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WELFARE: REFORM OR REPLACEMENT?
(Short-term vs. Long-term dependency)

MONDAY, MARCH 2, 1987

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY
AND FamiLy PoLicy,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, DC.

The committee was convened, pursuant to notice, at 9:32 a.m. in
room SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Daniel Patrick
Moynihan (chairman) presiding.

Present: Senators Moynihan, Daschle, Dole, and Durenberger.

[The press release announcing the hearing and the prepared
statements of Senators Moynihan and Mitchell follow:]

{Press Release No. H-16—Feb. 5, 1987]

SuBCOMMITTEE ON SociaL SECURITY AND FAMILY PoLicy ANNOUNCES THREE FURTHER
" HEARINGS ON “WELFARE: REFORM OR REPLACEMENT?”

WasHINGTON, DC.—Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D., N.Y.), Chairman, an-
nounced today that the Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy of the
Senate Finance Committee will continue with its series of five hearings on “Wel-
fare: Reform or Replacement?” :

The three upcoming hearings will focus on the following aspects of the welfare
sysfem:

February 20—Child Support Enforcement;

February 23—Work and Welfare; and

March 2—Short-term vs. Long-term Dependency.

Senator Moynihan stated that the Subcommittee expects to receive testimony at
these hearings from expert witnesses as well as from individuals and groups with an

~interest in the welfare of children and families.

The Chairman said he anticipates that the witnesses will address such issues as:
the basic principles that should guide legislative action on behalf of dependent chil-
dren and their families; how parental responsibility for the care of children can be
better enforced; how poor parents can be helped to increase their incomes through
work; how government policy can effectively distinguish between households likely
to be dependent for short and long periods of time; what role various levels of gov-
ernment ought to play; and how programmatic recommendations can be implement-
ed in a period of fiscal restraint.

These hearings will begin at 9:30 a.m. on the dates shown above, in room SD-215,
Dirksen Senate Office Building.
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£ Our Children: Their Welfare, Our Future

Statement by
Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan

Chairman

Senate Com;;ttee on Finance
Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy
Hearing V: “Welfare: Reform or Replacement?®
Dirksen Senate Office Building

Monday, March 2, 1987




Today, we conclude our first round of hearings on
replacing the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
program with a new national system of child support, a system
that looks first to parents to support their children.

Since we began these hearings in late January, a
heartening bipartisan consensus has emerged around three

themes: First, in the case of single-parent families, absent

parents (fathers 90% of the time) must systematically contribute
a portion of their incomes toward their children's upkeep.

Second, able-bodied parents have a responsibility to support

their children by working. Third, when parental income from
child support payments and earnings is still inadequate,

supplemental assistance must be provided to the family.

Poised to Act

Last week, the National Governors' Assocjiation endorsed a
plan to require AFDC mothers with children over the age of three
to participate in state-designed education, training, and
work-experience programs, The President has expressed his
agreement with the direction the Governors are taking. Members
of Congress have done likewise.

We have set our course and are poised to act. As we
proceed, the challenge will be to act wisely, to target scarce
resources to those most in need and to those who will best

benefit: One size does not fit all.



Short-Term vs. Long-Term Dependency

We have learned that the poor are not one undifferentiated
mass of people. Their experiences and needs may vary widely.
The 35 year-old divorcee and mother of a teenager, with some
college education but no recent work experiénce, is not the same
as the 14 year-old high school dropout with an infant. Both
will need help, but different kinds of help.

The 35 year-old mother may need nothing more than some
temporary income assistance, some advice on how to look for a
job, and a chance to pull herself together in the wake of a
traumatic divorce. The teenaged mother is likely to need
intensive assistance to stay in school, to train for a job, énd
to learn how to care adequately for her baby.

In other words, there is a difference between people who
have some trouble ccme into their lives and those whose whole
lives are in trouble.

The statistics bear this out: About one-quarter of the
AFDC caseload manages to leave the rolls within two years. More
than half of those who ever rely on AFDC receive it for less
than four years. Thus, for the majority of AFDC recipients, the
program proviées temporary assistance. But there is also that
quarter of the caseload that receives benefits for ten years or
longer. Although they are a clear minority of the caseload,
they consume 60% of all benefits paid.

It is about these long-term dependent households that we
ought to be most concerned. Fortunately, we have a good idea of

which families are likely to become dependent for long periods



of time: Professor Ellwood and others report that those at
greatest risk of becoming long~term recipients are young,
never-married women who begin receiving AFDC when their children
are under age three. Over 40% of these young, unwed mothers
will spend a decade or longer on the AFDC rolls.

We also have a pretty good idea of the sort of education,
training, and work programs these poor households need. A
variety of such programs have been tested over the last six
years and recent evaluations of these efforts show modest but
measurable gains in work effort and earnings.

These same evaluations teach us that not everyone benefits
equally from the same assistance: New applicants for welfare
who have worked recently gain little from work and training
programs. By comparison, new applicants without recent work
experience can benefit substantially from such programs.

If we are serious about helping those dependent on welfare
to become more self-sufficient, we should invest in education,
training, and work-experience programs. We should design these
programs with the understanding that not everyone will need the
same services. We should give the Governors the flexibility and
resources they need to operate these programs.

We should not, however, expect too much too soon. It has
taken us over twenty years to get into this fix, we will not get
out of it overnight., No matter how good these work and training
programs are, they will not, by themselves, solve the problems
of poverty and dependency. There are other things we can and

should do, at the same time.



Child Support, Health Care, and Child Care

We know, for example, that establishing more uniform and
equitable standards of child support, together with mandatory
and automatic wage-withholding, will improve the effectiveness
of our child support program. Taking such steps will also send
an important message to young men and women: If you are adult
enough to bring a baby into this world, you will be responsible
for supporting that child until he or she reaches age 18.

We also know that if we expect poor parents to work, we
should make that obligation clear and remove barriers to
employment: A poor single mother cannot work if she cannot
afford child care or if she loses health care for her family
when she accepts a low-wage job. A poor father is unlikely to
work longer hours if he loses income assistance and health care

for his family when he works one hour over 100 in a month.

Providing Adequately for Children

In our four hearings to date, we have heard one thing
again and again: The problem is not the AFDC program; the
problem is how to provide adequate support for our children.

We are not doing so now: Today, one in four children is
born in poverty; one in five under age 18 lives in poverty.
Sixty percent of the children born in 1985 can expect to live in
single-parent families -- usually with their mothers -- before
reaching their 18th birthdays. Over half of the children living
in single-mother families are currently poor. AL the rate we

are going, 38% of the children born in 1985 may become AFDC



recipients before reaching maturity. In the last 15 years, the

inflation-adjusted AFDC benefit in the median state declined by

one-third.

Is this the future we want for our children? I think not.

our Childen Are Our Future

Oyet the last 20 years, support for the AFDC program has
eroded. The decline in the benefits we pay to poor children is
evidence of this, Today, no one seems to like the program =--
not those who administer it, not those who contribute their tax
dollars to it, and not even those who benefit from it. We are,
by now, familiar with the reasons why: The benefit structure is
inequitable, payments are too often inadequate, the program
discourages work, and it is administratively cumbersome.

Worse, the AFDC program does not do a good job of moving
mothers off of welfare rolls and onto payrolls. Of course, it
was never designed to do this. In 1935, when this program was
enacted into law as Title IV of the Social Security Act, it was
intended to pay widowed mothers to stay at home so that they
could continue to keep house and look after their children. 1In
those days, mothers did not work outside the home.

Times have éhanged. Today, 88% of single-parent families
form because of divorce and illegitimacy. Today, nearly 70% of
mothers with children between the ages of six and eighteen are
in the labor force. Over half of mothers with children under
age three are in the labor force. The majority of these mothers

do not work full time; but they do work at least part time. It



is not unreasonable, therefore, that we have come to expect poor
mothers to try.and do likewise.

We have taken stock and are finally realizing how things
have changed in the 52 years since the Social Security Act
became law: The majority of children will spend some portion of
their youth in female-headed families. These children will need
and are entitled to support from their fathers. Women, even
mothers, do work and are expected to work outside of the home to
help support their children.

In the years it has taken us to understand these things,
children, rather than the elderly, have become the poorest
members of our society.

Today's children are toﬁorrow's labor force. Today's
children are tomorrow's citizens. We had best start taking care

of our children as if our future depended on it.



Statement by Senator George J. Mitchell
Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy
Hearing V: Short-Term vs. Long Term Dependency

March 2, 1987

Mr. Chairman, I welcome the opportunity to participate in
today's hearing and look forward to the testimony of a
number of expert witnesses in the area of long-term vs.

short-term dependency.

Welfare dependency is one of the central issues facing any
study of welfare reform. As we continue to examine the

existing welfare structure we must be acutely aware of the
population that is now dependent on the federal government

for support.

We must thoroughly understand the dynamics of welfare
dependency in order to design a new welfare system which
will encourage those on welfare rolls to become

self-sufficient.
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Any study of welfare dependency must take a careful look at
the successes and failures of the WIN program - the only
federal program designed to get welfare recipients off the

rolls and into permanent employment,

In my home State of Maine, our WIN demonstration program -
known as WEET, has proven to be a successful model. The WEET
program has provided education and training for thousands of
Maine's welfare mothers, resulting in permanent employment
in jops which pay significantly higher wages than they

received while on welfare.

While there is debate over the success rate of the WIN
program in all states, we must not forget the crucial
ingredient of WIN - placing welfare mothers in permanent
employment that pays a living wage. Providing career
education and training which prepares welfare mothers for
jobs as labo;atory technicians and carpenters - not

"make-work jobs."

Mr. Chairman, I commend you for your commitment to the goal
of welfare reform and look forward to working with you to
develop a viable program which will make working for a
living a truly viable option for those now dependent on the

federal government.
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Senator MOYNIHAN. A very good morning to all of our guests and
our witnesses. This is the fifth and final hearing of this Subcom-
mittee on Social Security and Family Policy that we are having on
welfare. The President indicated a year ago that he wanted the
Congress to be concerned with this issue. We seem to be having
most of these hearings on Monday mornings. The weather started
out terrible and then got worse and now it has gotten better. That
may be something of an omen.

I might say that last Monday afternoon we met with a group of
Governors who came to give us their proposals. Governor Castle of
Delaware, who appeared before us earlier, is chairman of the NGA
Task Force on Welfare Prevention. Governor Dukakis visited a
week ago Friday, and Governors Kean, Gardner, and Ashcroft ap-
peared last Monday.

I must say that things are now accumulating. Ideas have been
generated, and I think we have an opportunity that is rare, that
comes every decade. Hopefully all these ideas will generate some
positive change.

Now, I have a statement that I will include in the record at this
point. And we will proceed directly to the moment we have been__
waiting for for some time, which is to hear a panel representing
the White House Domestic Policy Task Force. They will discuss the
legislation the President has now sent to Congress, or will do today.
I guess I am not sure whether it was introduced on Friday or not,
but Senator Dole and I have introduced it by request and others
have joined us; and we very much look forward to hearing from
this panel. We have John Bode, who is the Assistant Secretary for
Food and Consumer Services, Department of Agriculture; the Hon-
orable Robert Helms, Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evalua-
tion, Department of Health and Human Services; Dr. and Mrs. Bla-
keney, the Berkeley Academy for Youth Development at Berkeley,
California; and Mr. Robert Woodson, President of the National
Center for Neighborhood Enterprises in Washington, DC.

We are going to have to adhere to our 10-minute rule and per-
haps you can even attenuate that. Dr. Helms, we welcome you, and
Mr. Bode. I think Mr. Bode is first on the list.

Mr. Bope. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, Dr. Helms and I
will summarize our statement, and Dr. Helms will speak first

Senator MoyNIHAN. Please go ahead.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT HELMS, ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
PLANNING AND EVALUATION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES, WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. HeLms. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear before you
and the subcommittee this morning. You are well known for your
research and writing on today’s topic, the reform of our welfare
system. Since we know that you are a person who cares about the
application of the social science research and the formation of
public policy, we are here today to make a plea to you and to the
Congress that in this reform movement we do the right thing for a
change, not throw away the opportunity to do any more. We also
happen to be representing the President, who like yourself has
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been speaking out about the need to break the cycle of dependency,
now faced by so many of our citizens.

John Bode and I are two of several members of the White House
Domestic Policy Council’s Low-Income Opportunity Working
Group, set up by the administration for Federal and State pro-
grams designed to help the poor. We have submitted for the record
our formal remarks, and I will try to tell you some of the problems
we identified in our study, “Up From Dependency,” and then my
colleague, John Bode, will tell you about the administration’s pro-
posal to solve these problems in the legislative proposal.

America’s public assistance system is composed of 59 major Fed-
eral welfare l;:rograms on which Federal and State governments
spend more than $132 billion. These 59 programs comprise a cen-
tralized welfare system that requires over 6,000 pages of Federal
luw and regulation, is overseen by a score of congressional commit-
tees, managed by eight major Federal Departments, through nu-
merous agencies in the 50 States and territories, through hundreds
of thousands of welfare workers. The Census Bureau estimates that
more than 50 million Americans benefit from some welfare pro-
gram during the course of the year.

Now, our study made an effort to talk to a large number of
people who work in or are served by these numerous programs.
One of the most obvious problems they identified was that in a wel-
fare system with its multitude of programs, with its excessively
complex regulations, diverse eligibility requirements, and varying
benefit levels often leads to confusion and demoralization for poor
families seeking assistance. While each of these programs was de-
veloped to solve a specific problem, they have contributed to the
welfare system becoming a maze of overlapping and, in some cases,
unresponsive programs.

One of the justifications of the many and complex rules in the
welfare system is that it ensures that welfare goes only to the most
needy. Upon inspection, however, the complexity of the system
often undermines this goal. In fact, current welfare spending is
more than twice as great as the “poverty gap,” or the amount it
would take to lift all Americans above the official poverty level.
This means that many Americans who are not needy receive wel-
fare. Because individual needs and capabilities differ so greatly, we
feel that public assistance benefits and opportunities should not be
tied to a federally determined standard. -

The welfare sfystem also creates incentives that undermine the
attractiveness of work to welfare recipients. Many welfare recipi-
ents can receive more on welfare than they can earn by working.
There are various ideas being proposed by the States and by vari-
ous study groups and by Congressional sponsors that we would like
to see put to the test in well designed experiments before we decide
on the one right solution. In addition to State experimentation, our
study has focused on efforts of their own people to help those in
their own communities. .

Lastly the traditional responsibility-of the local community to
aid those of its members who are in need of assistance has become
undermined by the tendency to impose solutions constructed in
Washington. In bypassing the community, Federal welfare ignores
local resources that could help support individuals and families as
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they attempt to escape dependency. There is now general and, ap-
parently, bipartisan agreement that the welfare system needs to be
overhauled. While there is much consensus on the direction of
reform, there are many issues for which there is no agreement. So,
we are really proposing that we not lock ourselves into one particu-
lar welfare reform, and we want a system that will give the States
the opportunity of experimenting.

There are several reasons for conducting many different demon-
strations simultaneously. It is not obvious that what works in one
part of the country would be effective some place else. Similarly,
because the welfare population is heterogeneous, the needs of popu-
lation subgroups will differ. The proposed demonstrations would
free States to tailor assistance to the specific needs of these groups
and the localities in which they live, while at the same time meet-
ing broad, national goals for welfare. Also, because there is little
agreement on the best approach to take, operating several demon-
strations allows many new, innovative ideas to compete in a posi-
tive manner to discover how best to promte self-sufficiency and eco-
nomic independence.

Federal legislation enacted since 1981 has given States new tools
and increased latitutde to undertake employment and training pro-
grams designed to increase the self-sufficiency of welfare recipients.
Numerous State governments have taken advantage of these laws
to implement reforms which put a premium on reducing dependen-
cy and instilling a sense of pride and accomplishment among wel-
fare recipients. Given the heartening response to the changes made
to date, there is every reason to believe that new proposals will
lead to significant reform.

My colleague, John Bode, will talk about the proposals in the Ad-
ministration’s bill.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BODE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, FOOD
AND CONSUMER SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. Bope. Mr. Chairman, the President has transmitted to Con-
gress a proposed invitation to each of the States to restructure and
improve our welfare system. The initiative to give our Nation’s
complete welfare system a careful reexamination allows us to get
promising ideas for an overhaul of today’s welfare programs. We
expect States to come forward with ideas that bring some order to
the unruly tangle of programs that are authorized at the State as
well as Federal levels. Under this approach, the welfare system,
rather than just a few programs, can be examined and improved.

States would file for waiver authority to establish demonstration
projects that test alternatives to our present system. In certifying a
demonstration, the State’s filing would be considered in light of
how it ensures that public assistance is an adequate supplement to
other resources and how individual responsibility would be fostered
while dependency is discouraged.

States would be allowed to incorporate into a demonstration
project all of the Federal funding the State otherwise would receive
from certain Federal programs and the State funding that would
have been required. So that the entire welfare system is consid-



14

ered, States would be allowed to include in their demonstration
projects any of the programs intended to alleviate poverty. The
State’s filing for demonstration waiver authority must make clear
exactly what the State intends to do, including which programs
would be included, who would participate, principles for eligibility
and benefit determinations, the form and amounts of benefits, and
innovative ways in which the demonstration is expected to meet
both the needs of the low income population and reduce dependen-
cy.
We look forward to learning of the involvement of low income
communities in supporting the efforts of individuals and families to
become self-sufficient. Along with other specifics of the scope of the
demonstration, the filing must describe the evaluation efforts the
State plans to undertake. Of course, at the end of the demonstra-
tion, we intend to have acceptable evidence as to whether the dem-
onstration succeeded in its objectives or not.

Mr. Chairman, the Governors have made it very clear to us that
they need a single place in the Federal Government to bring their
reform ideas. So, the President has proposed the establishment of
an Interagency Low-Income Opportunity Board. The Board would
certify appropriate State filings, oversee the demonstration
projects, in particular to assure appropriate evaluations, and regu-
larly report to Congress. The Board would be composed of its chair-
man, who would be appointed by the President, and representa-
tives of the Departments with responsibility for the Federal pro-
grams that would be affected.

The Low-Income Opportunity Improvement Act of 1987 provides
a reasonable course for reform of the system of welfare programs.
Waiver authority would be broad enough to allow a community to
improve the way the system works, not just this program or that
program. Care would be taken that the rights of low-income people
are protected, and that needs of low-income people are met. We
would learn more about reducing dependency because we would
have sound evaluations of the demonstrations, particularly helped
by learning of the experiences of self-help leaders around the coun-
try, and in the hope that this will yield a system that is more hos-
pitable to self-help initiatives.

Most important, State and community efforts to target the tax-
payers’ dollars better to those in need, to encourage employment,
and to increase individual choice would result in more low-income
families achieving self-sufficiency.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. I have been trying to find an acronym for
your agency—which we always do—but I find I cannot do that.
[Laughter.]

Mr. Bopk. I hope you are relieved.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I believe Dr. Blakeney is our next witness.

Dr. C. BLAKENEY. Dr. Ronnie Blakeney will speak first.

[The prepared written joint.statement of Dr. Helms and Mr.
Bode follow:]
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Statement of
Robert B. Helms, Ph.D.
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and
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In his State of the Union Address a year ago, the President
called for an evaluation of all programs that meet the financial,
educational, social, and safety concerns of poor families and a
new strategy to promote "real and lasting emancipation" from
welfare. 1In response to the President's charge, the White House
Domestic Policy Council's Low-Income Opportunity Working Group
made an exhaustive study of welfare and poverty. This report, Up
From Dependency, was based on discussions with Americans from all
walks of life, including current and former welfare recipients,
those who deliver public assistance, the nation's governors,
government officials, scholars, and many others. The report
assesses ths welfare system and its successes and failures,
describes the frustrations felt by America's poor, and proposes a
basic change in public assistance policy, which has now been
incorporated into legislation which was submitted to Congress

last week.

