Maynard?

Dr. MAYNARD. Well, let me just say that the striking inter-
national comparisons are really on the birthrates, the differences in
the teen birthrate, as opposed to the out-of-wedlock issue. So we
need to keep that distinction straight.

I, too, want to defer on the international, what other countries
are doing for men, I do not know.

But I did want to pick up on the mentoring aspect. Mentoring
is an intervention strategy that has gotten a lot of attention in this
country. We have a lot of mentoring programs. Some are being
evaluated, and some are just running on large scale. They are very
very difficult and expensive to set up. It sounds cheap because the
labor of the mentor is free, but the matching process is very dif-
ficult. The mentors are often unreliable, and the matches often do
not work. We really have no research evidence to suggest that
these programs are effective in achieving the outcomes that we
want.

So it may be that we have not implemented them well, and
maybe we have not researched the ones—that are doing a good job.
But we really do not have a solid research base to say that we
should go large-scale mentoring.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Mr. Chairman, I would just posit this
point. I have been working on this National Children’s Commis-
sion. We went to see a lot of mentoring. I remember one at Cabrini
Green in Chicago, which is working very well.

I do not know whether it was a group brought in that worked
well, so that we could see that. This is run by Catholic nuns. You
know, people want people’s behavior to change—men over 20,
young girls, young men. And they want it to be done through en-
forcement, through punishment. One could make a case on the im-
pact television and some of the acts of sexual activity on that.

So it is an interesting question about whether more public money
produces a better result, or whether in a sense, as you elliptically
indicated, more public money does not necessarily produce a better
result. And I think, as we work our way through this, it is going
to be very interesting. Try another program, maybe it will work.
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And you are suggesting that sometimes it does not. Mentoring is
a huge program, and it is meant to work.

Dr. MAYNARD. Well, we also have some evidence that more
money does not necessarily produce better results.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Yes, but at some point we have got to——

Dr. MAYNARD. Right.

Senator ROCKEFELLER [continuing]. Go one way or another.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Chafee.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

If this question has been asked, please let me know, because I
had to be at another hearing.

Mr. Besharov, there is a study out called “Sex and America’s
Teenagers,” which concluded that teens use contraceptives as effec-
tively as adults and, therefore, are not at any more increased risk
of unintended pregnancy than adult women. Now I do not know
whether gou agree with that or not. But, as I understand it, that
is what the study said.

But m{l question is, what do you think of the current Title X pro-
grams, the family planning programs? Could improvements there
gg(rlntri;)ute some assistance in the problems we are discussing here

ay’

Dr. BESHAROV. As far as I know, there is no rigorous scientific
evaluation of the effect of Title X programs on the actual contracep-
tive practices of-young people. at I do know about the usage of
those clinics, for example, is that, by and large, first usage of a
Title X clinic is when a young woman thinks she is either pregnant
or has an STD. Then sﬂe comes in for either a pregnancy test or
STD treatment. And it is only after that the Title X clinic gets to
the issue of contraception.

There is, of course, Medicaid funding that has filled in much of
the gap in the reduction in Title X. Whatever we do about Title X
clinics, and paying for contraceptives and the making of contracep-
tives available, that is a very small part of this problem. That is
not to say it is not a problem.

But, when one looks at the behaviors involved, when one looks
at the value of the programs that MDRC and Mathematica evalu-
ated, these were programs that were spending hours with young
mothers in family planning programs, passing to them as many
contraceptives as they could possibly carry home—and I am only
exaggerating a little bit.

And yet the birthrate of the mothers in those programs did not

o down. In fact, for various reasons, it seems to have been up a
ittle bit in the programs that offered this intensive family plan-
ning. I cannot help but conclude, as Imogene Coca used to say, “It’s
bi%%%xl' than both of us.”

ich is to say, it goes beyond the availability of contraceptives
to the behavior of the young people involved. And, I think it is safe
to say, you could quadruple the funding of Title X and not make
a meaningful dent in this problem.

Senator CHAFEE. Do the others agree with that?

Dr. MOORE. I would like to respond to that. I think that the
funding for contraceptive services is only a part of the problem, as
well. But, I think it varies with the motivation of the teen.
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Senator CHAFEE. I missed that. Did you say motivation?

Dr. MOORE. It varies by the motivation of the teen. If you have
teens who, for whatever reason, have become sexually active, and
they really do not want to get pregnant, they will do whatever is
necessary to obtain contraceptives.

Teens who do not care one way or the other, you can put a
school-based clinic right in their high school, and they will not go
in the door.

It is the teens who are in that middle group, who are somewhat
motivated, where I think access really does make a difference. The
cost and accessibility of contraceptives can make a difference. And
the cutbacks in Title X funding during the 1980’s seem to have re-
sulted in a real reduction in outreach and counseling on the part
of clinics. They are so overwhelmed, they are not even trying to get
additional clients in the door.

Senator CHAFEE. Dr. Maynard?

Dr. MAYNARD. Well, our research certainly shows that access and
availability of family planning services is not the solution to the
problem of repeat pregnancies among those who have already had
a first birth.

We had 80 percent of our young mothers contracepting with
some method, most of them on a notoriously ineffective method,
and we had two-third of them pregnant again within 2 years to 30
months. They are ineffective contraceptives.

The statistics you cited regarding the contraceptive effectiveness
of teens versus adults is a little bit misleading when we are talking
about the welfare population, because the contraceptive failure rate
is much much higher among poor individuals than it is among
higher-income individuals. And, for the most part, we are dealing
with poor teens.

Senator CHAFEE. My time is just about up.

I would like to follow up on a question Senator Rockefeller asked
about the males.

We all talk about getting some responsibility into the males. It
seems to me that the responsibility should extend beyond financial
responsibility—and, in all too many instances, they cannot contrib-
ute, they are unemployed, or whatever the situation might be.

It seems to me that they should be forced—I do not know how
you would do it—to get more involved with more of the parenting
responsibilities, looking after a sick child, or being home when
there are problems. Is there any experience on how you do that?
And, obviously, these are unmarried fathers.

Dr. MAYNARD. We have a lot of experience in that, both in the
work Bob has done, and the work we have done. About one-third
of the fathers do participate in the rearing of the children when
they are young. This is for the young teens. As the children get
older, the fathers tend to drift away.

Also, the fathers are not reliable providers of child care, for ex-
ample, for the same reason that they are not marrying and settling
down. They also are not there every day. And adolescents have a
lot of problems in relationships with one another. So what is a sta-
ble relationship with a male today, is not a stable relationship to-
MOrrow.
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So we have found it very difficult to encourage and promote in-
volvement of the fathers in the rearing of these children, beyond
that with which the mothers are comfortable.

Dr. GRANGER. Senator, I do not have anything to add to that,
other than to observe that, once young poor women have children,
it is very likely that they wili have more children. That is the story
that comes from the intervention studies we have described to you
today. It is probably driven by larger macroforces than the welfare
system per se. But it is certainly the story.

And I guess I would offer two things. One is that, if there is any-
thing that should be tested, it should be other interesting ap-
proaches, outside of the welfare system, to prevention of first preg-
nancy, rather than prevention of the second or third. I think that
is a more promising way to go than what we are trying to do.

Senator CHAFEE. And you were pointing out, Mr. Besharov, that
Title X does not get those people. Title X does not get people before
they are pregnant?

Dr. BESHAROV. Well, it could. It is legislated so that it could.
What I was saying is that the young people do not come in. And
there are many reasons for that. I did not mean to say erase the
program but, as you look at what has an impact here, it is not that.

While I have the mike, let me just say that I would disagree a
little bit with what Bob just said about second births.

What both Dr. Maynard and Dr. Moore said is, I think, very im-
portant. Having one child is not nearly as devastating to a young
person’s future as having two or three. Now, we do not know
whether that is cause or selection, but it is the case that young
women who have one baby out of wedlock do much better than
those who have two and three. So it is an appropriate aspect of
welfare policy to focus on questions of fertility here.

Secondly, if Senator D’Amato had been in the room, I would say
that most of the teens we are talking about are not heavy drug
users. They become drug users later in life, after years of being on
welfare. I will emphasize, after years of being on welfare.

So, if you are talking about interventions and the failure of our
welfare system, there is another onie. We know that a certain per-
centage of these young mothers are going to get in trouble on
drugs, and yet we do nothing preventive about that.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Conrad.

Senator CONRAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am sorry I have not had a chance to be here for this whole
hearing, but I was in another committee, of which [ am a member.

I have had a chance to review a summary of your testimony. I
would be interested if you were to advise the Committee, and to
tell us the thing that you absolutely think we should do, and some-
thing we should not do. What would those things be?

I would be interested in what each of the witnesses have by way
of advice. If you wanted us to remember one thing that, at the end
of this process, we should have accomplished, and one thing we
should not have done, what would it be?

Dr. BESHAROV. I will start. Caveat child support. It is much more
complicated. There are relationships between these men and
women that go far beyond anything we understand, and can quan-
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tify. And, before we get in there, and have any kinds of rules, we
should understand it much more carefully.

Whenever everyone in Washington plays the same tune, you
should worry. So I would worry about simplistic answers to child
support enforcement.

Second, I feel as if I am over at the House now. There are not
a lot of great ideas. You have listened to us. The administration’s
bill last year was not all that impressive, I think, to anyone.

_ The fact is that there are no great ideas out there. And this no-
tion of letting the States have some degree of flexibility to experi-
ment, I think is important.

So, be careful about child support. And let more experimentation
take place.

Senator CONRAD. All right.

Dr. GRANGER. One thing that you should do is recognize that
there is a need to sort this out more. And we ought to learn from
the kind of experimentation that Doug Besharov just encouraged,
at the State level.

Experimentation for experimentation’s sake does not aggregate
to any kind of information that other Governors or other Senators
could use. So I would have some kind of ongoing support for a gen-
eration of information from this experimentation.

I think what you should not de, particularly focused on teen
mothers here, is decide that a child born to an unwed teen mother
is somebody that is going to be denied public assistance for the rest
of that child’s life. Nor should you, in a more micro way, decide
that the only way that young family can get public assistance is if
that woman is working 35 hours or more.

It seems to me that the issue for young women is to try to get
them in school, keep them in school and, quite frankly, when we
are talking about very young children, keep them around in the life
of that child to some degree, while they are working or participat-
ing, so that young family can get off to a good start.

I know in the rush to be tough on employment, or to be tough
on participation, proposals ncw seem to be that the only form of
participation that will be appropriate is full-time, 35-hour partici-
pation.

A 17-year-old woman with a 2-year-old child is going to find it
pretty hard, and it is going to be very costly to support that family
participating in 35 hours a week of work.

Senator CONRAD. All right. Dr. Maynard?

Dr. MAYNARD. My number one recommendation to you is to es-
tablish high expectations for these young mothers, all of them,
early. Do not let people come onto welfare and have exceptions, and
collect benefits before you determine that they should be out work-
ing towards their futures.

And set the expectations for both the individuals and the system.
Child care should not be a barrier for any young mother. It is not
that costly to Erovide child care. Many of the teen mothers have
access to g’ee child care.

We found that 40 percent of our young mothers could rely on
family members. And family members are much more willing to
provide care when their babies are infants. What States tend to do
is shy away from serving teens with infants because of the high
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cost of infant care. What they miss is, if they wait a year or two,
there are two children to care for, not one, and the grandmothers
are no longer willing to provide the free care.

So I think we need to get in there early. We need to establish
expectations that the check is not for nothing. The check comes
with strings attached, and they are very simple ones—that you are
working towards promoting your own self-sufficiency, and you
should contribute to the highest level.

Senator CONRAD. And something we should not do?

Dr. MAYNARD. What you should not do is to make excuses for
people, and to assume that large proportions of the welfare popu-
lation, particularly teens, cannot contribute to their own support
and the support of their children, that they cannot attend school.
They can do all of those things, but they can do it only if somebody
is there to help them when things go wrong. Lots of things go
wrong.

So what you should not do is to assume that those who do not
go to school are lazy or uninterested in going to school, or that
those who do not keep their appointments with the caseworkers are
not being responsive. Assume that there is something going wrong,
and you need to investigate and find out what that it. And just in-
sist that you, the welfare system and that client can deal with that
program.

Senator CONRAD. Dr. Moore?

Dr. MOORE. What I would do is demonstration studies that are
strongly evaluated. I think there are lots of things going on out
there. We just do not know whether or not they work, because they
have not been rigorously evaluated. We have lots of opinions, and
very few facts, on what works. And I think a very rigorous program
of demonstrations would be extremely productive.

What I would not do is cut benefits for young children. I think
cutting child care, WIC nutrition, preschool would be a mistake.
That would be a sure way to produce another generation of adoles-
cent parents.

Senator CONRAD. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Pat?

Senator MOYNIHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think we have learned—I certainly have learned—a great deal
this morning. I would commend to all present, and my colleagues,
(?ogg%gs Besharov’s very eloquent Brooklyn summation, “I do not

o bold.”

Over the 30 years since the onset of this situation, it has grown
worse by the year. We have begun to learn, through the Manpower
Demonstration Research Corporation, that some results can be
found, not dramatic.

Yesterday we read the original text of Peter Rossi's iron law,
which is that the expected results of an evaluated social program
will hover around zero.

And he said hover around, because they can as often be negative.
Mildly negative is mildly positive, as Dr. Maynard mentioned.

And, in the urge to be tough, we just have to respect how little
we know, and how much we have failed, and how we have denied
;:lhe failure, or tried to avoid it, or hoped it would turn around. It

as not.
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And we have sudden urges to be tough on employment. Now, in
the case of the mother of an 8-month-old child, is it best for that
child that the mother be working? I do not think that is the experi-
ence of any parent in the room.

In the Family Support Act, we said that the obligation to begin
employment training or work began at 3, with the State option for
1. But surely we know enough about child development to know
that taking a child away from its mother, and putting the mother
:;lllto a marginal job, is not necessarily a wise social investment at

And our capacity to move forward with experimentation and
evaluation is there. It is in place. You represent it right here, all
four of you. But to expect to transform this dazzlingly complex so-
cial development with one bill, and in 5 years, is beyond my under-
standing of the process.

Does anKbody disagree. I see Dr. Moore nodding ruefully. That
is about where we are, is it not?

Dr. MooORE. Thank you. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Speak up.

Dr. MOORE. Yes. Thank you. I appreciate the fact that I think
you understood what people are trying to say, which is that it is
complex. And there is no simple solution.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. Dr. Maynard?

Dr. MAYNARD. Well, the one point that I would like to raise is
that, if you ‘mt yourself in the position of being a teenage mother,
living on welfare, living in a depressed neighborhood, it may actu-
ally be a very positive experience to be out of that home, with your
chilcll( in the care of someone else for a certain number of hours a
week.

We found that we were dealing with universal first-time mothers
in three of our Nation’s most depressed cities. And we found the
mothers appreciated that. They viewed it as somewhat of a respite.
So I think we need to be a little bit careful.

It was not 35 hours a week, typically, but it was significant out-
of-home activity. And the care was not Cadillac care, but the care
was probably equal or slightly better than what the mothers them-
selves would provide.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And cost as much as the mother’s earnings.

Dr. MAYNARD. Well, the question really is investment. Do you
want to do nothing in the way of investment for these young moth-
ers until they have their second child, until they do get engaged in
drugs, and so on?

e also did not see any detrimental effects on the children of
these young mothers who, by changes in the welfare laws in these
cities, were required to engage in out-of-home activities.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Some for half-time?

Dr. MAYNARD. Nominally, our mothers were supposed to be in
y» out-of-home activities about 30 hours a week. I would say, on aver-

age, they were probably out there more like half time.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Dr. Granger?

Dr. GRANGER. Senator, I think one of the reasons that it is daz-
zlingl{) complex is because of the fact that the population we are
gescrjbing is much more complex than we would like to typically

escribe.
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So, as we think about policies, particularly for teens, I think it
is important to remember that, indeed, many of these young moth-
ers are high school graduates. Many of them are in school, but
sorme of them are dropouts. It is important to craft policy responses
to play to those different populations, rather than to assume some
sort of homogeneity that just does not exist out there.

The other thing is that I do think there are some important
things we can do before young women are on welfare. If I would
leave you with one thing, it is perhaps Doug’s acknowledgement
that taking a look at the schools, and taking a look at interesting
programs within the schools, seems to me to be the way to go.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes: But, according to Frances Coleman, we
have a lamentable sequence of carefully managed studies, and find
that our capacity to change schools is so very limited.

Douglas Besharov, is that not the case?

Dr. BESHAROV. It is certainly the case. But we should remember
the old story about the drunk looking for his keys under the lamp-
post. Someone came up and asked, “What are you doing?” And the
drunk said, “I am looking for my keys.” And the passerby said, “Let
me help you. Where did you drop them?”’ And the drunk says,
“Over there in that dark corner.” So the passerby says, “Well, why
are you not looking over there?” And the drunk says, “Because the
light is better over here.”

If the problem is over there, let us worry about over there. I said
that I do not do bold. I do not. But I do do bills, which is to say,
I think it is within the reach of the Congress this year to do mean-
ingful work in welfare. I do not like to call it welfare reform.

here is, I think, an opportunity for fresh thinking, without get-
ting revolutionary.

I think that we can drop or at least modify the old paradigm of
job training, and maybe you will get a job, and guaranteed child
care, and so forth.

These are other approaches to dealing with welfare. And I think
they are within your reach this year.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I very much think that. I very much share
that view, as long as we do not posit that a bill will put an end
to this problem. There is no such thing.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Senator CHAFEE. All right. Senator Graham.

Senator GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

One of the questions that we will be wrestling with is whether
the tradition of a Federal entitlement to these programs should be
replaced with a series of block grants to the States.

In terms of the kinds of goals that you have been discussing, par-
ticularly underscoring the fact that we are dealing in large areas
of ignorance as to what actually makes a difference, which ap-
proach would you recommend?

Would you recommend total block grants to the States, elimi-
nation of the Federal entitlement, as we know it today, or the Fed-
eral entitlement, with some modifications from the status quo, or
séome g?ther relationship between the Federal Government and the

tates?

Dr. BESHAROV. I have given this some thought, Senator. The no-
tion of an entitlement has two dimensions. One is the entitiement
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to the client, the recipient, and the other is an entitlement to the
State. And I think they call for very different policy responses.

First, I think we all feel that there is an obligation to meet the
needs of recipients and their children, and I want to meet the
needs of recipients, as well as their children.

The question is, does that mean an entitlement? Or does that
met:;n a responsibility to do something with and about that recipi-
ent’

I think what we are hearing from the Governors, and from many
people, including some of the people at this table, is that there are
approaches to what we broadly call welfare reform that do not in-
volve an automatic guarantee of a check every two weeks. T~

So, in that regard, the notion of an entitlement may not be as
important as moving towards new ways of responding to the needs
of these clients.

I said there was a second dimension of this word “entitlement,”
and that is entitlement to the States; that is, for Federal assistance
when caseloads increase. And here, as I am sure most of you know,
you have to make distinctions between and among programs.

The need to provide protection to the States, upside protection
for increased caseloads, is very different than AFDC, food stamps
and Medicaid.

Food stamps is very much driven by the economy. If the economy
turns sour'in one region of the country, food stamps go up, and can
go up big time.

At least in recent years, we have not seen the same impact on
AFDC. AFDC, as I said in my prepared testimony, is more related
to demographic issues, family breakdown. It is increasing, but not
because of——

Senator MOYNIHAN. And most demographics change in an up-
ward direction very sharply, do they not?

Dr. BESHAROV. That is right. But they do not seem to be related
entirely to the macroeconomic factors that we have involved.

Medicaid, as far as I can tell, is driven by the creativity of State
budget officials. Whatever they can dump in there pushes those
numbers up.

So, to me, you have three different issues or needs, when it
comes to the entitlement for States. And it seems to me that, if we
are going to give States more flexibility, the entitlement nature of
AFDC has to end. Because, if it does not end, the States will abuse
AFDC the way they abused the social services program under 4(b)
in the past, the way they have abused every other open-ended enti-
tlement that we have given them.

We have capped every open-ended entitlement when we have
given them flexibility. You cannot give them flexibility and give
them an open-ended entitlement.

Therefore, to oversimplify, and let my colleagues, speak, the fix
is going to have to be a cap, plus something that ratchets up the
total amount of money, whether it is based on the economy for food
stamps, or demographics for AFDC, or whatever. But there is a di-
rect relationship between the amount of discretion you give a State
and the need to cap that entitlement. -

Senator CHAFEE. Senator Bradley.

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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Well, this is the second or third of the series of these hearings
on vyelfare. And, I must say, there are a few things that I think
are increasingly obvious. One of these is that we have to be_ firm
about pathology.

There was a time when the fact that there were single parents,
who were too poor, too unloved, and too young, was not thought to
be a serious problem. It is now admitted to be a serious problem.

So, firm on pathology; taking Senator Moynihan’s point, modest
on our capacities to be able to produce the result that we would
like to see, given any kind of policy mix; unimpressed by orthodoxy,
meaning to try to experiment in as many different ways as pos-
sible, within the context of an overall direction.

And the last is most difficult, and that is restraint in our political
rhetoric. Because it is so easy and take this issue and demagogue
it. And the more you do that, the less likely you are to get at the
other three aspects that I talked about.

And it is a question of whether the subtle adjustments, and the
exFeriment;ation, and the willingness to be modest about what re-
sult we can have, and yet firm about the pathology, that occur in
an atmosphere where the cry is that, if we simply eliminate the ad-
ditional child benefit, that this will solve welfare.

So, with that as the preamble, let me focus you specifically on
New Jersey, because we are in the midst of an experiment in New
Jersey. And the purpose of the experiment is to try to move people
out of welfare. And the experiment, in real terms, amounts to this.
If you are a mother with two children, and you make $8,000, you
will lose welfare as scon as you make more than that. That is what
the law said before the experiment.

The experiment now says that you can earn up to $15,000 and
not lose welfare. So there 18 now a major incentive for work.

The previous law also said that, if you were married, you lost
welfare. Now you can earn up to $21,000 as a married couple, and
not lose welfare. So there are major incentives for work, and for
marriage.

On the other side, if you are on welfare, and you have another
child, you lose the per-child benefit, which is $64 a month. So you
lose $760 a year, but have the op({:ortunity to gain, nearly $15,000
a year if you work and get married.

Now this seems to be a reasonable experiment. Do any of you,
based upon your experience, want to predict its outcome?

Dr. YNARD. Well, let me take the first cut here, being a resi-
dent of New Jersey and, I guess, the only who qualifies on that
count.

I think we are going to see very little impact in the short run
01111 the birth of additional children, which is where the focus of
this——

Senator BRADLEY. All the focus.

Dr. MAYNARD. All the focus has been on this.

Senator BRADLEY. That is why, every time I talk about this, I
talk about work and marriage, so that people will have the under-
standing that there is a context here.

Dr. MAYNARD. Right. And I think it is unfortunate that that has
been the focus. First, the $64 a month is not a large sum of money.
Second, the evidence that is in right now suggests, at best, a very
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small impact on the birthrate. And that impact can only go down,
as the data have improved.

The work incentives should have a positive impact on work ef-
fort, and_ movement off welfare. The real question is, what is the
State doing to promote this? The fact that these provisions of the
plan are not in the newsgapers, they are not on the minds of peo-
ple in New Jersey, I wonder if they are on the minds of the welfare
recipients and the people who are in the service organizations
charged with helping these recipients move off the rolls.

So, I think the real question there is implementation. They are
certainly provisions in the right direction.

Dr. GRANGER. Just to add that I live in Montclair, New Jersey.
I do indeed qualify for New Jersey citizenship too.

I think that Rebecca is right. The entire focus in the public dis-
course has been on the family cap element of this intervention. I
think it is not going to have much, if any, independent effect, in

art because of the marginal interaction between cash benefits and
ood stamps.

Indeed, that $64 is probably $44, rather than $64, because food
stamps rise. I have seen the affidavit prepared for the State about
the impact of that cap. I agree with Dr. Maynard that indeed, in
an early look at it, at best we have about a 1 to 1-1/2 percent de-
crease in birthrates.

And, in fact, if that is occurring, it is occurring for all the factors
you identified, not because there happens to be a family cap pulled
out of the rest of that bundle. .

So, as a taxpayer, and a resident of New Jersey, I would hope
that the political discourse shifts toward the work incentives and
away from the family cap. I think it will make the proposal much
more all-encompassing.

We have seen, in the programs we have run, many teen women
trying to work, many teen women starting to work, many teen
women falling out of those jobs after they start to work.

And the kinds of proposals that New JerseK is trying out are a
step in the right direction for making that work.

Senator BRADLEY. Yes. Doug?

Dr. BESHAROV. My own calculations about what it takes——

Senator BRADLEY. Particularly with reference to the marriage as-
pect, because you were talking about that earlier.

Dr. BESHAROV. My own calculations of what it takes to bring a
mother on welfare with two children into the labor force is that,
nationally, she has got to be able to earn at least $18,000, if not
more.