America's public assistance system is composed of 59 major
federal welfare programs on which federal and state governments
spent more than $132 billion in fiscal year 1985. These 59
programs comprise a centralized welfare system that regquires over
6,000 pages of federal law and regulation, is overseen by a score
of Congressional committees, managed by eight major federal

departments, through numerous agencies in the 50 states and

o

G
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territories, through hundreds of thousands of welfare workers.
The Census Bureau estimates that more than 52 million Americans
benefit from some wélfare prograa during the course of a year.
One of the most obvious problems with the welfare system is that
this multitude of programs, with its excessively complex
regulations, diverse eligibility requirements, and varying
benefit levels often leads to confusion and demoralization for
poor families seeking assistance. While each of these progranms
was developed to solve a specific problem, they have contributed
to the welfare system becoming a maze of overlapping, and, in
some cases, unresponsive programs -- a system which is also
inefficient and expensive to administer.

From a policy-maker's perspective it can be difficult to keep
sight of the different goals, different target groups, and
different services of each of these programs. From the welfare
recipient's point of view, the system is so complex it can be

impossible to figure out how to get the help that is needed.

Currently, families may have to go from office to office to apply

for assiastance from several programs. Even when programs are

administered in one location, often a family will need to see

different eligibility workers for different programs. Recipients

also say that the rules and reporting demands often strip them of

dignity and stigmatize them as lazy and dishonest.
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Not only is the complexity of the system frustrating for
;ecipients, but the trend toward non-cash benefits has diminished
their personal choice and self-responsibility. Welfare
recipients can spend cash to meet their needs as they see then,
but with non-cash benefits they become more dependent on the

decisions of others.

one of the justifications for the many and complex rules of the
welfare system is that it ensures that welfare goes only to the
most needy. Upon inspection, however, the complexity of the
system often undermines this goal. 1In fact, current wslfare
spending is more than twice as great as the "poverty gap," or the
amount it would take to 1lift all Americans above the official
poverty level. This means that many Americans who are nét needy
raceive welfare. This can happen when the rules do not
specifically target those in need and when non-cash benefits and
the income of other family or household members are often ignored
in determining eligibilit& and benefits. Because individual
needs and capabilities differ, public assistance benefits and
opportunities should not be tied to a federally-determined
standard. Whenever possible, precision must be applied to
determine individual needs and benefits must be tailored

accordingly.

The welfare system also creates incentives that undermine the

attractiveness of work to welfare recipients. Many welfare.
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recipients can receive more on welfare than they can earn by
working. There is no clear evidence on how welfare benefits
should be structured to produce greater work effort. For
exanple, altering the benefit reduction rate when earnings
increase may promote work effort for some welfare recipients, but
may provide incentives for others to reduce their work effort to

get more welfare and leisure time.

Welfare's impact on poverty cannot be separated from its impact
on families. Among the welfare poor today, families as we
usually think of them often are not being formed. Since 1960,
the percentage of babies born to unmarried mothers has more than
tripled, and too often these babies are being born to mothers and

fathers who are themselves only children.

Lastly, the traditional responsibility of the local community to
aid those of its members who are in need of assistance has become
undermined by the tendency to impose solutions constructed in
Washington. In bypassing the community, federal welfare ignores
local resources that could help support individuals and families
as they attempt to escape dependency. The welfare system cares
mainly that benefits and services are delivered and rules obkeyed.
Instead of involving citizens actively in their community's

efforts to resolve its local problems, the modern welfare state
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does not actively promote the integration of state, local and

voluntary resources.

There is now general and, apparently, bi-partisan agreement that
the welfare system needs to be overhauled. While there is much
consensus on the direction of reform, there are many issues for
which there‘is no agreement. Attempting to work them all out
again on the national level could once again doom any meaningful
welfare reform, as it has several times in the past. While we
have some resear;h on work requirements, when it comes to
sweeping changes to restructure the whole welfare system, we have
to honestly admit that current research and demonstration results
do not provide a basis for knowing what will work and what won't
on a system-wide basis. On this point, it's useful to remenmber
past experiences with major '"welfare reforms." Over a period of
years, both Republican and Democratic Administrations introduced
varieties of welfare reform proposals based upon the negative
income tax. The Income Maintenance Experiments, the largest in
Seattle and Denver, led to results contrary to initial
expectations. As a result, even come of the strong supporters of
those welfare proposals now agree that it was best that they were
not adopted into national law. We need further experimentation,
supported by sound evaluation, before we embark on national

system-wide welfare reform.
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As we examine the potential for reform, we must be as cautious in
designing changes as we are firm in our commitment to make them.
Millions of people depend on welfare for sustenance; untested
changes in national rules and benefits can easily make matters
worse. Our changes must be real improvements: they must
encourage real self-reliance among individuals and families, and
they must enable communities to strengthen themselves. There
will be many proposals for sweeping restructuring of our complex
public assistance system. Much of the work needed to rebuild the
welfare system requires new conceptualization of old problenms,
bold innovation, and responsiveness to local conditions. Before
we make changes to the system as a whole froﬁ the top down, we
should seek evidence from the bottom up about what works in real

communities and states.

There are several reasons for conducting many diffgrent
demonstrations simultaneously. It is not obvious that what works
in one part of the country would be as effective some place else.
similarly, because the welfare population is heterogeneous, the
needs of population subgroups will differ. The proposed
demonstrations would free states to tailor assistance to the
specific needs of these groups and the localities in which they
live, while at the same time meeting broad, national goals for
welfare. Also, because there is little agreement on the best

approach to take, operating several demonstrations allows many
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new, innovative ideas to compete in a positive manner to discover
how best to promote self-sufficiency and economic independence.
Federal legislation enacted since 1981 has given states new tools
and increased latitude to undertake employment and training

programs designed to increase the self-sufficiency of welfare

'recipients. Numerous state governments have taken advantage of

these laws to implement reforms which put a premium on reducing
dependency and instilling a sense of pride and accomplishment
among welfare recipients. Several rigorus evaluations have been
done of the innovative reforms in AFDC, and we have learned
valuable lessons from them: AFDC recipients want to work, and
enmployment and training programs can give them the skills and
experience they need to work. Given the heartening results of
the states' innovations in AFDC, there is every reason to believe
our new proposal will lead to other significant reforms in a

broad range of programs.

Despite the negative impact of the Federal welfare system, there
are hundreds of community self-help initiatives around the
country. These projects are described in a separate volume of
the President's welfare study. Any successful welfare reform
effort must ;cknowledge the importance of creating solutions that
can adapt to the unique character of 50 states and thousands of

diverse communities.
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Thp President's proposai, described later in this statement,
presents a unique opportunity for those of difterinévperspectives
to work together toward a vastly improved welfare systenm. It
offers a chance to strengthen the existing system by creating an
opportunity for testing new and better ways of hélping the poor.
The report, Up From Dependency, outlines 10 specific goals to
guide states, local governments, community organizations, and
individuals in bﬁilding a better welfare system through
innovative experimentation. These goals are:

1. Insure that public assistance is an adequate supplement
to other resources in meeting essential needs.

2. Focus public assistance resources on efforts to reduce
future dependency on public assistance.

3. Individualize determinations of need for public
assistance, and make such determinations, to the extent
possible, through local decisions.

4. Provide public assistance only to those in need and
only to the extent of that need.

5. Make work more rewarding than welfare.

6. Require that those who are able to work do so for their
public assistance benefits.

7. Encourage the formation of economically self-reliant

families.
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8. Require public assistance recipients éo take greater
responsibility for managing their resources, and
encourage community-based administration of public
assistance.

9. Create opportunities for self-reliance through
education and enterprise.

10. Reduce the future cost of public assistance by reducing
the need for it.

The "Low-Income Opportunity Improvement Act of 1987," which the
President transmitted to Congress on February 26, 1987, and which
has been introduced as S. 610, creates a process by which we can
reach these policy goals. The report to the President“emphasizes
that welfare is a system of programs. Our legislative proposal
treats public assistance as a system too. The bill provides
broad waiver authority to make possible state-sponsored,
community-based demonstrations of alternative welfare programs.

A few programs currently have limited waiver authority to test
alternative ways to meet their objectives. However, waiver
authority does not exist which cuts across program lines to allow
for systemwide demonstration efforts. We are proposing to allow
states to incorpcrate into a demonstration the funding they
otherwise would receive from any program that alleviates
poverty. 1In addition, the program must either currently have a
means test, either in law or in practice =- that is, income and
resources must be under a certain level in order to be eligible;

or the funds must be distributed to grantees by some method which
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includes the size of the low income population. This covers a

wide range of programs.

There has been considerable alarm expressed about which programs
might be included. We think that putting the criteria in the
statute, instead of a list of programs, will make clear that we
are talking about programs whichrare intended to help low income
people. The report to the President includes a table of the
anti-poverty programs we have identified. We don't expect that
any state will want to include in its demonstration all of the
programs which currently fit these criteria. In fact, there
probably are some means-tested programs which no state would want
to include. All the same, it is important to recognize the
systemic nature of welfare. Under the bill, we'll look closely
at a state demonstration that proposes to include any program

fitting the general criteria.

The state's filing for demonstration waiver authority must make
clear exactly what the state intends to do; specifically, which
programs will be included, who will participate, principles for
eligibility and benefit determiration, the form and amount of
benefits, and innovative ways in which the demonstration is
expected to both meet the needs of the low income population and
reduce dependency- Involvement of communities in supporting the
efforts of individuals and families to become self-sufficient

must be described. Along with other specifics of the scope of
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the demonstration, the filing must describe the evaluation
efforts the state plans to undertake so that at the end of the
demonstration we will have generally acceptable evidence as to

whether the demonstration succeeded in its cbjectives or not.

One thing we've heard over and over again in discussions with the
Governors is that they need a single place to which they can come
to get federal approval for their welfare reform ideas. To
accommodate these wishes, we propose that state filings be
submitted to an Interagency Low-Income Opportunity Board. The
Board will be made up of representatives of the Departments with
responsibility for the major public assistance programs. The
Board's Chairman will be appointed by the President. The
Interagency low-Income Opportunity Board is intended to speak
with one voice to the states while still reflecting the various
voices of the executive agencies responsible for public
assistance programs. If the Board's Chairman determines that a
filing meets the programmatic and budgetary requirements in the
bill, that the civil rights of individuals and families, under
all applicable laws, will be protected and that the proposed
demonstration is structured to permit a sound evaluation of its

results, the filing will be certified.

The agencies with responsibility for the programs included in the
demonstration will make estimates of the amount of funds the

demonstration site would have received during its first year
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under the laws then in effect. That will be the amount payable
to the state for expenditures under the demonstration. Since
many of these demonstrations will not be statewide, the federal
agencies will have to review and use information supplied by the
states to determine just what the funding for the included
programs -would have been in the communities included in the
demonstrations. Each year's funding for the demonstration will
be calculated based upon the laws in effect for the included
programs. What this means is that if the allocations or funding
levels for national programs change, the demonstrations will be
affected in the same manner. We think this method of funding
will show the continued support of the Administration for the

demonstrations.

We think our commitment to the demonstrations is evident as well
in the provision that permits states to keep any funds they save
by making gains in reducing dependency. The bill would permit a
state to put these savings to any use which primarily benefits

the low income people of the demonstration area.

We have confidence that both federal and state welfare program
resources could be used with considerably more effectiveness if
we gave governors the flexibility to design demonstration
programs according to the needs and realities of their states and
communities. Governor Sununu of New Hampshire made clear in his

remarks before the Committee on Ways and Means that if the choice
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werse more dollars with federal strings or more flexibility to use
the dollars he was getting now, he'd want the flexibility. We
believe many governors share that view. As documented in Up From
Dependengy, there is sufficient Federal and state funding out
there now in dozens of programs to both reduce dependency and
meet the needs of those who cannot provide for themselves. What
we need to do is make the best use of the resources that we

possibly can.

The bill also provides for sound evaluation of the demonstra-
tions. This is a hard lesson we learned with the CETA and WIN
programs. Like the negative income tax proponents, every
advocate of a program is sure that it will succeed. However,
work and training programs haven't always had the kind of
evaluations which stand up to scientific scrutiny. Evaluation
can provide the means to contemplate policy changes. For
example, today it is hard to find someone who disagrees with the
idea that AFDC recipients should participate in work activities.
One important reason for the consensus is that there have been a
series of well designed evaluations of the impact and cost
effectiveness of these work activities. They work and we can
show it. So our bill provides for evaluations of the
demonstration programs, so that the results will be carefully

measured.
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The Governor in the state undertaking a demonstration must submit
a final report to the Board assessing the demonstration's
achievements and shortcomings, including recommendations
regarding the demonstration's national significance. The Board's
chairman must submit an annual report to Congress regarding ¢ .

progress of the demonstrations.

In summary, we think the Low-Income Opportunity Improvement Act
of 1987 provides a reasonable course for reform of the system of
welfare programs. Waiver authority will be broad enough to allow
a community to improve the way the system works, not just this
program or that program., Care will be taken that the rights of
low income people are protected, and that needs of low income
people are met. We will learn considerably more about what works
to reduce dependency because we will have sound evaluations of
demonstrations drawing from the bottom up on the experience and

innovations of communities and states.

Most important, Mr. Chairman, state and community efforts to
better target welfare resources, eliminate or reduce work
disincentives, increase individual choice, and strengthen
families will result in new and exciting opportunities for low-
income individuals and families to increase their social and

economic self-sufficiency.

80-279 - 88 - 2
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Mr. Chairman, we believe that the President's proposal offers an
exciting opportunity to improve the effectiveness of this
nation's welfare system. We know you share our belief that the
current system is badly in need of reform. We look forward to
working with you on the passage of welfare reform legislation
this year that would provide both broad demonstration authority
for states to reform the welfare system as a whole, and that
would provide immediate opportunities for AFDC families through

the Greater Opportunities through Work proposal.
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STATEMENT OF DR. RONNIE BLAKENEY, CLINICAL DIRECTOR,
BERKELEY ACADEMY FOR YOUTH DEVELOPMENT, BERKELEY,
CA :

Dr. R. BLAKENEY. I am Dr. Ronnie Blakeney, and I am clinical
director of Berkeley Academy, and have been working for welfare
reform in varying capacities for 20 years.

I was a community organizer and sponsor for welfare rights in
New York, California, and here in Washington. With my husband,
Charles, I consulted with then Governor Reagan’s administration
on welfare reform in California; and most recently, we advised the
National Association of Neighborhocds on a 22 city study of the ex-
periences of welfare recipients and former recipients. Today, I will
summarize the findings which my husband and I describe in detail
in the forthcoming volume, “Dilemmas of Dependency: A View
from Across the Nation.”

In neighborhood roundtable discussions with over 200 predomi-
nantly former welfare recipients, we learned that welfare is both
an economic problem and a moral problem, and it has been for
years. There was a time when welfare was the means by which the
Government took care of those who were unable to care for them-
selves; but from all across the Nation we heard a groundswell, a
mandate, a movement to not only reform, but reformulate the wel-
fare system.

Neighborhood roundtable participants told us that the time has
come to abandon our paternalistic system and to form a new alli-
ance, a new partnership between those who need assistance and
those who provide it. This partnership must reflect a commitment
to respect the dreams of those in need and to reignite determina-
tion of the poor to become self-reliant.

We found substantial agreement on basic principles.

We Americans believe as much in helping those in hard times as
we do in the possibility of achieving dreams through opportunity
and determination. We Americans believe in justice. We believe
that our rights must be balanced with responsibilities.

The question—and to my mind, the only question—up for debate
is: How do we create a strategy which ensures a fair balance be-
tween the partners, a balance between rights and responsibilities
which is more than a deal, in which we do more than punish those
who fail to comply and reward those who cooperate? How do we
create a partnership which ensures justice and compassion?

In our 22-city study, former and current welfare recipients told
us that for individuals and families to climb up from dependency,
people must be allowed to use their own will and determination,
and appropriate transitional resources and opportunities must be
provided to help achieve self-reliance. In the study, we asked the
roundtable participants who should decide about the appropriate
match between dreams, determination, and transitional resources.

We asked how they themselves had succeeded in moving beyond
welfare. There was substantial agreement on basic ideals: that
there is dignity in labor; that family formation and maintenance
was usually better than solitary struggle; that people need transi-
tional resources in their efforts to move beyond dependency; that
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people want to control their own destinies to the extent that doing
so is compatible with family and community life.

All across America, we heard stories of courage, pride, and deter-
mination. Single mothers who organized day care cooperatives and
craft cooperatives and import-export business in Baltimore. We
talked with former steelworkers who had retrained as accountants
and librarians, and with former farmworkers who became secretar-
ies, administrators, and factory workers. We talked with physically
handicapped attorneys and with older Americans who created a
food bank.

V/e talked to people who could hold their heads high, and whose
children could look up to them. And when asked how they might
reformulate the system consistent with their ideals, there were
many different and often contradictory ideas of what would work
and how to help. In some communities, there was substantial
agreement that absent fathers should be required to contribute
child support or to perform community service. But elsewhere,
there was agreement that too many nonsupportive fathers were
either dangerous to have around their kids or former spouses, or
likely to disappear from their children’s lives all together if their
support were being monitored.

In some communities, people argued that basic welfare grants
should not be increased if the recipient has more children, while
such notions were very controversial in other parts of the country.
Some groups suggested that those who refused to participate in
work or training should receive no welfare benefits. Others argued
that everyone was entitled to basic needs and that children
shouldn’t be allowed to suffer from their parents’ failure to provide
support.

Still others felt that children should be removed; and others that
children should not be removed except when they were being
abused. In other words, all across the nation there was agreement
on principles and disagreement about how best to achieve those
goals. And that is the essence of our democracy. So, I have come
here today to argue for what the administration calls local demon-
strations. I do so not because we don’t know how to solve the prob-
lem of dependency, but because we do know. We must restore the
decisionmaking and consequence-determining responsibility to local
communities.

We must return to a means of helping which taps the moral
agency of individuals and calls upon their sense of responsibility,
and which ties success and failure to interpersonal and community
consequences. Roundtable participants asked for the restoration of
moral authority to individuals, families, and communities. There is
a groundswell all across the Nation to structure a new alliance. On
Ellm.eir behalf, and for all of us, I ask you to let a thousand flowers

oom.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. That is a very delicate statement. Remember
what happened to people who took Mao at his word. [Laughter.]

Dr. Blakeney.

[The prepared written statement of Dr. Ronnie Blakeney follows:]
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STATEMENT OF DR. RONNIE BLAKENEY

I am Dr. Ronnie Blakeney. I am clinical director of
Berekley Academy, and have been working for welfare reform in
varying capacities for 20 years. I was a community organizer and
sponsor for Welfare Rights in New York, California and here in
Washington. With my husband, Charles, I consulted with then
Governor Reagan's administration on welfare reform in California,
and most recently, we advised the National Association of
Neighborhoods on a 22 city study of the experiences of welfare
reciepients and former recipients. Today, I will summarize the
findings which my husband and I describe in detail in the
forthcoming volume: Dilimepas_of_Dependepcy.i. B _View From ACrOSS
the Natiopn.

In neighborhood roundtable discussions with over two hundred
people we learned that: welfare is both an economic problem and
a moral problem. There was a time when welfare was the means by
which the government took care of those who were unable to care
for themselves, But from all across the nation we heard a
groundswell, a mandate, a movement to not only reform, but
reformulate the welfare system. Neighborhood roundtable
participants told us that the time has come to abandon our
parternalistic system and to form a new alliance, a partnership
between those who need assistance and those who provide it. This
partnership must reflect a commitment to respect the dreams of
those in need and reignite the determination of the poor to
become self-relient.

we found substantial agreement on basic principles.

We Americans believe as much in helping those in hard times
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as we do in the possibility of acheiving dreams through

opportunity and determination.

We Americans believe in Justice. We believe that our rights

must be balanced with responsibilities.

The question -- and to my mind the only question -- up for debate
is: How do we create a strategy which ensures a fair balance
between the partners, a balance between rights and
responsibilities which is more than "a deal”, in which we do more
than punish those who fail to comply and reward those who
cooperate? How do we create a partnership which ensures justice
and compassion?

In our 22 city study former and current welfare recipients
told us that for individuals and families to climb up from
dependency, people must be allowed to use their own will and
determination, and appropriate transistional resources and
opportunities must be provided to help acheive self-relience. 1In
the study we asked the roundtable participants who should decide
about the appropriate match between dreams, determination, and
transitional resources. We asked how they, themselves, had
succeeded in moving beyond welfare. There was substantial
agreement on basic ideals.

That there is dignity in labor;

That family formation and maintenance is usally better than

solitary struggle;

That people need transitional resources in their efforts to

move beyond dependency;

That people want to control their own destinies to the
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extent that doing so is compatible with family and community

life, R

All across America we heard stories of courage, pride and
determination. Single mothers who organized day care co-
operatives and craft co-operatives and an import-export bu:iness
in Baltimore. We talked with former steel-workers who'd
retrained as accountants and librarians; and with former
farmwprkers who became secretaries, administrators and factory

workers; we talked with physically handicaped attorneys and with

older Americans who created a food bank. We talked to people who

- could hold their heads high, and whose children could look up to

them.

And when asked how they might reformulate the system
consistent with their ideals, there were many different and often
contradictory ideas of what would work and how to help. 1In some
communities there was substantial agreement that absent fatheré
should be required to contribute child support or to perform
community service. But elsewhere, there was agreement that too
many non-supportive fathers were either dangereous to have around
their kids or former spouses, otllikely to disappear rfrom their

children's lives altogether, if their support were being

" monitored.

In some communities people argued that bacs.c welfare grants
should not be increased if the recipient has more chilgren, while
such notions were very controversial in other parts of the
country. Some Groups suggested that those who refuséd to

participate in work or training should receive no welfare
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benefits; others arqued that everyone was entitled to basic
needs, and that children shouldn't be allowed to suffer from
their parent's failure to provide support. Still others felt
that children should be removed; and others that children should
not be removed except when they are being abused.

In other words, all across the nation there was agreement on

principles and disagreement about how best to acheive those

‘goals. And that is the essence of our democracy. So I have come

here today to arque for what the administration calls: 1local
demonstrations. I do so not because we don't know how to solve
the problem of dependency, but because we do know.

We must restore the decision~-making and consequence-
determining responsibility to local communities.

We must return to a means of helping which taps the moral
agency of individuals and calls upon their sense of
responsibility; and which ties success and failure to
interpersonal and community consequences. Roundtalbe
participants asked for the restoration of moral authority to
individuals, families, and communities., There is a groundswell
all across the nation to structure a new alliance. On their

behalf, and for all of us, I ask you to let a thousand flowers

bloom.
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STATEMENT OF DR. CHARLES BLAKENEY, BERKELEY ACADEMY
FOR YOUTH DEVELOPMENT, BERKELEY, CA

Dr. C. BLakeNEY. Thank you, Senator. I am Dr. Charles Bla-
keney. It is a privilege to be a part of this historic bipartisan at-
tempt at the reform of low income assistance programs. It repre-
sents a dramatic change in U.S. social policy, with a new moral
foundation. I am going to address the question: How would former
recipients change the sytem, based on their personal experiences? 1
bring to the question several layers of point of view. First, I am one
of 13 brothers and sisters who grew up in a welfare-supported
family. My twin sister raised her five kids on AFDC for 20 years. I
was a social welfare major in college, a social welfare consultant
throughout the Nation, and for the last 8 years I have directed a
private, nonprofit child welfare agency which my wife and I found-
ed in California.

Most recently, I had the opportunity to consult with the National

Association of Neighborhoods on the 22 city study whose results
my wife has summarized. Today, I will share the experiences of
those who have seen poverty and public assistance and moved up
from dependency.
. Former recipients overwhelmingly felt that any genuine reform
calls for a redefinition of fundamental roles, relationships, and re-
sponsibilities between various levels of Government, community in-
stitutions, and individual recipients. The major flaw in the current
system, they told us, is the “en loco parentis” service delivery
model wherein Government acts in the role of the parent, thus en-
couraging a child-like dependency in the recipient, and sapping the
moral authority of families and communities.

Recipients asked us not to repeat the mistakes of the past. In
Compton, California, Juanita told us that when her husband left
her and she went on AFDC, she was better off financially than she
was working, largely because of the subsidized housing. “But I
hated being dependent—having someone else tell me where to live
and what to do, controlling my life. I would rather work. It is hard
to work full time and be a good parent, but at least I am on my
own, I am independent, and I am taking care of my kids.”

Given this perspective, the challenge of the new reform is the re-
definition and restructuring of old systems. “We don’t want to be
treated as recipients,” they told us. “We want to be full partici-
pants.” Recipients want to be partners in decisionmaking, rulemak-
ing, and rule-enforcement.

Our research at Harvard shows that when people help to decide
what is fair, they understand and respect the rules more. Recipi-
ents proposed a restructuring which would eliminate the “we/
they”’ adversarial relationship and would legitimize the process in
their eyes. Participation as partners is likely to prevent the recrea-
tion of another ineffective and paternalistic bureaucracy. All across
the country, former recipients told us that the system was ade-
quate for helping people to get on public assistance, but rarely if
ever did the system help them to get off aid and become self-suffi-
cient. Rarely, indeed, did workers even ask applicants about their
dreams and aspirations. The system is the given and the applicant
is the receiver.
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Participants said that people must become more responsible for
the consequences of their choices. Around the nation, former recipi-
ents recommended that participants be involved in designing and
monitoring new system including such broad aspects as the role of
the absent father, work requirements, eligibility criteria, time
limits, benefit levels, and consequences for failure to make progress
toward sgreed upon goals in education, training, and work.

In addition to restructuring roles and relationships, any genuine
reform must build and enhance basic community institutions. The
Government’s approach to helping the poor must cease undermin-
ing existing institutions. From Appalachia to Miami, from Watts to
South Bend, recipients asked us to allow the moral authority of
parents and community leaders to flourish. And moral authority
comes from exercising responsibility. Former recipients had almost
complete agreement that community involvement also harnesses
peer pressure and support for changing any habits, norms, and
values which must be promoted.

How dc we achieve this new partnership? In order to accomplish
this partnership, new and different types of alliances are neces-
sary. They argued for a variety of more meaningful, locally rele-
vant, and more democratic modes of helping the poor without per-
petuating the moral imbalance of dependency. Any approach to
helping should promote and enhance individual and community
self-help efforts.

Mabel, a young mother in New Orleans, summed up the point of
view of the majority ~f neighborhood roundtable focus group par-
ticipants: “Make people better themselves, become independent,
raise self-esteem. If we run our own welfare system, it would teach
all the people the value of self sufficiency and help our community
to grow, too.” Mabel’s is only one story. I strongly encourage you to
examine the testimony of hundreds of others in the study, ‘“Dilem-
mas of Dependency: A Report from Around the Nation,” which will
be available soon. Thank you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, Doctor. The ‘“Dilemmas of De-
pendency’’ will be coming forward from the Office of Policy Devel-
opment?

Dr. C. BLAKENEY. That is correct, Senator.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Good. For those who don’t know, we are
hearing testimony in part from the report to the President by the
Domestic Policy Task Force, Low-Income Opportunity Group.

Dr. C. BLAKENEY. It is in a separate volume, Senator.

Senator MoyNIHAN. It is Volume II?

Dr. C. BLAKENEY. It is supplement 5.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Next, and last in the panel, and then we can
get on to talking with one another, is Robert Woodson, who is
President of the National Center for Neighborhood Enterprise. Mr.
Woodson, we welcome you this morning.

[The prepared written statement of Dr. C. Blakeney follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. CHARLES BLAKENEY

1 am Dr. Charles Blakeney. It's a privilege to be a part
of this historic bi-partisan attempt at the reform of low income
assistance programs. It represents a dramatic change in U, S.
Social policy, with a new moral foundation. I am going to
address the question: How would former recipients change the
system, based on their personal experiences? I bring to the
question several layers of point of view. First, I am one of
thirteen brothers and sisters who grew up in a welfare-supported
family. My twin sister raised her five kids on AFDC for twenty
years. I was a social welfare major in college, a social welfare
consultant throughout the nation, and for the last eight years
I've directed a private, non-profit child welfare agency which my
wife and I founded in California. Most recently I had the
opportunity to consult with the National Association of
Neighborhoods on the 22 city study whose results my wife has
summarized. Today I will share the experiences of those who have

seen poverty and public assistance, and moved up from dependency.

Former recipients overwhelmingly felt that any genuine
.reform calls for a redefiniticn of fundamental roles,
relationships and responsibilities between various levels of
government, community institutions, and individual recipients.
The major flaw in the current system they told us is the "en loco
parenéis" service delivery model wherein government acts in the
role of therparent, thus encouraging a child-like dependency in
the‘recipient, and sapping the moral authority of families and

communities.
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Recipients asked us not to repeat the mistakes of the
past. In Compton, California, Juanita told us that when her
husband left her and she went on AFDC she was better off
financially than she was working, largely because of the
subsidized housing, "But I hated being dependent---Having
somebody else tell me where to live and what to do, controlling
my life. 1I'd rather work. 1It's hard to work full time and be a
good parent, but at least I'm on my own, I'm independent and I'm

taking care of my kids."

Given this perspective, the challenge of the new reform is
the redefinition and restructuring of old systems. "We don't
want to be treated as recipients,” they'told us, "We want to be
full participants.™ Recipients want to be partners in
decision-making, rule-making and rule-enforcement. Our research
at Harvard shows that when people help to decide what's fair,
they understand and respect the rules more. Recipients proposed
a restructuring which would eliminate the "we~they" adversarial
relationship and would legitimize the process in their eyes.
Participation as partners is likely to prevent the re-creation of
another ineffective and paternalistic bureaucracy. All across
the country former recipients told us that the system was
adequate for helping people to get op public assistance but
rarely if ever did the system help them to get off aid, and
become self-sufficient. Rarely, indeed, did workers-even ask

applicants about their dreams and aspirations. The system is
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the giver and the applicant is the receiver.

Participants said that people must become more
responsible for the consequences of their choices. Around the
nation former recipients recommended that participants be
involved in designing and monitoring such broad aspects of new
systems as the role of the absent father, work requirements,
eligibility criteria, time limits, benefit levels, and
consequences for failure to make progress toward agreed upon

goals in education, training and work.-

In addition to restructuring roles and relationships, any
genuine reform must build and enhance basic community
institutions: The Government's app;oach to helping the poor must
cease undermining existing institutions. From Appalachia to
Miami, from Watts to South Bend, recipients asked us to allow the
moral authority of parents and community leaders to flourish.

And moral authority comes from exercising responsibility. Former
recipients had almost complete agreement that community
involvement also harnesses peer pressure and support for chanqin;

any habits, norms and values which must be promoted.

How do we achieve this new partnership? In order to
accomplish this partnership new and different types of alliances
are necessary. They argued for a variety of more meaningful,
locally relevant and more democratic modes of helping the poor

without perpetuating the moral imbalance of dependency. Any
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approach to helping should promote and enhance individual and

community self-help efforts.

Mabel, a young mother in New Orleans, summed up the point

of view of the majority of focus group participants:

"Make people better themselves, become independent, raise
self esteem. If we ran our own welfare system it would teach all
the people the value of self-sufficiency and help our cowmmunity

to grow, too."

Mabel's is only one story. I strongly encourage you to
examine the testimony of hundreds of others in the study,
Dilemmas_of DRependency: _A_Report From Aroupd_the Nation, which

will be available soon.
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT WOODSON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
CENTER FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ENTERPRISE, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. WoobsoN. Thank you, Senator. I am here also representing
the Council for a Black Economic Agenda, a cross section of black
Americans including former welfare recipients, residents of public
housing, business leaders, as well as economists and other scholars.
Three years ago we first met with the President and members of
his Cabinet to bring to them concrete and specific solutions to
social and economic problems facing poor black Americans. These
issues deeply concern me, having spent many years in the civil
rights movement leading demonstrations about justice and social
reform on the part of black Americans. I realized, however, back in
the 1960s that many of those who struggled most benefited least
which caused me to leave the civil rights movement and begin to
work more directly with low-income people.

On October 29, 1965 a Washington Post article with banner head-
lines quoted civil rights leaders saying the civil rights gains did not
benefit poor blacks, that their problems could not be solved by
race-specific solutions, but by economic development. In order to
address the needs of low-income black Americans, we must have
policies and programs to promote economic and social well-being.

Despite this 20 years old knowledge, we continue to press race-
specific solutions to address what are otherwise economic problems.
A consequence is that one-third of the black community now is in
danger of becoming a permanent underclass despite the billions of
dollars spent on povery programs intended to help.

When we had the opportunity to participate with the administra-
tion in shaping welfare reform, we were compelled to do so. As
others have pointed out, council members and grass roots people
participated in the focus group discussions. We were pleased that
the administration followed our advice to conduct hearings around
the country in low income communities. An inventory of more
than 400 self-help groups indigenous to these communities was con-
ducted. For the first time in my professional career, an effort was
undertaken to solicit the views directly from those experiencing
the problem,

As a result the administration’s proposed welfare reform should
be given a fair chance. Obviously, parachuting solutions into low-
income communities from outsiders who do not suffer the direct
consequence of welfare with the expectation that the poor would
participate—the pattern over the last 20 years—does not work.

More must be done to glean knowledge from those experiencing
the problem. Some very helpful information has emanated from
the grassroots. In our work at NCNE, we work with residents of
public housing nationwide. Five years ago here in Washington, DC,
76 percent of the 3,000 residents Kenilworth-Parkside, were on wel-
fare. After the responsibility for managing that development was
turned over to the residents welfare dependency was reduced to 30
percent through their own self-help efforts discipline, and the im-
position of sanctions and incentives. Before resident management
only two children of the 464 families ever went to college—only
two. A group called College Here We Come, organized by the resi-
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dents, changed that. To date more than 580 kids from Kennil-
worth/Parkside have gone on to college.

NCNE commissioned a study by Coopers and Lybrand to deter-
mine the cost savings of Kenilworth’s self-help efforts, as a result
of their collective efforts, not only did welfare dependency decline,
and teen pregnancy reduce by 50 percent, but it was determined
that this development would save the Government about $4.5 mil-
lion over 10 years and at the same time effect dramatic reforms,
and improve the quality of life. We have studied experiences like
this at Kenilworth and other cities, and found that one reason resi-
dents are successful is that they provided an environment that pro-
moted small businesses. In Kenilworth, 150 people are employed in
ten small businesses. In another housing development, 300 people
are employed in small businesses.

Those involved in the self-help movement face tremendous bar-
riers that can only be addressed through welfare reform. Increas-
ing welfare payments would not have brought about the dramatic
changes that I have just mentioned.

What would make a difference is the removal of specific barriers.
For instance, if a person on welfare wants to make afew extra dol-
lars and he is given a typewriter worth $1,000, this asset makes
him ineligible for welfare benefits. In Baltimore, Maryland, four
welfare recipients organized a maintenance company. And as soon
as they began to make a profit and began to employ other welfare
recipients they reported their efforts to the welfare department.
Their income was deducted from benefits dollar for dollar, but they
were not allowed to write off any of their losses.

These kinds of barriers to self sufficiency are exactly the kind
that could be waived by welfare reform.

England and France and The Netherlands and other European
countries have been experimenting by allowing welfare recipients
and people on unemployment compensation to collect the benefits
in a lump sum to start small businesses for themselves. In addition,
training in small business development is provided. -

Since 1979, thousands of former welfare recipients and unem-
ployed people have formed businesses with an 70 percent success
rate. One recipient employs 53 other people. This experiment now
has been extended to Australia, and other countries. This type of
innovation should be investigated to determine how it can apply in
the United States.

My point, Senator, is that there are a variety of innovative, cre-
ative solutions at the local level that cry out for acknowledgement
and that we should do everything we can to determine how we can
make use of what we call the islands of excellence.

And then finally, there is an area of reform that also must be
addressed, and that is foster care and adoption. People don’t nor-
mally think of that as welfare reform, but we think it is. We be-
lieve that there is a crisis when 167 healthy babies are being cared
for in hospitals in New York City. Most are black children, yet we
are told that the reason this crisis exists is because of the unwill-
ingness of Black families to adopt. Yet, if you look at informal
adoption, 1.4 million Black children are cared for annually in the
informal system, by friends and relatives.
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So, the question that cries out to be answered is: If black commu-
nities historically adopt their children in record numbers informal-
ly, why are the 300,000 children in the formal public system, (half
are black) not being adopted?

We believe that barriers imposed by the social welfare bureauc-
racy discriminate against black families in a variety of ways. It is
not because of the unwillingness of Blacks to adopt. Such barriers
must be eliminated if we are to restructure welfare. 50 percent of
the homeless youth on the streets of New York City have graduat-
ed from the foster care system; one-third of the children who
remain in the foster care system for a long period of time end up in
prisons; and the mortality rate of foster children is twice the na-
tional average. In other words, the foster care system is incubating
::iomorrow’s criminals at public expense in the name of saving chil-

ren.

This ¢risis must be addressed. The Council for a Black Economic
Agenda and the National Center for Neighborhood Enterprise
intend to address this issue aggressively over this next few weeks
by asking the Attorney General of the United States, as well as the
NAACP Legal Defense Fund, to investigate whether or not the col-
lective impact of current-social welfare policies have the effect of
discriminating against black families who want to adopt children.
We would earnestly ask the Senator to receive some of our data
and investigate this as a part of your review of welfare reform.
Thank you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you. Before we go to general ques-
tions, I thank you, Mr. Woodson. You are the first person in a very
long list of witnesses who has raised this question of foster care,
and I cannot agree more. In New York City, we take children and
send them through this system, such as it may be called. And at
age 18, we consider them a graduate and just turn them out into
the city, on their own. You wouldn’t dare do that with one of your
own children.

Mr. WoobsoN. No.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Dorian said this is correct—stats are from
HRA? And about one-third after about 2 years are on welfare. And
I don’t want to be melodramatic, but at least when you leave
prison, you get a suit of clothes and $25.00. [Laughter.]

[The prepared written statement of Mr. Woodson follows:]
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Robe;t L. Woodson

Senator Moynihan and other distinguished Members...

I am Robkert L. Woodson, president of the National Center
for Neighborhood Enterprise and chairman of the Council for a
Black Economic Agenda. The views I express today are my own
and do not necessarily reflect those of the board, funders, or
staff of either organization.

I am extremely pleased to have the opportunity to address
the Senate Subcommittee on Social Securlty and Family Policy on
an issue that deeply concerns me--welfare reform.

-To&;yfs'hqaring is a major step in the process of
ovérhahiing a system that has trapped millions of Americans in
dependency and hopelessness--a welfare system that not only
subsidizes poverty but saps individual initiative.