And I have passed through New Jersey, used to summer in New
Jersey, and I know that it 1s more expensive to live in Iiew Jersey
than other parts of the country. So my guess is that that break-
even point is higher than $18,000 a year. :

That is a heck of a nut to crack, because their human capital is
not high enough to earn that much, unless it is supported work,
or unless they take a lower paying job and work at it for enough
years so that they make more.

So $15,000, although it seems a lot compared to their welfare,
their cash AFDC benefits, is not enough, I think, to draw them into
the labor force.
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In terms of marriage, it is a funny provision. As you know, you
canmit marry the father of the children; you have to marry some-
one else.

I think we are going to have to swallow hard, and recognize the
nature of the somewhat loose parental relationships that have de-
veloped, and create legal structures that reflect them.

You asked before whether they will cost more money. They will
cost more money, but there are other things that are connected
with these programs that can be terminated, or whatever. And I
am not talking just about aid to aliens. I am-talking about loads
of other programs associated with all this, like the hidden revenue
sharing that child support provides to the States, not the welfare
recipients, that you could well use to fund some kind of anti-mar-
riage penalty.

Senator BRADLEY. To do what?

Dr. BESHAROV. To fund something to reduce the anti-marriage
penalty.

Senator CHAFEE. Senator Rockefeller.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I was really struck by what Senator Moynihan said about the
complexity of all this, and the fact that no one thing works. Also,
how it is that we change our own views as we learn more.

When I was with the Children’s Commission, I was really hard
bitten on child support assurance, and then use the gradual phas-
ing down of AFDC as money came in from the Government, a two-
for-one phase down. The Government would provide a minimum for
fathers who would not support.

And then I found myself, as I think Senator Bradley did also, as
a couple of years went by, looking more at the questions of medi-
ation and visitation of fathers who felt themselves unable to have
a chance to see their children, and were therefore angry about pay-
ing support. And the earlier point that was brought up where, if
you just take 15 percent of the salary, that can affect relationships.
You get the money, but it can also affect relationships, which are
important.

I was at three town meetings over the weekend. And 1 absolutely
romise you that the popular view is that the solution to all prob-
ems in America is simply to end welfare, end Congressional perks,

and end foreign aid. And that is it. If you do those three things,
all other problems solve themselves. This is the incredible way we
have of looking at things.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Foreign aid, which is 18 percent of the budg-
et.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. You mention $18,000 as a working wage
that could support a mother with an out-of-wedlock child. Who is
going to get an $18,000 job? You cannot get that.

I remember Senator Moynihan, again with the Children’s Com-
mission, going up to New Haven and looking at Jim Comér’s exper-
iment up there, which is being paid for by a foundation, not by the
school system. We walked in and here were these five or six fourth-
and fifth-graders, eyes just sparkling. There was no question that
could be asked where all hands did not go up. And the mothers
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were involved, the principal was strong. The line had been laid in
the sand, teachers were motivated.

. And I remember one father, sort of plastered against the wall,
immobile, trying to get outside the wal?. But he was there, some-
body told him to be there, maybe because we were going to be
there. So I could not decide if that was a majestic experiment,
which had been pulled off by Jim Comer, who was with us for that
week in New Haven, but which might not work in Washington or
o;h:r places. So I could not tell. So, again, that is the complexity
of it.

I have been to some CDF dinners, where they have spectacular
children, who have overcome unbelievable problems. And the
highlight them, and make them into heroes and heroines. And I al-
ways go away from that feeling worse, because you know that is
not the way it is with most. Therefore, the question of expectations
is falsely raised. And we are almost lulled to do less, as opposed
to being inspired to do more.

I do not know if it has been discussed here this morning, but the
whole question of our vast tolerance, First Amendment inspired I
suppose, of 3,000 to 4,000 sexual incidents in movies and TV that
the average teenager will see during the course of the year, no
mention made of it.

You can spend billions on AFDC and other things, but not a peep
about that. In the Children’s Commission, in fact, we were pro-
scribed as to what we could talk or write about. It was a piece of
legislation; it was not a Presidential Commission, it was legisla-
tion. We were not really allowed to talk about values.

And I was the chairman, and just said the heck with it, we are
going to write a chapter on values, the Bush administration, the
far right, far left, everybody in between. Everybody agreed on the
whole report, 32 to nothing. I think part of the reason was that we
did take on values, the larger problems in America, that make all
of this complex, that relieve us from our own sense of personal re-
sponsibility.

And the use of the term “personal responsibility.” We do that so
easily. I found myself doing that over the weekend, talking about
if we only had more of a sense of personal responsibility, personal
accountability in this country, everything would work out. It is so
easy to say.

Then try to figure out what it means for the father who never
is there, and the mother who is trying, who makes it for the first
year, tries to get the $18,000 job, ends up with the meaningless job
that discourages and demeans her more than in the first place.
And yet, on top of all that, we have to do something.

I have seen Donald Cohen up at Yale take a four-year-old child
who is terrified about people sitting around him, and work that
child into talking about his dreams, and the horrible things that
came out of what those dreams were, and what the effect must be
on that child as he grows older. Then you try to multiply that child
by 15 or 20 million children, and what the child has experienced
prior to the age of four.

Mr. Chairman, I am obviously not asking a question, but I am
just establishing the vast complexity of this, and the enormous re-
sponsibility we have as we do this, to do it responsibly. I want to
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say boldly but, I guess, my key word is responsibly. That for the
actions we take, we have some sense that they can work, that we
allow flexibility, and that we understand that this probably is a
problem unique in human history, in terms of America, because we
are both so rich and so permissive, unlike most other societies. And
I will stop there.

Senator CHAFEE. Let me see if everybody agrees, because this
was Mr. Besharov’s statement that seemed to ring true with me,
but I have limited experience. So would you just answer yes or no.
Do you agree?

That is that, once the mother has the second child, the chances
of getting her off welfare and on a successful path, if you want to
use that term, are greatly reduced. Would you agree with that, Dr.
Granger?

Dr. GRANGER. Yes. With Senator Moynihan’s caveat that correla-
tion and causation sometimes do not send you in the right direc-
tion.

That is true. The more kids, the more difficult it is to get off of
public assistance.

Senator CHAFEE. In other words, the thing goes up——

Dr. GRANGER. It may be driven by something else.

Senator CHAFEE. What would you say to that, Dr. Maynard?
Would you agree?

Dr. MAYNARD. Yes.

Senator CHAFEE. Dr. Moore?

Dr. MOORE. Yes, although we have not followed them for 10
years. One of the other possibilities is that they get their childbear-
ing out of the way, and then they move into the labor market.

I am hopeful that what these programs do is reduce the birth of
third and fourth children.

I think it is a matter of timing. They are all going to have at
least——

Senator CHAFEE. All right. I can only speak from my own State’s
experience. We have limited capable social workers, we have only
got so many jobs that are available. We do not have jobs floating
around for everybody.

What would you think of a program that said, we are going to
put our maximum effort on the mother who has had her first child.
Get her quickly. The first child is born out of wedlock, a typical sit-
uation where she is from a broken home, the father has dis-
appeared. So there she is, with not much education.

o we would decide that this is the grm:g we really want to con-
centrate on, and do everything we can to discourage her from hav-
ing further children, go all out on helping her get child care, a job,
everything for self-esteem. Now what would you think of that? Just
say that we will do the normal things for those who have had more
than one child out of wedlock, but give the extra effort to this
woman I have described. Is there any future to that? What would
you say to that, Mr. Besharov?

Dr. BESHAROV. I think that is an important place to focus our at-
tention. But what Dr. Maynard and Dr. Granger were reporting on
was that, in our efforts so far to grab hold of that young mother
and get her to do something different, we have been, at best, just
a little successful and, at worst, irrelevant to their lives.
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I think that is the place to look.

Senator MOYNIHAN. That is, just a little successful, and largely
irrelevant?

Dr. BESHAROV. That is what I think.

Senator CHAFEE. Well, that sounds very discouraging. What
would you say, Dr. Granger?

Dr. GRANGER. I would make two comments, Senator. One is that
the tests you have heard about, about modest effects that come out
of our work, are always the new thing against the status quo. Say-
ing, for example, that a new program that is requiring people to
stay in school and/or participating in work is having a modest ef-
fect, it is being compared to what else is going on. So that does not
mean that the services per se are bad ideas.

Having said that, I think that, inevitably, if you focus on mothers
who have had only one child, you will be focusing on younger moth-
ers, as a rule. I think focusing on younger mothers gets you to the
right population, if you are interested in trying to impact on long-
term welfare receipt. I think it also gets you to the population that
is the toughest one to move, on average.

So, if anything, one’s expectations, one’s political discourse, have
to be more modest, more tempered. If that is the direction you are
going, I think it is the right direction to go.

Senator CHAFEE. Dr. Maynard?

Dr. MOORE. Well I think, if you have limited resources, I would
definitely advocate working on the front end of the problem, and
trying to stop the problem as soon as possible.

It is true that the interventions we have tried have had only
modest effects, but they are in the right direction. A major failing
has been our inability to prevent the second birth. And we are, at
this point, trying some additional modifications to the intervention
model, to try to get at that issue.

We still need to experiment with what this model should look
like. But it seems not to be in our best interest, if we really want
to change the culture of welfare, or whatever we substitute for wel-
fare in this country, to let people sort of flounder in that system
for 2, 3, 4, 5, 10 years, before we actually come in and try to do
something to help them out.

So I would say, with modest limited resources, absolutely target
the first-timers.

Senator CHAFEE. Dr. Moore?
hDIf.i. MOORE. With limited resources, I would target prevention of
the first.

Senator CHAFEE. Well, as I understood the issue, yes, we all
agree with that—prevention of the first. But, as I understand it,
you are not going to get the young woman to come into a Title X
family planning facility, so how are you going to do it?

Dr. MOORE. I would just like to comment that European coun-
tries are much more successful in that. Qur birthrate is 61, and a
country like Norway has a birthrate of 15. Other countries are suc-
cessful in preventing teenage childbearing. And, actually, they are
(sluccessful in preventing teenage pregnancy. So I think it can be

one.

Senator CHAFEE. How do they do it?



46

Dr. MOORE. A variety of ways. They have limited differences. I
think that is one of the most important emphases.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Or you start by being a Norwegian.

Dr. MoORE. I do want to point out, though, that the white birth-
rate in the United States, the non-Hispanic white birthrate, is also
appreciably higher than the birthrate imany European country, or
Canada, or Australia. So it is not just a race problem.

Senator CHAFEE. You mean the out-of-wedlock birthrate? Is that
what you are talking about?

Dr. MOORE. Yes. Well, the overall birthrate. But they also pro-
vide contraception for teens in those countries. They are actually
opposed to early sexual activity but, once kids reach their middle
teens, they may argue that abstinence is a good idea, but they pro-
vide contraceptives too.

Senator CHAFEE. Well, Mr. Besharov said that you could take
these things, throw them out there, and a young person could take
home a wheelbarrow load, and it would not make any difference.

Dr. MooRE. Well, I think that is why I focused much of my state-
ment on the issue of motivation. I think, in the United States,
there are substantial portions of the population that are not moti-
vated, but not all teens. Many teens do prevent pregnancy. They
are very successful. But, among disadvantaged teens, motivation is
a real issue. They do not see why it makes a difference to them.

Dr. BESHAROV. If I could say, I was focusing on what we could
do for welfare recipients, but I do not want you to think that I be-
lieve we should not be making efforts with young teens who are ei-
ther not sexually active, or who are sexually active and not
contracepting.

I do believe we should aci there. I am not sure that the vehicle
is this Committee. And I am not always sure that the vehicle is the
Federal Government. But I hope I will not be interpreted as saying
not to try anything there. It is just that we focus there so much,
and yet we have this other group who are in our programs, which
is the first-time mothers, and we have not given them the kind of
attention that we should.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Thank you, sir.

Can I just speak for this side, to say that you can see how inter-
ested we are, and how much we have learned. We are very respect-
ful of small, modest results. That is the Lord’s work and, with any
luck, will be our future.

We have a lot of legislating to do.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator CHAFEE. Well, thank you. This is an excellent panel.

I have been spending a great deal of my time watching double
toe loops and triple jumps, as the world skating championship has
been on. I would give this panel a 6.0, 6.0, 6.0. [Laughter.]

[Whereupon, the Committee recessed at 12:02 p.m.]
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APPENDIX

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS J. BESHAROV

Mr. Packwood, members of the committee, it is n;zdgreat leasure to come before
you today to discuss the importance of teen parenthood to welfare reform.

As the nation debates the consequences of family breakdown, all single mothers
tend to be lumped together as if they are a homogeneous g'rougb Much of the com-
men after former Vice President Dan Quayle’s comments about Murphy Brown
giving birth out of wedlock, for example, reflect this simplistic perspective. But sin-
ﬁle mothers are not all alike, and the failure to make distinctions between female-

eaded households created by divorce and those created by the birth of a child out

of wedlock has obscured the nature of the Eroblem.

There is good reason to be concerned about the condition of female-headed fami-
lies. Almost half of all female-headed families with children under 18 have incomes
below the poverty line. This is almost five times the poverty rate of two-parent fami-
lies with children. Three-fourths of all time periods spent on Aid to Families with

- Dependent Children (AFDC) begin with the creation of a female-headed family.
is new form of poverty is not caused directly by racial discrimination or by
structural deficiencies in the economy, but, rather, by a major and troubling change

in the behavior of American parents—the creation of single-parent households,

Over the past 25 years, the number of female-headed families almost tripled. In
1965, there were 2.8 million female-headed families with children, compared to 8.2
million in 1992. If the nation had had the same proportion of female-headed house-
holds in 1985 as in 1959, there would have been about 6.2 million fewer persons
in poverty. According to a special Census Bureau report, the poverty rate for black
families would have been 20 percent in 1980, rather than the actual 29 percent, if
black family composition had remained what it was in 1970.

Family breakdown and ensuing poverty %ive everg indication of worsening. If
present trends continue, about 60 ﬁercent of all children born in 1980 will spend
part of their childhood in a family headed by a mother who is divorced, separated,
never-married, or widowed. Some social scientists predict that, in the next genera-
tion, half of all children will be born out of wedlock, and that half of all children
born to married parents will see their parents divorce before they are 18.

Out-of-wedlock births and divorces impoverish hundreds of thousands of American
families. The median income for female-headed families is about one-third that of
intact families. In 1993, the median family income for children living with both fpar—
ents was $43,678. For children living with their mothers only, however, median fam-
ily income was $12,073. ’

Lumping all poor female-headed families together is a deeply misleading rhetori-
cal convenience. Hidden by aggregate statistics about their poverty and social dys-
function are substantial differences among female-headed families. As the following
Census Bureau statistics establish, families headed by divorced mothers are, in gen-
eral, doing much better than aggregate statistics suggest, and families headed by
never-married mothers much woise.

o In 1993, the median family income for never-married mothers with children
u}rll_tlisr the age of 18 was $9,292, compared to $17,014 for divorced women with
children.

o Marital status also explains the in:. ne disparity between -vt:ite and black fe-
male-headed families. In 1993, the r.edian income of black fer zle-headed fami-
lies was only 64 percent of white female-headed families, $5,542 versus $14,589.
But controlling for marital status, the gap narrows to about 25 percent. The rel-
evant figures are: $11,868 for divorced black mothers and $18,612 for their
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fvyhitehgt?eunterparts; for never-married black mothers it was $8,744 and $10,112
or whites.

¢ When one considers that 66 percent of all out-of-wedlock births occurred to

young women between the ages of 16 and 24 in 1988, it becomes easier to see
why their financial situation is so much worse than their divorced counterparts.
Never-married mothers are on the average 10 years younger than divorced
mothers. The average age range of uever-marriedy mothers is 20 to 29; for di-
vorced mothers, it is 30 to 39. The age spread for this second group is lower
than it might otherwise be because it includes many unwed mothers who
marry, but only for a short time.

Never-married mothers are also, on the average, much less educated. Only 61 per-
cent of never-married mothers have a high school diploma compared to 83 percent
of divorced mothers. This latter figure, too, is pulleéJ down by the number of for-
merly unwed mothers who subsequently marry.

Thus, age, lack of education, and other demographic factors combine to give never-
married women much poorer job prospects. In 1993, 58 percent of divorced mothers
worked full-time, and an additional 12 percent worked part-time, but only 28 per-
cent of never-married mothers worked full-time, and 11 percent part-time. And their
lack of work experience is only exacerbated by the fact that young, single mothers
have little chance of completing their education or acquiring job skills while having
to care for a child.

IS THIS “MURPHY BROWN?”

These demographic differences between unmarried and divorced women translate
into dramatically different rates of AFDC utilization. A much higher proportion of
unwed mothers go on welfare than do divorced mothers, According to AEI's Nick
Eberstadt, almost three-fifths of children born out of wedlock in the United States
were on AFDC in 1982, compared to just under a third of children of divorced moth-
ers. In fact, children of never-married mothers are three times more likely to be on
welfare than are children of divorced mothers.

Teens have the worst prospects of all unmarried mothers. In 1988, 65 percent of
teen mothers were unmarried at the time of their first child’s birth, compared to
16 percent in 1950. According to a Congressional Budget Office report, 77 percent
of unmarried adolescent mothers were welfare recipients within five years of the
birth of their first child. Sixty percent of AFDC mothers under the age of 30 had
their first child as a teenager.

Never-married mothers not only go on welfare in greater numbers than divorced
women, but they also stay on longer. While divorced women typically use welfare
as a temporary measure until they get back on their feet, unmarried mothers be-
come trapped in long-term welfare dt?)endenc . In a study of welfare mothers, Nich-
olas Zill, formerly of Child Trends, Inc., and his colleagues found that 43 percent
of long-term AFDC recipients were 17 years old or younger at the time of their first
birth, compared to 25 percent of short-term recipients.

According to a study by Harvard’s David Eliwood, about half of the new entrants
to AFDC will be off welfare within four years, most within two years. The other
half, however, are on for much longer—on average, almost seven years. More than
an{ other single factor, marital status determines whether a woman entering AFDC
wiil become a long-term recipient. Forty percent of naver-married mothers will re-
ceive AFDC for 10 years or more, compared to 14 percent of divorced mothers.

Levels of child sugport also vary markedly between these two groups of single
mothers. In 1987, 77 percent of divorced mothers received child support awards,
compared to only 20 percent of never-married mothers. The average annual pay-
ment to divorced mothers was $3,073, while the average payment to never-married
mothers was $1,632.

Divorced mothers and their children suffer less severe poverty for shorter periods
of time than do never-married mothers and their children. This is not to say that
post-divorce Sove is not a serious problem; it is. But much more than a divorcs,
an out-of-wedlock birth to a young mother seems to be a direct path to long-term
poverty and welfare dependency.

The economic consequences of our high illeFitimacy rate seem beyond debate. It
is one thing when a divorced, hiﬁh profile television newswoman on a sitcom has
a baby without her ex-husband’s financial support; it is quite another when a teen-
ager or a young mother on welfare does. The difference, to put it bluntly, is money.

Acknowledging this dichotomy between divorced and unwed mothers is the first
step toward developing effective social welfare policies. Both groups deserve our at-
tention. But policies developed for each need to be based on a realistic understand-
ing of the deep differences between them.
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The Contraceptive Gap

Millions for Cosmétic_s, Pennies for Better Birth Control

By Dougias J. Besharov

INDA HAD an abortion at age 17, her

first baby the next year and two more

by the time she was 21. With hundreds
of thousands of unwed mothers like Linda
who seem to have made welfare a way of life,
the public and politicians are clamoring for
tougher welfare rules, Proposals to deny
benefits to minors, to deny additional bene-
fits for additional children, to time-limit ben-
efits altogether, to go after deadbeat dads
and so forth, are all designed to undo the cul-
ture of illegitimacy that has taken hold in so
many low-income communities.

Why are there so many Lindas? Culture
Douglas Besharov 1s a resident scholar at the
American Enterprise Institute and visiting
professor at the University of Maryland's
School of Public Affairs. Karen Gardiner, a
research associate at AE], assisted in the
preparation of this article.

and poverty play an undeniably powerful
role. Western European countries, with
rates of teen sexuai activity as high as ours,
for example, have rates of teen pregnancy
and parenthood that range from a half to a
sixth of the American rate. So a tougher-re-
sponse to irresponsible parenthood will un-
doubtedly make a difference.

But to stem the tide of out-of-wedlock
births, another powerful factor must also be
addressed: the inadequacy of current contra-
ceptive methods. It’s not that available birth
control methods don’t work, they just don’t
work well enocugh for the group most at risk.
If contraception were easier and more reli-
able, pregnancy rates would likely drop.

Consider Linda’s history. She tried con-
doms, but, as she told her counselor at a
D.C. Planned Parenthood clinic, “they failed.”
Then she tried the pill, but she found its side

"effects debilitating. Two years ago, she had

Norplant inserted in her arm, but she again
See CONTROL, C2, Col. 1
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‘suffered from severe side effects. A few
months ago she had the implant removed.
Given her problems with hormonal methods,
Linda 1s unwiling to try Depo-Provera. At
age 25, she has now deculed to be stenlized.
Linda is not alone. In a 1988 study, wom-
en told researchers from the Natiogal Cen-
ter for Health Statstics that about 60 per-
cent of their pregnancies were unintended.
In an Alan Guttmacher Institute study the
year before, about half of all abortion pa-
tients said that they had been practiang
birth controt during the moath in which they
became pregnant.
How unreliable are existing methods?

Based on various studies, James

Trussell of Princeton University esti-
mates that the failure rate in clinical trials
(usually involving married couples) was only
0.1 percent for the pill, 2 percent for the
condom and 6 percent for the diaphragm.
However, the failure rates among “typical

taking the pill. When I pressed her about it,

College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists
found that 75 percent of women surveyed
believed that the pill caused “serious health
problems.” One-third thought pills caused
cancer while an additional 30 percent

less likely to tolerate them than their middle-
class counterparts.
Men don't help matters. Their aversion to
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candoms 1s well-known. Seventy-five percent
of 20~ to 39-year-old men interviewed by re-
searchers at Battelle Human Affairs Re-
search Center n Seattle. for example, sad
that condoms reduced sensation. But some
disadvantaged men don't want their giri-
frrends to use contraception either. Kay
Armstrong, research director of the South-
eastern Peansyivarua Famuily Planning Asso-
cration, sfutied women in drug treatment
arograms: she found that many of the wom-
en were afraid to use brth coatrol because it
“implies something negative about the rela-
tionship,” in the words of one client.

According to many women 10 Armstrong's
study, birth controi is often equated with
prostrtutes and trading sex for drugs. “Some
women preferred to hide their use of contra-
ceptives and avoid their partners’
wrath . . . . One woman's partner cut up the
condams and sponges she had recetved from
the famuly planmng counselor,” noted Arm-
strong.

For men who have had few successes in
life, getung a girlfriend pregnant can be a
way of showmng masculine prowess like “so
many notches on one’s beit,” according to
Elfah Andersoa, a University of Peansyiva-
nua socrologist who studied disadvantaged
black teens 1o a Philadelphia neighborhood.
Patnca Stern. a graduzate student at Penn,
found that control was also a central theme
in the sexual relations of white inner-city
vouths. “Boys ‘get giris pregnant’ to keep
them from ‘bemng with’ other guys,” she not-
ed.

s it any wonder, then, that Linda decided

to be stenlized? Agam, she is not alone.

University of Penmsytvama sociologist
Frank Furstenberg conducted an 18-year,
longitudinal study of 322 prumanly low-in-
come women in Baltimore who gave birth as
teenagers. He found that, by their late twen-
ties and early thirtes, an astounding 57 per-
cent of these relatrvely young women had
been sterilized.

Many people are uncomfortable wath the
idea of stenlization, especaally when poverty
and race ar= mvotved. Our history of involun-
tary stenlizaton comes too easly to mund.
But that 1s not what is happeamng.

Lorraine Klerman, the director of the Ma-
ternal and Child Health Program at the Uni-
versity of Alabama, descnibed how the inner-
city adolescent mothers she has studied
since the 1960s had a set number of children
w1 mind. After that, “They got tired of get-
ung pregnant, they got tired of having abor-
uons, 50 they got stenlized.”

In fact, stentization is the most common
form of contraception in the United States—
for all raccal and income groups. Of women
ages 15 to 44 who use birth control, 40 per-
cent rely on female or male stenlization, ac-
carding to the National Center for Health Sta-
ustcs.

As they pass their prime childbearing years,
even larger proportions of women rely on
male or female stenlization: 47 percent of
women in their early thirties, 65 percent of
women in their late thirties, and an astounding
73 percent of women in their early forties.

Stenlization rates do not differ by race.
They are about 40 percent for both white and
black women. The similar overall rates, how-
ever, mask an important racial difference:
White men are 14 times more likely to have
had a vasectomy than are black men.

Nor does sterilization differ by family in-
come. Forty-one percent of women with fami-
ly incomes below 150 percent of the poverty
line rely on sterilization compared to 36 per-
cent of women with family incomes above 300
percent of the poverty line.

But steniization is no answer for women

- who have not yet compieted their childbear-

ing, let alone for those who have not even be-

gun. .