During my career and active advocacy on behalf of low-
income Americans, I have met and worked with local neighborhood
leaders and groups who have launched successful community-
based programs and strateg}es for solving the most difficult of
social and economic problems. They have been able to do this,
first, because they are grounded in the communities where the
problems exist and, second, because they involve those
experiencing the problems in developing strategies for solving

those problems.
. And they don't accomplish this challenging feat because
they have large endowments or massive infusions of federal

1
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dollars. Quite the contrary.

These self-help intiatives often operate on mere
shoestring budgets . . . but they have become the lifeblood of
inner city urban and rural neighborhocods all over America.

I am here today to acknowledge my strong support both for
these islands of excellence and for the Administration's
innovative welfare reform proposal--the result of input from
grassroots groups, local leaders and hundreds of current and
former welfare recipients.

It is the only effort I know of, public or private, whe;e
the anut from those experiencing the problems was actually
included in the final program design.

The year-old welfare study group, chaired by White House
Domestic Policy Adviser and Special Assistant for Welfare
Reform Charles D. Hobbs, convened public hearings in seven
major cities and commissioned the National Association of
Neighborhoods to conduét dozens of roundtable discussions on
the welfare system in churches and neighborhood centers around
the country. The group also directed my organization, the
National Center for Neighborhood Enterprise and Macro Systems,
Inc., a research consulting group specializing in a variety of
social disciplines, to document the self-help efforts taking
place nationally.

The result is a slective inventory of more
than 400 programs and groups nationwide that are providing

2
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ladders out of dependency for millions of poor Americans.

It is critical that we push for reforms to empower these
self-sufficient community-based groups to play an even greater
role in addressing the problems of low-income and minority
families.

The Administration's new bottoms-up approach will provide
an unprecedented opportunity for innovation and development--
the opposite of the current system of maintenance and
dependency.

The current system has done lit;le to encourage the
formatioh‘of'stable écénomipally éelf-ieliant families, for
example. In fact, the increase in single parent families is
perhaps largely attributable to a system that rewards out-of-
wedlock births and punishes struggling low-income, two-parent
households. Another major problem is the generations
phenomenon surrounding the current system; that is, if you're
on welfare today; then it is possible that your mother was and
highly probable that one or more of your children will be.

According to a Roanoke, Virginia, woman who participated
in one of the roundtable sessions last fall:

"If your're on welfare, your're trapped. There is no way
to go up when the system is pulling ycu down. Your child sees
you day in and day out. Your incentive is gone. What's that
going to do to your kid's incentive. If she sees me sitting on
my behind, she'll sit on her behind."

3
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This very real fear--of generational welfare dependency--
motivated this woman to find employment. But as we all know,
this kind of fear doesn't motivate everyone. Often, in fact,
such fear can be paralyzing.

What is needed is a reformed system that will enable
people to regain control of their lives by providing positive
incentives and inducements.

For example, the transference of a recipient's often
critical medical benefits to a prospective new employer would
be a major incentive to work as well as inducement to hire.
- Conversei?, toughened eligibility rules tied to a
"recovery support plan" that would match up an individual's
skills with job=-training and placement services that could be
strictly monitored by a locally-elected welfare board is yet
another suggestion to come out of the roundtable discussions
and hearings.

In short, the major thrust of reform according to those
either formerly or currently receiving benefits should be the
empowerment of communities to design and implement systems that
will work for them.

We must dismantle the professional service bureacracy
with its powerful disincentives for maintaining people in
poverty.

The Administration plan would certainly coﬁplement such a
challenge. It is essentially a five-year demonstration in

4
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which states may waive federal program rules to implement a
variety of community based experiments to promote self-
sufficiency.

Right here in the District of Columbia we have an
outstanding example of what can be done by low-income citizens
who are given control of their destinies.

In 1982, a Resident Management Corporation was formed at
the Kenilworth-Parkside public housing development in Northeast
Washington. In that year, 76 percent of its nearly 3,000
.residents wére‘welfare residents. _Within two years, this:
figure had been cut by 50 percent, teenage pregnancies reduced
by 50 percent and crime in the compleX by 75 percent. And
"a College Here We Come'" program started by residents has sent
over 500 youngsters on to higher education.

By exercising greater control and independenc; over many
of the issues that affect them directly, the resiaents of
Kenilworth have not only assisted people off welfare by placing
them in jobs and businesses, they have also kept families
together by returning husbands to households. Entrepreneurial
activities, always encouraged, have resulted in a self-
contained network of small businesses in and around the
complex.

Under the Administration's proposal, the Kenilworth-
Parkside Resident Management Corporation Qould be given
demonstration authority to administer a program called the

5
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"Washington Family Plan," which would convert a variety of
assistance categories into a fund for small business loans, job
training, day care, and other supportive services. Similar
demonstration authority would be granted to all 50 states.

The implementation of long-term demonstration projegts--

with annual assessment periods--should generate the innovation

and new approaches so desperately needed by millions of low-

income Americans.

Thank-you.
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Senator MoyNIHAN. Now, thank you all very much. Senator
Daschle will be back with us in just a moment. I want to thank you
for being very precise and very explicit in your testimony and ve
positive. I mean, this is as welcome a set of views as we have had.
It comes not just from the authority and the competence of the
people involved, but you are speaking on behalf of the President of
the United States, which adds a little something to the attention
getting quality of any testimony.

Senator Daschle, you made your way here, like a good man from
the high plains, last Monday, when the only people who were in
the building were those who got stuck the night before. [Laughter.]

Would you like to make an opening statement, sir?

Senator DascHLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You have a lot of
witnesses this morning. I am very interested in hearing them, and
I might have some questions following their testimony, but I appre-
ciate the opportunity.

Senator MoynN1iaN. Thank you. Why don’t you just join with
me? We have been hearing Secretary Helms and Secretary Bode
who have been speaking along with the Doctors Blakeney and Mr.
Woodson, on the report to the President from the Low-Income Op-
portunity Working Group of the Domestic Policy Council. We hear
some things that are common to so much of the testimony. First
the problem is dependency; we want to address that question,
which is a different one from poverty in some ways and obviously
one least amenable to simple solutions of a kind that you can
devise for health care and the like.

We hear the idea of contracts, something very essential that the
Governors proposéd. The idea is to attempt to create actual con-
tracts between the persons receiving public assistance and those
who are providing it. “For example, a recipient will say to the
state, I will finish high school, and you will see that [ have the
wherewithal to do it.” We hear the idea of experiments. We hear
that very strongly from the Blakeneys: let 1,000 flowers bloom,
says Dr. Blakeney. We have heard from the different States and
communities about all manner of intended innovations and the ef-
forts to keep track of the results.

You should know there is some measure of caution about how
well the evaluation techniques followed the course of innovations—
the sort of process of pulling up the carrots to see if they are grow-
ing or if they had a little difficulty. [Laughter.]

But still, in California, as Senator Daschle, you will remember
that we were hearing on Monday last, they are not only moving
toward a written contract, but there is a 3-day cooling off period
after the contract is signed; so, you go home and say: Did I really
say | was going to finish college by next June? You know, some-
thing like that. And then, in the event of disputes about whether
each is keeping up his side, there are going to be arbitrators who
are quite independent to mediate them.

It is rather striking that the one Governor who did not vote in
agreement with the Governors Conference was the Governor of
Wisconsin, perhaps with the view that they are already so far
ahead of the rest of the country that there is nothing for them to
learn, which is something that has not been unknown in Wiscon-
sin. That seems to be the fact.
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I guess I want to ask two things of our panel and the administra-
tion witnesses specifically might want to speak most directly to
them. You list $132 million——

Mr. Bobk. Billion.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Billion, billion, billion—these things get
easily interchangeable, I am afraid——

[Laughter.]

In terms, you say, of your low-income assistance programs, which
are then referred to as 59 major Federal public assistance pro-
grams. The first thing to note of the $132 billion is AFDC, what we
call Title IV of the Social Security Act, which comes to $14.7 bil-
lion—in round terms, 11 or 12 percent. It is a very small program,
food stamps being almost equal in that respect.

I do want to acknowledge a proliferation, if not indeed a profu-
sion. For example, you list the Low-Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Program. Well, I remember when that was established in 1977
in the course of the repeal of the Windfall Profit Tax and so forth.
And it was quite literally a phenomenon we see in the executive
branch all the time. Dr. Nathan will be testifying later, and at one
point in the administration in which he and I served, there was an
effort to establish a guaranteed income. It was doing very well in
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; but along came
the Department of Housing and Urban Development with a guar-
anteed housing proposal. Everybody was guaranteeing that year.

And in this case, the Energy Committee wanted to have a pover-
ty program. The Agriculture Committee got one in food stamps and
so forth, and now they wanted one; and these things tend to mi-
grate and they loock a little unwieldy when you get to them.

On some of these things, as you know, there will be open dis-
agreement. Do you define the Pell grants as public assistance for
low income perons or do you define them as scholarships? You
know, you can have it either way. Is Head Start a low-income pro-
gram or is it just another kindergarten? The same thing with voca-
tional education; if you take the vocational educational grants to
States, they go back to World War I when they would teach people
to be machinists.

So, we can argue about that if we want to. I don’'t want to. That
is not what we are here for. I want to hear about what you mean
by waiver authority. What are you asking us to give you? In these
programs, a portion goes to most of the States. It will vary a bit,
but most of these programs are spread pretty evenly across the
States. Would you like us to give authority for a State to say: Now,
I am going to cash in our food stamp program, or cash in the sec-
tion 8 housing assistance? Dr. Helms? Mr. Bode? Tell us what you
want us to do.

Mr. Bobk. In essence, all of the above, Senator.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Oh, really?

Mr. Bobe. We feel the State should have the flexibility in ad-
dressing the various programs that have at least one goal of allevi-
ating poverty. We certainly don’t expect States to come forward
and include all of the various programs. We would be surprised if
that occurred.

I suspect that many programs, or at least a number of programs,
that have as one of their goals the alleviation of poverty would not
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be touched by any demonstration effort. However, we think it is
important to put on the table the authority for States to come for-
ward with their ideas and their proposals for how we might make
better sense out of this total approach of combating poverty and
allow them to modify the existing rules for the various programs
and redirect the Federal funding they otherwise would have re-
ceived through those programs to do a better job of more efficiently
and effectively fighting poverty.

Dr. HeLmMs. Let me add, Mr. Chairman?

Senator MoyNIHAN. Wow. Yes, sir?

Dr. HeLms. Let me add also that we particularly put into the lan-
guage of the bill that the purpose of these programs would be that
they would be judged on their several principles including their
ability to help the people who were helped by these other programs
which they are going to include.

In other words, specifically that the program that the State
would propose is for the purpose of helping low income ‘populations.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I see you have included Medicaid, and you
have not been shy about it. [Laughter.]

And the social services block grant, Head Start, community serv-
ices, legal aid, JTPA, and the Job Corps, and Pell grants, and
Upward Bound, and VISTA and Indian Social Services, the Cuban
and Haitian resettlement, and—this is new to me—what is Follow
Through?

Dr. R. Blakeney. That comes after Head Start.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Aid to deficient golfers——

[Laughter.]

Oh, it follows Head Start?

Dr. R. Blakeney. Yes, it comes after Head Start.

Mr. Bope. Mr. Chairman, the point we would like to emphasize is
this is an invitation to the States, for them to examine the various
efforts that are underway to alleviate poverty and to bring forward
their ideas for how we might restructure those efforts to do a
better job of going about the goals that I think everyone shares.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You couldn’t be more explicit. Mr. Woodson?

Mr. WoobsoN. Yes. One of the concerns that most of us have is
that when we exercise control over our own lives, we make selec-
tions every payday. Are going to pay a little more for child care or
a little more for food? We make tradeoffs every week. Poor people
do not have the same luxury. Their aid is given in a variety of
ways, food stamps, medicare, etc. have little control over their ex-
penditures and even less choice.

Some of these benefits should be ‘“cashed out”’ so poor people can
exercise some of the same options that middle class people do in
making determinations, some can be used for job training or for
day care and so forth.

enator MOYNIHAN. I hear in all of this a very strong echo of the
community action programs which were begun under the Office of
Economic Opportunity in the 1964 legislation.

Senator Durenberger, we are just finishing up a very impressive
set of presentations on behalf of the Administration. OQur guests
spoke about the President’s legislation which was introduced last
week and the administration report, “Up from Dependency.” The
most specific proposition to us has been that the administration is
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groposing that there be waiver authority given the States for some
9 major Federal assistance programs that come in fiscal year 1985
to some $132 billion. Senator Daschle hasn’t spoken yet, but would
you like to open?

Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; I will defer to
Senator Daschle. .

Senator DascHLE. Mr. Chairman, if you are entertaining other
questions, I have a couple I would ask of Mr. Bode and Dr. Helms.
In light of what Mr. Woodson just said with regard to the lack of
flexibility on the part of many of the recipients, how does that
relate to what Dr. Helms and Mr. Bode said in their statement on
page 4 that there is no clear evidence on how welfare benefits
should be structured to produce greater work effort?

Dr. HELMs. Let me say that there is a lot of research—and you
are going to hear from Dick Nathan and other people on the panel
today—on this issue of how to induce work effort. But let me say
that there is a good bit of controversy, I think it is fair to say, in
the academic community about what works on this. As somebody
has said, one thing we seem to know is that work works; but there
is a notion here that there are lots of good ideas. The contracting
concept is one that several Governors have put forward. Other
people have other ideas and so on.

What we are saying is let’s put all of these to a fair test. We
have tried to put a strong evaluation component into our bill. Let’s
let people come forward with their own proposals, and let’s test
them and see if some of these ideas that people are really putting
forward really do work.

Senator DascHLE. Do you think that ultimately you can come up
with some generic solution?

Dr. HeLms. That is the hope. In an extended period of letting a
lot of new ideas and concepts be tested, that we will then have
better evidence on which to propose a national solution; but we are
really not at that point at this time.

Senator DAscHLE. You mentioned this relationship between bene-
fits and work effort. You say that altering the benefit reduction
rates when earnings increase may promote work effort for some
welfare recipients, but may provide incentives for others to reduce
their work effort to get more welfare and leisure time. Is that a
commonly held view within your agency, that there are those who
really would prefer more welfare and leisure time, and you want to
provide a mechanism whereby that motivation can be eliminated?

Dr. Heums. I think the evidence is that, when you go out and ask
people if they really want to work, the vast majority of people on
AFDC, for example, say that they would much prefer to work. I
think only about 13 percent ever give a reason why there is not a
job available and why they are not working. So, there is a strong
desire to work, I think.

A lot of people feel trapped in the system, that the rules prevent
them from doing that. -

Senator DAscHLE. Mr. Woodson.

Mr. WoobsoN. Looking at our demonstrations, we find right now
that current policies fail to make any distinctions between those
who are poor because they are responsible and those who are poor
because they lack opportunity. Consequently if you are delinquent,
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there is a program for you; if you are pregnant, there is a program;
if you are an alcoholic or a drug addict, there is a program. There
is an old adage: You get more of what you reward and less of what
you punish. We don’t reward people among low income groups who
are responsible and want to help themselves. If you look at our
public housing demonstrations, where the folks across the country
have taken a very desperate situation—crime rates, a hostile envi-
ronment, where police wouldn’t even patrol after 5 o’clock—and
how they have been able to convert that into one of the safest
places in these cities, through a system of community imposed
sanctions and incentives. If someone is living in an a two-room
apartment and they become pregnant, for example, they do not
automatically get a three-bedroom apartment. Also, there are high
expectations—people are fined if they break windows, or don't
maintain their property.

These are sanctions that are imposed by poor people on their
peers resulting in a dramatic change in behavior. Too often we
tend to act as if poor people are incapable of setting standards for
themselves. Policy must provide the means for the people who are
responsible to succeed and for those who are not responsible to be
sanctioned.

Senator DascHLE. And so, the waivers?

Mr. WoobsoN. The waiver would help, in a case that I mentioned
earlier. if a person wants to get off welfare by typing; and a type-
writer worth $1,000, it makes them ineligible for welfare—we could
waive that provision. If welfare recipients want to go into a small
business where their profits are taxed but they are unable to write
off their losses, that needs to be waived so that more people can be
encouraged to be entrepreneurial.

Senator DascHLE. You say, in addressing the concept of waivers,
that care will be taken that rights of low income people are pro-
tected and that needs of low income people are met; but there is
nothing substantive that elaborates as to what kind of care actual-
ly will be taken. Can you give 'us some assurances? Is there some
kind of a substantive, meaty, tangible guarantee that you have the
mechanism worked out where these local communities will be re-
ceptive to your policing and your oversight in this regard?

Mr. Bope. Senator, the Board, of course, is responsive to Con-
gress, and we recognize there will be Congressional oversight. The
most important step in this process is the filing which the State
will make, seeking waiver authority from the Board. It is the re-
sponsibility of the State in that filing to explain how those needs
will be appropriately addressed. We feel it is important that the
State filing explain its protections.

Senator DAscHLE. Let me just follow up with one last question,
Mr. Chairman, and that is: On page 4, you say that the traditional
responsibility of the local community to aid those of its members
who are in need of assistance has become undermined by the tend-
ency to impose solutions constructed in Washington. Would you
also concede that the reverse is true, that the nation’s attempt to
more adequately care for the needy is undermined by the lack of
willingness on the part of local entities to respond?

Dr. HeLms. Oh, I don’t see it that way.
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Senator DascHLE. You don’t? Let me just clarify my question per-
haps. You don’t see a local institution, a local entity of govern-
ment, and its lack of willingness to compy with some kind of Feder-
al mandate, responding to a national concern, as impeding our in-
terest in pursuing the goals that you have outlined in your testimo-
ny this morning?

Dr. HELMs. Let me distinguish between, I think, the will to do
that at the local level as opposed to the ability to do it under the
existing rules. One of the common complaints I think we found
talking to the Governors, to State officials, to welfare workers, to
welfare recipients, and to people who have gotten off of this, is
there is a strong desire to do something about this out there, to
come up with some new ideas about how to combine these pro-
grams and administer them in a more effective way.

But I think a lot of people are genuinely frustrated, particularly
a lot of the Governors, by the system and their inability to get
changes in the rules that would allow them to carry out some of
these concepts.

Senator DAscHLE. Dr. Helms, I would have to say this—and I am
way over my time here—but there is frustration on both sides.
There is certainly frustration at the local level, and I understand
that. You can’t take a national program and pound it across the
country and make it fit as well in Aberdeen, South Dakota and
Trenton, or some place like that. But equally as important is a re-
alization on the part of your agency and this Congress that there is
a frustration from the other level, that regardless of what it is we
try—and you have just said that it doesn’t really make any differ-
ence; none of them seem to have a tangible, substantive realization
of how it can work across the country—out as hard as we try, it
won’t work because we don’t have the local willingness, the ability
on the part of the Congress and you to make sure that it works as
well in that town as we had envisioned that it would work on top.

And by your advocating a waiver, it just seems to me you even
frustrate that whole effort even more. I am very concerned about
that, and I have got an open mind on it, Mr. Chairman, and I am
hopeful we can come to some resolution. -

Dr. HeLms. I appreciate your view, but let me say that the chair-
man has documented enumerous books. There has been a frustra-
tion, I think, on the part of the policymakers here in Washington
about what really will work. And what we are saying is that we
think we have found a new desire out there to get something done,
and we are trying to think up a system that would allow this ex-
perimentation to go on.

Senator DascHLE. Hope springs eternal, and I am with you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you very much.

Dr. R. BLAKENEY. Mr. Moynihan, may I respond?

Senator MoyNIHAN. Of course, Dr. Blakeney.