For a while, many peopie thought that Nor-
plant might be a panacea. Norplant is 99 per-
cent effective at preventing pregnancy; does
not requare a daily decision—or male approv-
al; and is fully reversible. It is not, however,
appropnate for women who have sex sporadi-
cally (ke teenagers) and does not protect
agamst sexuaily transmitted diseases. More
importantly, Norplant’s populanty seems to
have dropped sharply in the wake of media re-
have had in gettng the implant removed, and
with the avaiability of Depo-Provera, the
three-month injectable contracepuve. But the
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latter, because of its short period of efficacy,
does not provide the same level of protection.

For young teens abstinence is surely the
best way to curb out-of-wedlock births. But
only 12 percent of out-of-wedlock births are to
teens under 18, only 30 percent to those un-
der 20. Premantal sex seems to be here to
stay, so if we are going to reduce the number
of out-of-wediock births (as well as abortions),
mneedtooﬂerAnmwnhmummcep—
tive choices.

first priority should be an educationai
campagn to rehabilitate the [UD and
the pill. But a technological fix is aiso
necessary. Unfortunately little is being done
to develop better contraceptives. Only one
pharmaceutical company still conducts re-
search on improved methods of birth control;
the federal government adds a scant $38 mil-
lion annually for contraceptive research. Com-

. pare that to the estimated $600 million spent

to develop new cosmetics, fragrances and toi-
letries, and you can see where our priorities
are.

In 1990, the National Academy of Sciences
Committee on Contraceptive Development
concluded, “The product liability crisis which
has emerged over the last decade has clearly
limited the interest of the American pharma-
ceutical industry in the development of new
contraceptive products. The extensive in-
house research programs that most compa-
nies maintained until the mid-'70s are a thing
of the past.”

Reforming weifare to encourage more re-
sponsible childbearing is finally on the public
agenda. But the high sterilization rates among
all income groups demonstrates the parallel
need for improved contraceptives, for the
middle class as wel] as the poor.

A better condom would be a good place to
start. Given the hostility of many men to the
condoms currently available and the growing

contraception are sorely needed. As Dr. Vanes-
sa Cullens of the Francis Scott Key Medical
Center in Baltimore only halfokingly says,
'Whatweneedxsaocndanthatmakwwso



By Douglas ). Besharov

Lion woriang group has prepared its sutial report

on how to {ulfill President Clinton’s promise to
~end wellare as we know it.” The report starts in exact-
Iy the nght place: the 30-year growth in out-of-wedlock
births. especually among teenagers, and its relation to
persistent poverty. Unfortunately, the report fails to
pursue the logi of its own analys:s.

The bulk of long-term welfare recipients are young,
uamarried mothers, most of whom had their first baby
18 teenagers. About S0 percent of unwed teen mothers
g0 on wellare within one year of the birth of their first
chuild and 77 percent within five years, according to the
Congressional Budget Office. Almost half of those on
the rolls for three or more of the past five years started
thew farmulies as unwed teens.

With poor prospects to begin with, these young wom-
en have further hrmited thewr life chances by systemau-
cally under gun th ] by dropping out of
school, having a baby out of wedlock and not working.
The admunistration working group assumes that an ex-
panded educational and job trainuag program will help
large numbers of them become economcally self-
suffieent.

Past experience suggests this 1s wishful thinking.
Even nchlv funded demonstration programs have found
«t exceedingly difficult to improve the ability of these
mothers (o care for their children, let alone to become
economucally seif-sufficient.

A siz-county evaluation of California’s program. for
example, found that over two years, average earmings
for single parents increased by 20 percent—three or
four wmes the usuzl expenence for such programs. Still
total earnings reached only $4.620. The county with
tbe greatest improvement. Riverside, was able to in-
crease earungs by $2.099. although average total eamn-
ings over two years were still less than $6,000. The
weltare rolls declined by only 5 percent in Riverside,
and by a statisticaliy insignificant amount across all of
the other counues.

hv don't job training programs cut welfare

rolis? Although many suffer from design flaws

and admunustrative weaknesses. the main prob-
jem 1s that —for poorly educated young mothers—such
programs caanot break the financial mathematics of hfe
on weltare. The average annual earnings for female
hugh school dropouts are extremely low. In 1992, 18- to
24-vear old dropouts working full-time earned about
$12.90( a vear: 25- to 34-year-olds earned about
$14.80C. (Note that in 1992 the poverty Lne for a famu-
ty of three was $11,186.)

Even witn i5« help of the current Earned Income Tax
Credst (ELIC) am! other means-tested programs. earn-
er3 at these leve's net, after pavroll and state taxes and
work expenc=<, only $15.563 and $15.617. respective-
v The mpor expansion in the EITC pushed through by
Preswent Clnton will. when fully implemented in 1396.
raise these numbers sigmficantly—to $17.022 and
$16.948. But ttus increase wiil not be enough to break
the hold of weitare. {Anomalousiy. under the Chnton
ETITC. the Jower-earming mother will actuallv take home
more monev than the higher earner because of the way
besetits decine with additional earungs.)

A.wettare mother without anv work expenence prob-
abey coukdn T match even these earungs records. Butif

% FTER ALMOST a year of study, an administra-

Dowgias besaaros 1s @ resident scholur at the Amenica
EAlerprur (ritiinie any @ visifing professor al the
i mipersiiy 6t Murmand s Scaoot of Public Anairs
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Escaping the Dole

For Young Unwed Mothers, Welfare Reform

Alone Can't Make Work Pay

she could, she still might decide it didn't pay to work.
Her current benefits—even ignoring the average
$4,307 in Medicaid for which 3 welfare recipient with
two children is eligible—leave her only some $2,674
worse off than the lower-salaried mother and $2,728
worse off than the higher-earrung mother.

In other words, should she be lucky encugh to get the
kind of job held by others of her educational attainment,
she'd be working for a net wage of only about $1.50 an
hour. And to gain that, she"d have to sacrifice not only
Jeisure ume but the chance to hold down a job in the in-
formal economy (in which unreported income is earned
through anything from handiwork to illegal activities).

Even with the expanded EITC, after deducting the
costs of benefits and of going to work, the net hourly
wage would be only about $2.30 or less. If a young par-
ent were to go to work under these circumstances, it
stull wouldn't be for the money.

Hence, the EITC would have to be much larger to ac-
twally “make work pay” for unwed mothers. But by
1996. the credit will already cost about $18 billion a
year. Besides being very ive, a further increase
would create other distortions and inequities. Substan-
tial benefits under the EITC are available only to low-
wncome workers who have children. At some point, thewr
fellow workers will question why those who have had
children without being able to support them should get
such a large government subsidy while those who have
played by the rules do not.

And the larger the credit, the greater the incentive
for abuse. Tax experts such as the Urban Institute’s
Gene Steuerle warn that the EITC is already so large
that 1t provides an expensive incentive for people to
overreport their earnings so 2s to get the maximum
credit.

Thus. Clinton's off-stated goal of making work pay
will not work for most unwed mothers. Recognizing
this, both he and his working group have proposed to
~nme-lmit” welfare. If, after two years, a welfare moth-
er does not get a private job, she would be placed in a
public job. The idea 15 that the job will both give her
work experience and serve as an incentive Lo get off
welfare since she will have to work anyway.

Although there 1s much mernt to such mandatory
work expenence, creaung a viable program is not easy
First. community service jobs are very expeasive t¢
create and administer. CBO esumates indicate that
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monitoring each job would cost $2.390 annually, and
Jay care would cost $3,000 per participant—and per-
haps much more. That means the cost of 3 mandatory
work program would average 36,300 per participant.
Since the average Aid to Famulies with Dependent Chil-
dren (AFDC) grant 1s about $5,000 per year, welfare
costs for those in the work program would more than
doudle—without recipients recetving any increase in
payments to them.

Second. mandatory community service will likely en-
gender much opposition. When Sen. Russell Long (D-
La.) proposed the ides in the 1970s, it was promptly la-
beled "slavefare® by welfare advocates. Hence, the ad-
munistration is under intense pressure to deliver “real
jobs™ at "decent wages.” But doing that would not only
make the program even more expensive—it could also
make 1t 2 magnet 20 attract and keep more young moth-
ers on welfare. To counter that, the Clinton planners
are also considenng a plan to time-limit the community
service program as well. After a set period, possibly 18
moaths. the mother would go back on regular welfare,
although perhaps at 3 somewhat lower level—a feature
that wall also stir controversy.

B ecause our ability to help young women become

self-sufficient once they have become mothers is

so imited, the best strategy 1s to focus on post-
poning parenthood until these women are financiaily
2ad emouoaally ready. This is what leads many people,
such as my coileague Charles Murray, to advocate end-
ing welfare altogether.

The president’s working group did not contemplate
such s radical solution, but it does make a long-overdue
coanection between out-of-wedlock births and welfare
dependency. Some options being considered by the
group make sense. For example. providing contracep-
trve services 10 all AFDC recipients, prohubiting higher
welfare payments for additional children born on wel-
fare and requining teen mothers to complete high
«hool would all help discourage young mothers from
having another child.

But the effects are unlikely to be dramatic. and they
would do httle to prevent the initial birth—which puts
the mother on weifare in the first place. For this. the
qroup 1s considening school-based sex education, con-
Jom distnbution and abstinence programs. Again, the
available research suggests that such efforts have mod-
rst UMPacts. at best.

The association between poverty, poor school perfor-
mance and poor life prospects on the one side and out-
of-wedlock births on the other is too obvious to-ignore.
As University of Pennsylvania sociologist Elijah Ander-
son potes, “Most middie-class ycuths take a stronger in-
terest in their future and know what 2 pregnancy can do
to derail it. In contrast, many [inner-city] adolescents
see no future to derail-—hence they see little to lose by
having a child out of wedlock.” The dearth of good jobs
in the inner city, he argues, leads peer groups to em-
phasize sexual prowess as evidence of manhood, with
babies serving as proof.

Because those young people who have the most to
look forward to are the must responsible about their
sexual practices, it does not eem an overstatement to
say that good education and renl opportunities in life are
the best contraceptives. In fact, innovative programs
like Best Friends in Washington base their appeal on
the connection between sexual practices and opportuni-
ty. This program uses weekly grup sessions, with an
adult moderator, in which teen girls discuss boys, rela-
tionships and self-respect.

“We don't tell them that having s¢x is immoral,” says
Elayne Bennett, founder of Best Fricnds. “Instead, we
tell them, 'If you want to get some place in life, you
need to have a plan. This plan must irclude finishing
schoot, and that means that you must not get pregnant.’
And we tell them, ‘The only guaranteed way to avoid
pregnancy is to abstain from sex.' *

or this message to really take hold, though, young

people need to feel that they have opportunities

beyond low-paying, sporadic work. And this
means a return to serious vocational education in our
high schools.

The current emphasis on college preparatory courses
in high school and on academic-like “basic skills" in job
training programs leaves many disadvantaged youth
without the skills for the well-paying jobs that are now
available. Worse, seeing how few graduates from their
neighborhoods seem to get good jobs makes them feet
they have nothing to gain from staying in school. In high
schools where more than three-quarters of students fail
to graduate, what sense does it make to push 100 per-
cent of the student body through college preparatory
courses?

While everyone would like to see disadvantaged chil-
dren grow up to be lawyers, doctors and accountants;
or at least white-collar workers, the unalloyed truth is
that most—Ilike most Americans—are destined for
more modest careers in service, clerical or manufactur-
ing occupations. What is needed is renewed emphasis
on vocational skills in high schools, supplemented by en-
hanced job-counseling and job-finding services and men-
toring programs. This includes the newiy popular “ap-
prenticeship” programs, although the two-plus-two
approach (two years in high school foliowed by two
years in a training program or community coliege)
comes too late for those who have already dropped out
and may require too great an investment of time and
energy for many others.

Reforming educational institut . us, of course, may be
even harder than reforming welfare. But that is where
the solution lies. We should not try to fix welfare if the
problem is caused by the education system. In the ab-
sence of good high schools—and good vocational educa-
tion for young people who do not do well in classroom
setungs—no approach to welfare reform will work.
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Trapped in the Day-Care Maze
Can the GOP Rescue Kids from a Byzantine System?

"By Douglas J. Besharov

WO-YEAR-old Andre was going to
e have a busy day. After spending the
. morning at the Keys of Life Child De-
velopment Center on 12th Street NW, he
- was supposed to make a crosstown trek to
another day care facility in Kalorama. In-
stead, he was run over by the bus that was to
take him there and died in a hospital bed a
few hours later. .
Andre’s death was a rare tragedy, but it
highlights a very common problem: Over the
last 30 years, Congress has created a patch-

See DAYCARE. C2,Col. 1

Dowglas Besharov is a resident scholar at the
American Enterprise Institute and a
visiting professor at the University of
Maryland's School of Public Affairs. He is
the editor of the forthcoming book,
“Enkancing Early Childhood Programs:

- Burdens and Opportunities.”
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grams, administered out of 11 agencies and
20 separate offices. The Department of Edu-
cation alone, according to a new study by the
General Accounting Office, has six offices that
fund child care programs.

Nearly all of these programs serve essential-
ly the same population of low-income children.
Head Start, the largest with a budget of $3.3
billion, serves children from families whose in-
come is below the federal poverty line; the
Child and Adult Food Program ($1.3 billion)
subsidizes meals and snacks for low-income chil-
. dren in child care; Child Care and Development
Block Grants ($893 million) give states funds to
assist Jow-income families; AFDC/JOBS Child
Care ($528 million) provides assistance to chil-
dren whose parents are on AFDC and either
working or in a job training program. And the
list goes on.

With so much overlap, one disadvantaged
child could be eligible for as many as 13 pro-
grams, the GAO report noted. Unfortunately,
the funds from those programs pass through
numerous federal, state and local agencies—
utitlcan'torwon‘lpool their funds to serve one
child.

Worse, since eligibility is based on the work
status of parents, children can be forced to
leave a program in mid-year—if mom or dad
gets a job or loses one, enters a job training pro-
gram or completes one, goes on welfare or
leaves it. Lucky children will qualify for another
program, if there is room, but even then they
will likely suffer a disruptive setback to their
preschool development. “This is the revolving
door of publicly funded day care,” says Richard
Ruopp, former head of the Bank Street College
and director of the National Day Care Study.

“The turf battles were just horrible,” re-
counts Jean Layzer who, as executive director
of a Massachusetts commission on early child-
hood programs, was charged with developing a
plan for a universal system. “There was early
childhood money all over, in welfare agencies.
in social service agencies, in education agencies,
mmentalhealﬂ:agmandmplacesyou
would never expect. No one wanted to give up
even a small program in order to create a uni-
fied system.”

As a result, most communities are left with a
disconnected array of small programs that often
keep the child only part of the day. This is par-
ticularly burdensome to parents who work and
is precisely why children like Andre are bused
from center to center. Few children suffer An-
dre’s fate, of course, but many young preschool-
ers pay a heavy emotional toll for ali the moving
around they are forced to endure.

nnoying as it is for the families, the mo-

rass of is a nightmare to ad-

minister. “Child care providers spend
more time trying to coordinate programs than
operate them,” protests one agency executive,
Fitting the various pieces of funding together is
ke trying to complete a huge jigsaw puzle.
Needless to say, federal funds don’t simply flow
in: Each comes with its own complicated appli-
cation and approval process that forces many
programs to employ at least one full-time staff
person to coordinate funding and document eli-
gibility—resources that would be better spent -
on the children.

To their credit, both the Bush and Clinton ad-
ministrations tried to make it easier for locali-
ties to integrate the various federal funding
streams, but their ability to do so was sharply
limited by the explicit statutory language that
created most of the programs.
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How did we get so many child care programs
in the first place? Often, advocates decided that
the only way toexpandservmwastocreate
yet another program. This happened in many
social programs. For example, Sen. Edward M.
Kennedy (D-Mass.) said he was “responsible for
tagging job training on anything that went
through here,” claiming this was the only way
to expand such programs under Reagan and
Bush. Perhaps so, but the programs were added
under Republican and Democratic presidents
alike.

The real answer i3 that every congressional
fiefdom seemed to need its own child care, job
training or other social welfare program. Take,
for example, the notorious process that four
years ago led to the creation of the At-Risk
Child Care and the Child Care and Development
Block Grant programs. Essentially, these pro-
grams are the product of a fight for power over
the issue of chiid care between the House Edu-
cation and Labor Committee and the House
Ways and Means Committee. Neither commit-
tee would give in, so the dispute was resoived
by creating two new day care programs, one for
each committee—but each serving the same
pool of kids.

Repeat this process many times over and you
see why six congressional committees and 11
subcommittees now oversee the major child
care programs.

Child care is not the only area of federal so-
cial welfare spending that has turned into an ir-
rational maze of disjointed programs. There are
154 pb training programs, 71 social services
and child wellare programs and—depending on
how you count them—hundreds of nutritional
programs, housing programs and health pro-
grams. Like child care, each comes with slightly
different eligibility rules and services, but tre-
mendous overlap. The result? Immense ineffi-
ciencies and confusion in the communities
where the services are actually provided.

Under a federal system like ours, it is some-
times necessary 1o establish funding in a way

that makes clear our- national priorities, but
there is no justification for the current cacopho-
ny of programs. Right now we have a disparate
array of programs that have grown in size and
complexity like cobwebs in the nooks and cran-
nies of committee jurisdiction—all because
Congress has lacked the central leadership to
prevent individual committees from becoming
policy entrepreneurs,

Since the 1970s, reformers have repeatedly
criticized the patchwark of separate federal so-
cal welfare programs and have called for the
creation of fewer and mwore flexible funding
streams. Up to now, however, their efforts
have come lo naughl—bcause each program
had its protector in the well-entrenched con-

establishment. Even President Clin-
ton's much-vaunted effort to "reinvent govern-
ment” did not take on the congressional
satrapies that such micro-programming has cre-
aled.

he incoming Repubtmns are vowing to

clean out the cobwebs built

up over four decades. And it Jooks like
they will,

“From here on, | want to review issues, such
as child care, on a system-wide basis, instead of
program by program, as has been the case for
the past 40 years. says Rep. Bill Goodling (R-
Pa)), soon-to-bechairman of the House Eco-
nomic ({>rmerly Education and La-
bor) Committee. “It's ridiculous how all these

.programs got created—individual members

Jooking to bring home the bacon with a new
ptogra!moraieptogrambemgsplnmtwoj\sst
losausfypeltnmsdlcumalsqua
epubbwnsmnowmshmgtodevelop
legislation that would transform scores of exist-
ing programs into a series of social welfare
block grants. The leadership hopes to move
these bills in the first days of the new Con-
gress—before the new majority becomes in-
vested in the status quo.
Opponents are already calling these block

N



grants nothing more than a fancy excuse to cut
spending. They claim that all we'll get is Re-
aganism revisited—with 2 vengeance. To an
extent, of course, they are right. Some Republi-
cans are talking about usmgmeb!ockmntap-
proach to justify deep cuts in social spending.
But forces of moderation are likely to limit any
reductions.

State governors, cspecially the 30 Republi-
cans, have a powerful voice on Capitol Hill these
days. Most have expressed a willingness to see
spending reduced in return for greater flexibili-
ty to adniinister programs as Lhey see fit. New
Jersey Gov. Christine Todd Whitman, for exam-
ple, has said that she could accept a 5 percent
cut in welfare spending in retum for greater au-
tonomy. But the governors have also signaled
opposition to any cuts beyond what would be
gained from saving administrative costs. After
all, they would be under pressure to fill the gap
in any budget shortfall created by reductions in
federal funding.

Senate Republicans too are likely to support
block grants—but, more moderate than their
House: counterparts, they also will be wary of
undermining progranis for the disadvantaged.
Sen. Nancy Kassebaum (R-Kan.), who will take
over from Kennedy as chairman of the Commit-
tee on Labor and Human Resources, has
wamed: “The point of block grants and program
consolidation is not so much to save money—al-
though that may happen—but 10 make pro-
grams work more effectively.”

There is good reason, therefore, to hope that
the Republicans will free localities from the
straightjacket of federal bureaucracy without
unreasonably cutling financial support. If that
happens, then disadvantaged children will be
the real beneficiaries of the new block grants.
And even some liberals may conclude there is a
positive side to the changeover in Congress.
Who knows, they might even hold their collec-
tive noses and cheer.
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The end of welfare
as we know 1t?

DOUGLAS J. BESHAROV with AMY A. FOWLER

NE OF THE loudest—and
most bipartisasn—rounds of applause during Bill Clinton's 1993
State of the Union address came when he reiterated his prom-
isc to “end welfare as we know it.” During the campalgn, Clinton
repeatedly suid that welfare benefits should be time-limited,
and that, after two years of job training and education, welfare
recipients who can work should be required to do so. “We
have to end welfare as a way of life,” he told Congress and the
nation, “and make it a path to Independence and dignity.”
Clinton’s rhetoric taps into a deeply held feeling among the
public and politiciens that long-term welfare dependency is a seri-
ous and growing social problem. And it Is. We often hear that
about half of all new recipients are off the rolls within two years.
This is true—but only because of the high turnover among short-
term recipients. At any one time, about 82 percent of all reciplents
are in the midst of spells that will last five years or more. And
about 65 percent are caught up in spells of eight years or more.
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This reality propelled a decade of progressively niore intense
efforts to reduce welfare dependency. First came the state wel-
fare-to-wark demonstration projects of the early 1980s, then the
Family Support Act in 1988, and, most recently, the state-initi-
ated welfare reforms of 1991-92.

Clinton’s campaign promise could be the next step in this
cvolutionary process. But the details of his proposal have never
been spelled out. Any number of missteps—caused by mis-
judgment or political compromise—could cripple the program
or, worse, could lead to even higher levels of welfare depen-

dencey.
Welfare then and now

Until the mid-1960s, welfare agencies tried to regalate the
conduct (some called it the morals) of their clients. The man-
in-the-house rule, along with the infamous midnight bed checks
to enforce it, were only the best known of an array of poli-
cies designed to keep wellare mothers on the straight and nar-
Tow,

Then came a period of reaction against this paternalism. The
poor, we were told, “are just like everyone clse. All they lack
is maney " This attitnde reached its high-water mark with talk
about a negative income tax and the Nixon administration’s pro-
posed Family Assistance Plan.

By the 1980s, however, the political and intellectual consen-
sus had turned again. Rising anxiety about the dependent and
self-destrnctive behavior of the pooar—he it school drop-out rates,
teen pregnancy, nonwork, or drug addiction—gave liberals as
well as conservatives a gnawing feeling that more decisive ef-
forts to reshape the behavior of welfare recipients were needed.

It was in this context that Scenator Daniel Patrick Moynihan
introduced the Family Support Act. The Act, passed by a Demo-
cratic Congress and signed by Ronald Reagan, was the first major
overhaul of the Aid to Families with Dependent Children pro-
gram (AFDC) since its inception in 1935, 1t secks to move wel-
fare recipicnts into jobs—first, by making the receipt of benefits
contingent on participation in education and employment pro-
grams; and second, by providing transitional health benefits and
child care to those returning to work. Hence, its name: “JOBS,”
for Joh Opportunities and Basic Skills Training Program.
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Although mardatory education, job trainipg, and work pro-
grams are at the heart of the Act, the -obligations it places on
recipients sre actually quite modest. Liberals in Congress in-
tensely opposed any work or tralning mandates, so a compro-
mise was struck that requires participation by Just 7 percent of
mothers who receive AFDC (often for just twenty hours a week).
By 1985, mandated participation will rise to a cap of 20 per-
cent. Exempt from even these minimal requirements are large
groups, such as mothers with children under age three (or age
one, at state option).

Unfortunately, since the passage of the Family Support Act,
AFDC rolls have risen, not fallen. AFDC rolls are higher than
at any other time in our history. In August 1992, almost 13
million people were on welfare. That includes one in seven
Amcrican children. Most startling, in just over three years (from
July 1989 to August 1992), welfare caseloads rose by 27 per-
cent.

The usual explanation given for this increase is the economy’s
weakness since the passage of the Act. While the impact of the
economy is undeniable, the fact is that the upward trend in
welfare cases began before the recent e~unomic downturn and
gives every indication of continuing afterward. Careful research
by a number of analysts indicates that much of the increase in
AFDC caseloads has been caused by the growth in out-of-wed-
lock births among young, disadvantaged women. Thomas Gabe
of the Congressional Research Service, for example, found that
the rise in unwed mothers accounted for over 70 percent of
the additional welfare families that appeared between 1987 and
1991.

This should come as no surprise. About half of unwed teen
mothers go on welfare within one year of the birth of their first

_child. More than three quarters end up on welfare within five

years.

Long-terin welfare dependency is worsening because, for thirty
years, out-of-wedlock birth rates have been steadily increasing.
Between 1960 and 1989, the number of children born out of
wedlock tripled. One in four American children is now born

out of wedlock.