Dr. R. BLAKENEY. It seems to me that exactly your frustration
that what ‘“we designed in Washington”’ doesn’t work when we get
in to local communities, and what goes on in local communities
doesn’t translate; that is exactly the reason we have designed the
proposal in the way that we have.

So, it doesn’t come from here, and as Bob said, get parachuted in,
but rather is created by a partnership to begin with. So, the part-
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nership which creates the plan in any given local community will
be responsible for its administration, will be involved from the be-
inning in its creation. Now, it is almost like a dual system, of
‘welfare services going on.” In San Francisco, Cecil Williams
through Glide Memorial Church feeds 4,000 people a day, has
taken over the closed-down, rundown welfare hotels and has low-
income people renovating them for housing; but it has nothing to
do with Federal programs, although some of it does use Federal
dollars. So, on the one hand, we have a Federal welfare system
coming down and providing individual benefits for people; and on
the other hand, we have the stuff percolating in local communities.
What we are trying to do with this legislation is to make a bridge,
to make a partnership, to make a place where people can hold
hands and do it together; use what we have here and what is
coming from below, if you will.

Mr. BobE. Senator, if I may make one additional point?

Senator MoYNIHAN. Please.

Mr. Bope. Not only do we feel the Federal system discourages
local innovation and work because of inflexibility of rules—that
. has been discussed already—we also ought to realize it creates a
number of unanticipated incentives. I think it is well known that
in cash programs—AFDC and general assistance—many States feel
a significant disincentive from raising cash assistance levels be-
cause they realize that the interaction with the Food Stamp Pro-
gram would cause the State to spend a good deal more in its reve-
nues than would translate into increased benefits for recipients of
those benefits in that State.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is a well established fact, and you are
quite correct. If I can, can we ask Senator Durenberger if he has
questions?

Senator DURENBERGER. Yes. I will be brief. I am already five
minutes late for another program with my colleague. I hope to
return because I understand Professor Nathan is next. Some of
these same issues arose back in 1982 when many or us were dis-
cussing “‘new federalism”.

The difference between 1987 and 1982 is the level of cost, which
is higher today. The national debt had just gone over 1 trillion in
1982 and today it is 2.3 trillion. In 1982 the deficit was considered
to be a good thing economically. We had a Secretary of the Treas-
ury then who said it was better to borrow than it is to tax, and
today he is looking for work. [Laughter.]

It seems to me the problem we have—and this is a very talented
panel and the recommendations are quite good—is to articulate a
national responsibility to people in this country. It-is pleasing to
see these conferences, like the Governors conference last week, de-
bating welfare and work. )

Those of us who were together in 1982 debating New Federalism
came up with a tentative definition of income security, which start-
ed with jobs. To work, we added savings, which is, 5 years later,
down to 1 percent from three percent in 1982; we added invest-
ments. Last year, we got rid of a lot of accelerated depreciation and
the capital gains tax treatment and a whole lot of other things.
Then we added private insurance and a social insurance system,
which in this country is fairly generous, when you include cash
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and other benefits. Finally we added income maintenance for those
that fall through the net of employment, savings, investment and
insurance.

But it is clear that we have not articulated for State and local
governments or for the private sector that this is a national respon-
sibility. That’s the source of frustration here. We need to deal with
who ought to do what and how to do it better. Mr. Bode, you are
absolutely right about what hung us up in 1982 when we were
going to do this swap. Despite the fact that you have a deficit this
large, that the country is cutting spending and cutting taxes, and
that State governments are trying to cut taxes and spending, you
would go down to the local government level, where the housing is
expensive and those who don’t have it are in the streets; where
health care is so expensive that 37 million people can’t afford it;
and they must go into city and county hospitals.

It frustrates me that this proposal has not found a clearer way to
put the national government on the hook, so that it can't get off.
When you talk about making cash available to the States so that
they will be able to make their own decisions, it is the same new
federatism that we have been discussing for seven years now.
Where is the hook to make sure that the national responsibility is
quite clear in these recommendations?

Mr. Bobk. Senator, I feel there is quite a difference between this
proposal and a proposal for broad block grants, as I think you are
alluding to. The primary differences are this is a demonstration au-
thority. It is a research effort. What we are trying to do is identify
innovative ideas at the local and State levels and give them a test.
Let’s see how we can do better. The Governors are quite clear that
they feel they could do better if they had flexibility with their
funds. That is one principal difference.

Another point that I would make is that in the legislation it is
the prerogative of the Governor, if he chooses, to terminate a dem-
onstration project. If he feels it is not working to the benefit of his
State, if it is not an effective effort, to drop it and go back to the
system that we now have. So, that flexibility provides, I think, a
strong assurance to the Governors that this is a very genuine
effort, to find ways to do better.

Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you. That was a very impressive
panel, a very impressive proposal. We thank you all. We would like
to keep you all morning, but we do have some others we want to
hear from, too, and hear what they think about what the adminis-
tration has just proposed. And we shall be working very carefully
with you. I want you to express our appreciation to all your princi-
pals. I know that Dr. Bowen has to be in San Francisco today. I
might say that we will have hearings on this subject in the full
committee as the time for the legislation approaches. So, Dr.
Bowen, for example, and others will be welcome at that time.

We thank you all.

It is a very special pleasure for us now to welcome an old and
dear friend, Prof. Richard Nathan, who is the Dean of the Wood-
row Wilson School at Princeton University and the dean of social
policy administrators and innovators over the years. Dr. Nathan,
we welcome you and we look forward to your testimony.
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PROF. RICHARD NATHAN, WOODROW WILSON SCHOOL,
PRINCETON UNIVERSITY, PRINCETON, NJ

Dr. NATHAN. Thank you, Senator. You have not only given me a
warm welcome, but you have promoted me.

Senator MoYNIHAN. On the contrary, I think anybody would
rather be a professor than a dean. [Laughter.]

. Dr. NATHAN. I didn’t get the subtlety of it.

I also want to report to you that now at the university we pro-
vide a suit of clothes and $50, but there is no work disincentive
effect; we are satisfied that we don’t have that problem. [Laughter.]

I appreciate the chance to be here, and I want to summarize my
testimony and then put it, if I can, with two enclosures into the
record. So, I will just mention some of the highlights and try to do
that in the time indicated.

The first part of my testimony, Mr. Chairman, discusses the dra-
matically increased poverty concentration and underclass condi-
tions of America’s cities, as revealed in recently published city pov-
erty data released in 1985 from the 1980 Census. For too long, in
my opinion, we have left two factors out of our analysis of urban
conditions.

Those two factors are geography and behavior. The underclass
problem in America’s cities is a problem of space. The data we
studied reveal a condition of dramatically increased isolation on
the part of multiproblem populations, unskilled, uneducated, unmo-
tivated people in broken or never formed families often from pre-
dominantly racial and Hispanic minority groups in the concentrat-
ed poverty areas of our inner cities. We knew that this was true,
but the Census data reveal that it is even more dramatic than I
and I think other people working in this field had expected.

In my view, Mr. Chairman, one cannot even begin to consider
welfare reform in 1987 without considering these conditions. The
connection is that we need to think hard about ways to enable
people to break out of their underclass condition. These data are
the bad news. I also have some good news.

Important changes that move in the right direction are under
way now on the part of State governments. Over two-thirds of the
States are developing new programs of mutual obligation, which
you have mentioned, to provide education, training, remediation,
intensive job search, and work experience opportunities to welfare
family heads.

Let me say that there have been frequent comments lately that I
think are wrong to the effect that these new style workfare or
work/welfare demonstrations don’t have that large. an effect, that
the effects are relatively small. My view of the research—and I
have been very active with the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation, MDRC——

Senator MoyYNIHAN. And Dr. Blum.

Professor NATHAN. Right. Of course. My view of the MDRC find-
ings is that they are promising. What is more, there is good reason
to believe that if we develop and extend these new State-focused
work/welfare systems, and if we give clearer signals and provide
better programs, we will over time have bigger impacts in terms of
higher earnings, reduced dependency, and changed conditions in
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inner city poverty impaction areas. The report, which I am happy
to have worked on along with Michael Novak and the group soon
to testify, stresses exactly these kinds of value considerations,
which are coming to the fore in, I think, a very good way in this
period. And you have certainly been a leader in that connection.

Mr. Chairman, I feel older and probably not wiser, but I am
going to devote the rest of my testimony to looking back 18 years
to experience that we both shared and to see what we can learn
from the Family Assistance Plan, the so-called FAP Plan, and
other earlier efforts at welfare reform and to comment briefly
today on how these earlier efforts might be looked at in terms of
the opportunity, the policy window, that may be opened this year.

The Family Assistance Plan is remembered as Nixon's negative
income tax plan for the pocr, where the emphasis was on introduc-
ing this popular concept of a negative income tax into the welfare
system in order to replace the AFDC program with the FAP Plan. I
was part of that effort, but in retrospect, I believe that FAP was
and still is the wrong approach to welfare reform. -

New style workfare, the State programs that we have been dis-
cussing, is much more likely to be the real welfare reform. What 1
worry about is that the interest in welfare reform in 1987 will fall
into what my testimony refers to as ‘‘the FAP trap,” and you have
written about the problems of FAP, Mr. Chairman.

The issue is not one of “either/or” and it is not a simple issue;
but what I see developing is the subtle reinvention of an analysis
that focuses on very shaky national income statistics to call for
massive new transfer payments to the working poor.

And I would point out that the Wisconsin child support plan has
not gone into the field yet. I refer to the so called ‘“‘assured benefit”
child support plan. It is not going into the field until the middle of
this year. It will be in the field to be tested in four counties be-
tween the middle of this year and 1993. We will not have results as
to whether the assured State-paid benefit scheme—which I see as a
sort of subtle form of back-door negative income tax—we will not
have results from that experiment probably for 7 or 8 years.

That takes me back to the New Jersey days—the New Jersey ex-
periment days. We mustn’t rush into these abstract concepts in a
way that will deter us from getting real and good changes in this
period. I do not deny that we need to be worried about the people
who are at the top edge of welfare eligibility or are hard-working
people not getting welfare assistance. But we should not put all of
our eggs in this basket. Some of the ideas I have heard recently to
aid the working poor involve new income transfer payments which
are described in programmatic but not budgetary terms. What do
they cost?

I believe that in 1987 we need particularly to focus on institu-
tional and value changes where the States are setting up new pro-
grams to save some of the people in the underclass. And I am
happy to say that what I see developing is a consensus in the legis-
lation that has been proposed—the work opporcunities and retrain-
ing contract which the chairman of this subcommittee has pro-
posed and in S. 610, the GROW portion—there are acronyms every-
where in this field—of the administration’s proposal.

80-279 - 88 - 3
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Let me conclude with this key point about the lessons from past
experience. If this Congress has money to spend on welfare reform
in 1987, I urge that you put at least half of it into these kinds of
institutional, new style, State focused workfare policy changes. I
urge that you not be sold a “pig in the poke” that gets you back
into the FAP trap of big spending, income transfer payments,
based on easy abstractions and weak data, that are likely to end up
costing you more than you could ever spend this year on welfare
reform. The rest of my testimony discusses some ‘incremental -
changes, a subject that I talk about probably too much.

I am reminded of Everett Dirksen’s comment: “A billion here, a
billion there; pretty soon you are talking about real money”. It
does seem to me that you could go to a modest 65 percent AFDC
and food stamp national minimum in this period for that amount
of money—exactly $1 billion. And the Governor’s program focused
on new style workfare incentives, to change institutions with the
States experimenting and continuing to do the exciting new things
they are doing now. The Governors have proposed a new style WIN
Program of approximately that same amount—a billion dollars. 1
don’t know what the policy window really is in 1987, but I do urge
that we look hard at what we know and what we have learned, and
I am honored and pleased to be here and to try to be of some assist-
ance to this committee in thinking about these very important
issues.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, Dr. Nathan. Senator Dole par-
ticularly wanted to be here when you testified. Why don’t we ask
him to open? He might want to make some general remarks. Sena-
tor Dole, you had been asked earlier to introduce the Administra-
tion’s proposal.

Senator DoLE. Yes. I apologize for being late. We had a engage-
ment this morning where someone from my hometown was the
master of ceremonies. There are not that many people in my home-
town; so when they show up, I want to be there.

I want to thank first of all Senator Moynihan for including Dick
Nathan. He probably would have in any event, but I did make the
request because I have known Dick for a long time. He has been
very helpful in the past, and he is helping me now as we try to sort
out where we should go in this area. And I think he has pretty well
nailed it down.

I think there may well be a policy window. I am not certain how
wide open it is, but we do have the constraints of the budget, and it
is still my hope—although I haven’t been as diligent as Senator
Moynihan—but he is an expert in the field—but sooner or later, we
are going to try to sit down together, Republicans and Democrats
and experts like yourself, and put together something we might be
abkl!'n to pass and have signed by the President. That is the ultimate
wish.

I think we even meet tomorrow morning privately to go over
some of the areas that have been covered in the testimony. There
has been an excellent record made by the chairman. I am very glad
you are here and I am happy to have heard your statement. I don't
have any questions.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you. Senator Daschle.
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Senator DascHLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Dr. Nathan, I
would be interested if you could just elaborate a little bit more as
to your perception of the Low Income Opportunity Improvement
Act of 1987, the bill introduced by the Administration, and how, as
we c‘;)nsider this bill, you would caution us with regard to the FAP
trap? .

Dr. NaTHAN. I listened to your earlier questions, Senator, and I
thought they were thoughtful questions. I attached to my testimo-
ny an article I wrote in the New York Times on this subject. I have
some doubts about one part of S. 610, which is the waiver author-
ity. As I understand the bill—and I hope I understand it right-—it
includes both the experimental waiver authority and the GROW
Program, which is similar to Senator Moynihan’s WORC Program.

I was a little bit assured by the Administration—and I was reas-
sured by Senator Moynihan'’s question—that Medicaid is not appar-
ently part of what they are asking to be included in the waiver pro-
gram; and that I think would be a good idea. And the Administra-
tion said that they see this as a sort of testing approach. I frankly
have doubts about that portion of S. 610; but I guess I would say if
it was very carefully drawn and if Medicaid is not part of it, and if
that was part of what was needed to be included in a bill, as Sena-
tor Dole said, that the President would sign, that I would myself
personally think there ought to be a way to work that out.

Senator MoyNIHAN. If I could just interrupt to say that Medicaid
was in their proposal.

Dr. NaTHAN. Well, you should take it out. [Laughter.]

* Senator DascHLE. With that minor caveat, as to whether Medic-
aid was in or out, addressing the bill as you see it, are you leaving
the record open for further critique with regard to the bill? Are
you satisfied that if we adequately dealt with the waiver concept,
you would be satisfied that the bill—other than waiver and Medi-
care—is a sufficient process by which to improve this?

Dr. NaTHAN. My own idea of what the policy window might
enable you to do in 1987 is three things really. Some attention to
questions about the waiver idea that reflect what we have been dis-
cussing here and dealing with in a way that makes everyone com-
fortable. Second, some merger of the GROW and WORC legislation,
which fits in very nicely with what the Governors have proposed
and puts a lot of emphasis on the new style—very promising, I
think—work/welfare programs that so many States are now push-
ing to do in the right direction. And third—and I am not so sure
about this—this is still an element that in my own view I feel
would be desirable, at least to discuss—is to start to move, which
we could have done many other times in the past, but never did,
toward a national minimum, a low national minimum, at 65 per-
cent of the poverty line. That would only affect about 20 States. It
would cost about $700 million, and those are 20 States with lower
benefits.

And that amount would be AFDC plus food stamps; that is, the
minimum would be food stamps included at 65 percent of the pov-
erty line, which is a proposal that has been made by a number of
the groups that have made proposals in this current period. Sena-
tor Dole has been a leader and an important person in working on
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how the Food Stamp Program fits into this, and there are some
questions to be dealt with in that area.

But I would say that those three elements, if a consensus could
be worked out among key people on the Finance Committee and in
the House and in the administration would move us along a good
way forward and personally I would like to see that kind of a focus.

Senator DAsCHLE. You are satisfied that those proposals would
exceed frour major recommendations in your testimony that at
least half of whatever resources we have to put into institutional or
workfare changes?

Dr. NATHAN. Yes, that is how I would see it. I made the remark
about Everett Dirksen——

Senator DascHLE. I wonder whether that is possible?

Dr. NATHAN. I have read all these reports, and I have worked
maybe even too long in this field, and I think the number can be
worked out currently. But the one thing that is a little shaky—and
I wish to be honest with you—is that the Governors’ ambitions for
how much they can achieve with their work/welfare programs in
the States are very ambitious. A billion dollars—which is about
three times what the WIN Program was at its peak level—is a con-
siderable increase but is not enough money to achieve what they
are talking about achieving. So, you need to think about that.

But that is their price tag; they, I understand, debated whether
that was the right price tag. Some people wanted the Governors to
come in with a higher number, but they didn’t. So, you need to
think hard about what that number can really do. But it does seem
to me that something involving three pieces along those kinds of
lines would pull a lot of things together and be a big step forward.

Senator DascHLE. I appreciate your insight. You are far more
expert in this than I am, and I find that your testimony was very
helpfuk: I appreciate the time, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Dr. NaTHAN. Thank you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, sir. Could I just say that the ad-
ministration’s GROW Program, which is the work training pro-
gram, is not in S. 610. And I am not clear that it has been sent to
the Congress yet. Does anybody in the audience know? Yes, young

lady?

\yoice. Sir, it is in the President’s competitiveness bill.

Senator MoyNiHAN. It is in the competitiveness bill.

Dr. NaTHAN. I should have said that; I knew that.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you.

Dr. NATHAN. So, you do have the pieces?

Senator MoyNiHAN. Could I have your name for the record?

Ms. Avaparo. My name is Sonya Avadaro.

Senator MoyNIHAN. How do you do? And thank you.

Dr. NaTHAN. I should have remembered that, Senator. So, the
pieces are before you, but in different arenas than I had thought.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes.

Dr. NATHAN. And the GROW legislation is in important respects
different from your WORC proposal on the matching rate and what
is covered by the matching rate. You cover 70 percent of training
costs.

Senator MoyNiHAN. I am going to press you a little bit. You are
talking about numbers there, aren’t you? I mean, how different is
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50 dpercent against 60 percent against 70 percent? I mean, if you
undertake to do this sort of thing, the actual ratios aren’t that im-
portant; I mean, they are negotiable, are they not?

Dr. NatrAN. Well, negotiable for sure, but it is very important, I
think, to mxaln¥l States, particularly the States that are strained
now fiscally. The WIN Program, if I have got it right, was 90 per-
cent match.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Right.

Dr. NATHAN. And I guess everybody is ready to move away from .
that; but to go to 50 percent match, I think—your proposal at 70
percent—you have 70 percent for training and 50 percent for other
things—I think that is a good position myself. And that is very
close to what the Governors have proposed, and the Governors
have—from what I read in the newspapers—made a good impres-
sion in their meeting in the White House. So, I would urge you to
hang tough, Senator.

DSlerrantor MoyNIHAN. All right. Now, did you hear that, Senator
ole?

Could I just make a point and ask you if you would agree that we
have learned something about this work/training, and what we
have learned is that you can do it. Isn’t that the large event of the
last decade or so?

Dr. Natnan. That gives me a chance to say that I think that the
studies of the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation,
which are well structured studies, as close as you can get to a good
scientific method with a random control group—those studies have
been done since 1981 when the OBRA legislation was enacted, in
eight States with 35,000 people assigned to treatment and control
groups. And in the eight States in those studies, we have learned
that indeed .12 States have made appreciable gains.

And incidentally, the California GAIN program is a model pro-
gram here. The States have been able to extend this mutual obliga-
tion, as you referred to it, concept to large numbers of people; and
the impact of those programs, which require people to participate
in training and in work and sometimes in work experience, has
Eeen positive, consistent, scientifically significant, although not

uge.

My feeling is that the results are encouraging and that, this time
around, we have learned from results, unlike last time—as your
book documents so well—where we went off and adopted the FAP
concept before the New Jersey experiment had even gotten into the
field. And later on, we learned—9 years later, you learned—in this
hearing room, that there were an awful lot of problems that re-
search could have taught us. And in the case of these State pro-
grams, we have learned; we do have research; we do have a good
knowledge base.

And that is why I am a little worried about this child support
scheme. It may be a good idea, but we have got a lot of research
and a lot of time and energy, I think, yet to devote to that. I have a
lot of questions about it. I mean, I could ask a lot of questions, but
I won’t now because I don’t think that is going to happen this year.
At least, I hope not. )

Senator MoYNIHAN. Can I speak to the thought there that child
support is a responsibility, not an experiment.
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Dr. NATHAN. Let me say that what I am referring to is the as-
sured benefit, where the State pays if the parent doesn’t. I quite
fully agree with you on the need to include—in fact, that could be
a good fourth part of such legislation——

Senator MoyNIHAN. Right.

Dr. NATHAN. Yes. Which is to move further in this direction with
some kind of interstate capability. When Governor Kean testified
before you, he pointed out that in our State—New Jersey—85 per-
cent of child support payments are not collected; and part of the
problem is the interstate problem.

Senator MoYNIHAN. The interstate problem is very real, is it not?

Dr. NaTHAN. Yes. And also, I am personally comfortable with the
garnishment idea, which is part of the Wisconsin plan. The only
part I am objecting to is the assured payment which is this back-
door negative income tax.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Which takes you back to the notion of the
guaranteed income and a negative income tax?

Dr. NaTtHAN. Right. I think you should be careful of that.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Could I just say that on the GAIN program.
we had Assemblyman Art Agnos come testify last Monday morning,
through the snow and all. He said, you know, I am one of those
people you have heard referred to as a “San Francisco Democrat’’;
and he said I am working with a very Republican Governor, and we
are getting along just fine. And I think you do recognize that this is
happening now.

Dr. NATHAN. In the last paragraph in my statement, I quote the
song from Rogers and Hammerstein, “When the farmers and the
ranchers will be friends. . . .” And the California GAIN story is a
perfect illustration. I spent most of my sabbatical out there last
year, and I met and know Art Agnos. He is a very impressive
person. I know the people in the Governor’s office, and I have
talked to the Governor about this. California is so far away that we
sometimes don’t know enough about it; but the California program
is the one we should watch the closest because it is the furthest
along, and it reflects this very delicate political balance that has—
as I say in my statement—detoxified the welfare issue in many
States. It is really quite remarkable.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Senator Dole.

Senator DoLE. No questions.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Dick, thank youv very much. Professor
Nathan, we are very much in your debt, and you heard Senator
Dole say he would be checking in with you in the morning. And we
will not fail to do so on a detailed and regular basis.

Dr. NATHAN. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Richard Nathan follows:]
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Please Stay out of the FAP Trap.

A policeman in the city where I was born, Schenectady, New York, was
interviewed recently about his beat, which is the worst and most
distressed part of Schenectady, a section called Hamilton Hill. The
officer, Bill Potenza,-ﬁas asked what should be done about the increased
concentration of-underclass people and conditions in Hamilton Hill.
“"Hamilton Hill's never going to change, jobs or no jobs...unless people
get into some really serious ‘educational programs...There's no pride
built in up here...People that have hope and look to the future don't
think day to day." (Capital Region, November, 1986.)

Hamilton Hill is a microcosm of what is being revealed by
recently-released detailed city-poverty data from the 1980 census. For
too long we have left geography, behavior, and attitudes out of our
analysis of urban conditions. The underclass problem in America's cities
is a problem of space -- a problem of the dramatically increased
isolation of the multi-problem population (unskilled, uneducated,
unmotivated people in broken or never formed families, often
predominantly racial and Hispanic minorities) in the concentrated poverty

areas of cities (areas with more than 20% poor population) and extreme

poverty areas (areas with 40% or more population).
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We recently analyzed the poverty and related social and economic
conditions, based on these Census data, of the fifty largest cities in
1970. What happened to them over the decade of the seventies?

By 1980, they had lost 5 percent of their population, but their
poverty population had grown by 12 percent. The percent of the poor in
poverty areas (more than 20% poverty areas) had grown by 31 perceant, a
condition which William J. Wilson points out is primarily a result of the
growth in the number of such ghetto poverty areas. (There are more
areas now with concentrated poverty and multi-problem conditions.) This
is the hidden city where we do and dare not go. For the fifty cities we
studied, urban poverty is increasingly a problem of minority groups. The
white poverty population of these cities declined by 18 percent. The
black poverty population increased by exactly the same percent, 13
percent.

The situation is even more stark for concentrated poverty areas.

The concentrated white poverty population (i.e., in 20% poverty areas)
declined by 6 percent in these fifty cities. On the other hand, the
concentrated black poverty population in urban poverty areas (20% poverty

areas) rose by 23 percent, and the number of poor black persons in

extreme poverty areas (40% or more) rose by 59 percent.

People who study urban and social conditions in the U.S. knew that
these trends were worsening. What is remarkable about these new detailed
city-poverty data is how dramatically they show this to be true.

I would add that this condition of a multi-problem underclass --

economic, behavioral, and attitudimal -- concentrated in areas where

problem behavior is so easily reinforced is not one that we can measure

with our social science calipers. We do not have enough data. The
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figures just cited are suggestive of the diagnosis increasingly being
made by urban experts of a worsening concentration and bifurcation of the
rich and the underclass in our cities.

One cannot even begin to consider welfare reform in 1987 without

considering these conditions and trends.

I have been interested in welfare issues for a long time. Twenty
years ago, it was popular to say that the root problem of poor people is
that they don't have enough money. That's what I thought then. Maybe it

was the answer then. It is not the answer now. Money alone is not the

answer; we absolutely must give more attention to the institutional
dimension of policy change.

Officer Potenza of Schenectady, N.Y. is right when he says we need
"some really serious educational programs' to get at the issues before
this subcommittee.

The data and analysis just presented is the bad news. 1 also have
some good aews.

Important changes that move in the right direction are underway now
on the part of state governments. Over two-thirds of the states are
developing new programs of mutual obligation to provide education,
training, remediation, intensive job search, and work expericnce<?or
welfare family heads. There is furthermore a movement now being made to

extend these programs, which I call "new-style workfare programs,' to the

fathers of welfare children as well as the mothers.
We are moving away from the easy abstractions of the seventies, the
puristic economic solutions to the American social challenge, and we are

now, at ledast at the state level, beginning to deal with the two left-out

and critical variables of welfare reform -- institutions and values.
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The institutional variable I refer to is the new-style workfare
programs being implemented by the states. The values underlying these
programs are work, family, education, and community. These are not
controversial values that raise first-Amendment issues; they are values
that the American society as a whole has shared‘for generations. It is
unfair not to give signals to the welfare poor that if they share these
values they are more likely to enter and live in the American social and
economic mainstream. Inculcating these values in our young is what
public education has been doing for more than a century.

What the states are doing now -- California, Hichigan, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Massachusetts, New Jersey (just to name a few) -- is changing
their welfare system to transmit these signals =-- different signals from
those of the Great Society days. These are the ideas embedded in the
mutual obligations of new-style workfare, obligations on the part of
welfare family heads to move into the work force and obligations on the
part of the states to help them do so. The California GAIN program is
the most far-reaching effort to adopt this approach. In my own state,
Governor Thomas Kean has recently developed a similar approach that would
require welfare family heads with children over two years of age to
participate in a similar program called REACH. My own view is that we
should use the word 'workfare," a word which used to have a much more
negative connotation,to apply to this revolution by the states to convert
their welfare systems irom payment system to systems focused on jobs and
work preparatior. and facilitation. The word "workfare" was first used in
national policy in a speech by President Nixon, written by William

Safire, on Nixon's Family Assistance Plan (FAP). I will have more to say

about FAP in a minute.
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Let me add here that the frequent comment that new-style workfare
efforts are small and can't accomplish all that much is being seriously
overdone. The MDRC findings are promising. What is more, there is good
reason to believe that if we develop and extend these work/welfare
systems, and give clearer signals and provide better programs, we will
over time have bigger impacts in terms of higher earnings, reduced
dependency, and changed conditions in the hidden city.

The recent GAO report on AFDC work programs (Work and Welfare,
January 1987) which is a very good report, tends to understate what is
going on now and what it is possible to achieve in the future. The GAO
report is based on data from 1985. Much has happened since then. State
governments are working very hard in this area. Yet even in 1985 in the
states that GAO studied, their data show that there was 22.3 percent
. participation in WIN-demonstration projects. If we adjust for the fact
that the WIN-mandatory group (pardon all this jargon) is for families
with children over six years of age, this converts into about a 60
percent rate of participation for the target group for AFDC work
programs. This estimate, if anything, overstates the situation in 1985.
In any event, it is possible, I think, to look at the GAG's data and see
the bottle half full rather than half empty.

Let me now return to the Nixon FAP plan which I mentioned earlﬁer.
FAP is remembered as Nixon's guaranteed income plan for the poor where
the emphasis was on introducing the then-popular concept of a negative
income tax into the welfare system in order to replace AFDC with FAP.

I was part of the effort, and make no apologies for my part in it.

But in retrospect I believe it was, and still is, the wrong approach to

welfare reform.
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New-style workfare is much more likely to be the real welfare
reform! What I worry about most is that the new and welcome interest on
the part of this subcommittee in welfare reform in 1987 will fall into
the FAP trap. The issue is not one of either/or, and it is not a simple
one.

But what I see developing is the re-invention of the analysis that
focuses on very shaky national income statistics to call for massive new
transfer payments to the so-called "working poor." 1 do not deny that we
need to be worried about this group -- namely, the people who are the top
edge of welfare evligibility or are hard-working people not getting any
welfare assistance, but with ostensible (note the adjective) incomes
close to those of people on welfare.

We should not put all of our eggs in this basket. The ideas I have
heard discussed in this forum to aid the working poor involve new
income-transfer payments which gracefully are described in programmatic

but not-budgetary terms. What do they cost? The answer, I am sure, is

that they cost more than we can spend in the period in which this social
policy window is open in 1987. The priorities are wrong. The question,
1 repeat, is one of balance and focus.

I believe we must focus on institutional change, relying heavily on

state initiatives now underway, to transform and energize the welfare and
school systems to "save" some of the people caught in the underclass.
This is not something we can do over a year or five years, but it is the
road we must be on. The challenge involved tests the very mettle of our
political system.

And, in this area, I am happy to note that both the distinguished

chairman of this subcommittee and the Reagan administration appear to be
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in agreement. Senator Moynihan, along with ten co-sponsors, proposed
legislation creating a Work Opportunities and Retraining Compact (WORC)
in June 1986. The Administration recently, and all too quietly, sent
Cap}tol Hill quite similar legislation to increase the flexibility of the
states to provide an array of educational, training, remediation, child
care and work-experience services to AFDC family heads. Acronyms abound
in this field. The Administration's new bill is called the GRO program.
Both the Department of HHS and the Labor Departmeant have submitted
legislation which moves strongly in the direction of new-style workfare.

Let me now make a key point. If this Congress has money to spend on

welfare reform in 1987, I urge that you put at least half of it into
these kinds of institutional "workfare" changes.

I urge that you not be sold a pig in a poke that gets you back into
the FAP trap of big-spending income-transfer payments based on easy
abstractions and weak data that are likely to end up costing you more
than you could ever spend this year on welfare reform. (Former Senator
John Williams could tell you all about the FAP trap, and he did tell us.)

Mr. Chairman, this year I suggest that you cautiously consider a
couple of things in the income-support area in 1987, but not a
generalized new work supplement or back-door children's allowance via
state-paid child support where an absent father does not do so. The
measures I would suggest are a modest (and I do mean modest) national
minimum payment level for AFDC plus food stamps and mandating AFDC-UF.
(Senator Daniel J. Evans has been a leader on these kinds of changes; I
served on the Committee on Federalism and National Purpose that he
co-chaired along with former Govermor Robb which developed a set of

proposals in this area.) I also suggest seriously exploring Robert
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Reischauer's idea of adjusting the Earned Income Tax Credit for family
size.

In short, some such combination of incremental steps with roughly
half the money going for new-style workfare and half for next-step
reforms in AFDC and related payment programs is what I urge upon you. It
would be nice to abolish AFDC, but I think the smoke and mirrors and
money required to do so make it impossible to accomplish this in the
near-term, if I am any judge of the kind of legislative action that can
be adopted in the current period.

There is a wonderful song from Rodgers and Hammerstein's "Oklahoma"
called "When the Farmers and the Ranchers will be Friends." Then things
will be okay, or should I say 0.K.? The opportunity before you in the
form of new-style workfare in my view represents such an opportunity
where conservatives and liberals appear to be coming together on a

"mutual obligation" (California-GAIN styled) approach to welfare reform.

This "new consensus" has detoxified welfare as a political issue at the
state level in many states. My reading of the current situation is that
this idea, ''new-style workfare," should be a major focus, with the
emphasis on institutional change and value changes, of the welfare-reform

decisions you make in Washington in 1987. Don't fall into the FAP trap

again.

E e e e

Mr. Chairman, I have been active over the past dozen years with the
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, and am currently chairman of

the board of that corporation, which in my view has an important record
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in the field we are talking about today. I would like to insert in the
record at this point two short articles I have written about "new-style
workfare'" and the work of MDRC. I should stress that this testimony and
these articles represent my views alone. I do not speak for my friends

and colleagues on the board and staff of MDRC, though I am very proud of

the work they are doing.
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Senator MoyYNIHAN. And now, we are going to hear a panel
which will discuss some of those manpower studies that have been
coming from the MDRC. I wonder if Dr. Lenkowsky, Dr. Novak,
and Dr. Blum could come forward?

Arrange yourselves as you like. This panel will report to us on
the Seminar on Family and American Welfare Policy, which was
sponsored by the Institute for Family Studies at Marquette and
supported by grants from the Bradley Foundation, the Olin Foun-
dation, and the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation. The American
Enterprise Institute provided the setting for the work. These are
most distinguished persons and most welcome. I think we might
just follow our regular pattern, which is to ask the witnesses to
speak in the order in which they are listed. In the first case, that
would be Dr. Lenkowsky, and we welcome you.

STATEMENT OF LESLIE LENKOWSKY, INSTITUTE FOR
EDUCATIONAL AFFAIRS, WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. LENkowsky. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Senator
Dole. I am just going to briefly describe what the Working Seminar
is.-We were established about a year ago and consist of 20 national-
ly prominent experts on welfare policy, with experience going back,
I believe, to the Administration of President Kennedy, which is
when our concern about the growth of dependency began.

Although there are undoubtedly many more scholars we could
have included, we feel that in terms of the range of viewpoints rep-
resented among our members, we are as broadly diverse as any
group that has been studying the subject and issuing reports in the
past few months.

We have commissioned a series of research papers. We have held
a number of seminars, and both to our surprise and great delight,
we have managed to arrive at a concensus on the principles that
ought to guide the round of welfare reform that is coming up. To
describe that concensus, I would like to turn to our chairman, Mi-
chael Novak.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is very generous of you, Doctor. Dr.
Novak, few persons have ranged as far in social policy as you have
done with such unerring skill and grace and effort to conciliate.
And by looking at the list of persons on that seminar, the farmers
andd ranchers have done something about the matter. Please pro-
ceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL NOVAK, THE AMERICAN ENTERPRISE
INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. Novak. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. If I had had
any insight at all in the area of our testimony today, I owe it to
your stimulation some 25 years ago in the seriousness of problems
in this area that one should keep in mind, and you also mentioned
at that time why it was that American social thought typically ne-
glected a range of areas, particularly regarding the family. And
that hint, when I had more hair and was thinner and younger than
I am now, was very important to me.

I would like, Mr. Chairman, to put on the record the statement
prepared for this hearing, which I am free to call eloquent because
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it was prepared by my colleagues for the seminar, Leslie Len-
kowsky and Douglas Besharov.

Senator MoyNIHAN. It will be done.

Dr. Novak. And I would call especial attention to its concrete
findings and then to the 10 general recommendations. We thought
if the Ten Commandments were good enough for the Lord Himself,
we shouldn’t exceed that number as a working seminar. Those are
the general recommendations, but we have some 60 or 70 specific
ones in our text as well.

When we set out to see if we could establish a concensus among
scholars about what the problem is, we weren’t at all sure that it
could be done. And I must say that on many points we had argu-
ments right up until the last moments, trying to find language and
principles we could all agree with. We could have set up a seminar
of like-minded scholars to prepare a report, but we deliberately
sought to form a kind of coalition between the Brookings Institu-.
tion, the AEI, the Hoover Institution, and a representative as well
from The Heritage Center. The idea there was to see if we couldn’t
find something that would help.

Couldn’t scholars subdue their own philosophical predelections
enough to find something that would actually help the dependent
persons that are our concern? And could we find some things that
we could all agree on would work, even though we would have dif-
ferences on detail beyond that?

Our first stage, of course, was to say: What is the problem that
concerns us and that concerns the country? And here, we decided
rather early—and the evidence was rather overwhelming about
it—that our serious concern was not income support for those who
have no other means of support, for the elderly, for children, for
the disabled. These are relatively straight-forward things. They
have their own complexity, to be sure, but simply providing income
support is a problem of a much lower magnitude of difficulty than
the other problem which seems to be growing in importance in our
society and is seriously troubling. That is the problem of able
adults who, in normal circumstances, would be caring for them-
selves and not only caring for themselves, but are needed by
others, and would under normal circumstances be caring for others
as well, particularly their own children, sometimes for older per-
sons.

The problem then is in our society, it seemed to us, that there is
a growing number of fellow citizens who are not coping very well
for themselves or for those who are dependent on them. We found
this particularly shocking in the country—in a free country such as
ours—because a free country depends on citizens of independence.
It depends on citizens able to fend for themselves and to make
themselves a contribution to the common good. And if instead they
solely take from the common good, they are not in a position to ex-
ercise the independence becoming free citizens.

We found ourselves using—a good part under Professor Nathan’s
guidance—that deliberately shocking term ‘‘underclass” for a cer-
tain portion of the dependent we were concerned with—not all of
it, but a certain portion. It is a shocking term because what Amer-
ica means is that there is no underclass. Everybody has a chance.
The Statue of Liberty says: “Send me your tired, your poor . . .” It
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begins with poor people, and typically poor people have become not
poor people. What is very distressing at the moment is the number
of persons who beginning poor are not moving from it.

Even under conditions of economic growth and even when they
themselves report that jobs are available, they are not moving from
it. This we ended up calling by a new name: the behaviorally de-
pendent, persons who are not only dependent on the public purse—
that is an objective fact to be ascertained—but another fact in-
volved that their own behaviors seem to have them coping less well
than they are, even in their own eyes, able to.

The two sets of behavior that we found particularly striking in
the growing numbers of such persons are marital status and labor
force participation. When you look at the proportion of able adults
who are needy and dependent upon the public purse, it is dispro-
portionately single heads of households—and most often in those
cases, females. Married couples—just to give yvou a small figure
that struck us quite vividly—married couple families, only 7 per-
cent fall below the poverty line. Plus 93 percent are above it. Of
course, in one sense, that is easy to understand because two jobs
even at the minimum wage would get a family of four above the
poverty line, but there are many other advantages of the married
couple family that are quite striking.