!Gabe used a datsbase that reflected half of the total increase in AFDC cases.
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The states react

Toward the end of 1991, into this mixture of rising out-of-
wedlock births and concomiiantly rising welfare caseloads, came
mounting budget deficits caused by the recessionary econony.
In state after state, governors started desperately looking for
places to reduce spending. It was only a matter of time before
the budget cutters turned to welflare programs.

As onc looks back, the situation was like tinder waiting to be lit.
Three governors provided the spark: one the moderate, Democratic
governor of Maryland (close to the nation’s capital, so that his plans
were widely noted by those working for the national media); an-
other the conservative, Republican governor of California (the
nation’s largest state); and the third the liberal, Democratic gover-
nor of New Jersey (located near the media center of New York).

In November of 1991, Maryland Governor Donald Schaefer—
facing a daunting budget deficit—proposed an across-the-hoard
30 percent reduction of welfare payments that would not be
restored unless parents proved that they had paid their rent,
kept their children in school, and obtained preventive health
care for them.?

Two weeks later, Governor Pete Wilson of California pro-
posed that AFDC payments no longer be increased with the
birth of additional children. He also proposed that grants to
teenage mothers be given only if the teenager were living with
her parent or legal guardian, with the grant going directly to
the adult. Another provision of Governor Wilson's plan, known
as “Cal Learn,” would have awarded teenage parents a $50 in-
crease in their monthly AFDE grant if they attended high school
and, conversely, a $50 reduction if they dropped out.3

Wilson's proposals also included significant reductions in ba-
sic welfare funding: Grant levels were to be reduced 10 per-
cent for all recipients, with an additional 15 percent reduc-

25 enacted, this hecame a monthly sanction of $25 for recipients whose children
are not vaccinated or in schoo), and small financial bonuses for families that receive
snnual check-u{ls {320 per person In the family) and for pregnant women who
recelve prenatat care ($14).

3Similar “Learnfare™ programs had been In operation In Wisconsin since 1988 and
in Ohio since 1989, but nelther was widely known to the general public or the

national media.
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tion alter six months for familics headed by an able-bodied
adule?

Within weeks of Wilson's proposal, Wayne Bryant, the oitgo-
ing Speaker of the New Jerscy State Assembly, proposed his own
welfare reform plan. Bryant's plan gained the inedia spotlight in
part because he is a black man whose district includes Camden,
the state’s poorest area; half its -residents are on welfare. After
some initidl hesitation, Governor James Florio became a strong
backer. The final plan, as enacted in January 1992, eliminates
the increase in a mother’s AFDC grant following the birth of an
additional child.

In addition, New Jersey’s plan seeks to promote employment
by allowing welfare families to earn as much as a quarter of
their monthly grant (depending on family size) and still receive
full benefits, It also abolished the “100 hour rule,” which termi-
nates the benefits of recipients in two-parent households if the
parents work over 100 hours per month. Finally, the plan con-
tains a “Wedfare” component, which in some cases allows a
woman to retain a portion of her welfare grant after marriage.

To the surprise of nany, these proposals (sometimes called
the “New Paternalisin”) received largely favorable reviews in the
press, despite the hardships they might inflict on recipients whose
behavior did not change. Even the New York Times, for ex-
ample, called the New Jersey proposals, including the cap on
benefits for additional children, “a compassionate, realistic blue-
print for deuling with an intructable problem.”

Once it becamne clear that these three governors could pro-
pose drastic changes in welfure programs without being labeled
anti-poor, racist, or worse, politicians in other states followed.
Within months, governors and legislators in more than half the
states had introduced similar legislation. The proverbial cat was
out of the bag.

Some observers have attributed this spate of “get tough” wel-
fare proposals to simple budget cutting. Clearly this motivated
some of the states. But focusing only on possible budgetary
savings underestimates the scope of support for these proposals,

4Wilson proposed his plan as part of a larger referendum on state spending, which
was defcntes this fall. In its place, the legislature passed a weaker law to reduce
AFDC grant levels by 6 percent and create work Incentives for AFDC-UP
(“unem[ﬁoyed parent”) recipients.
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g which is rooted in the public’s worries about welfare dependency
: and its desire that something be done about it. In fact, many of
these proposals were estimated to cost more money, at least in
the short-term. This was certainly true for plans to encourage
work or marrlage by Increasing earned-income allownnces and
loosening the “100 hour rule.”

Unlike past efforts to reform welfare, this one was not led by
Washington. Instead, in what comes close to being a spontane-
ous, grass-roots movement, governors and other state and local
officials were the key movers. Liberals and conservatives alike
supported these proposals, attesting to their widespread appeal.

As president, George Bush offered support to these state
proposals, but he did not put forward major initiatives of his
own. While there were good reasons to be wary—some of the
ideas being heralded as the answer to welfare dependency had
been tried before and had failed—Bush missed the political drum-
beat. Candidate Clinton did not.
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The Clinton plan

LA ) 3

Throughout his campaign, Bill Clinton vowed to “end wel-
fare as we know it." In an oft-repeated formulation, he prom-
ised to "provide people with the education, training, job place-
ment assistance, and child care they need for two years—so
that they can break the cycle of dependency. After two years,
those who can work will be required to go to work, either in
the private sector or in neaningful community-service jobs.”

As proposed thus far, Clinton’s plan would take the essential
clements of the Family Support Act and give them a stronger
bite. The Act does not force participants to work, simply requir-
® ing what is often a short stint in job training or other activities.
Clinton, on the other hand, wants recipients to receive a full two
years of training and education, which could include college
classes. At the end of these two years, Clinton would require
recipients to work or leave wellare, whereas now they can re-
ceive benefits indefinitely. Finally, all welfare recipients would
be subject to the new rules, as opposed to only 20 percent under
current law.

Clinton has succeeded in refocusing national attention on
the problem of long-term welfare dependency. Like the state
welfare reform proposals, his plan appeals to a large swath of
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the public. But it will be expensive; the Clinton campaign esti-
mated that new welfare expenditures will total $7 billion a year
by 1996. Moreover, there is no assurance that the plan will
work. Ilere nre some of the pitfalls Clinton faces:

A new welfare trap? lmproving the skills of welfare moth-
ers is essential. Without more to offer employers, many moth-
ers will never be able to earn enough to support themselves
and their families. This is a major reason why they are on
welfare in the first place.

Unpublished documents from Clinton’s campaign estimate that
the expanded job training he proposes will reduce welfare
caseloads by 14 percent over four years. This modest claim
seems reasonable—if the two-year rule does not become an en-
titlement to two years of training and education.

But that is a big if. Clinton has promised to give wellare
recipients up to two years of education, job training, job place-
ment assistance, child care, and additional health coverage. Will
this promise act as a magnet, attracting more people to welfare
and keeping them on longer—so that they can get the ben-
efits? There is some evidence that this happened in California
before budget problems forced the state to trim the educa-
tional benefits in its welfare-to-work program.

Advocates of the two-year time limit say that it will reduce
welfare dependency. However, maximums have a distressing ten-
dency to become minimums. If the hundreds of thousands of
new recipients who now quickly leave the rolls lengthen their
spells to take advantage of a new training entitlement, cascloads
will explode.

And why two years? Presumably because of the often-stated
datum that half of all new recipients are off welfare within two
years (see above). But there is no magic line at two years. It is
just a convenient measure of dependency. Many recipients go
off after much shorter periods.

One hopes, therefore, that the two-year time limit will not be
applied literally but, instead, will be used to signal a new,
overarching commitment to discouraging long-term deperdency.

Can training do it? Those recipients who are already mo-
tivated to improve their lives, such as most divorced mothers,
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will probably do well under Clinton’s plan, especially if they
are allowed to attend college or community college while re-
ceiving benefits. But, to make a real dent in welfare depen-
dency, the training will also have to help unwed mothers, who
form the bulk of long-term welfare recipients.

That will not be easy. Years of inactivity leave their mark.
These young mothers, who start with poor prospects, further
limit their life chances by dropping out of school, by having
babies out of wedlock, and by not working. As a result, they
do not have the education, skills, or work habits needed to
earn a satisfactory living.

For many young mothers, training—at least as we now pro-
vide it—is too little, too late. Even richly-funded demonstra-
tion programs find it exceedingly difficult to improve the abil-
ity of these women to care for their children, let alone to be-
come economically self-sufficient. Earnings improvements in the
realm of 6 percent are counsidered successes for poorly edu-
cated young mothers with sporadic work histories. (Most pro-
grams don't even try to work with fathers.)

California’s welfare-to-work program is a case in point. In
1985, the state established the Greater Avenues for Indepen-
dence (GAIN) Program, an education and training project for
women. A six-county evaluation found that, for single parents,
average yearly earnings increased by only $271. The county
with the greatest improvement, Riverside, was able to increase
carnings by about $1,000, but average total earnings in River-
sidde were still less than $2,500—not nearly enough to lift these
single mothers off welfare. The welfare rolls declined by only
7 percent in Riverside, and by a disappointing 3 percent in

the other counties.

Make-work jobs? After two years of education and job-
training, most unwed mothers will still not be able to support
themselves. Subjecting them to a work requirement will mean
that a large proportion will end up in semi-permanent “com-
munity-service jobs,” a euphemism for having them work to
carn their welfare benefits (usually at the minimumn wage).

The Clinton campaign estimated that under its reform plan,
about 1.5 million young mothers would be required to take
such jobs. Such a “workfare” program might, by itsell, lower
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& caseloads. One of the few systematic evaluations of workfare
took place in Ohio. Welfare recipients in eight counties were
subject to a twelve-hour-per-week work requirement. For those
g in the welfure program for two-parent households, AFDC-UP,
i at least one adult was required to work up to forty hours. Af-
ter five years, AFDC caseloads were 11 percent lower than
5 would have been expected based on the experience of other
3 counties in the state. AFDC-UP caseloads were a third lower.

A work requirement might also reduce the attractiveness of
welfare for young people with poor earnings prospects. if young
people know that the welfare agency is serious about mandat-
ing work, they will be less likely to view AFDC dependency as
a possible life option. Over the long run, this could change
behavior substantially—as the implications of the new regime
sink into the consciousness of disadvantaged teens.

; At least in the short run, however, a workfare program
# would be much more expensive than the current system, be-"
) cause of added costs for administration (to establish and moni-
tor job placements) and child care (to free mothers to work).
Clinton staffers estimate that monitoring each job would cost

~ $2,100 annually; child care would add $1,300. The additional
d cost of $3,400 per family is about equal to the average AFDC
grant.

The biggest question, of course, is whether these would be
real jobs, or simply the make-work jobs of the past. The Ohio
program operated in only eight counties and was forcefully ad-
ministercd at the state and local levels. Conducting such a pro-
grim on a nationwide scale will be much more difficult. Apply-
ing workfare to just half the welfare caseload could require a
program at least five times the size of the present JOBS pro-
gram, which the states have had great difficulty administering.

If the Clinton administration does succeed in introducing a
national workfare program, it will take extreme shrewdness—
and good luck—to avoid a replay of the results of CETA, the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. Between 1973
and 1984, CETA spent $60 billion dollars, and was widely per-
ceived to be a failure. Lawrence Mead of New York University
summarizes: “CETA was troubled by scandals. Local govern-
ments often used the slots for political patronage or to rehire
displaced public employees, rather than give people with more
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serious work problems a chance. [It] also had little impact on
the intended clients, and this was more damaging in the long

run.”

The “aslavefare™ label? Key members of the welfare policy
establishment have never liked the idea of requiring the poor
to work at low-paying jobs to qualify for welfare benefits. To
discredit earlier efforts to impose work requirements, they la-
heled themn “slavefare.”

This argument strikes a responsive chord among Americans
who feel partially responsible for the situation facing these moth-
ers and ambivalent about imposing “further hardship” and “our
values™ on them. But if not our values, whose? Certainly not
those of a teenager who, by having had a child she cannot
support, has already demonstrated that she does not make the
wisest of decisions.

Stiong apposition to the workfare component of Clinton’s
plan has already surfaced among his liberal constituencies. Given
Clinton’s very visible commitment to the idea, he is unlikely to
abandon it, but he could well bend to pressure and emasculate
the work requirement by adding various qualifications and ex-

mnplinnx.

Fhe temptation to exempt? The opening would be Clinton’s
phrase “those who can work wiii be required to go to work”
(emphasis added). As David Ellwood, assistant secretary-desig-
nate at the Department of Health and Human Services, has
written: “it wonld not be difficalt to create a set of exemptions
that led to just 10 percent of the caseload being required to
work © The possible exemptions? Mothers with children under
three, mothers still in high school (or any school, for that mat-
ter), those with psychological problems or drug and aleohol ad-
dictions, and even those who are “socially” or “employment”
disabled.

This wonld be a mistake. Mandated community service may
he the only way to build the job skills and work habits of
those who cannot support themselves in the regular job mar-
ket. Tnactivity is bad for everyone: it can be devastating for
those only loosely connected to the labor market. Child abuse,
doig abuse, and a host of social probilems are associated with
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long-term welfare dependency. A work requirement will help
to reduce their levels.

Nevertheless, the problems of some young mothers will pre-
vent them from satisfying even the minimal obligations of a
part-time community service job. That's why Judith Gueron,
president of the Manpower Demonstration and Research Cor-
poration, the prime evaluator of much of the last decade’s wel-
fare reform programs, warned in the New York Times last year:

I think that if we introduce time limits on welfare, we’ll have
more women and children living in Grand Central Station.... There
are a great many welfare reciplents who are very marginal in terms
of their ability to work. Some are clinically depressed, or were
abused as young women. This is not a group that just needs a
good kick to get their act together.

But continued idleness would be an unwise accommodation.
Their lives desperately need the structure that only the larger
society can provide. These young mothers may need a modern
version of the nineteenth-century settlement house, where coun-
seling, education, child-development and parenting services, and
other activities to structure otherwise idle time are all provided
under one roof. The base for such a program could be the
expanded Head Start program that everyone seems to support.
Head Start professionals call this approach “two-generational pro-
gramming.”

Will we sanction? Most welfare recipients will not particl-
pate in these programs willingly, and many will drop out. Hence
society, through welfare agencles, niust be prepared to monitor
compliance with work requirements and to sanction noncompli-
ance.

But this is not simple. When Candidate Clinton spoke of
cutting off benefits to mothers who feil to meet work and
training requirements, most voters probably assumed that he
meant to cut off all payment} to them. But Clinton has been
consistent in saying that it is only the mother’s portion of the
AFDC grant, and not the children’s, that will be cut. Food
stamps, Medicaid, housing, and other-benefits would remain
untouched.

Clinton may be overestimating the power of such a nar-
rowly delimited sanction. In fact, we already have some idea
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of how such a sanction might affect the behavior of young
mothers. Between 1987 und 1991, the Department of Health
and Human Services opetated the Teenage Parent Demonstra-
tions in Camden and Newark, New Jersey, and in Chicago,
Hlinvis. These projects required that all teen mothers partici-
pate. If they failed to do so, they were subject to a reduction
of their welfare grant by the amount allocated to the mother,
gencrally a third to a half of the family's grant, or about $160
per maonth.

The projects required participation in education, job-train-
ing. and work-placement programs. No exceptions were made
for mothers with very young childven or mothers still in
school.

The first step was registration for the program, which in-
cluded a preliminary session during which the mothers took a
basic skills test and met program stalf. There were high rates
of compliance withont the imposition of sanctions because the
threat was real and readily apparent to the mothers. Over 30
pereent of the teen mothers came in after receiving notice of
the program. and another 52 percent came after they were
warned of a possible reduction in their grant. Six percent had
to be penalized before they would come in, and the remaining
12 percent never came at all,

After the initial assessment, the teen mathers were required
to patticipate in workshops, public school classes, and educa-
tion and training programs-—activities that would presumably
be included in the first two vears of the Clinton plan. At this
point. participation fell off sharply. dropping to abont hall Even
this Tow level of attendance was obtained only by heavy sanc-
tioning. Sixty-two percent of participants who remained received
formal warmings, while 36 percent had their grants reduced for
at least one month.

Why this sceming lack of concern about receiving a full wel-
fare grant? Some think it is because these women are unable
to follow through with activities in their own economic inter-
est. This is partly true, but there are also other forces at work.
A study of welfare recipients by Kathryn Edin and Christopher
Jencks found that AFDC and Food Stamps accounted for only
57 percent of their income. The rest came from friends, rela-
tives. and absent fathers (21 percent), unreported work (10 per-

cent), Supplemental Security Income and foster care (6 per-
cent), illegal activitles (3 percent), and other (3 percent). The
evaluators of the Teenage Demonstrations believe that the moth-
ers in thelr programs also had additional sources of support. It
may be that some young mothers have decided that they do
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not really need the money, or that it costs too much In for-

gone income to attend the programs.
There is another possibility, which is more disturbing: The

young moéthers came into the programs, willing to try them
out, but did not like what they saw. That would help explain
the difference between rates of initial and subsequent partici-

pation.

In any event, the Teenage Parent Demonstrations give us an
indication of what it might take to enforce compliance with
Clinton’s plan. Most young mothers will come in during the
initial stages for an assessment, but they are unlikely to con-
tinue participating without real prodding. And, despite multiple
warnings, almost 40 percent will suffer at least one reduction
in their grants. From 10 to 20 percent will simply drop out—
acquiescing in a semi-permanent reduction in their grants rather
than participating.

Will we, as a nation, be willing to accept the trade-off of
some possible harm to the children whose parents do not
participate In return for the benefit to those whose parents
do? And will the program really benefit those who partici-
pate?

These are tough questions, but they do not mean that we
should retreat from Clinton's proposal. They do mean, how-
ever, that caution is in order. The history of social engineering
is strewn with examples of perverse and unintended consequences
from even the most promising of programs. As all sides In the
welfare-reform debate have come to agree, we need carefully
controlled experiments to determine the effects of new poli-

cles. ) .

Before closing, we should give incrementalism its due. When
the Fumily Support Act was passed in 1988, many were disap-
pointed that it did not impose greater obligations on welfare
recipients. No one who participated in that debate would have
precicted that four short years later a Democratic president

and a Democratic Congress would be poised to adopt a time-
limited welfare system coupied with a universal work require-

ment.
We can now see that the Act codified a fundamental shift in

public and professional attitudes. It legitimized discussions of
behavioral poverty and of government’s right (and obligation)
to do something about it. By doing so, the Act opened the
door to a second, much more ambitious wave of reform. Un-
less Clinton really fumbles, this is a tale to give incrementalism

a good name.
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i PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. ALFONSE M. D’AMATO

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join you this morning as we continue to examine
welfare reform options in our committee.

This is the fourth hearing we have held on the subject of welfare reform this year,
and the first to focus specifically on teen parenting and its effect on long-term wel-
fare dependency.

The facts surrounding this issue are sobering:

—Births to teenage mothers are at record levels. In 1992, there were 517,635
births to teenage mothers—and more than 70.5 percent of these births occurred
outgide of marriage.

—Half of all adolescent mothers—and three-fourths of those who were unmarried
when they gave birth—end up on welfare within five years of the birth of their
first child; most experience multiple spells of dependency—8 to 10 years on av-
erage. .

—The increase in teenage births exacts an enormous economic cost—roughly $34
billion annually to cover the costs of AFDC, Medicaid and Food Stamps for fam-
ilies begun by unmarried teenagers—to say nothing of the enormous human
costs.

I hope this hearing will help us to better understand the reasons behind the rise
of teenage pregnancy in our nation, to more fully grasp its costs and consequences,
andhto ﬁ;axp ore strategies to mitigate its effects, and to prevent its continued rise
in the future. ’

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT C. GRANGER

Good mominﬁel am Robert Granger, a Senior Vice President of the Ma%;ower
Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC). During the past twenty years, MDRC
and other organizations have conducted a number of rigorous tests of programs de-
signed to improve the self-sufficiency of Koung mothers on welfare. Thank you for
the opportunity to discuss with you how this work relates to current debates regard-
ing teen parents and welfare reform.

t me begin with my sense of how a sizable portion of the general public prob-
ably views this subject. ile polls suggest that tﬁis vigion is not the prevailing one,
it seems to be capturing the tone of much of the current political discussion. The
view is something like this: “Teens are having babies they can't support and are
droPping out of school. While we don't want to punish their children, these mothers
don’t deserve our public support. In fact, that public support probably encourages
this behavior. Since nothing we've tried seems to work, why dump more money into
< rograms? Why not save the money and discourage this behavior?” This is a compel-
- ing set of generalizations, and like many generalizations they contain elements of

truth. But they are much more wrong than right.

I am going to suggest, contrary to the apparent views of many, that teens on wel-
fare are diverse in ways that are important for policymakers; that we have some
reliable and useful evidence about policies for teen parents on welfare; and that this
subject encompasses some complex problems that we could easily make much worse.

or the past several years, I have been directing MDRC’s New Chance Dem-

onstration, a lar%e national study of one approach to self-sufficiency for teen moth-

ers on welfare. The core of this testimony is a synthesis of the early results from

¥ this study and two others that are also still in progress: MDRC’s evaluation of

: Ohio’s statewide LEAP (Learning, Earning, and Parenting) Program and the Teen-
?ige Parent Demonstration (TPD), funded by the U.S. Department of Health and

uman Services and evaluated by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

First, a caveat. On questions such as “who are the teens” and “what do we know
from demonstration programs,” there is a clear story. But in answering questions
such as “how might we weaken the trend toward births to unwed teens” and “should
unwed teen mothers be eligible for cash benefits,” there is much more uncertainty.
Research provides some clues, but these and many other questions about the con-
sequences of various policies related to welfare, feen parents, and their children
push beyond what we reliably know. This suggests caution and concern about the
unintended consequences of certain policy options.

WHO ARE THE TEENS OM WELFARE?

Nationally, there are approximately 380,000 teen mothers on welfare (8 percent
of the caseload). This number is an undercount because some teen mothers on wel-
fare are not identified as such because they are “embedded” in their own mother’s
welfare case, but it is the best number we have. While we do not have detailed na-




¥
¥
i
k]
hd
H

80

tional information on the characteristics of these teens, information from evalua-
tions of intervention programs gives us a feel for the diversity of this group. From
these studies, we estimate that about one-third of the teen mothers on welfare are
high school graduates, about one-third are in high school, and about one-third are
dropouts. Among the dropouts, some left school recently (especially the 16- and 17-
year-olds); others left school long ago, in many cases before they were pregnant.
This distinction regarding the school status of teen mothers is important because
we have had some success with two-thirds of this group: the graduates and those
in school (henceforth “students”). Beyond this, the samples in the intervention stud-
ies suggest that the typical teen mother on welfare is about 18 years old, has not
been married, has one child (who is about a year old), and reads at approximately
the eighth-grade level.

These statistical averages mask cons{derable variety. For example, New Chance
served only mothers who were ages 16 to 2%, had their first child as a teenager,
and were school dropouts. Their average demographics look like the picture painted
above. But among the New Chance teen mothers, approximately one-third had com-
pleted less than the tenth grade, one-third had completed the tenth grade, and one-
third had completed the eleventh grade or more. Nearly two-fifths had left school
before their first pregnancy, with the rest having left school afterward. One-third
never received AFDC while growing up, whereas about one-fifth received it nearly
always; and while one-fifth hoped that their children would get as far as high school
graduation, four-fifths hoped that their children would complete college or graduate
school. Clearly, there are big differences—even within this group of dropouts. When
we add in the current students and high school graduates, we get still more diver-
sity. More importantly, as I will discuss shortly, the differences are policy-relevant.

WHAT DO WE RELIABLY KNOW FROM DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS?

MDRC and others have been studying different approaches to welfare policy for
unwed teen mothers, using research methods that provide reliable information
about the effects of those approaches. For example, the New Chance Demonstration,
the LEAP evaluation, ! and the Teenage Parent Demonstration are all studies based
upon random assignment of individuals to two groups. In this kind of study, one
group (the “program” group) receives the intervention being evaluated, and the
other group (the “control” group) does not. Follow-up comparisons of the two groups
provide unbiased estimates of the effects of each intervention. The differences in
outcomes between the program and control groups are referred to as “impacts.”
Each of these studies is in mid-stream, with more news to come.2 But the findings
to date are quite consistent: some modest successes for high school graduates or cur-
rent students and less encouraging (but instructive) results for dropouts. Before
these findings are described, here is a snapshot of each intervention.

New Chance. Developed by MDRC and supported by a broad consortium of public
and private funders, this demonstration tested a program model intended to im-
prove the economic prospects and overall well-being of low-income young mothers
and their children through a comprehensive and intensive set of integrated services,
New Chance targeted families headed by mothers aged 16 to 22 who gave birth dur-
ing their teenage years, were on welfare, had dropped out of high school, and did
not have a diploma or GED (high school equivalency certificate). The program ran
as a demonstration between 1989 and 1992 at 16 locations in 10 states (12 sites
are still operating). New Chance primarily serves young women who volunteer for
the program, although some participants fulfill the participation requirements of the

'The evaluation of Ohio’s Learning, Earring, and Parenting (LEAP) Program is being con-
ducted in 12 counties in Ohio. At this point, 12 months of follow-up data are available for the
entire research sample, and approximately 30 months of data are availeble for the portion of
the sample in Cleveland. (The Cleveland sample is about 25 percent of the whole research sam-
ple.) The Cleveland data are important because they include sufficient follow-up to fairly test
LEAP's effect on educational attainment. Such data will be available on the entire sample in
1996.lThroughout this testimony, the LEAP follow-up data presented ave all from the Cleveland
sample.

?For example, further information will be available on LEAP this summer (including the first
news about the economic and employment effects), and in early 1996 MDRC will report on the
three-and-a-half-year follow-up in New Chance, ccvering employment, earnings, welfare, and
child development effects. The U.S. Department of Health and Huraan Services is scheduled to
release five-year follow-up results on TPD in 1996. Those results will include economic and child
development outcomes.



R ]

81

federal-state Job ngortunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) Program by par-
ticipating in New Chance. 3

LEAP. Developed by the Ohio Department of Human Services and operated since
1989 by county Departments of Humam Services, LEAP is an unusual statewide ini-
tiative that uses a “package” of financial incentives and penalties, along with case
management and some support services, to promote school attendance among preg-
nant and parenting teenagers on welfare. The program requires teenage mothers
and pregnant teens who do not have a high school diploma or GED and who are
on welfare to stay in school or, if they have dropped out, to return to school or enter
a program to prepare for the GED test. It offers both positive and negative financial
incentives for them to do so: A bonus is added to the household’s monthly welfare
grant to reward good attendance, while the grant is reduced to penalize poor attend-
ance or dro ping out. By improving the teens’ school attendance in the short term,
LEAP seeks to increase the likelihood that the teens will complete school and, in
the longer term, find jobs and leave welfare. 4

TPD. Funded by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, this dem-
onstration, like the LEAP program, offers an opportunity to study the effectiveness
of mandatory-participation programs for teenage parents. Operated from late 1987
to mid-1991 in Newark and Camden, New Jersey, and in the southern part of Chi-
cago, the demonstration was aimed at all teenage mothers with one child who were
first-time recipients of AFDC. The young mothers were divided almost equally into
those who were in school at the time they were enrolled in the program, those who
were dropouts, and those who had already graduated. The teens were required to
work or participate in jcb search, training, or education programs; failure to register
for the program or to comply with this requirement could result in a sanction re-
moving the teen mother’s portion of the AFDC grant. In addition, the teen mothers
received case management and child care and transportation assistance.$

The interventions differ in illuminatin$ ways. Think of TPD as a well-imple-
mented, highly mandatory JOBS program for teens. As a JOBS-type program, it tar-
geted dropouts, students, and high school graduates and tried to move all toward
self-suffictency by enforcing a participation mandate. LEAP is an example of a
“learnfare” model (but one with rewards and some services as well as penalties),
and therefore also enforces a mandate: that students and dropouts stay in (or return
to) school and finish. New Chance, targeted on the drO{)outs, 18 a comprehensive and
integrated package of services and generally serves volunteers. Thus, in these three
studies, we have three approaches to serving dropouts (mandatory JOBS, learnfare,
and comprehensive services for volunteers); two approaches to students (mandatory

"JOBS and learnfare); and one approach for graduates (mandatory JOBS). What

have we learned so far across these studies?

o Such interventions can be well implemented. All three projects have been well
imglemented. This i8 no mean feat given New Chance's complexity and the
scale of LEAP and TPD. LEAP and TPD successfully created changes in the
welfare system, turning it from an income maintenance system for adults to one
that identified teen mothers (sometimes teens embedded in the. parent’s wel-
fare case) and responded to their behavior. In addition, LEAP showed that it
is possible to create cooperation between the welfare system, schools, and com-
munity organizations.

o The programs produced increases in high school graduation rates and GED at-
tainment. The news from the mandatory programs suggests that they can make
a positive difference in rates of high school completion for teens who begin the
interventions while still in school. This is the story for LEAP in Cleveland and
at one of the three TPD sites (Camden). It is not a simple story because success
is not guaranteed: TPD decreased high school graduation rates in Newark and
made no net difference in Chicago. ile there has been some success, the abso-
lute levels of graduation rates found in these studies are worrisome (e.g., about
one-fourth of those who were initially in school in the LEAP group in Cleveland
went on to graduate). The mandatory programs have not been successful in get-
ting dropouts to finish GED programs or high school. New Chance, on the other

38ee Janet C. Quint, Denise F. Polit, Hana Bos, and George Cave, New Chance: Interim Find-
ings on a Comlprehensiue Program for Disadvantaged Young Mothers and Their Children. New
York: MDRC, 1994. )
4See Dan Bloom, Veronica Fellerath, David Long, and Robert G. Wood, LEAP: Interim Find-
ings on a Welfare Initiative to Improve School Attendance Amoni(Teena e Parents. New York:
RC, 1993. See also David Long, Robert G. Wood, and Hilary Kopp, L : The Educational
Ef;’ects %'ELEAP and Enhanced Services in Cleveland. New York: MDRC, 1994.
See Rebecca Maynard, Walter Nicnolson, and Anu Rangarajan, Brea)nng the Cgc'le of PouertJy:
The Effectiveness ofyx!andatory Services for Welfare-Dependent Teenage Parents. Princeton, N.J.:
Mathematica Policy Research, 1993.



Nt v

82

hand, serving volunteers who expressed a desire to get a GED, has raised GED

attainment 16 percentage Foints (37 percent for the program group compared

to 21 percent for the control group).

e More teens worked, and some got higher earnings than they otherwise would
have. In Both TPD and New Chance, over 40 percent of the research sample
worked during the follow-up %eriod. TPD, the mandatory JOBS-like program,
increased employment rates about 5 percentage points for dropouts, students,
and graduates alike. New Chance emphasized earning a GED as a prelude to
employment, and at the first follow-up, the program was found not to have
made a significant difference in the employment rate. But the fact that over 40
percent of the mothers in each intervention were employed at some point belies
the stereotype of teens just sitting at home doing nothing productive. There is
no news yet from LEAP on this issue.

While TPD raised employment rates across the sample, the increase in em-
ployment led to higher earnings only for one group: the teens who were high
school graduates when they began the program. For them, the employment rate
increase translated into a modest earnings impact ($38 per month, on average).
TPD did not significantly affect earnings for the dropouts or those who started
as students. It remains to be seen whether the investment New Chance partici-
pants made in getting GEDs will translate over time into increased employment
and earnings.

o Some welfare savings were achieved. Welfare reform programs can create wel-
fare savings in three ways—by increasing earnings, by administrative practices
or other policies that lead recipients or would-be recipients to avoid the system,
or by grant reductions (sanctions). TPD reduced average benefit levels across
its sample on the order of $15 to $30 per month for different groups. From look-
ing at earnings, employment, and sanctioning data, it appears that earnings
were driving the reductions for the high school students and graduates in the
sample, while sanctions were a significant factor in the reduction in AFDC
monthly benefits for the dropouts.

While TPD reduced average monthly benefits, high percentages of the teen
mothers were still on AFDC at follow-ug} in TPD and New Chance (no AFDC
information is yet available from the LEAP study). In New Chance, approxi-
mately 80 percent of the sample were on AFDC 18 months after they entered
the study; in TPD, about 70 percent were on AFDC 24 months after entering
the study. Neither intervention reduced the proportion of program group mem-
bers who were on welfare at the follow-up point.

Program staff think that financial incentives are useful, but some teens do not

respond. TPD and LEAP both use the possibility of AFDC grant reductions as

a tool to shape behavior; LEAP uses bonuses also. The dollar amounts of the

sanctions in the two programs are guite different. In LEAP, a sanction is $62

- per month (as is a bonus), and the benefit level for a mother and one child in

. Ohio during the time the research sample came into the program was $274 per
month. In New Jersey in early 1991 (when TPD was in operation), the monthly
benefit for a mother and one child was $322 per month and a sanction was
$160. At the TPD site in Chicago, the comparable monthly grant was $268 and
the sanction was $166.

Staff in both TPD and LEAP have described how sanctions are a useful tool
for shaf)ing behavior, and the rates of sanctioning in each program show that
the tool was used to a considerably greater extent than has been found in wel-
fare grograms for adults.6 In TPD, more than one-third of the program group
members had their AFDC grants reduced one or more times for failure to com-
?ly with ongoing requirements. In LEAP, bonuses or sanctions were requested

or 94 percent of the program Frou members in Cleveland.

Sanctions are in the same family of policy options as “family caps” and pro-
posals to deny benefits to unwed teen mothers: They are all ways of tying the
amount of public assistance to behavior. Given the current focus on such poli-
cies, it is useful to go behind the TPD and LEAP sanctioning numbers a bit.
The story is one of a distribution of effects: Some teens respond, but some teens
get sanctioned continuously. This implies that the latter group’s behavior is not
changing and that the net effects are an income loss to the family and a reduc-

s$For example, the recent evaluation of California’s JOBS program found that 19 percent of
participants were referred for a sanction (county estimates ranged from a low of 2 percent in
Alameda to a high of 34 percent in Los An%eles). The actual rates of sanctioning were estimated
for only three of the six study counties and ranged from a low of 0 to a high of 6 percent. The
recent evaluation of Florida's JOBS program showed that 24 percent of participants were re-
ferred for a sanction; however, only 3 percent were actually sanctioned for nonparticipation.
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tion in welfare expenditures (but unknown effects on other public costs such as
foster care). -

There is evidence in LEAP that high rates of continuous sanctioning occur,
and that they occur disproportionately for the dropouts. With'n LEAP, about 10
percent of the sample experienced no bonuses and frequent sanctioning. Only
4 percent of the teen ‘mothers who were students when they entered LEAP in-
curred frequent sanctions compared to 22 percent of those who had dropped out
by that point. (It is not possible at present to pull the TPD data apart. However,
the overall rate of high sanctioning in TPD—about 10 percent—was close to the
rate found overall in LEAP. It may be that the dropouts in TPD had a much
higher rate than that.) The distribution of effects suggests significant caution
regarding some of the current proposals to deny bene%ts, because the distribu-
tion implies that the manipulation of benefit levels may not change behavior—
but will substantially reduce income—for some significant portion of the teens.
The large-scale programs have not been expensive. TPD was modest in cost,
and LE i8 quite inexpensive. TPD cost, on average, about $2,200 per year
per program group member. This total was composed of direct program costs
of about $1,400 per year and about $800 per year in costs borne by the other
agencies that supplied some TPD services. In all three TPD sites, the major
share of resource costs (40 to 50 percent) was associated with case management
and support services. The direct cost of LEAP in Cleveland was $537 per teen
Fer year. Approximately 65 percent of the amount was for case management
ihn'%uding transportation reimbursement to teens) and about 35 percent was for
child care.

To date, there have been no positive effects on pregnancies and births. For some
time, the average size of welfare families has been dropping. For example, the
average size was 4.0 persons in 1969 and 2.9 persons in 1992. But one of the
reasons why teen mothers have longer welfare spells is that they have larger
families. Perhaps no other area generates more consternation; most Americans
(myself included) believe that people should not have children if they cannot
su&gort them. .

search has identified many intertwined factors that contribute to the rising
rate of unwed teen pregnancies and births. Examples include poor economic
prospects, a desire to achieve “adult” status, ignorance about contraception, poor
marriage prosrects, aggressive males, changing norms that accept unwed moth-
erhood, sexual abuse, and public policies that encourage early pregnancy and
discourage marriage. All these reasons are part of our current policy discourse,
and all are accurate to some degree.

Regarding births to unwed mothers, the most powerful finding from New
Chance, TPD, and other interventions for young mothers on welfare is that
none has increased marriage rates or decreased repeat pregnancy and birth
rates. ’lzepically, two-thirds of the young mothers have a pregnancy within two
years after entering the intervention; there are no marriage effects; most of the
pregnancies are characterized as “unintended;” and most of the pregnancies re-
sult in live births. This was the case for mothers in New Chance (a comprehen-
sive, supportive program with family planning) and TPD, where pregnancy
brought a temporary exemption from program requirements but subsequent
f1'3onparticipat,ion brought nearly a 50 percent reduction in the AFDC cash bene-
it.

SHOULD UNWED TEEN MOTHERS BE DENIED CASH BENEFITS?

It is easy to understand why this question is being posed. Because people are con-
cerned that cash assistance encourages out-of-wedlocg births, it may seem that de-
nyin% benefits could both save some money and lessen the problem. The interven-
tion literature cited above is clear: A variety of welfare reforms have not made a
difference in the rate of repeat pregnancies. This inability of welfare interventions
to reduce the rate of either repeat pregnancies or births to unwed young mothers
is consistent with the findings that are commonly cited on this subject: The com-
bined real value of monthly benefits and food stamps has fallen sharply in the last
20 years, while the rate of births to unwed women has risen. Those births are part
of an international increase in births to unmarried women of all ages and income
levels, and that trend seems to be driven by forces such as an increase in the ability
of women to support themselves and a decreasin% ability of men with limited skills
to support a family. Cross-national comparisons find lower teen pregnancy rates in
countries with richer public assistance progi'rams (e.g., Canada). The proportion of
15- to 19-year-olds who are married has fallen by more than 50 percent in the last
20 years. All this suggests that welfare policy is not driving this engine.
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MDRC’s work with young mothers suggests to me that if we implement a policy
such as denying cash benefits to children born out of wedlock to young mothers,
some young women will not become pregnant; others will abort; some will have the
children and work; some will have the children and marry; and many will have chil-
dren and be much poorer. The distribution of these effects is not known, but every-
thing we do know tells us that the last group will be large. Regarding the current
caseload, approximately 28 percent of the children receiving AFDC were born out
of wedlock to teen mothers. That is about 2,660,000 children. Assuming that this
policy change could cut that number by a quarter—an extremely high estimate,
given the various findings described above—there would still be 2,000,000 children
who would probably be much poorer. A categorical denial of public assistance to
those families is a risky step to take when the consequences of a misstep could be
more homelessness and deprivation and the potential for success is unknown.

WHAT CAN WE DO TO REDUCE LONG-TERM DEPENDENCY?

Up to this point, my testimony has focused on research findings. In these conclud-
ing remarks on policy implications, I move into the territory of my personal opin-
ions—views shaped by research, but personal nonetheless. It seems to me that the
welfare interventions that have been rigorously tested have produced some solid an-
swers to the (‘uestion of reducing long-term dependency—not sea-change, sound-
bite, silver-bullet answers, but strategies that have empirical support. This list
could easily be longer, but four items seem central.

e Do everything we can to keep teens in school and on track to graduation. LEAP

and TPD have shown—at least in some sites, with those who entered the pro-
gram while still in school—that it is possible to use the welfare grant, aiong
with case management and other support services, to increase both attendance
and graduation. ile welfare policy can increase participation in school, it can-
not guarantee that the time is productively spent. This reminds us how directly
teen mothers are influenced by policies and practices in such areas as edu-
cation, employment, and health.
Encourage high participation in JOBS or JOBS-like programs for teens who
have finished school or who are over 16 and will not attend school. TPD’s per-
formance with graduates, as well as findings from well-run JOBS Tﬁrograms for
older women (such as the GAIN program), support this approach. The data from
these studies also underscore the conclusion that many participants will still be
onhpu]blic assistance after several years, especially those who do not finish high
school.

o Protect the children. The mothers and their children are families: Cut support
for one and you cut support for the other; raise income for one and you raise
it for the other. Policies that demand participation in school and then employ-
ment for teen mothers seem to increase the positive effects of well-run pro-
grams. But, fundamentally, my reference point is the children, and my primary
concern is the improvement of their lives and life chances. While recommending
mandatory programs, I wo about the children in families that get their
grants continuously reduced for noncompliance. There is no ready answer, but
protection grobably takes aggressive case managers, who can judge whether a
young mother cannot partim?ate in school or work—or will not. The first case
calls for an exemption (usually temporary) and regular review. The second may
demand child welfare se: vices.

There also may be negative consequences when changes in child care are driven
by participation mandates. Given the mixed record with teen mothers, participation
mandates will not always produce results. But because an obligation to participate
in school or work helps some mothers succeed, mixed success is tolerable if the child
care for the children is of decent quality (remember, with teens we are talking about
very young children). However, we know that much of the current care is not good
for children. This suggests that policies that set a standard of part-time, rather than
full-time, work are sensible.

e Test new ideas. There is no need to push untested ideas to national, or even
state-wide, scale. A reasonable dictum might be, “The more radical the proposal,
the more necessary the test of that proposal.” Solid studies of welfare interven-
tions have taught us a lot. Some of the lessons help us see where to go; others
raise cautions regarding untested proposals. Whether welfare retains its current
structure or becomes a state-administered block grant, policymakers will still
need to use every resource wisely. In either environment, it is possible to put
policies to the test if there is a way to support such work. The knowledge gen-
erated to date has been federally supported, and such funding becomes even
more urgent under a decentralized system.
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Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts. I welcome your questions
and reactions.

MANPOWER DEMONSTRATION
RESEARCH CORPORATION MEMO

Three Park Aveaue, New York, NY 10016 (212) 532-3200 Fax: (212) 684-0832
Regronal Offics: 88 Kearny Strect, San Fraacisco, CA 94108 (415) 7$1-3800 Fax: (413) 781-3820

To: Bruce Andersomy U.S. Senate Committee on Finance Date: April 3, 1995
From: Bob Granger \? éﬂﬂ"\
Subject: Responses to written questions posed by Senator Pressler regarding the Committee's

hearing on Teen Parents and Welfare Reform, March 14, 1995

Below are responses to the questions posed by Seaator Pressler. 1 would be pleased to discuss any of the
responses with the Senator or members of his staff.

Broad Welfare Reform Policy Goals

Llke many of my colleagues here, I have been involved in several welfare reform efforts
during my tenure in Congress. In each of these debates, we keep coming back to he same
guestions. Namely, how do we move from welfare dependency to work and self-sufficiency?
We've tinkered with the system around the edges, yet we're back again at square one.
What will it take to permanently change the welfare system and the trend of increasing teen

pregnancies?

Answer

2.

Perhaps we are not back at “square one,” although the public hopes the current system will
substantially change. MDRC's work on programs for adults (e.g., our evaluation of California’s
JOBS progrim, cailed GAIN or many state programs in the 1980°s), plus our work on programs
for teen parents, shows that it is possible to change the message of welfare to make it much more
focused on work and thereby produce welfare savings while increasing employment and earnings.
Furthermore, programs such as GAIN, LEAP, and the Teenage Parent Demonstration, have
shown that it is possible to change the way the weifare bureaucracy treats adult and teenage
recipients.

It is true that these programs do not seem to be affecting the rate of teen pregnancies or the
proportion of those pregnancies that are out-of-wedlock. To ask welfare policy to drive these
rates is a tall order and nothing we know says that it is possible. Rather, pregnancy and marriage
rates seem 10 be affected by larger economic and social trends, such as the real wages available
to low-skilled men and the general incidence of poverty, particularly in urban communities.

We all agree on the need for increased state flexibility. States clearly understand their needs
and should be given the freedom to find innovative and targeted solutions. One of the
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Bruce Anderson, U.S. Senate Committee on Finance
April 11, 1995
Page 2

central questions in deciding how Lo send welfare reform to the states is, "What, if any,
federal mandates should the states operate under?”

- Should any federal strings be attached to block grant or entitlement funds for the
purposes of combating teen pregnancy?

Answer

1 would not attach “strings” expressly designed to combat teen pregnancy. Such strings imply
that we know how to use welfare policy to improve this problem. We do not. Because of this,
there is an urgent need to encourage learning from new ideas.

This raises a more general point that pertains to the many open questions regarding the best way ’
to structure weifare. It appears, regardless of the details, that states will soon have much more
flexibility to try new ides. Studies of state innovations during the past 20 years have shown that
it is possible to get clear answers about whether or not certain policies and programs improve
self-sufficiency and are cost effective. While the research findings do not always support
politically motivated positions, they have provided a growing body of information about what
works ~ and how.

Much of this research has been required and funded as part of the current 1115 waiver process;
a set of procedures that states, perhaps rightfully, feel is too constricting. However, if states are
encouraged to innovate, it is critical that the situation not reduce to a lot of variation with no
reliable way to sort out what works, how it works, and for whom.

In a block grant environment, it is hard to imagine that states will conduct solid evaluations of
reforms without some help. Thus, the federal government can continue to play a vital role by
assuring some authority that requires certain changes be evaluated, and that provides some
funding to do so. One idea on funding might be a higher federal match on state dollars, e.g.,
90%/10%, for evaluations that promise to add important information.

It is also very difficult, even within current law, for states to mount and evaluate radical new
approaches. Many are calling for such "sea changes,” but most would encourage testing of such
ideas on a limited basis before the changes become state-wide or federal policy. The federal
government can continue to play a role here by providing special programmatic and evaluation
resources to support ideas that truly "break the current mold.”

On a final note, several of the questions you pase in this interrogatory will be addressed by on-
going studies of state waivers. Future legislation should encourage that such studies are
continued and completed or the public investment in this work will be lost.
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Teen Programs

1. Much of the national debate over wellare reform has focused on teen pregnancies.
However, South Dakots is unique in that we have a inuch lower percentage of teen
pregnandies. South Dakola averages 21.6 births for each 1000 young women aged 12 to 18.
The national average is 74.3 per 1000. However, our overall poverty problem is much
greater — we have the lowest wages in the country, which alfects mothers of all ages.

- Should states have the flexibility not 1o target their program to teenage mothers?

Answer

Yes, states should have such flexibility. We know that unwed teen mothers often rely on welfare
for extended periods of time. We also know that situations vary by state, and some states may
decide to phase-in reforms with other groups (perhaps using a location-based strategy). Such
innovations should be encouraged. N

2. Most of the research ;.)n teen pregnancy has focused on urban areas. Most demonstration
programs, such as the New Chance program, also have concentrated their effort in urban
areas,

- What can you tell us about the state of teen pregnancy in rural areas? Have any
reform programs targeted young women in rural areas?

- How do rural areas differ? Do these areas need different solutions?

Answer

Unfortunately, very little. No New Chance or Teenage Parent Demonstration sites were truly
rural.

1o a much more circumscribed study, Dr. David Old’s study of a visiting nurse program with a
rural sample it Elmira, New York has shown some promise. With a population of very poor
mothers, his intervention reduced incidences of child abuse and positively affected the rate of
repeat pregnancies. He is currently replicating this relatively small study with a larger research
sample in Memphis, Tennessee.

Rural and urban areas do differ and may well demand different solutions. This suggests
supporting legislation that preserves flexibility.

3. 1 am also interested in trends in teen-age pregnancies among American Indians. South
Dakota contains three of the five poorest counties in the nation. Shannon County, which
contains the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation is the poorest county in the country. Fifty-eight
percent of our AFDC recipients are American Indians. Clearly, this population has special
needs which require creative and targeted solutions.
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- What can you tell us about trends in teen-age pregnancy smong American Indians?
- How do these trends compare (o other minority groups?

- How can we best serve this special population?

Answer

PR A A e B 2T

1 do pot knows about research related to teenage pregnaucy and American Indians. However, |
agree that this situation is special. As implied in your question, it seems appropriate to focus,
perhaps for this group and others, on geaeral poverty issues in addition to welfare reform.

Current weifare policy contains an inherent disincentive to marriage and a sound family
structure. Women are more likely to receive benefits if they are unmarried and pregnancy.
The result Is an entire class of children at home without fathers or male role models.

- How can we reverse this disincentive to a sound family structure?

_2 Answer

P

Answer

It is clear, from work by Sara McLanahan and others, that children do better — on average —
with two pareats. Most of the reason why is economic. But some of the reason is implied by
the strengths that two pareats can provide as role models.

States should be encouraged to try reforms that encourage marriage and family formation.

Relatedly. in my opinion, the welfare system should send messages about paternity establishment,
and should in 10st cases require minor mothers to remain at home (not establish their own
residence unless their safety or the safety of the children requires such a residence). However,
the area is complicated aid I encourage you not to seek simple, drastic solutions that might create
more problems than they sclve.

Child Care

South Dakota has a surprising claim to fame. We have the highest percentage of working
mothers with chlldren under the age of six in the Untied States. Quality child care obviously
is an important variable in the welfare equation.

- How should reform deal with the rieed to provide quality and readily avallable child
care 1o those who need it?

What we need from welfare is a system that provides a floor of temporary support while it
eacourages employment and self-sufficiency. The system should also recognize its "clients” are
mostly children. In my opinion the welfare system should provide sufficient child care funding
(perhaps in the form of vouchers to pareats) so that they can “purchase” safe, reliable care.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF REBECCA MAYNARD

I am pleased to have the opportunity to testify before this committee to help in-
form you in your deliberations regarding national policies for addressing the prob-
lem of teenage childbearing. I will address each of the four questions posed in
Chairman Packwood’s letter to me of March 1, 1995. However, I will devote particu-
lar attention to the lessons from demonstration programs involving teenage moth-
ers. More specifically, I wili pay particular attention to what we know about the re-
sponsiveness of teenagers to interventions aimed at preventing early childbearing,
as well as ways of mitigating the adverse consequences of early parenthood for those
who do not delay childbeaning. The most detaaed source in information about the
characteristics of teenage parconts on welfare and their responsiveness to program
interventions is the Teenage Parent Welfare Demonstration, sponsored by the U.S.
Department of Health and Hunan Services between 1987 and 1991.! However, this
knowledge base is enriched by ‘*he results of a number of smaller, more narrowly
targeted demonstrations, as well as from national data bases.