Now, there are two points I would like to make about our study,
if I might, very briefly. The first point is that it required a certain
discipline in every imagination as we proceeded because the poor
are so diverse when you actually look at the numbers, and they are
scattered all over the country. There are growing numbers in rural
areas, for example, and a growing problem of illegitimacy and non-
formation of families in rural areas. One wouldn’t think of that at
first because the concentrations of the poor in the large cities are
near to the media centers; and so, when we see images of the most
striking poverty, from the media—the national media, in any
case—they are almost always urban. And we tend therefore to get
an exaggerated sense of how much poverty is concentrated in those
100 larger cities in the United States. It is a very serious and needy
group, worthy of our study and our efforts, but it is not all of the
problem of dependency by a long shot.

For example, in a recent year for the first time, the number of
white children born out of wedlock exceeded the number of Black
children. The problem is spreading. We learned in this that race is
declining as a factor in the population that most drew our atten-
tion—those of the behaviorally dependent. The condition seems to
have much more to do with marital status and with labor force
participation than with race. And that, we think, is a very impor-
tant finding of the last 20 years.

It does put us in a different position to go forward, I think, in a
united and comprehensive way.

I would like at this point to go to some of the concrete findings
we have, but I think I simply must refer to them in the paper be-
cause time is getting away from me. I have mentioned several of
them in passing.

The second large point I said that I wanted to make from our
study is that, when we thought about the problem of the behavior-
ally dependent and thought how can we actually help people to
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help themselves, we discovered it is very much a human problem.
It is hard to think of a mechanical or bureaucratic solution. It is
hard to think that some technical adjustment is going to deal with
what is going on inside people themselves. That is what needs to be
touched and evoked, strengthened and drawn out; and then you
must look to the surrounding world of technical rules and applica-
tions and conditions and so on to see what is in the way, to try to
help get scme of that out of the way of such folks.

But we laid stress because the numbers forced us to lay stress on
the human dimensions of the problem. Put very simply: You have
able-bodied persons who in normal times would be caring for them-
selves, would be seeking out mates, and having firm and stable
marriages, and would be working as much as other citizens work,
and drawing the income and skill development and progress that
comes from that and who aren’t. Many of their peers are—a major-
ity of those in similar conditions—doing well.

So, you come back to a human dimension of the problem. On this
human dimension, I would like to say that looking just ahead, we
see a hopeful time. There has probably never been a time more
hopeful for welfare reform than now, when the baby boom has
passed, like the figure of the python, and where we will be facing
some labor shortages in the next 13 years. It is a very good time to
move people from welfare to work.

Second, we do think that, while there is no silver bullet or no
one magic wand to wave, if we can reverse the trends a little bit, if
we move a few hundred persons or families here—and if you move
families, you move more than one person; that is one of the great
assets of concentrating on families; you move not only the parents,
but children, and maybe for the next generation, too, if they move
from dependency to self-reliance. If we can get those trends re-
versed so that the numbers of dependent are going down rather
than up, that already is a great achievement.

And ten years from now, we should be able to look back on this
moment with cnnsiderable satisfaction.

The final point I would like to make is that perhaps our most
important finding was that, when the country as a whole engages
this problem of human dimension needs and sends a signal that
every citizen has obligations as well as entitlements, that the Gov-
ernment itself has a signaling function. It not only tells people
what their fellow citizens expect of them, it is in a position to say
here are some of the things we expect, labor force participation for
one thing. If you are on welfare, an obligation to work, because we
need you. Your children need you; the country needs you. You are
not forgotten by us; you are not apart from us; you are a part of
this community. That is why we called our paper “A Community of
Self-Reliance.” A community has an interest in the independence
of every citizen. And it is an unusual community in a free society
which wants to promote independence in citizens. If a community
exists, it is to develop self-dependent persons. It is a dual pool here.

Therefore, to conclude, we think it is important not to get lost in
a forest of technicalities but to see the many human dimensions of
this problem. And we believe national leadership, both from the
Congress and from the President and the administration, must
play a very large role because it is necessary in a problem so op-
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posed to what America stands for and a problem of growing dimen-
sions. _

It is crucial to get the whole country exercised in reducing that
problem. It is a problem of human dimensions that the churches,
the schools, the universities, the media—very part of American
life—is going to have to get involved. We have got to turn around
this tide in that people need to be touched by all those citizens, pro-
fessions, occupations whose lives intersect with them. Perhaps I
had better stop, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Beautifully stated. Senator Dole, did you
have any questions?

Senator DoLE. No questions, but an excellent statement.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I understand that in a year of discussions,
nobody ever got around to talking about marginal rates of taxation.
That is not what interests you. What interests you are the respon-
sibilities of citizenship and the fact that we need everybody to par-
ticipate in citizenship. I think when you ask people to become in-
volved because you need them, you are likely to get a different re-
sponse.

Dr. Blum, it is a pleasure to welcome you here this morning. Bar-
bara Blum was once the distinguished Commissioner of Social Wel-
fare in the State of New York and has held all manner of positions.

STATEMENT OF BARBARA BLUM, FOUNDATION FOR CHILD
DEVELOPMENT, NEW YORK, NY

Mrs. BLum. It really is a pleasure and a privilege to be part of
the panel today. My remarks will be very brief and I hope they can
be useful. They reflect my personal observations from participating
in the Working Seminar Group, sponsored by AEI and chaired so
very effectively by Michael Novak, as well as earlier involvement
over a 2-year period with the special task force of Welfare Adminis-
trators at APWA.

The deliberations of the welfare administrators produced the
APWA report, “One Child in Four.” The seminar sessions led, of
course, to the report we are discussing today, “A Community of
Self-Reliance.” It is important to note, it seems to me, that both
the AEI and the APWA initiatives involved persons of conserva-
tive, moderate, and liberal persuasion in long and very serious de-
bates. In each instance, discussions have been open, intellectually
honest, and have permitted welfare issues to be framed in very
new ways.

The challenge now is to harness the consensus which has devel-
oped, as reflected in the seminar report, in the APWA report, and
in other reports which you have reviewed so that positive changes
can occur. The overlay for consensus as we have discussed today
has to do with mutual obligation.

We are agreed that parents are obliged to provide support for
their children. We are agreed that individuals, male or female, who
are receiving income assistance have an obligation to participate in
education, training, or work programs which will enhance their
abilities to produce income and help them support their children.
We are also agreed, I believe, that in some instances supplemental
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support is required to ensure certain families the ability to func-
tion.

The report from the working seminar describes the plight of our
Nation’s poor citizens at the present time. For some, improvements
in circumstance require only modest change in individual behavior
or Government policy; but for othevs, and particularly for a grow-
ing number of children, oar intervantions will need to be substan-
tial and continuing.

We have learned a great deal about improving the collection of
child support. We are poised now, I believe, to shift our welfare
program from encouraging dependency to generating self-reliance.
The key for the future is whether we have the commitment and
the skill to tackle the subject of-deprivation for those families and
children who will remain unaffected by positive changes in child
support and employment initiatives.

The seminar report is exceptionally eloquent in documenting the
importance of this family and child focus. Just in closing, I want to
say that in order not to divert our energies from those things that
we are learning to do well, I must sound a warning on the adminis-
tration’s Low Incomne Opportunities Act initiative. I think that
there are ways to parmit waiver authority. There are ways to en-
courage experimentation; but we mustn’t allow our energies now to
be diverted away from what Michael Novak was suggesting, that is,
the coalescing of national interest in resolving the problem for us.

[The prepared joint statement of the Working Seminar follows:]
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STATEMENT OF
THE WORKING SEMINAR
ON THE
- FAMTLY AND AMERYCAN WELFARE POLICY*
BEFORE THE
>
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY ARD FAMILY POLICY

SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
MARCH 2, 1987

Two centuries ago, a érench immigrant, J. Hector St. John de
Crevecoeur, wrote of the new American settler, "From involuntary
idleness, servile dependgnce, penury, and useless 1abot) he has passed"
to toils of a very different nature, rewarded by ample subsistence."
And so, for most Americans, it rem;ins today., A resident of the United
States can virtually guarantee a life free from poverty by B
accomplishing only three things: completing high school, staying in the
labor force, and establishing a family. Such, still, are the blessings
of this land.

Yet, a numerically small but significant group of our fellow
countrymen fails to partake of this bountv. They are poor in means,

but it i{s not their poverty that is most distressing, They often

depend upon public assistance, but it is not their dependency as such

*The Working Seminar {s sponsored by the Institute for Family
Studies of Marquette University and is supported by grants from the
Lynde and Harry Bradlev Foundation and the John M, Olin Foundation. The
Charles Stewart Mott Fourdation also provide$S support.

The American Enterprise Institute is a nonpartisanp, nonprofit,
research and educaticral fnsticution, which itself takes no position on
public policy issues.
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that i1s worrisome. (The elderly and the disabled also rely on income
supports, but arouse no.comparable concern,) They are concentrated in
large and generally prosperous cities, but it is not where they are
located that really matters.

Rather, what is most important is their isolation from American
society, their inability to acquire the skills and attitudes essential )
for functioning successfully in American life, their impoverishment of
the spirit and lack of esteem, Without these, their chances of
attaining the rewards of self-reliance that comprise the birthright of
all Americans are slim, They remain locked. instead, in a behavioral
dependency that belies their status as American citizens,

Iu keeping with another national cradition. Americans of all
political and philosophical persuasions have sought ways to help this
group out of its plight, We have given generously of our own wealth,
through both public and private channels. We have invented new methods
for enveloping them in the American ethos. We have reached out and
involved ourselves in their lives. We have had some successes; we have
also had some failures. And some of what we have done may have hurt
more than helped. Yet, we remain ready to try again.

As the nation prepared to begin another effort, the Working
Seminar on the Family and American Welfare Policy was created to enable
a philosophically diverse group of experts to study the problem of
behavioral dependency and make recommendations that would be useful to
policy-makers and interested members of the public. Chaired by Michael
Novak of the American Enterprise Institute, the group comprises experts

as varied as John Cogan of the Hoover Institution (Vice Chairman);
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Charles Murray, author of Losing Ground; Stanford Ross, Social Security
Coumissioner under President Carter; and Alice Rivlin of the Brookings
Institution. (A list of the Semi.ar's members is attached.)

In the past year, we have commissioned nearly a dozen research
papers, held a half-dozen meetings, and engaged in numerous informal
discussions with knowledgeable observers from around the country. We
have also had the benefit of reviewing the reports and conclusions of
several other groups that have examined this problem from different

vantage points. In our own report, entitled A Community of Self-

Reliance: The New Consensus on Family and Welfare, we seek to distill

the egsence of this now considerable body of information and ideas to
- construct a set of principles that we belfeve ought to guide a new

round of welfare reform. (We are submitting a copy of the report for

your consideration,)** B

The starting point for all of these is the recognition that low
income and behavioral dependency are two quite different problems and
require different remedies. Approximately 33 million Americans are
considered poor, using the official Census Bureau measure. (A broader
measure, iuncluding in-kind benefits such as Food Stamps, would reduce
this to roughly 22 million.) But no more (and probably much less) than
one~-third of that number (many of whom are children, living in families
headed by an adult) are likely to present the kinds of problems that

seriously diminish the likelihood of becoming self-reliant, For the

rest, an expanding economy, improvements Iin income support and tax

**The full report will be available soon as a book from AEI at
4720 Boston Way, Lanham, MD 2G706.
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policies, and other adjustpents in our current ways of helping the poor
should be sufficient to enable them to participate more fully in
American life, 1if they wish to do so.

Our report describes this new form of poverty—'behavioral
dependency''--which is caused not by low income alone, but by a growing
‘inability to cope. Many people stay dependent on welfare through their
own behaviors, such as dropping out of school,.having children out of
wedlock, and fafling to work., The traditional solution of economic

growth plus income supplemeats is not working well enough to diminish
their dependency.

Our reﬁort details changes in family $tructure and labor force
patticipafion that iare r;he chief éaus‘es of behavioral de.pendency. Ax.nong
its findings are that:

o The concentration of black and Bispanic poor in high-poverty
census tracts in the nation's 100 largest cities (now totaling
some 4.1 million persons) grew almost 60 percent from 1970 to
1980, '

o In such locations, female—headed families outnumber married
families 3 to 1, and the labor force participation rates of males
are far below those of twenty-five years ago.

o Fewer than 7 percent of intact, married couple families have
incomes below the official poverty line, but 34 percent of female-
headed families are poor and they constitute the fastest growing
segment of the poor asince 1965.

o The 3.4 million mothers on AFDC work much less thamn nonpoor
wothers. Forty percent of nompoor mothers with children under 18
vorked full time for at least 40 weeks during 1984, as opposed to
only 9 perceat of AFDC mothers.

o Among the 7 million children on Aid to Dependent Children (in
1983), 46 percent were boru out of wedlock.

o Children borm out of wedlock, regardless of race or age of
wother, are more likely to be low birthweight, to drop out of
8cY00l, and to themselves have children out of wedlock.



88

5 Ounly 13 percent of the working-age poor report as their reason
for being unemployed that jobs are unavailable.

o Tta labor force participation of young black males ages 16-24
has fallen dramatically since 1962, from 59 percent to 44 percent.

o The very poor, especially in urban areas, are twice as likely
to suffer from robberies or burglaries as the nonpoor.

A study commissioned by the Seminar concluded: "Those who do the
following three simple things are unlikely to stay long in poverty: (1)
complete high school; (2) get married and stay married; and (3) stay
employed at a job, any job, even at first at the minimum wage." Baged
on the computer tapes of the University of Michigan's Panel Study of
Income Dynamics, it found that:

o Of all men ages 20-64 with a high school education, only six-

‘tenths of 1 percent were in poverty in 1970. For blacka, only 4.7

percent of black male heads of household with just a high school

education were in poverty or near poverty by 1980,

Providing income supports for persons of low income is relatively
straightforward, but helping the dependent to adopt self-reliant
behaviors is far more difficult. Behavioral dependency is so rooted in
personal behaviors that it can be overcome only by the personal
involvement of all Americans, and all institutfons of American society,
not solely by government.

We therefore make a series of recommendations on how religious
institutions, schoolé. the medta, and neighborhood and professional
associations can become invélved in responding to the plague of
dependency. At every level, those who help to shape the national ethos
must help recreate our two-sided ideal of community and self-reliance.

There is a common idea which should serve a; the basis for the
efforts of all these institutions. It is the concept of obligation. No

S
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person should be involuntarily poor without others coming to his or her
assistance. No able adult should be allowed voluntarily to take from
the common good, without also contributing to it. Parents should be
expected to support their children; children should be expected to
prepare themselves for becoming self-relfant adults. The mass media,
religious bodies, voluntary groups, schools, law enforcement
authorities and other institutions important in the lives of the poor
should assert standards of conduct conducive to avoiding dependency and
expect that they be adhered to. When obligations are not met, the
consequences should be felt, except where harm might befall innocents.

_In other words, the problem of behavioral dependency requires us
to go beyond questions of {ncome in order to attend to questions
concerning the way people organize their lives., What is distinctive
about behavioral dependency is its moral or attitudinal component. It
is not enough for the makers of public policy to attend to
externalities and public arrangements, without also being aware of the
ways in which policy impinges -- or fails to impinge -- on personal and
social values. Private institutions likewise have a responsibility to
help shape an ethos favorable to those of the poor seeking to practice
the traditional disciplines by which Americans have long bettered their
own conditions and those of their families. By emphasizing
obligations, society can help inculcate and reinforce the values and
habits essential to escaping poverty.

Nevertheless, sovernment policy plays a crucial role: it sets
goals for citizens ard incites efforts. Therefore, our report also

makes major recommencdaticons for government action. Our report argues
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that it has been a mistake to offer welfare benefits without imposing
on recipients the same obligations faced by other citizens, to try to
becoms self-sufficient through education, work, and responsible family
behavior.

In addition, it can help restore self-respect to the poor. Often
in the past, programs designed to help persons of low income have
of fered benefits without 1mposing any duties in return., This is to
treat them as less than full citizems. To hold all people responsible,
as befits their abilities, for acquiring those skills and competencies
necessary to self-reliance {s only just. And while many may need some
assistance, to hold those on welfare personally respcnsible, too, is no
more-than'is aske&iof otﬁer citizehs. And mucg more than 1is expected
of clients. Such a change.tn self-image is indispensable for reducing
behavioral dependency.

For developing a sense of personal responsibility, for
transmiccin; social values and habits, for providing aid and comfort,
no institution is as important as the f;mily. Indeed, the problem of
behavioral dependency is largely (though not entirely) one of the
family, Eighty percent of the poor live in families; sixty percent
live in families with children under eighteen; of the latter, half are
headed by a single parent, Such families are doubly disadvantaged;
they often lack earning power sufficient to make good use of the
economic opportunities available to them and some are also short on the
social resources necessary to instill the skills for self—reli#nce in
their members. Misguided public policies and activities by private

groups have, as well, sometimes increased more than they have lightened
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the burdens such families face.

Hence, the crucible for the next round at welfare reform must be
the family. -All our efforts should be directed toward reducing the
number of single-parent families, or for those that are created,
insisting that adequate support -- educational and nurturing as well as
financial -~ be maintained. To be sure, twenty-five years of
experience have demonstrated that these goals are easier proclaimed
than achieved. But it is essential to continuing proclaiming them, and
trying to realize them, through both publié and private efforts, {f the
challenge of behavioral dependency is to be met.

Tp that end, we offer a number of specific recommendations. They
Qre neither ;arth-shactering nor unique. We do not believe tﬁer; is ;
magic answer, a simple but as yet undiscovered solution, to the problem
we face. (The closest, the foundation for all else, is economic growth,
but even it is not sufficient to deal with the kind of dependency that
concerns us.) Rather, we think the best hope lies in mobilizing an
across-the=-board effort, built on the following principles:

I. The home environment for voung children in impoverished

families should be the prinmarv location for preventing future

dependency. Parental responsibility for the support of children should
be reinforced; political and administrative pressure should be brought
to bear to improve the level of child support enforcement. The fathers
of out of wedlock children should be identified through mandatory
paternity findings. Voluntary associations should help young mothers
through classes in child care and child education, and other efforts

that bring these mothers out of isolation, in social settings that
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provide child-care and instruction.

In regard to teenage mothers, welfare policy should not confuse
their legal status as parents with their physical and emotional
standing, which may be less than adult. Consequently, unless there is a
finding that their safety so requires, welfare benefits should not be
paid to recipients under 18 living in independent households.

Child abuse and neglect are serious national problems. However,
there 1s a tendency to treat the symptoms of poveriy as a form of
"child neglect." A large number of poor children now being placed in

foster care could be safely left with their parents.

IZI, Schools should impose high standards of achievement, behavior

and resggnsibilitiﬂon all students.’ Coumunities should be encouraged

and assisted in setting high standards for their schools, recognizing
that the key factors are: strong principals, an orderly but not rigid
schoo; atmosphere, a schoolwide commitment of resources to and focus on
basic skills; a highly visible expectation that every child can learn;
and frequent monitoring of the performance of every student.

Fear of lawsuits claiming the violation of "student rights" has
deprived some school officials of a spirit of initiative and led others
to take the course of least resistance, for example by not enforcing
standards of behavior that thev know have been violated. Federal law
should be amended so that, within appropriate limits, principals have
greater good-faith discretion in setting and enforcing schoolwide
standards of behavior.

Parental involvement 1in schooling should be increased, including,

perhaps, by giving parents a greater measure of choice regarding which
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public schools their children attend. Some members of the Working
Seminar favor a voucher or an open enrollment plan; others doubt the

Apracticality of such plans. All agree in seeking ways to give poor
parents more of the flexibility and freedom others already have, and to
make the public schools more accountable for their performance among
the poor.