I stress nine important conclus.ons from this body of research that relate directly
to your questions:

1) The single most important factors accounting for the adverse consequences of
teenage childbearing are their youth, their low levels of education and job
skills, and the limited and inconsistent support they receive from the fathers
of their children and from their families.

(2) Reductions in the teenage regr.-ancf' rate will be achieved only throuih a com-
bination of successful efforte to lower the rate of teenage sexual activity
through values campaigns and resistance training and improvements in the
reliability of contraception for this population. We have not yet demonstrated
on a large scale effective abstinence programs or programs that promote use
of more effective contraceptive methods for this population.

(3) Employment is the only route out of poverty for most teenage parents on wel-
fare. Thus, public policies for them should emphasize employment preparation
and support. Eaminﬁ a wage above the poverty level, even through full-time
employment, generally will require at least the basic skills of a typical high
school graduate with no college experience.

(4) Unconditional welfare benefits promote dependency. An estimated 5 to 10 per-
cent of teen parents on welfare have or will find alternative means of support
if required to participate in an education or employment program in order to
receive maximum benefits. Most of the remaining teens on welfare will par-
ticipate in such programs, but only if there are real consequences of failing
to work actively toward attaining self sufficiency.

(5) Welfare programs requiring teenage parents to contribute directly to the eco-
nomic support of their families or to actively prepare to do so can promote
increased contributions to family well being by the young mothers, with no
identifiable adverse consequences for the children. Serious financial sanctions
are effective in Eromoting cooperation among those who truly need the wel-
fare support and in encouraging those with alternative means of support to
use those other sources.

(6) Traditional approaches to second-chance education and job training are mar-
ginally effective, at best. Among the reasons for the limited success of these

rograms is their low quality and limited access for this low-skilled popu-
ation.

(7) Support services, such as child care and transportation, are essential for pro-
moting education and employment amang teenage parent welfare reci%ients.
They are, however, less costly to provide than generally assumed. The higher
cost of infant care needed by a new welfare recipient 18 less than the cost of
care for the two children most have within two years of coming onto welfare.

(8) We have no direct evidence to address the question of the relative merits of
cash versus noncash benefits for this f‘: opulation. The one study that has ad-
dressed this question in the context of targeted welfare programs serving pri-
marily adult recipients suggests that in-kind transfers have slightly higher
target efficiency.

What we do know 18 that if there is no assistance for these young families, there
will be serious consequerces for many of the young mothers and their chil-
dren. The best available evidence sugFests that reducin% (or capping) benefits
will not eliminate the pregnancy problem. It probably will not even reduce the

1This demonstration is being evaluated by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., under a con-
tract with the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS-100-86-0045).

W
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birth rate to poor women much. It also will not dircctly alter the earnings
potential of these young mothers.

There is no evidence that the exceptionally high teenage birth rate in the U.S.
relative to other countries is due to our welfare policies. Our welfare policies
tend to be less generous than those of most of the other industrialized coun-
tries. Within this country, we see no positive correlation between state wel-
fare benefits and teenage birth rates. Moreover, we have seen the trends in
teenage birth rates moving in the opposite direction from trends in real wel-
fare benefits.

HIGH RATES AND LONG DURATIONS OF WELFARE DEPENDENCE

_The likelihood that teenagers engage in unprotected sex, become pregnant, and
give birth are highly correlated with multiple risk factors. These tgctors include
growing up in a single-parent family, living in poverty and/or in a high-poverty
neighborhood, having low attachment to and performance in school, and having par-
ents with low educational attainment. For example, white teens living in single-par-
ent households are twice as likely to become teenage parents as those in two-parent
families; black teens living in single-farent families are one and a half times more
likely to become teenage %arents (Zill and Nord 1994). These probabilities increase
even more for those with low educational aspirations, low aptitude test scores, and
parents with low education levels.

High poverty rates and longer periods of dependency are caused by a
combination of greater income needs, lower earnings potentials, and less
suﬂmrt from other sources. Teenage childbearers have more children than older
childbearers and have these children over a shorter period of time. This increases
their income needs and adversely affects the likelihood of their school completion
and, relatedly, their subsequent employment and earnings prospects (Nord et al.
1992; Rangarajan et al. 1994; Grogger and Bonars 1993; Geronimus and Korenman
1993; Hoffman et al. 1993; and Ahn 1994).

These early childbearers are increasingly likely to be single parents and
the sole providers for themselves and their children. Five years after giving
birth, most teenage parents are unmarried. This fact reflects a precipitous increase
in the incidence of out-of-wedlock births among all age groups (U.S. Department of
Education 1993). Only about 30 percent of these single mothers who give birth as
teens live with adult relatives, and less than one third receive any financial assist-
ance from the noncustodial fathers of their children (Congressional Budget Office
1990). In part, the low levels of support from family members and their children’s
fathers reflect the low employment and income rates of these other individuals.

Early childbearing reduces significantly the probabilit that young
women will complete their schoolm‘g and thus weakens their employment
prospects substantially. Just over half of all teenage mothers complete their high
school education during young adulthood. Many of those who do complete high
school have especially low basic skills (Strain and Kisker 1989; Rangarajan et al.
1992; and Nord et al. 1992). As a result of their low basic skills and the
compounding effects of their parenting responsibilities, they have limited employ-
ment opportunities and opportunities primarily restricted to the low-wage market
(Berlin and Sum 1988; Cohen et al. 1994; Moore et al. 1993; Hoffman et al. 1993;
and Rangarajan et al. 1994).

Consequently, poverty rates for this group are extremely high, even for
those who are employed. Five years after giving birth, 43 percent of teenage
mothers are livinF in poverty (Con essional Budget Office 1990). Although goverty
rates are especially high among those livinﬁ on their own (81 percent) and those
not employed (62 percent), the rates are still relatively high among those who are
employed (27 percent) and those living with a spouse or adult relative (28 and 34
percent. respectivelz).

Nem‘kv half of these young mothers, and 77 percent of those who were un-
married when they gave birth, end up on welfare within five years after
becoming a parent. Moreover, the periods of welfare dependence are substantial
for those who go onto welfare. Over 60 tpercent of initial welfare spells last two or
more years, and 40 percent last at least four years (Gleason et al. 1994). In addition,
most teenage parents :’éperience multiple spells of t{:i)endence, which in total aver-
age 8 to 10 years (Maxfield and Rucci 1986; Ellwood 1988; and U.S. House Ways
and Means Committee 1993).

These high poverty rates are accompanied by numercus other life-com-
plicating factors, some caused by poverty and some contributing to its per-
petuation. Teenage parents are disproportionately concentrated in poor, often ra-
cially segregated, communities characterized by inferior housing, high crime, poor
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schools, and limited health services. The teenagers often have been victims of phys-
ical and/or sexual abuse. For example, recent studies of Washington State welfare
recipients eatimate that half of those who give birth before age 18 also have been
sexually abused, and another 10 1gercent or more have been physically abused
(Roper and Weeks 1993; Boyer and Fine 1992). A national study indicates that near-
ly 10 percent of all females ages 18 to 22 have experienced involuntary sexual inter-
course bﬁ' the age of 20 (Moore 1994). This underscores the impertance of flexibility
thhu;8 the welfare system to allow alternative living arrangements for some teenage
parents,

LESSONS FROM DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS FOR WELFARE MOTHERS?

The lessons from prior research fall into three categories: (1) lessons about the
population that becomes dependent on welfare—their potential to support them-
selves and their children, the nature of the support they have available from their
families and partners, the reality of various means out of poverty, and their interest
and ability to control their fertility; (2) the effectiveness of various other model pro-
grams aimed at addressing the consequences of early childbearing; and (3) what the
research tells us about the prospects for prevention efforts.

The Population of Teenage Parents on Welfare

Teenage parents on welfare are diverse in terms of their barriers to and
strengths for attaining self-sufficiency. As with teenage parents in general,
most of those on welfare live in poverty, often in dangerous neighborhoods, and
many have no or few role models in their communities to guide them toward social
and economic independence. Yet, the mothers and their social settings differ sub-
stantially in terms of the specific barriers they face and the resources they have
available to promote their self-sufficiency and help them control major life decisions,
such as their fertility.

At the time of the birth of their first child, roughly equal numbers of teenage par-
ents on welfare have completed high school, are still in school, or have dropped out
(Maynard 1993). Overall basic skills levels are low, averaging about ei%hth-grade for
reading and math. Roughly one-quarter have skills at the sixth-grade level or below
and one-quarter have tent{rgrade skills or higher. Still, one-third of those graduat-
ing from high school have reading skills below the sixth-grade level. Yet, at the
other extreme, about one-fourth of the teenage parents coming onto welfare have
fairly strong basic skills and could be expecbe to move into the work force or post
secondary education with modest levels of transitional assistance.

Support from family members and other adults is limited for many teen-
age parents on welfare, Currently, only about half of the young mothers on wel-
fare remain at home with other aduits (usually a parent) who could provide eco-
nomic and social support; less than 5 percent live with the fathers of their child.
Some choose to live independently; others do so to escape abusive or otherwise in-
hospitable home settings. Regardf;ss of livg)lg arrangement, only about 30 percent
receive any child support from the noncustodial fathers, and less than 20 percent
receive support regu arly, Supgort from family members and the fathers of the teen-
age parents’ children tends to be highly unstable.

Employment is the surest means of escape from welfare and poverty. It
also provides teenagers with the highest probability of stayinF off welfare, as mar-
riage rates are low and falling. In one large scale study, only 12 percent of first-
time teenage parents leaving welfare within two years did so as a result of marriage
or cohabitation. Nearly half left as a result of employment, and 41 percent left for
various other reasons, such as administrative closings and geographic mobility. One
fourth of first-time teena%e parents on welfare who gained employment within two
years of coming onto welfare were living in poverty, as contrasted with more than
95 percent of other teens (Maynard 1993). -

e pattern of recidivism was similar for those leaving due to marriage or em-
ployment (Gleason et al. 1994). Nearly 3(2Fercent returned to welfare within six
months and two-thirds within three years. Although high, these rates are weli below
the rates for those leaving for other reasons such as residential mobility or adminis-
trative actions. More than half of this group returns to welfare within six months
and 90 Yiercent return within three years.

Fertility control is a major barrier to self-sufficiency for most teenage

rents on welfare. Teenage garents understand the negative implications of hav-
ing additional children before they are able to provide adequately for their own and
their children’s economic support. They try to act on this knowledge by postponin
future childbearing, but they fail miserably. The majority of young mothers on wel-
fare are adamant about not wanting more children in the foreseeable future, giving
all the right reasons:
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It's different when you don't know, when you don’t have a kid . . . I know how
hard it is with one—how in the world would you make it with two?

I just want to qet into school and to work. I really don’t want to take time off
for no more children right now. I'm not ready for it now. When [ have my own
M{éace, a full-time job, but not right now.

r the first child, most teens on welfare do use contraception (83 percent)—
most often a relatively effective method like the pill or an IUD (75 percent) (May-
nard and Rangarajan 1994). However, most also are pregnant again within a rel-
atively short time. About one-quarter will be pregnant within a year after the birth
of their first child, and about half are pregnant again within two years. Moreover,
most of these pregnancies (75 percent) are carried to term.

The clear implication is that many who are using “effective” contraceptive meth-
ods are not using them “effectively,” for a variety of reasons:
I didn't plan it, and then again I kind of knew that it was going to happen be-
cause I wasn't like really taking the pills like I was supposed to. I couldn’t re-
member every day to take the pill. And, I still don't.

I really don’t want to take time off for no more children right now . . . . But,
I'm allergic to birth control pilts.

My boyfriend thinks it (the pill) has something in there killing him.

These statements were made by teenage parents who participated in a program
that provided family planning workshops, counseling, ans services to teenage par-
ents on welfare. The statements also were made by adolescents who have short time
horizons, tend to take risks, and often act impulsively and in responsé to peer pres-
sure,

Marriage is not a serious goal for many teenage parents on welfare. The
young mothers cite a number of reasons for their lack ot interest in or-hope for mar-
riage, including the unreliability of men, their own desires for independence, and
the impermanence of marriage among their peer group and more generally within
their communities.

It don't seem like no marriage is gonna work. I don’t want to go through that.
Two months later, then he gets seeing somebody else. Then he ain’t got no
money or assets for you to collect.

When you're single it's better. They treat you so much better when you're not

married, you know . . . . When you're single, it's honey this and honey that.
When you're married—do this, do that.
I want to be on my own, because you can never depend on a man . . . . Plus,

if I go home with money, he and me is going to be ing. So, it is best to
be independent, because you never know that you and that man is going to be
together forever.
These types of statements, from a study of teenage parent welfare recipients (Polit
1992), are fairly typical of the reactions of teen parents in other recent studies (An-
derson 1994 and Quint et al. 1994a).

Field Test of a Reformed Welfare System for Teenage Parents

In the late 1980s, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services launched
a social experiment to test the implications of a major change in the welfare system
for teenage parents. This experiment, commonly referred to as the Teenage Parent
Welfare Demonstration, was a large-scale field test of a mandatory Job Opportuni-
ties and Basic Skills Training (JOBS)-type program for first-time teenage parents
on welfare. The cornerstone of the intervention was case management to guide and
support the young mothers in active participation in jobs or activities preparatory
to jobs, such as education or job training. By design, the program was modest in
cost ($1,400 per participant-year) and operated through state welfare departments.
The programs provided universal coverage, in that all first-time teenage parents on
welfare were reﬁ.lxired to participate in the demonstration (or a randomly -selected
control group). There were no exemptions from participation, and temporary defer-
rals were discouraged.
Demonstration programs operated in three sites—the cities of Camden and New-
ark, New Jersey, and the South Side of Chicago. Over the course of two and a half
ears nearly 6,000 teenasers in these cities who had their first child and were al-
i'eady receiving or started to receive welfare were enrolled. Half were randomly se-
ected to participate in a new welfare regime requiring them to engage in approved
self-sufficiency-oriented activities or to risk a reduction in their welfare grants of
about $160 a month—the enhanced services program. These g'oung mothers also re-
ceived a fairly rich bundle of support services to facilitate and promote their compli-
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ance with these requirements. The: other half of the mothers received regular wel-
fare services.

An ongoing, multifaceted evalaation of the demonstration is tracking the 6,000

oung mothers longitudinally through administrative data and personal interviews.

hroughout the four-year operational phase of the demonstration, researchers also
conducted extensive on-site observations and individual and group interviews with
pr%gram staff. Additionally, focus groups were conducted witir the young mothers,
and researchers conducted extensive case reviews with the program staff who as-
sisted specific mothers during their participation in the new welfare regime. Special
sub-studies examined child care needs and use and assessed parenting and child
outcomes.

High participation was achieved only through the use of the financial
sanction policy. About 90 percent of the eligible young mothers participated in the
JOBS-type programs; the vast majority of those who did not participate left welfare
relatively soon after being notified of their participation requirements. Yet, the high
participation rate was achieved only with persistent outreach and follow-up by pro-
gram staff and reliance on sanction warnings and grant reductions. Over two-thirds
of all program participants entered the program only after one or more sanction
warnings had been issued. During the course of the demonstration, two-thirds of the
participants received one or more sanction warnings, and one-third had their grants
reduced for noncooperation with participation requirements. Grant reductions were
very effective in prompting the young mothers to resume their self-sufticiency ori-
ented activities,

The demonstration had statistically significant, but modest effects in pro-
moting school enrollment, job training, and em foyment. It also reduced wel-
fare dependence. During the two years after enrollment, those receiving the en-
hanced services and subject to Fazticipation mandates were in school, job training,
or employed 28 percent more of the time than those subject to regular AFDC poli-
cies. The largest gains were in school enroliment—a 13 percentage point increase
from 29 to 42 percent. Gains in employment and job training rates were in the 4
to 6 percentage point range. Nearly half of those in receiving the enhanced services
had some postenrollment employment, and just over 25 percent participated in job
training.

The reformed system led to statistically significant, but small, increases in earn-
ings and reductions in welfare. However, the size of the average earnings gains ($20
a month, or 20 percent) was tl:e same as the size of the average reduction in welfare
benefits ($20 a month, or S percent), leaving the mothers no better off financially.

Only those who found j:..8 experienced significant reductions in poverty.
Only one-fourth of those who were employed two years after enrollment were poov,
as compared with over 95 percent of those who were unemployed. Too few (less than
10 percent) got married or established stable relationships with male partners to”
contribute siﬁniﬁcantly to poverty reduction.

Neither the mandatory participation requirements nor the financial sanc-
tions had adverse consequences for the children of these young mothers.
The mothers were generally able to find child care they were comfortable with and
care that did not seem to be inferior to the care the mother herself would provide
(Kisker et al. 1990). Moreover, about 40 percent of this care was provided at no cost;
the remainder cost about $1 an hour, on average.

Those mothers attending school or training or who were holding jobs generally ex-
hibited parenting skills that were comparable or better than other mothers. Consist-
ent with this finding, measured developmental outcomes during their late preschool
years for children whose mothers who had participated in the demonstration when
the children had been infants were comparable with outcomes for children whose
mothers received welfare under the old rules (Aber et al. forthcominf).

Major reform of our child support enforcement policies will be necessary
to increase support from noncustodial fathers. Enhanced child support was a
major part offthe conceptual design for the demonstration welfare policy. Two sites
increased paternity establishment rates by about 10 percentage points, but these in-
creases did not translate into increase«f child support payments. Payments and
awards were very low in all three demonstration sites for both those receiving the
enhanced services and those receiving the regular welfare services. Awards aver-
aged about $120 to $140 a month; payments averaged less than $50 a month. In
large part, the failing in this area was due to low cooperation by the local child sup-

rt enforcement agencies who were skeptica! of the pay-off. However, the limited
nancial benefit for the mothers (up to $50 a month) and low earnings of the fathers
also contributed to the poor resuits.

The reforms also failed to reduce the incidence of repeat pregnancies and

births, Over half of the young mothers were pregnant within two years after enroll-
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ing in the study sample, and two-thirds were pregnant again by the end of the first
wave of follow-up data collection, which averaged about 30 months after enrollment.
Yet, all grogrargs offered workshops in family planning as well as trained case man-
agers who provided family planning counseling and support to the teenage parents.

e young mothers were simply poor contraceptors. Most who got pregnant carried
tlﬁlbaby t(lafterm and few felt any stigma asscciated with having another child while
still on welfare.

Other Demonstration and Program Initiatives for Teenage Parents

Over the past 10 years, several other demonstrations have tried to help teenage
parents improve their basic skills and employment prospects and, thereby, mitigate
the long-run adverse consequences associated with earﬁ( childbearing. ’lx ese have
included special schools for pregnant and parenting teenagers; employment and
training programs for disadvantaged youths; alternative schools for at-n’sﬂtudents,
with special accommodations for parenting teenagers; community-based education
and training programs, some offering substantial social support services; and health
and social services delivered by home visitors.

The research on these otger program models aimed at mitigating the con-
sequences of oeenage parenting also provides little guidance for developing
effective interventions. The results of six especially noteworthy programs for
teenage parents (in addition to the Teenage Parent Welfare Demonstration dis-
cussed above) that have been evaluated recently are summarized below.

Job Start was a 13-site demonstration of education, vocational training, and sup-
Eort services for diaadvantadged, young school dropouts. The demonstration cperated

etween 1985 and 1988 and served about 1,000 youths between the ages of 17 and
21; about one-fourth were teenage parents. The program, which was evaluated using
an experimental design, increased significantly and substantially completion of the
General Education Development (GED) certification requirements (Cave et al. 1993).
However, it failed to increase earnings and led to large (13 percent) increases in re-
peat pregnancy rates.

New Chance was a national demonstration of small-scale, intensive, and com-
prehensive service programs for teenage parents on welfare who had dropped out
of school. Between 1989 and 1992 the programs provided education, training, and
extensive social support services for up to 18 months to 1,400 volunteers. The pro-
grams, which were evaluated using an experimental design, also increased the inci-

ence of GED attainment significantly. However, they had significant negative im-
pacts on employment and earnings and significantly increased the incidence of both
repeat pregnancies and abortions (Quint et al. 1994b).

oject Redirection was a four-site demonstration of comprehensive services for
teenage parents age 17 or younger. Between 1980 and 1981, community-based orga-
nizations provided a variety of services, including education, training, mentoring,
job placement, child care, family planning, and parenting training to over 300 volun-
teers. The evaluation, based on a comparison site design, suggests that these pro-
grams led to modest (but significant) increases in earnings, had no impact on edu-
iggig;xal attainment, and large (20 percent) increases in birth rates (Polit and White

Ohio Learnfare is a state welfare program designed to kcep teenage parent wel-
fare recipients in school through a system of financial incentives and penalties.
Some sites offer intensive case management and special support services to facilitate
school retention, but the majority provided only minimal case maragement services.
The early results from an experimental evaluation indicate that the program signifi-
cantly increases the likelihocod that in-school youths will remain in school and it
prompts youth who otherwise would not return to school to do so (Bloom et al.
1993). However, there was no added benefit to the more intensive case management
and.lsgfport services. Results for earnings or repeat pregnancy rates are not yet
available.

The Teenage Parent Health Care Program was an intensive, health-{’ . sed
intervention for mothers under age 17 and their infants. It had no program ¢ - 1ces
or component directed at promotmieducation or employment goals. Rather, it pro-
vided intensive case management by trained medical social workers for up to 18
months after delivery. The program served about 120 mothers and infants in the
late 19808 and was evaluateg using an experimental design. It had r.o measured im-
pacts on school enrollment. However, it did reduce significantly (by 67 percent) the
incidence of repeat pregnancies (0’'Sullivan and Jacobson 1992).

The Elmira Nurse Home Visiting Program was a demonstration of nurse
home visitation for socially disadvantaged women bearing their firat child. The pro-
gram served a total of 400 women, 47 percent of whom were teenagers. This pro-
gram, which was evaluated using an experimental design, reduced significantly the
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incidence of repeat pregnancies and showed hints of increasing employment rates
for the teenage mothers (Olds et al. 1988).

None of these programs has succeeded in changing these young mothers’ life
courses dramatically. Yet, each provides important lessons to complement those
from the Teenage Parent Welfare Demonstration.

All of these programs for teenage parents faced major challenges in get-
ting young mothers to é)artic_ipate and remain in the programs. Only pro-
grams with welfare-linked participation requirements_accompanied by financial
sanctions—Ohio’s Learnfare program and the Teenage Parent Welfare Demonstra-
tion—reached significant portions of the target population. Even these programs
hadcttp work diligently to recruit and retain participants, including judicious use of
sanctions.

The imgacts of the interventions on human capital development, employ-
ment, and fertility control have been modest, at best. Programs that focused
on human capital development and support were successful in promoting GED com-
pletion. However, GED attainment did not, in turn, lead to increased earnings or
economic well-being (see also Cohen et al. 1994).

None of the employment or welfare-focused programs succeeded in help-
ing young mothers take control of their fert litg. Only the two small-scale
demonstrations of medically focused interventions with home visiting or extensive
medical social work services show promise in achieving family glanning goals. How-
ever, these programs did not generally succeed in addressing the economic needs of
these young mothers and their children.

Prevention Programs

In response to the persistently high rates of teenage childbearing in this country
and the worsening consequences for early childbearers, there have been numerous
demonstration and program initiatives aimed at encouraging teena%:zrs to delay sex-
ual activity and/or childbearing. These include school-based health and education
programs, as well as community wide efforts.

one of the school-based health programs has gﬁoven to have major im-
pacts on the teenage pregnancy and birth rates. The research highlights only
a few programs with promise for reducing sexual activity rates, increasing contra-
ceptive use among those who are sexually active, and reducing overall pregnancy
rates. “There is not sufficient evidence to determine if school-based programs that
focus only on abstinence delay the onset of intercourse or affect other sexual or con-
tracegtive behaviors_, . . .[or whether] school-based or school-linked reproductive
health services, either by themselves or in addition to education programs, signifi-
cantly decreases pregnancy and birth rates” (Kirby et al. 1994).

The most promising programs in this cateﬁ?ry rovide clear messages on
values. They also offer specific strategies and skills for resisting peer pressure to
engage in sex and for using contraceptives effectively after youths become sexuall‘y
active. Several promising models warrant further study, including the Children’s
Aid Society Teen Pregnanc Primag Prevention Program in New York and the
Teen Services Program in Atlanta (Howard 1985). The former offers strong repro-
ductive health education and counseling in the context of a more holistic approach
to addressing the needs of teenagers from disadvantaged backgrounds. The latter
program is a school-based initiative that combines reproductive health education
with strong values development, stressing the importance of abstinence or protected
sex for those who are sexually active. However, these programs have not been either
rigorously evaluated or successfully replicated.

CASH VERSUS IN-KIND BENEFITS

We have not systematically tested the merits of substituting in-kind bene-
fits for cash for poor teenage parents. The best available evidence on this point
comes from a more general literature on various types of welfare policies and pro-
grams. The literature suggests that noncash benefits are a bit more effective than
cash in achieving specific goals, such as improved nutrition, better quality housing,
or better access to needed health care (Currie 1994). However, the taiget efficiency
of a comprehensive package of in-kind versus cash benefits depends critically on the
ability o? the policymakers to define appropriate mixes of in-kind benefits for indi-
viduals who have very different needs.

A policy of elimr{natlng benefits for teenage parents will indeed leave
many of these young mothers with few options for supporting themselves
and their children. The termination of welfare would prompt some families to pro-
vide additional support of their parenting teenage children. However, many of these
families have limited financial means themselves; too many also do not provide
homes that are supportive and safe for these young mothers and their children.
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Similarly, some of the fathers could be encouraged to contribute more under a no-
welfare policy for teenage parents. Yet, many of the fathers have limited work skills
and few job opportunities in their communities. For example, among a large
sample of first-time teeane parents on welfare, more than 40 percent of the fathers
of the young mothers’ children had not completed high school and less than half of
them were employed shortly after the birth of their child (Gleason et al. 1993).

THE CAUSE OF THE HIGH TEENAGE BIRTH RATE IN THE U.S. AS COMPARED WITH OTHER
COUNTRIES

The rise in the incidence of teenage pregnancy and childbearing in the U.S. is
largely a function of increases in the incidence of sexual activity and reductions in
abortion rates. Teenage fregnancy and birth rates have been rising fairly rapidly
over the past five years. In 1992, there were 62 births per 1,000 teenage girls, com-
Bared with only 650 births per 1,000 in 1986—a 24 percent increase (Moore 1994).

uring this period, the proportion of out-of-wedlock births to teenagers increased
from 61 to 69 percent (13 percent).

Most of the increase in pregnancy and birth rates can be explained by the contin-
ued rise in the incidence of premarital sex among teenagers (up from 44 percent in
1985 to 62 percent in 1988), and by a decline in the abortion rate among teenagers.
Indeed, a recent stud reports a substantial increase in the both the rate of contra-
ceptive use and its effectiveness (Alan Guttmacher Institute 1994). However, these
strides forward have not kept pace with the rising sexual activity rates and the de-
cline in abortion rates. This is especially true among low income families and teen-
agers, for whom the contraceptive failure rate is about double the national average,
regardless of the method.

dolescent childbearing is largely the result of unprotected sex among
adolescents who, as a group, are prone to impulsive behaviors and risk-tak-
ing. Eighty-two percent of teenage pregnancies are unintended, and 69 percent of
births to teenagers are the result of unplanned pregnancies (Moore 1994). A typical
explanation is: “It simply happened.” For example, among first-time teenage parents
on welfare, over one-fourth had never used any form of birth control prior to having
their first child, and more than two years after giving birth, half reported not usinﬁ
any contraception during their last intercourse even though over 80 percent ha
used contraception (Gleason et al. 1993).

Teenage birth rates have more to do with poverty than with the generos-
ity of welfare benefits. For example, New Hampshire has the lowest teenage birth
rate in the country (33:1000—a rate comparable to that in Great Britain), but it
ranks 33rd in generosity of welfare benefits. At the other extreme, Mississippi has
the absolute lowest AFDC benefit level, but has the second highest birth rate
(86:1000). Moreover, as AFDC benefits increased throughout the 1970s and 1980s,
the teenage birth rate fell. As welfare benefits began to fall in the 1990s, the teen-
age birth rate began to rise. The one study showing a significant relationship be-
tween benefit levels and the birth rate finds only a modest relationship and only
for whites (O'Neill 1993).

Reductions in teenage childbearing will have compound benefits associ-
ated with lowering even further the rates for subsequent generations. Teen-
aFe childbearing not only interferes with the education and employment proslpects
of young mothers and their prospects for marriage, but it is associated with lower
quality home environments for children (measured b{ factors such as children’s
books in the home and reading to children) (Nord et al. 1992; Zill and Nord 1994).
All of these factors are strongly related to the teenage childbearing among subse-
quent generations. Indeed, nearly two-thirds of first-time teenage parents on welfare
have mothers who also gave birth during their teen years (Maynard et al. 1993).
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF KRISTIN A. MOORE, PH.D.

The focus of my remarks is on the prevention of adolescent prefnanc(. Once a
pregnancy occurs to an adolescent, all of the available options are difficult and im-
pose costs on individuals and/or on society. Therefore, the prevention of adolescent
pregnancy should have high priority for policymakers. The U.S. teen birth rate was
nearly one-quarter higher in 1992 than in 1986, Moreover, the current U.S. teen
birth rate (61 births per 1000 females aged 15-19 in 1992) is the highest teen birth
rate by far among comparable industrialized democracies. We need to do some hard
and clear thinking about ways to prevent adolescent pregnancy.

What is required to prevent adolescent pregnancy?

Broadly speaking, there are three types of factors that nzed to be addressed:

—information,

—contraceptive services, and

—motivation.

Information. By information, I mean education about sexuality that takes place
in the home, in a religious setting, a school, or a community organization that goes
beyond the mere clinical facts of reproduction. Research to date indicates that the
most effective sex education approach is one that both encourages abstinence and
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also discusses contraception. Numerous studies have found that discussing contra-
ception does not seem to encourage teens to have sex. Research has also found that
combining messages about abstinence with messages about the importance of con-
traception when sex is eventually initiated is more effective that either pushing ab-
stinence alone or pushing contraception alone.

Services. By services, I mean accessible and affordable contraceptive services.
There is no question that abstinence is the most effective way to prevent not only
pregnancy but also sexually transmitted diseases, including XIDS. However, there
18 also no question that some teens are going to have premarital sex in this country,
as they do in many other countries, and that tax payers as well as the teens will
be better off if teens are protected from pregnancy, AIDS and other sexually trans-
mitted diseases. Curtailing funds for family planning during the 1980s doesn’t seem
to have had much effect on adolescent sexuag behavior. Despite significant cutbacks
in funds for family planning, the proportion of teens who initiated sex increased
during the 1980s. On the other hand, funding cutbacks have made contraceptive
services less accessible and affordable for some teens, and the teens who are the
least likely to surmount barriers to access are the teens who are the least motivated
to prevent parenthood.

otivation. Motivation is the third critical component. While sex education and
contraceptive services are needed and do not seem to cause teens to initiate sex
when they would not otherwise have done so, the provision of information and serv-
ices does not address the more fundamental question of motivation.

Teens who are bound for college or another form of post-secondary education, who
look forward to good jobs and a comfortable family life, will postpone having sex or
diligently use contraception in order to avoid pregnancy (and, if they do become

regnant, the majority have abortions). Teens who lack hope for the future are like-
y to drift into sexual activity at a young age; they may not avail themselves of con-
traceptive services even when services are made readi{y available in a school-based
clinic. These kids are taking risks with AIDS; it is not surprising that they are tak-
ing risks with gre ancy as well,

e notion of “drift” is very important here. We know from numerous studies that
the overwhelming majority of pregnancies to teenagers, particularly those to unmar-
ried adolescents, are unintended (in fact, nine in ten pregnancies to unmarried teena
are unintended). Thus, there is really much more common interest between policy-
makers, taxpayers, parents, and teens than is commonly supposed. Most adoles-
cents, even those who experience pregnancy, don’t want or intend their pregnancies.
Rather, they seem to drift or be pressured, or even coerced, into sex without much
consideration of the long-term consequences. It isn’t that they are seeking preg-
nancy in order to qualify for welfare benefits, or for any other reason. The problem
seems to be that the teens who experience pregnancy are not seeking or planning
for much of anything. It takes a lot of motivation to resist pressures for sex, or to
obtain a method of contraception and use it consistently and correctly over time.
The fact is that the probabiht{l of pregnancy among sexually active couples who do
not use contraception is very high; about nine in ten will experience pregnancy in
a year’s time. Moreover, even among that majority of teens who do use contracep-
tion, failure rates are high, particularly for young, poor and single women. Thus,
in the absence of substantial motivation, pregnancy is, unfortunately, quite likely.

How, then, can we increase the motivation of teens?

It is my considered opinion that cutting welfare benefits to adolescent parents will
have little effect on the sexual behavior of teens, in part because their pregnancies
are unintended, in part because cutting benefits has no effect on the incentives
faced by their male partners, and in part because the research literature so clearly
identifies other factors as the underlying causes of early sexual initiation and preg-
nancy.

We know from studies conducted throughout the world that economic opportunity,
educational opportunity, and opportunity for women are associated with postponing
childbearing, longer intervals between births, and smaller family sizes.

Research on teenage childbearing in the United States similarly identifies socio-
economic opportunity as a very strong predictor of early childbearing. In several re-
views of research conducted in the United States, we have identified four broad sets
of factors associated with early childbearing among adolescent males and females.
These are: poverty; school failure; being involved in other forms of risk-taking or be-
havior problems; and family problems. Analyses that we have recently conducted
amoni:ral sample of white high school students illustrate the magnitude of these fac-
tors. ong a sample of eighth grade girls, we found that only 1.6 percent had a
birth during their high school years if they aspired to graduate from college, if their
parent was a college graduate, and they had no serious behavior problems, On the
other hand, among eighth graders who only aspired to complete high school or less,
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who were described as having at least one behavior problem at school, and whose
parent] l::d no more than a high school education, 28.g percent had had a baby four
years later.

I do not mean to imply that programs must necessarily get all teens through col-
lege. The point is that teens need to have some hope for the future. They need to
be embedded in a structure of incentives that includes negative sanctions for unde-
sirable behavior combined with positive sanctions that support and encourage de-
sired behavior.

_In addition, this structure of incentives, which combines both positive opportuni-
ties and negative sanctions, needs to be directed at males as well as females. The
fathers of the babies born to teenagers are generklly older than the young mothers,
and two-thirds are not themselves teenagers. The primary lever policymakers have
to affect male incentives is enforcement of child support. Fathers, even younger fa-
thers, should contribute to the support of their children, and if they are unemployed,
fathers as well as mothers should receive education and job training and be subject
to “workfare” to enable them to provide child support. If Congress wants to send
a message intended to discourage teenage parenthood, child support enforcement
would be my number one recommendation.

Another element in the prevention of pregnancy is the prevention of subsequent
pregnancies. Intervention programs find that it is very difficult to prevent the occur-
rence of second and later pregnancies. Indeed, in the United States, the occurrence
of repeat births to teens climbed 12.5 percent between 1985 and 1992. Several stud-
ies have found that repeat childbearing and larger family sizes predict a higher
Frobabi]ity of welfare entry and a lower probabilit¥ of welfare exit; consequently the

act that programs have been unsuccessful in delaying second pregnancies is dis-
turbing. On the other hand, very few Americans prefer to have only one child, and
I suspect that this very strong normative preference to avoid having an only child
is at least part of the reason that we see so many second births in short order.
Aiain, it's a matter of low motivation, combined with the disorder and difficulties
inherent in the lives of young, single parents that leads to pregnancies that aren't
wanted or intended, but which are not prevented either. Data from a small-scale
study in Baltimore indicates that, after several births, many youn mothers resort
to abortion and then sterilization to finally control their fertility. (National data in-
dicate that 64 percent of black women and 54 percent of white women with less
than a high school education had been sterilized in 1988.] The difficulty of delaying
second births strengthens, for me, the importance of delaying the first birth.

In summary, while there are no silver bullets or 3uick solutions, we have a num-
ber of leads. Sex education can encourage teens to delay sex and use contraception,
but the effects to date are rather small. Declining funding for family planning serv-
ices has not resulted in less sexual activity; and increased support for contraception
represents a good investment. Finally, rather than focussing a set of severely puni-
tive measures on younger mothers, public policy should structure a set of positive
as well as negative sanctions, including child susport enforcement, that are con-
structive and that apply to young men as well as adolescent females.

At present, the precise model for implementing such a structure of incentives is
not clear. We have learned a great deal from the demonstrations that have been
implemented to assist teens who are already parents. We need to learn more about
how to prevent teenage pregnancy in the first place. Between 1995 and 2005, the
number of females aged 14-17 is going to increase by 1.2 million. We need to reduce
the rate of teenage childbearing before this surge in the number of adolescents

pushes the number of teen births even higher.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV

Mr. Chairman, as this Committee discusses welfare reform, I am struck by the
gggstbetween what we know as facts and what we do not really know that much
about.

This hearing deals with a problem—or a phenomenon—that can be described
through all kinds of figures and facts. The United States is a country, though not
the only country, where an astonishing number of teenagers become pregnant. That
fact leads to other trends, like our high infant mortality rate, the overlap with out-
of-wedlock births, the greater likelihood of the children growing up in poverty and,
possibly, lives of misery or despair.

Teenage pr?nancy 18 not limited to cities. It is happening in every state, in the
most rural and the most urban sections of the country, inclugin West Virginia. De-
spite everything that’s known about how to not get pregnant, children are continu-
ing to have children throughout America. In fact, public assistance is more generous
in other countries, and yet it is our country that has one of the higher rates of single
motherhood and the highest rate of teen pregnancy, among the industrialized world
according to some recent studies,

When 1 chaired the National Commission on Children, we talked to teenage par-
ents—and their parents. We never came up with a single approach to reduce the
number of teenage parents and out-of-wedlock births. We concluded that the an-
swers lie in better public policy and private action. Before teenagers reach the abil-
ity to have children, they themselves need to develop aspirations and expectations
that make getting pregnant unacceptable to them—not just to the rest of us.

The statistics about teenage pregnancy tell us that their children are the ones
who face all kinds of peril. Children in homes headed by a mother alone—who has
not finished high school or married the child’s father—are children who are going
to have a tough, tough time growing up.

This is what we know.

My sense is that we do not know—and we should admit it—the sure-fire way to
reduce teen pregnancy and out-of-wedlock births.

I agree that altering the welfare system is one of the ways to try to change the
facts about teenage pregnancy. But it is just one of the ways.

Cutting off any kind of assistance to teen mothers or slapging on other kinds of
penalties may convince some teenagers to not Eet pregnant. I think we’re guessing
it will do that. But the same changes will also hurt the children of the parents who
do choose to give birth, potentially making their lives even harder.

I look forward to using this hearing to collect ideas on how to achieve the right
balance. Denying AFDC benefits is on the table as a “stick.” Are there other “sticks”
to consider, and what about “carrots” to encourage more responsible behavior?

Senator Daschle has introduced a bill with some of us that requires teern mothers
to live at home with a resgonsib]e adult and stay in school to still get AFDC bene-
fits. That seems like an idea whose time has come. Doing more to promote child
support enforcement and insisting that young men take responsiblility—both finan-
cially and emotionally—for every child they father is another.

But as we candidly discuss the issues of teen pregnancy and family breakdown,
I think we must keep in mind that many answers begin in the home, and in commu-
nities where parents and caring adults pass on basic values of personal responsibil-
ity to teens. Laws and policy might help in promoting morality and hope, but others
need to do their share—from the entertainment industry to toy manufacturers to
citizens generally.

Welfare reform is a chance to promote the right balance of programs and policies
to move parents from welfare to work. And at the same time, I hope we can ensure
that children will be not punished or harmed for what is not their fault.

And by balance, I mean the combination of steps that reflect fundamental Amer-
ican values of personal responsibility and work for parents with our concern for chil-
dren, This is a framework for reform that deserves bipartisan support, and could
help make a difference for both teen parents and their children.
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STATEMENT OF ADVOCATES FOR YOUTH
(S8UBMITTED BY MARGARET PRUITT CLARK, PH.D., PRESIDENT AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR)

INTRODUCTION AND DESCRIPTION OF ORGANIZATION

Chairman Packwood, Ranking Member Moynihan and Members of the Commit-
tee, ] am M et Pruitt Clark*, President and Executive Director of Advocates for
Youth (fornierly the Center for Population Options). On behalf of Advocates for
Youth, I am pleased to submit testimony for the record of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee’s series of hearings on welfare reform. Of special interest to my organization
iﬁ thl?;g tgpic of “Teen Parents and Welfare,” the subject of the hearing held on March

, .

Advocates for Youth, a not-for-profit agency here in the nation’s capital, was
founded 16 years ago with the mission of increasing the opportunities for and abili-
ties of young people to make healthy decisions about their sexuality. We provide in-
formation, education and training about adolescent reproductive and sexual health
to youth-serving professionals, policymakers and the media.

n light of Advocates for Youth’s mission and the work our organization does with
and on behalf of young people, particularly in the field of teen pregnancy prevention,
our organization has a strong interest in government policies directed at adoles-
cents, be they parenting or non-parentinF teens. To this end, I would like to share
some observations which I hope you will consider as you proceed through the dif-
ficult process of analyzing the shortcomings of and improving the welfare system so
as to facilitate sustained independence.

You will note that I do not use the terms “illegitimacy” or “illegitimate” in my
testimony. Simglfr put, no child should be called or considered illegitimate. Obvi-
ously, not all children are born to married people. But in a country where, ideally,
the circumstances under which or into which an individual is born should not deter-
mine that person’s identity or life outcome, labellin€ children with such a pejorative
term is a step backwards in the realm of public policy debate. I will, therefore, use
:be tet'rps “too-early childbearing” and “out-of-wedlock birth(s)” to describe the situa-

ion at issue.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S ROLE IN ASSISTING FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN

The Majority in the House of Representatives has stated that its recent welfare
reform efforts are aimed at restoring the family, reducing out-of-wedlock births, con-
trolling welfare spending and reducing welfare dependency. Indeed, the federal gov-
ernment has an interest in and responsibility to promote the general welfare of soci-
ety. It is not, however, within the purview of government coercively to prevent un-
married women from bearing children. Likewise, the gevernment should not de facto
force women to bear children. To do either intrudes upon the individua)’s right to
control her own reproductive health.

There is an af)gropriate governmental interest, however, in the well-being of chil-
dren, their health and the equality of opportunity afforded them. This means that
where needed the government should play a role in helping to.ensure that children
have the resources they need to be healthy and safe—including access to services
that provide essentials such as food, clothing, shelter, health care, a safe home and
community. In the context of welfare programs, speciﬁcally Aid to Families with De-

*Dr. Clark received her doctorate in sociology from the University of Texas at Austin. She
has served as a state legislator in the Maine House of Representatives and as the Executive
Director of the Maine Adolescent Pregnancy Coalition.
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pendent Children (AFDC), the government would abdicate its responsibility if it
were to withhold financial assistance to families for meeting children’s basic needs.

CAUSES OF ADOLESCENT PREGNANCY AND CHILDBEARING

Since its inception in 1980, Advocates for Youth has studied the issues of unin-
tended teenage pregnancy and out-of-wedlock teenage childbearing and effective
ways to address both issues. You will note that I refer to these as two distinct issues
because, although they are clearly related, each has unique causes and solutions.
Teenage pregnancy does not necessarily lead to teen cﬁﬁldbearin . Those cases
where it does provide some important information about the complex problem of
teen childbearing.

The punitive groposals contained in the House of Representatives’ “Personal Re-
sponsibility Act,” originally H.R. 4 and subsequently reintroduced as H.R, 1214, are
based on the mistaken notion that there is a 3irect causal relationship between wel-
fare dependency and out-of-wedlock births, particularly births to teens. We know
that welfare, including AFDC, is not the cause of teenage pregnancy and childbear-
ing. Poverty, poor schools, inadequate health care, lack of access to family plannin,

. services, lack of knowledge about sexuality, sexual abuse, parental neglect and lac
of hope for the future are some of the myriad causal factors underpinning this na-
tion’s escalating number of teenage pregnancies. Welfare may enable many young
women to support the results of poor decision-making or non-decision-making, in
some cases. But AFDC cash payments themselves do not prompt the majority of ad-
olescent girls to become pregnant or to give birth. Once we debunk these myths and
appreciate why young women, especially poor young women, become pregnant and
have children, then we will be able to move toward stemming the rising tide of too-
early childbearing.

e first step in addressing the problems of adolescent pregnancy and childbear-
ing is to acknowledge the reality of teenage sexual activity. The statistics on teenage
sexual activity should be of some help in that regard. Approximately one-third of
15-¥ear-olda in the United States have had sexual intercourse. Thirty-two percent
of females and 58 percent of males age 16; 51 percent of females and 67 percent
of males age 17, and 70 percent of females and 79 1perc:ent: of males age 18 report
having had intercourse.! Looking at rates of sexual activity broken down by race
and ethnicity we see the following trends. Among unmarried 15- to-19-year-old
males, 81 percent of African Americans, 60 percent of Latinos and 57 percent of Eu-
ropean Americans have had sexual intercourse.2? For unmarried females ages 15 to
19, 61 percent of African-Americans, 49 percent of Latinos, and 52 percent of Euro-
pean Americans have had sexual intercourse.? Research has shown that the young-
er a woman is at the time of her first sexual experience, the more probable it is
that the encounter was forced, that is, took place without her consent. Seventy-four
ﬂercent of women who had intercourse before age 14 and 60 percent of women who

ad intercourse before age 16 report that it was involuntary.4

The decline in the average age at first intercourse has coincided with a rise in
the average atge at first marriage. In 1950 the average a%? at first marriage for men
was 23 and for women it was 20. Four decades later the average age for men is
26 and 24 for women.$ Reflecting the worldwide trend toward marriage at an older
age (if at all), the likelihood that a young woman will have intercourse before get-
ting married has almost doubled in the past thirty years.s In light of these changes,
it is highly unrealistic to expect that young people will wait until marriage to be-
come sexually active, and indeed, they do not. Therefore, the responsible approach
is to provide access to reproductive health information and services to ensure that
unintended pregnancies and unwanted births do not result once teens become sexu-
ally active. In addition, for some young women, African Americans in particular, the
frospect of marriage is rapidly diminishing due to high unemployment rates and the
ack of educational and labor opportunities for African American men. Still, for some
‘y;oung women, enhanced economic independence along with changing gender roles

as made the desirability of marriage questionable.

Compared with other industrialized countries, the United States has the highest
adolescent pregnancy, abortion and birth rates, with 43 percent of all adolescent fe-
males estimated to experience at least one pregnancy before they reach the age of
20.7 In 1989, an estimated 1,050,040 females under the age of 20 experienced a
pregnancy. In 1989 the pregnancy rate for females under 20 was 118.8 per 1,000
women up from 98.9 in 1973.8 We know that approximately 2,800 adolescents be-
come pregnant each day: 1,300 will give birth; 1,100 will terminate the pregnancy;
and 400 will miscarry.S Three quarters of all unintended pregnancies occur to ado-
lescents who do not use contraception. 1
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Teen birth rates and marriage rates in the United States must also be considered
in a larger global context. This country does not fare well when compared with other
industnalized nations. In countries such as Sweden and the Netherlands, where the
national government has made a philosophical and monetary commitment to famil
planning and comprehensive sexuality education, teen pregnancy rates and birt
rates are significantly lower than in the United States. Yet the level of sexual activ-
ity among adolescents in those countries is similar to that in our country, indicating
the beneficial effects of social and financial commitment to prevention and education
instead of punishment when addressing teen sexuality.

TEENAGE CHILDBEARING AND WELFARE DEPENDENCY

This brings us to the relationship between too-early childbearing and welfare de-
pendency. Contrary to the current negative rhetoric about teen mothers and the as-
sertion that welfare benefits encourage young women to get pregnant, statistics sug-
gest otherwise. Most teenagers do not want to become pregnant. In fact, at least

0 percent of teenage pregnancies are unintended, resulting from a van'et{, of fac-
tors, including peer pressure, lack of self-esteem, poor communication between
adults and adolescents, lack o understanding of reproductive health, lack of access
to family planning information and resources, insufficient access to alternative con-
structive recreational activities, sexual abuse, or coercion arising from the signifi-
cant age disparity between some young women and their partners. As a nation, we
could make significant strides toward reducing the number of teen pregnancies by
funding youth programs that are sensitive to and treat the multidimensional nature
of the problem.

The causal relationship some have drawn between financial incentive and child-
birth does not reflect an informed understanding of adolescents. Young women do
not, as a general rule, have children in order to receive AFDC benefits or in order
to set up their own households. If the incentive relationship between welfare pay-
ments and out-of-wedlock teen births were true, then we would expect to see higher
teen birth rates in those states where AFDC payments are highest and lower birth
rates where the payments are low. That is, the bigger the AFDC check the more
likely an adolescent would be to have a baby. In fact, the numbers do not support
this theory. For example, in 1990 the average AFDC benefit received per recipient
in the state of Connecticut was $206. The pregnancy rate (births per 1000 women)
in the 15 to 19 age group in Connecticut that year was 38.8. Compare this with Mis-
sissippi, where the average per person AFDC payment in 1990 was $40, less than
one-fourth of the amount in Connecticut. Yet Mississippi's pregnancy rate was 81.0,
more than twice the rate in Connecticut. Alaska made an average payment of $246
per person. The pregnancy rate for 15- to 19-year-old women was 65.3. Louisiana,
In contrast, paid C recipients $56 each on average. Yet the state’s pregnancy
rate was 74.2, higher than Alaska’s. The average payment in both Arkansas and
Tennessee was $66. The birth rates for women age 16 to 19 were 80.1 and 72.3,
respectively. In contrast, Massachusetts paid each AFDC recipient $204 on average.
Yet the birth rate was a relatively low 36.1.11 These numbers are consistent with
research indicating that teenagers are not motivated to become pregnant and give
birth based on the potential for minimal financial gain.

The issue grows more complicated, however. ile the majority of teenage preg-
nancies are unintended, as many as half of young women who become pregnant un-
intentionally are ambivalent about pregnancy and even about taking active steps to
avoid pregnancy.!? That is, they take an alarmingly indifferent “shrug the shoul-
ders” approach to some very important life decisions. Again, the key to dealing effec-
tively with teen pregnancy and early childbearin% is to address young women'’s in-
difference about the future by providing options for the future in the form of edu-
cational resources and employment opportunities.

EFFECTIVE ADOLESCENT PREGNANCY PREVENTION STRATEGIES AND PROGRAMS

Efforts to reverse the growth trends in the number of unintended teenage preg-
nancies and too-early childbirths should not be just part of welfare reform, but
should be the focus of a larger national policy initiative to give young people the
attention, services and resources they need to be self-sufficient before problems
arise. The focus cannot solely be on young women because they are only half of the
equation when it comes to making babies. Male involvement at all levels must be
part of the formula for solving these {)roblems. 1 will outline below some of the steps
we must take if we want to give all young women and men the chance to have
healthy, productive futures.

We know that the first link in the chain of both issues is teen sexual activity.
Young people—male and female—should be encouraged to delay sexual activity
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until they are prepared to assume the obligations that it can bring. This means
equipping adolescents with tools beyond “just say no.” We have to teach adalescents
how to say no. At that same time, many teens need to be given reasons to say no
to early sexual involvement. Particularly in economically-depressed neighborhoods,
adolescents need alternative recreational activities and other incentives not to en-
gage in high-risk behaviors.

We must also encourage responsible behavior by those young people who do
choose to be sexually active so that they will be at lesser risk for experiencing sexu-
ally transmitted diseases, HIV/AIDS and unintended pregnancy. As other industri-
alized nations have found, encouraging adolescents to delay having sex and inform-
ing them how to protect themselves should they choose not to delay are not con-
tradictory goals. Rather, they complement each other because they respond realisti-
cally to the range of social behaviors in the adolescent population.

If we want young people to become responsible citizens who make thoughtful deci-
sions about important life matters—educational pursuits, family formation, child-
bearing—then we have to treat young people accordingly. They will live up or down
to our expectations. Responsible adults—parents, relatives, teachers, guidance coun-
selors, coaches, ministers, volunteer mentors, concerned friends—must help young
people develop good decision-making skills which include identifying a desired goal,
evaluating the merits of that goal, weighing the costs and the potential gains, con-
sidering the potential outcomes.

These are not ‘t‘ipie in the sky” ideas. There are concrete ways to bring them to
fruition. First, federal resources should be directed at comprehensive school- and
community-based youth service programs. These are places where young people
learn social and academic skills, family-life education, family crisis intervention
counseling, pre-employment training, conflict resolution and violence prevention
skills, and participate in athletic and artistic activities. Examples of successful pro-
grams that could serve as model programs include: Meharry Medical College’s “I
Have A Future” program in Nashville; the Family Life Education and Adolescent
Sexuality Program of the Children’s Aid Society, created and run by Michael
Carrera in New York City; and Grady Memorial Hospital's “Human Sexuality, Post-
poning Sexual Involvement,” run by Marion Howard in Atlanta. (I would be happy
to provide information about of other programs if any of the Committee members
are interested.)

Since we must attack these problems from all angles, other approaches include
the promotion of abstinence-based (but not abstinence-only) sexuality education be-
ginning no later than the fourth grade; funding for peer-based and adult mentoring
programs for young people at highest risk for pregnancy, STD and HIV infection.
In addition, adults, particularly those in the communications field, must send con-
sistent messages that say early adolescent childbearing (as opposed to teenage sex-
ual expression) is wrong.

Finally, other critical areas where the federal government can make a difference
in reducing the number of teenage pregnancies and births include continued support
for Title X; elimination of the Gag Rule and the Hyde Amendment restricting wom-
en’s access to abortion counseling and abortion, respectively; increased support for
school-based and school-linked health centers which provide reproductive health
services; and removal of restrictions on condom availability.

CONCLUSION

Advocates for Youth objects to any anti-family, anti-youth, and anti-poor approach
to reforming the welfare system. We hope that, in contrast to the House, the Senate
will take a more thoughtful, compassionate and realistic approach to this serious
issue. The guiding goal of welfare reform must be to help people become self-suffi-
cient and to achieve sustained financial independence for their families. This means
making sure that young pecople acquire marketable job skills and ensuring that
there are jobs that provide not just a “survival wage” but a living wage. It also
means that young people must be given adequate support to make it to the job mar-
ket with their health intact and without premature responsibilities, such as children
of their own.

Those of us who work with and on behalf of youth urge policymakers to abandon
the flashy and empty political rhetoric and pay attention to the real reasons adoles-
cents become pregnant and give birth. Once this country makes a true commitment
to invest in human capital, starting with our youth, the results will be born out
positively in the welfare system and our other safety net services.
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STATEMENT OF THE NOW LEGAL DEFENSE AND EDUCATION FUND!
I. “CHILD EXCLUSION” PROPOSALS

Some members of Congress have focused on “illegitimacy” as a purported cause
of poverty. Among other things, these members propose to address “illegitimacy” by
denying Aid to Families With Dependent Children ("AFDC”) to children born to teen
mothers out-of-wedlock. As discussed below, this proposal and others like it that
condition receipt of welfare benefits on birth status are (1) unconstitutional; (2) un-
supported by relevant social science data; and (3) likely to harm children.

Unconstitutionality

In Levy v. Louisiana, 391 U.S. 68 (1968), the U.S. Supreme Court first struck
down a statute discriminating against “illegitimate” children. In Levy, the Court
asked “[w]hy should the illegitimate child . . . be denied . . . rights which other citi-
zens enjoy?,” and held that such denial was unconstitutional. The Court has
reaffirmed this view in subsequent cases, particularly when the purpoge of the dis-
crimination is to affect the behavior of the child’s sarents. For example, in Clark
v. Jeter, the Court invalidated a classification burdening illegitimate children for
the sake of punishing the illicit relations of their parents, because “visiting this con-
demnation on the head of an infant is illogical and unjust.” 486 U.S. 456, 461 (1988)
(O'Connor, J.) (quoting Weber v, Aetna Casualty and Surety Co., 406 U.S. 165, 175
(1972)). Indeed, the Court has often held that )

imposing disabilities on the illegitimate child is contrary to our basic concept
of our system that legal burdens should bear some relationship to individual re-
sponsibility or wrongdoing. Obviously, no child is responsible for his birth and
penalizing the illegitimate child is an ineffectual—as well as unjust—way of de-
terring the parent.
Weber, 406 U.S. at 175 (Powell, J.); see also Trimble v. Gordon, 430 U.S. 762, 769-
70 (1977) (“we have expressly considered and rejected the argument that a State
may attempt to influence the actions of men and women by imposing sanctions on
the child born of their illegitimate relationships . . . [Clhildren can affect neither
their parents’ conduct or their own status”).

! NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund is a legal advocacy organization committed to pro-
tecting women's rights, founded by members of NOW in 1970. NOW LDEF co-chairs the Child
Exclusion Task Force, a coalition of nearly 100 diverse organizations opposed to proposals that
would eliminate AFDC benefits for children. That coalition, which includes pro-choice and pro-
life groups, children’s rights, civil rights and women'’s rights organizations, and religious groups,
is committed to defeating welfare reform proposals that include a child exclusion.

RO
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The “illegitimacy” grovision of the PRA violates this established Supreme Court
case law by denying benefits to children based on a birth status which they cannst
control, in order to deter behavior by their parents.

Ineffectiveness

These “child exclusion” proposals rest on the assumption that benefit levels are
determinative of poor individuals’ childbearing decisions, i.e., that denying benefits
will alter these decisions. However, numerous studies have demonstrated that child-
bearing decisions are much more complex, and are not significantly influenced by
AFDC benefit levels. In light of this data, the denial of benefits to poor children
born out-of-wedlock is unlikely to be effective in achieving the drafters’ goal of deter-

. ring teen pregnancy. Instead, as set out more fully infra, it will simply harm inno-
cent children.

The scholarly studies concerning the effect of benefit levels on welfare recipients’
birthrates and childbearing decisions are numerous and remarkably consistent in
their conclusions. Most recently, Greg Acs of the Urban Institute has published data
indicating that receipt of AFDC has a “quite modest” impact on first births and out-
of-wedlock births, while other factors such as education and demographic character-
istics are much more likely to significantly affect women’s childbearing decisions.?
Further, Acs notes that the impact of supplemental AFDC for additional children
on the decision to bear children 1s “statistically insignificant.”3 -

In short, “welfare simply does not agpear to be the underlying cause in the dra-
matic changes in family structure of the past few decades.”4 This marked absence
of a significant relationsm? between additional benefits and births likely holds true
for those not receivin, DC as well. Significantly, rates of out-of-wedlock births
have been rising in all sectors of the population and internationally at comparable
rates; AFDC is not certainly not driving this trend among upper class parents or
parents in other countries.

Harm

While these child exclusion proposals are more extreme than anf' currently in ef-
fect, the experience of AFDC recipients subject to New Jersey’s exclusion of children
born to mothers receiving welfare is instructive. The exclusion of children based
on “illegitimacy” will likely have the same impact on poor families.

In New Jersey, the significant AFDC reductions that occur when an excluded
child is born have had a demonstrable impact on the life of the newborn baby, her
siblings, and the child’s parents. Families in New Jersey have experienced particu-
lar difficulty in obtaining adequate housing because their AFDC grant has been re-
duced to a level that is far below rents t Bica]ly charged for suitable housing in
their communities. Because New Jersey AFy C recipients must use all or nearly all
of their AFDC for rent, the child exclusion has led to evictions, loss of housing, and
homelessness.

The benefit reduction from the child exclusion has also affected AFDC recipients’
ability to obtain other essentials of daily living for their babies and other children,
such as medicine not covered by Medicaid, utilities, clothes, diapers, toiletries, fur-
niture, and transportation. The inability to obtain these basic necessities has had
a direct effect on excluded children’s health. For example, one of the plaintiffs in
C.K. v. Shalala could not afford over-the-counter medicines to treat flu, earache,
fever and diarrhea suffered by his baby. Further, affected AFDC recipients often
have insufficient food for their children, because food stamps do not meet a full
month’s costs.

These extreme hardships are all caused or exacerbated by denial of subsistence-
level AFDC benefits to excluded children. The same hardships and harm to children
can be expected to arise if the “illegitimacy” child exclusion is adopted.

2 Gregory Acs, The Impact of AFDC on Young Women's Childbearing Decisions, 14, 21 (The
Urban Institute, Washington, D.C., 1993).

3 1d. See also William J. Wilson & Kathryn M. Neckerman, “Poverty and Family Structure,”
in Sheldon H. Danziger & Daniel H. Weinberg, eds., Fighting Poverty: Waat Works and What
Doesn’t 249 (1986) (comprehensive studies reveal no relationship between receipt of welfare and
pregnancy; in fact, several studies indicate that welfare recipients are less likely to get pregnant
than non-recipients).

4 David Ellwood & Mary Jo Bane, The Impact of AFDC on Family Structure and Living Ar-
rar:sgemenls (Working Paper No. 92A082, 1984). See also Congressional Budget Office, Sources
of Support for Adolescent Mothers 43 (1990) ((sltudies of the effects of AFDC on the fertility of
female teenagers find no evidence that benefit levels encourage childbeari{:]g").

S NOW LDEF, with the Leﬁal Services of New Jersey and the ACLU of New Jersey, re
resents a class of plaintiffs challenging New Jersey’s child exclusion provision in the case of C.K.
v. Shalala, No. 93-5354 (NHP).
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Alternatives

Rather than focus on measures that punish children for their birth status, sound
public policy should focus on alternatives that will provide long-term options for
poor teens. As Marian Wright Edelman of the Children’s Defense Fund has said,
‘the best contraceptive is a real future.”

Our education system fails to fully meet the needs of women and girls, especially
those from low-income families. Research shows that most teen parents were per-
forming poorly in school prior to their pre?anc‘il. Poor grades, dropping out, and
low self esteem have all been linked to sex-biased stereotypes as well as teen preg-
nancy. Policymakers should focus on positive programs to encourage girls to achieve
by providing viable training and job opportunities, the possibility of a college edu-
cation, and resources to enhance child and youth development. Access to famil
planning counselling should also be a comgonent ofa com{zrehensive rogram to ad-
dress teen pregnancy. If girls view their life options as limited, early motherhood
appears to be more attractive. Child exclusion proposals will only serve to limit the
options for both teen mothers and their children.

Il. MANDATING THAT TEEN PARENTS LIVE AT HOME

Prominent amoni‘the welfare changes currently being advocated is a proposal to
require “minor mothers” to live at home with a parent or other responsible aduit.
States are currently allowed this option under the Family Support Act of 1988, but
only a handful of states have chosen to implement it.

As explained below, such mandating that teen mothers live at home ignores the
realities facing young mothers on welfare. Indeed, it could be harmful to dictate ado-
lescent mothers’ living arrangements. )

A. Myths about Adolescent Mothers

The idea that living at home or with another adult alleviates the problems facing
teen parents is based on several mxths about teen mothers and welfare benefits.
. hMY’;IJ: Welfare Encourages Adolescent Mothers to Set Up Independent House-
olds
Reality: The ireat majority of teenage mothers already live at home with their
arents or with another responsible adult. A Congressional Budget Office study
as shown that 82% of all unmarried mothers between the ages of fifieen and
seventeen lived with their parents or relatives during the first year after the
birth of their child. 6
T2Significance: This proposal may be addressing a problem that doesn't exist.
¢ Myth: Parents or Guardians Will Provide a Healthy Supportive Environment
for Teen Parents
Reality: A significant proportion of pregnant teenagers have a history of p}gs-
ical or sexual abuse !(Jiy members of their families.?” A study done by the Na-
tional Center on Child Abuse and Neglect found that of the teenage mothers
they interviewed, 66% reported they had been sexually abused, while 54% of
those who had been abused had been victimized by a family member.# Data
from another study shows that of those pregnant teens who had been physical?
abused, 40% had experienced abuse during pregnancy.® Physical abuse, accord-
ing to this study, was also more likely to come from a family member rather
than a boyfriend or spouse. 10
Significance: Given these statistics on physical and sexual abuse, the 18% of
all unmarried minor mothers who decide to live independently of their parents
or guardians may be choosing the safest alternative available to themselves and
their children. Requiring adolescent mothers to live with their parents against
their will could expose both teen mothers and their unborn or infant children
to continued abuse.

lggof)iongreasional Budget Office, Sources of Support for Adolescent Mothers, 19 (September,

7 Abbey B. Berenson, Virginia V. San Miguel, and Gregg S. Wilkinson, The Prevalence of
Physical and Sexual Assault in Pregnant Adolescents, 13 Journal of Adolescent Health (1992);
Mona McCullough and Avraham Scherman, Adolescent Pregnancy: Contributing Factors and
Strategies for Prevention, 26 Adolescence (1991); Rosemary S. Hunter, Nancy Kilstrom, and
Frank Loda, Sexually Abused Children: Identifying Masked Presentations in a Medical Setting,
9 Child Abuse and Neglect (1985).

¢ U.8. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration ~ - Children and Families,
Deborah Boyer and David Fine, Victimization and Other Risk Facto, [or Child Maltreatment
Among School Age Parents: A Longitudinal Study, No. 90-CA-1375, (Washington, D.C.: USS.
Government Printing Office).

9 Berenson, supra, at 467.

10 Id. at 468.
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* Myth: Parents or Guardians are in a Position to Provide Financial Support to
Teen Mothers
Reality: fome pregnant tecns are unable to live with their parents or relatives
because parents may be unwilling or financially unable to provide for a preg-
nant teen in their hemes. In a study of pregnant teens done by policy analy:ts
Martha M. Dore and Ana O. Dumois, when pregnant teens were iving at home,
“(lliving arrangements tended to be precarious and crisis-prone, with clients
constantly threatened with expulsion.”{! A mother who is still raising her own
children may not have the physical or financial resources available to allow her
daughter and grandchild to live at home.
Significance: Mandatory live-at-home proposals will increase stress on families
that are already under tremendous stress.

* Myth: Teen Parents are Unable and Unwilling to Accept the Responsibilities
of Caring for a Young Child
Realitf': Sociologist Arline Geronimus has found that contrary to popu-
lar belief, many teen parents have had extensive child care experience
and have made long-range plans for the future care of their children.
Such teens faced the births of their children with a practical awareness
of the demands of infant care as a result of their extensive participa-
tion in the child care activities of their families. This experience en-
abled them to plan for their own futures. According to Geronimus,
{m]ost had concrete plans for how, with the help of their families, they
would continue their education and work.”!2 In contrast, those pregnant
teens who had the least child care experience were predominantly white and
had come from nuclear households. Many of these teens felt that despite their
inexperience, they were expected to be the primary, independent caretakers of
their children.
Significance: It is not welfare benefits, but social and familial expectations
that encourage teenage mothers to set up independent households and become
the full-time primary caretakers of their children. 13

¢ Myth: Increased Education will Reduce Welfare Dependency of Teens.
Reality: While education is an important component of efforts to address pov-
erty, for black women the difference between educational attainment and in-
come is modest at best. Those women who delay childbearing are barely better
off than those who had children as teenagers. “Black women [have] poor em-
ployment prospects regardless of whether or when they had children.” i4 Higher
educational attainment, in this case, mal{enot result in either increased employ-
ment possibilities or increased income. Requiring adolescent mothers to live at
home will not decrease their need for welfare benefits.
Si%‘niﬂcance: Rather than focusing on punitive measures for minor parents,
welfare reform should instead aim to improve education and job training pro-

ams, and increase job availability for mothers on welfare. Particularly when

it results in employment and increased income, increased education can only
help women avoid welfare dependence.

B. Conclusion

Ultimately, requiring adolescent mothers to live with their parents or other rel-
atives in order to receive welfare benefits will not address the causes of poverty that
young, single mothers face every day. This policy may instead require teen mothers
ang their children to live in situations where they could become the victims of phys-
ical or sexual abuse.

Regardless of state or federal requirements, if a pregnant teen has a good rela-
tionship with her parents or relatives, and they are willing to support her, she often
makes the decision to live at home rather than to set up an independent household.
By second-guessing her decision and requiring her to live at home, the government
ma¥ be placing a teen parent and her children in a potentially abusive situation.

If we want to enable adolescent mothers to become self-sufficient members of soci-
ety who are able to support themselves and their children, welfare reform efforts
need to focus on improving educational and job training opportunities available to
teenagers and women on welfare, rather than on punitive measures that will re-
strict the alternatives available to teenage parents. A list of model programs across

"' Martha M. Dore and Ana O. Dumois, Cultural Differences in the Meaning of Adolescent
Pregnam:y, Families in Society 96 (1990).
12 Arline T. Geronimus, Clashes of Common Sense: On the Previous Child Care Experience
of Z’c;gage gggthers-To-Be. 51 Human Organization 326 (1992).
at

1+ Diane Scott-Jones and Sherry L. Turner, The Ir;t}mct of Adolescent Childbearing on Edu-
cational Attainment and Income of Black Females, 22 Youth and Society 50 (1990).
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the country that are accomplishing these éoals, leading to long-term economic and
educational gains for teens, is attached. Congress should adapt the strateﬁle_s and
lessons learned by these programs in developing sound welfare reform policies di-
rected at teen mothers.

—~—
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Model Programs for Pregnant and Parenting Teens

Community Services YMCA Services for At-Risk (STAR) Families

The Sunsast Teen Parent Program of Dallas, Texas is a component of a At-Risk Families
{STAR) program administered by the YMCA. The program tapped community resources to help
tesn parents by leasing a child care center in a local church near the high school. Thirty parenting
students aged 14 to 24 and eighteen children are ervolled in ths Sunset Teen Parent Program and
partcipate in weekly support groups that focus on life skills, job readiness and parenting and an
sightesnt month mentor program where teen parents are matched with nurses and social workers.
The program staff inciudes: a Director, an Assistant Director of the Child Care Center, 8 Psrent
Educaton Director and saveral volunteer nurses from area hospitals. Funding is provided by United
Way. the Children’s Trust Fund (State monies), YMCA fundraising and other private grants.

Contact person: Liz Dawson
601 North Akard
Daliss, TX 75201
(214) 954-065%

New Vistas School

Qpened in 1930, the New Vistas School for pregnant and parenting mothers in grades 10
through 12 is a Minneapolis Public School housed at the Honeywell, Inc, corporats headquarters.
Tweive organizations provide services to the school. The Minnesota state University provides staff
bme, offers a cnticai thinking class and facilitates visits to college campuses. Big Brothers and
Siste:s pravide an on-site social worker. (BM donated computer workstations and offers instruction.
Honeywsll provides space for-the school as well as maintenancs, utilities, staff time and geners|
program mansgement and oversight. Hennspin County pays for child care and the Heaith
Ospartment Canter offers an on-site weli baby clinic. Phillips Tender Loving Care provides free
transportation lor students and their children to medical appointments.

New Vistas has implemented an acedemic program that caters to the needs of parenting
students. The curnculum addresses hesith care, counseling and parenting education, and stugents
follow individualized academic plans to obtsin a high school diploma. The school operates on a
tnmester system which ailows for more flexible scheduling. Students spend 1/3 of their time
workung with computers. Students are able to start school [ater in the morning than a regular
school program. Cne special program requires parenting students to spénd a day in an
ntergenerstional activity with their children in the child care center. Another program matches
parenting students with mentors employed at Honeywaell.

¢ Mode! Programs for Pregnant and Parenting Teens - 1 ¢
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Families First

For over 100 years, Families First has provided family counseling and social services in
Atlanta, Georgia. Presently in ten sites, programs offer individual and family counseling, adoption
services, foster care, group homes, domestic crisis intervention and an employee assistanrce
program. Programs for teen parents include counseling, social service referrals, parenting education
and family planning. There is a group home for eight pregnant and parenting young women with
counseling and childcare services.

Famiies First sponsors pregnancy prevention sassions with teenagers and their parents and
conducts serninars on the pravention of teen pregnancy, singls parenthood, child abuse prevention
and other family related issues in schools, churches and workplaces. The agency is staffed by
fifteen social workers and one nurse. Four of the social workers operate out of area schools.
Funding is provided by United Way and other agencies.

Contact person: Don Devis and Peggy Baird
1105 West Peachtree St., NE
Atlanta, GA 30309
{404) 853-2800

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation: New Chance Model

This New Chance site is one of sixteen MDRC sites across the country and one of three in
Calhfornea.,

The New Chance program, located at Eastern Union High School in San Jose, serves welfare
recipients ages 17-22 who are sither teen parents or who had their first child during their teenage
years. All have dropped out of high school. The program serves approximately 100 women a year.

Students take classes to prepare for the GED exam, participate in vocational skills training
and work as interns. Also offered is a job placement assistance service, as well as follow-up and
support on the job. New Chance participants ive health education services, life skills training and
ndividualized case management counseling. Thay also participate in family planning and parent
education workshops. There is free child care and transportation.

Evaluaton: This site is routinely evaluated by the MDRC. The education component of this
program was the most successful. In the first year of the program, 20 students ived their GED, 30
in the second year and 25 are expected to ive their diplomas this year. This site has had one of the
highest number of GED recipients among the MORC sites. They have had more difficulty, however,
with job retention and school to college transitions.

Contact person: Mary Jacobs
€astside Union High School District
independence Adult Center
625 Educational Park Drive
San Jose, CA 95133

¢ Modet Programs for Pregnant and Parenting Teens - 3 ¢
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Vary few pregnancies have occurred among participants in this program. In 1990, of the
250 clients that had been served since the program’s founding, only 5 girls became pregnant and
1 boy fathered a child. Less than 10 percent of the participants have dropped out of school and
a number are enrolled in Hunter College. All youngsters have part-time jobs and most have bank
accounts. -

Contact person: Gloria Danials
Director
855 Columbus Avenue
New York, NY 10025
(212) 865-6337

-

Youth Impact Center/Lemmon Avenue Bridge

The Center is a3 multiservice agency in Dallas, Texas which houses 24 programs in one
building. The programs provide a full range of services - dsycare, counsaling, case management,
family life/sex education services and abstinence programs. They offer both prevention and
intervention efforts, all of which are bilingual and multicultural.

Contact person: Truman Thomas
4135 Office Parkway
Dallas, TX 75204
(214) 827-4343

¢ Model Programs for Pregnant and Parenting Teens - 5 ¢

O