IXI. The rights of the poor to integrity of 1ife, limb and

property should receive equal protection under the law. To reduce the

scourge of crime in the communities of the poor, innovative methods of
policing should be introduced, court procedures tightened, and the
illegal drug trade better controlled. Standards of conduct in public
hobsiﬁg enféreed; and‘vblﬁnceer efforts, such as neighborhood’
asséciations, encouraged.

IV. Since voluntary associations have a public character and

public responsibilities, they should focus their power on raducing

behavioral dependency. The mass media should help nourish a moral

environment in which the habits crucial to exiting from poverty are
reinforced, religious institutions should challenge the poor and
empower them through spiritual determination, inner strength, and
community involvement, and other voluntary groups should employ their
own special skills and resources to invent new ways of coming to the

aid of the poor anc dependent.

V. Welfare recipilents should be required to take part in work (or

time-limited training programs) as a condition of recefving benefits.

Young mothers should be recuired to complete high school (or its

equivalent) and prepare themselves for future emplovment. Older mothers

10
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with previous work experience shouid be expected to find work in the
private sector or (as a last resort) to accept assignmen; in the public
sector, Those involved in work programs, whether staff or participants,
should be expected to regard every job, even part-time and at minimum
wage, as an obligation to society, as important to future work

experience, and as an occasion for self—development.

VI. The implementation of work programs should move forward

cautiously and in graduated steps. Programs should-neither be massive

nor designed for swift results but for steady progress in increasing
the share of the employable engaged in constructive work., States and
localicies‘should have a financial incentive to reap thg'benefits of
the éaving;‘gained Sy moving the dependené fr&m 94551Ve re;ipiéncy~to
productive work.

VII. Cash benefits should be transitional in nature. After a

specific time limit (such as two years), a recipient of AFDC would be
required, as a condition of further assisctance, either to find
employment or to accept a public job.

VIII. Clear and fair sanctions should be inposed on able

recipients of benefits who fail to work without good cause (such as

physical or mental disability). The vast array of rules and procedure

that have grown up around access to public assistance programs--
frequently as the resulr of judicial action--must be critically
reexamined. Some rulings seek onesidedly to protect the rights of
racipients to benefits, without giving due emphasis to the obligations
that recipients have to the rest of society, including the duty to seek

to become self-reliant.
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IX. The working poor should not be taxed into poverty. State and

“aram.

local income taxes should be adjusted to lift their burdens on the

working poor. Expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit to offset more
of the burden of federal payroll taxes should be carefully examined,

X. In the administration of welfare, the principle of federalism

should be maintained, but policies should be adjusted to emphasize

state and local innovation. State and local governments should be

given great latitude to experiment with methods of reducing poverty and
dependency. Federal rules and regulations should be reviewed to be
sure that these do not unnecessarily complicate or limit state and
‘local initiatives. Standards for asgistance to the poor should reflect
local‘li§1ﬁé‘condicions. ‘

These recommendations dG not contain the specifics that might be
required for a legislative proposal or administrative action. In our
view, such details must inevitably be worked out pragmatically, through
the give~-and-take of the political process, where the ideal yields to
the realistic., While we would be eager to discuss legislative changes
with the committee, far be it for us to try to make such judgments in
advance and in any case, there are already encugh specific proposals,
bills and reform plans before the public that another one would only
add to the confusion. It is urgent that the nation act; not lose its
way in the forest of technicalities which have too often entered into
discussions of welfare policy in the recent past. We hope the
principles we have set forth will serve to 1identify the crucial issues
with which all serious initiatives should deal and be a bipartisan

standard by which to judge how well they are likely to work.

12
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Our group views the present consensus about the need to impose
obligations on welfare recipients as a historic opportunity to reduce
behavioral dependency. But we warn against excessive eagerness to .
embrace -workfare and similar programs as a panacea to welfare
dependency. Past federal job training programs have not had {mpressive
results and that more recent workfare expericents have reported only
modest success.

We recomme.d a step~-bv-step approach to workfare, securing sound
successes and avoiding over-promising and disillusionment. Programs
should be neither ma%sive nor designed for swift results but for steady

progress in increasing the proportions of the employable engaged in
. 3

]

constructive work.
It is important to emphasize that our report is not only the work
of a group of experts on welfare policy, bu£ of a bipartisan group,
whose membership ranges broadly across the ideological spectrum of
American politics. When we first came together, we were not sure that

we would be able to produce a consensus statement. However, we soon

~discovered that our views on the nature of the problem that had to be

addressed were surprisingly similar. Moreover, in the course of our
deliberations, a remarkable process of accommodation began to occur.
Those among us who are more conservative in outlook became willing to
accept a more extensive and permanent role for government than they
might otherwise have, while those who are more liberal came to accept
the need for both public and private agencies to insist on obiigations
and standards of conduct in return for benefits. Ideology gave way to
compromise, as people of good will strove to deal with the urgent
problems at hand. In short, the "center" appeared--and held.

We trust this is a good omen for the new round of welfare reform

efforts that has now begun--and for American politics as a whole.

13
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Senator MOYNIHAN. Say that a little more, maybe all three of

ou. You heard the administration speak this morning. What trou-
Kles you? Or what should we be watching for? I mean, at a time
when there is a genuine emergence of: Can we not do this different
and better?

Mrs. Brum. I like the idea of encouraging local experimentation.
That is healthy. There is no reason in the world there can’t be
many, many demonstrations approved, without moving away from
some solid support for the work initiatives that States have devel-
oped a capacity to implement, without diverting us from the need
to look at the minimum standard quesiion. I see the danger as a
diversionary tactic that will pull our energies away from those
things that we already are learning to do.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And it is the judgment—is it not?—of your
seminar, Dr. Lenkowsky, that some facts have emerged and some
facts have changed. The fact that Dr. Novak spoke of is the much
more general problem than it might have once been, and it is a
more difficult problem than anybody quite knew; and yet two or
three things emerged. I guess the point about the MDRC studies is
that we find—or you find—that work training programs tend to
benefit most those who most need them.

Mrs. BLum. Yes.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is kind of lucky. It is usually the other
way around, right?

Mrs, Bruwm. It is very exciting.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes. And an important thing is that the de-
mography is working our way. I would like to tell you all that we
have had now six weeks of hearings; and one Governor after an-
other~—not invariably—but in succession have come in and said:
The State of New Jersey is going to create 600,000 new jobs by the
year 2000, and we are not going to have the people for those
600,000 jobs unless we educate them now. You know, that great
baby boom that crashed through every institution in this society
and left one after another in disarray or ruin for 40 years has fi-
nally receded, and the numbers are going our way for a change.
You do agree on child support? And you were saying, Mrs. Blum,
that we are learning more about it. Could you speak to that?

Mrs. BLuM. About child support?

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes.

Mrs. BLuM. With the advent of computers in the States, there
has developed a sophistication that we need to press forward with
m(()ire. We can, for instance develop uniform and consistent stand-
ards.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Standards?

Mrs. BLuM. Yes. Our judiciary tends to be rather inconsistent,
and it is very sad to see, in one instance, a judge in Brooklyn per-
haps establish one standard and in the Bronx another. That is a
hard thing to deal with; but we must talk more about equity in the
allowances that are apé)roved. There are computer matches be-
tween States; we should foster those and perhaps provide incen-
tives, so that we get the cross-State support provided.

I think that for child support we have good technology.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Until you got that microfiche, it didn’t
matter how much you tried, {ut now, in a nanosecond you can
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bring up the Social Security Numbers and files and so forth. The
interesting thing here is that so much of the essential statutory de-
cisions have already been made. It is just that no one has done
much with them.

In 1975, this committee and the Congress in a statute made it
permissible to use Social Security information for purposes of ob-
taining child support—something that had not ever been done in
Social Security. That was over ten years ago, but nothing has been
done with it. It doesn’t mean you can’t.

We don’t have to go through the issue of whether this is a per-
missible use of information. It is in the statute and has been for
some time. -

Dr. LENKOWSKY. Senator, we have a work in progress that one of
the members of our seminar, Doug Besharov, is now finishing; it is
not yet ready for release.

But on this matter of child support, we can indeed go beyond
considering standards, matching and so on to focus a little more
squarely on the problem. Those alarmingly low numbers of women
heading families who receive child support are largely due to the
still lower—and alarmingly lower—numbers of mothers of out-of-
wedlock children receiving child support orders. With mothers who
head families as a result of divorce. we are doing pretty well. With
those who wind up heading families as a result of illegitimacy—
and they are by no means just teenagers—we are doing terribly.

To go beyond that, we recommend in this report, for example,
that paternity findings be mandatory when new welfare cases are
opened. And if a case is opened——

Senator MoyNIHAN. In the great City of New York, for which
you were once responsible, among other things, we don’t even re-
quire that Social Security numbers be placed on birth certificates.
And the simple fact is that failing to use technology for paternity
findings is just dumb.

This is the 100th anniversary of Frances Perkins birth, and there
was a seminar in New York on Saturday about the origins of the
Social Security Act. And I wonder if you would agree with the
proposition which I put forward that, in terms of where we seem to
be today, we are changing the general consensus about the subject.
If you went back say to 1950, you would find a very different propo-
sition in terms of what was real and what was desirable. With
regard to child support, as has been written about by one of your
seminar participants, Blanche Bernstein, the doctrine was that if
you expected any difficulties in achieving a policy objective, such
as increasing child support collections, you ought not seek the objec-
tive. The argument against child support was, “You just disrupt
the family; it's not good for them.

I mean, the best practice was not to seek it. And this lingers in
the family courts like the businessmen who are slaves of some de-
funct economist and the judges who are still practicing what some
professor at Columbia taught two generations ago. We have
changed our view on child support very little. On work, it was
thought that the mother of children should not work. It was
thought to be unfair to the children; and we think otherwise now.

And the last thing, I think, is that 50 years ago we thought what-
ever the problem was, it was going to go away. It was a residuum
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of this Depression and a certain amount of internal migration. And
I think all those things have changed. I mean, we have changed
our understanding of them. -

Dr. Novak. Senator, one other point I would like to call to atten-
tion is that we noted that only ten of the States had 60 percent of
the AFDC caseload. In other words, the problem is concentrated in
a rather remarkable way, and this sort of finding does lend power
to the suggestion that different States face very different problems,
both in the numbers of cases and in the types of cases that they
confront.

Therefore, a certain respect for these differences has realism on
its side, and I think it helps to account for the extraordinary
energy in the States. Professor Nathan has been unusually good,
but many other members have, too, in calling the attention of the
seminar to the variety and energy and effervescence in States and
localities in their experimentation. So, I would like to say I think
that side of the Administration’s proposal dovetails so nicely with
what the APWA office has recommended and with what the Gover-
nor}f have recommended; and I wouldn’t want that to be lost from
sight.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I much agree. Can I say we keep encounter-
ing the same things? There is this question of child support for
unwed teenagers. Well, in Indianapolis, they have a program re-
quiring young men to put up $12.50 a month just to get into the
practice of supporting their children; as they will learn to their
sorrow, it gets more expensive as time goes by. But the fact is that
we are beginning to learn things, or we hope we are.

The variation in the States is painful, and I don’t know what we
can do about the great concentrations. If I can tell one anecdote,
we had a hearing about six or seven years ago on foster care and
the adoption system.

We had a commissioner of welfare from—shall I say—Idaho, al-
though it may have been from a neighboring State; and they had a
program that they were very proud of and we were very interested
in it. And I asked the gentleman involved: Could you tell me how
many people are on it or are involved? And, oh my Lord, I obvious-
ly had said something very terrible to him because he didn’t know;
and he was absolutely shocked. And he turned and asked someone
behind him. I said: How many families are involved? And he just
didn’t know, and then he turned back and said: 87. He wasn’t sure
whether it was 88 or 84 or 83; he wasn’t going to give me an
“about” number. I mean, he knew their names, but he wasn'’t sure
how many people were involved. And in that State you can do one
thing, but think about the conditions in Chicago or another large
metropolitan city.

I want to thank you very much for a year’s work very well done.
Your appearance, as much as anything, enables us to put the rec-
ommendations in the record. We are going to get back with you as
we try to craft legislation. Dr. Lenkowsky, we know that you were
the one who shepherded and made possible all those arrangements,
and we congratulate you on its extraordinary success. If these
rani:hers and farmers can agree, there is hope for us all. [Laugh-
ter.

And we thank you very much indeed.
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Now, as our next panel of the morning, we have Prof. David Ell-
wood of the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard
University; and Prof. Christopher Jencks, a Northwestern Univer-
sity professor. Professor Jencks, I have been passed a note that you
have to leave by noon. And that being the case, we will reverse our
pra(ﬁ;ice and ask you to speak first, and then we will hear Dr. Ell-
wood.

STATEMENT OF PROF. CHRISTOPHER JENCKS, NORTHWESTERN
UNIVERSITY, EVANSTON, IL

Professor JENCks. Thank you, Senator. For the past 4 years, my
colleagues and I have been conducting research at Northwestern
on changes in the standard of living over the past generation. And
I think this research focuses attention on the question of what the
problem we are really trying to solve in this welfare reform effort
really is, in a way that might be useful to the committee.

When we have looked at the material conditions of the life of the
poor over the last 25 years, we found that between 1965 and 1977,
poor people’s food consumption rose almost to the same level as
that of the middle classes. When we looked at health care, we
found that between 1960 and 1980 poor people’s chances of seeing a
doctor if they were sick enough to restrict their activities in some
way, rose to the same level as that of the middle classes. And even
among poor people who did not become sick enough to restrict
their activities, the differences are very, very small.

When you look at housing conditions—complete kitchens and
complete bathrooms, whether people have air conditioners, all the
kinds of material things that the Census Bureau has traditionally
gathered data on—you find that there is a dramatic improvement
in the standard of living of people who are living at the poverty
line even though the poverty line is supposed to represent a con-
stant standard of well-being, it seems in fact to have represented a
steadily rising standard of living over this period.

Senator MoyNI1HAN. Can I just interrupt to say that when we
were doing low-income energy assistance—as I mentioned earlier,
that proliferation of programs—in order to get regional balance, we
had to provide for heating in the North and air-conditioning in the
South, [Laughter.]

Professor JENCKS. I don’t want to exaggerate the good news. In
1984, the Gallup survey found that 20 percent of all Americans told
them that there had been a time in the last year when they didn’t
have enough money to buy food; 25 percent said there was a time
in the last year when they didn’t have enough money to pay for
medical care. So, it is not that the problem has been solved. It is
that the problem is a lot better than it was and a lot better than
you would think if you looked at income statistics or, I think, at
AFDC benefit levels. So, I don’t want to leave you with the mes-
sage that there is no problem out there, but simply that we have
made enormous progress on that front.

Now, at the same time that material progress was taking place,
it seems clear that there was a deterioration in the social fabric of
society, and I am not confining this to the poor, of course. But our
crime rates rose, and those increases were—at least in absolute



101

terms—largest in the inner city poor areas. Employment rates for
poor teenagers fell, while employment rates for affluent teenagers
rose.

Labor force participation for aduit men fell; again, the largest de-
cline was for the poorest people. The percentage of children born
out of wedlock increased. The percentage of fathers who were sup-
porting their children in any way declined. The percentage of fami-
lies depending on AFDC obviously rose.

Now, what that says I think is that we need to make a clear dis-
tinction between a story of material progress and a story of moral
and community disintegration. Those developments are not the
product of individual wickedness. Men and women are no more
wicked than they used to be, by nature. Poor people are not inher-
ently more selfish, amoral, or dependent than rich people.

Those developments are products of changes in the whole of
American culture, which happened to have their worst effects on
the poor. Now, it seems pretty clear from most of the evidence that
AFDC and indeed the welfare system in general has played a rela-
tive minor role in those changes; but it also seems pretty clear
from the political turmoil surrounding the welfare system that we
must respond to the perception that the welfare system has con-
tributed to this sort of moral deterioration. And that leads me to
my series of suggestions about how one might go about thinking
about welfare reform proposals, suggestions which I think apply re-
gardless of whether one thinks of these as experiments at the State
level, or whether one thinks in due course of moving to some na-
tional effort.

The direction I would like to urge the committee to move in is
one not of simplifying matters and not of being alarmed at the
complexity of the present set of statutes, although there are some
kinds of complexities that need to be worried about; but rather, in
KlFeD%irection of making distinctions among types of recipients of

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes, yes.

Professor JENCKs. Two sets of distinctions, seem to me, particu-
larly important. First, it seems to me crucial that we n'ake distinc-
tions between AFDC- recipients who are long-term recipients and
AFDC recipients who are short-term recipients; or if you want to
put it slightly differently, people who are in need of short-term
help to get through a comparatively brief period in which they
need to depend on somebody else, and people who are, at least po-
tentially, long-term dependent.

It seems to me there are relatively limited difficulties—some dif-
ficulties, but not severe ones—in a program which is aimed at pro-
viding help to people whose marriages have broken up, a program
if you will of divorce insurance which would help people for a
short, limited period of time in the same way that, say, unemploy-
ment benefits help people who have lost their jobs. If you imagine
a program of that kind which had, say, a 12-month or a 24-month
maximum on it and then ended, I think that the general concern of
the public and the incentive effects would be dramatically reduced.

It seems to me, by the same token, that one could imagine a pro-
gram which provides mothers of very young children with short-
term assistance while their children are very young. If you imagine
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an AFDC program which provides benefits to children under two
instead of children under 18, the concerns that we have about the
incentives to long-term dependency and the disincentives to work
would be very dramatically changed.

Now, if you think in terms of longer-term programs, programs
which are aimed at people who are unable or unwilling to help
themselves over the long run, again it seems to me we need to
make distinctions based on what you might think of as moral
hazard, or the question of whether those people are potentially able
to help themselves. And here again, I think we need a clear distinc-
tion between people whom we judge to be either physically unable
to work or mentally unable to work—that is, the disabled—and the
people who are sufficiently able-bodied that we expect them to
work. That distinction has been very blurry in the administration
of much of AFDC. It exists in principle but not so clearly in prac-
tice. I think a great deal of the political difficulty surrounding this
program would be reduced if we really had separate programs for
these two kinds of recipients and defined peopie clearly as unable
to work and therefore potentially qualified for some kind of rela-
tively generous long-term assistance because we didn't believe that
anything we could do would get them back in the labor force, and
people who were, in our view, able to work.

And there is, I should add, one crucial question in here, which is:
If somebody is judged to be disabled, unable to work, not for physi-
cal but for mental reasons of one sort or another—they are mental-
ly retarded, they are irresponsible or they are mentally ill—there
is a serious question as to whether those people should be custodial
parents to young children. There is a real issue, in my mind at
least, as to whether somebody who is unable to hold any job is
likely to be a fit parent to young children. I wouldn’t want to make
a sort of iron generalization about that, but it seems to me we need
to look at that rather carefully.

Then if you turn to the sort of nub of the issue that I think per-
turbs the public, you have the category of people whom we judge to
be potentially able to work but also potentially long-term depend-
ent; and there I think there is an emerging concensus that benefits
ought to be conditional on some kind of work effort. But if you
view this issue as sort of an issue of establishing clear moral stand-
ards that we expect people to conform to, it seems to me almost
inconceivable that we can turn that situation around without an
arrangement in which we really guarantee those people some kind
of employment. It seems to me we need some kind of employer-of-
last-resort situation so that we can assert that everyone who is able
to work should get some kind of a job in order to qualify for the
panoply of other benefits that would then be available.

That means that somewhere—private sector or public sector—we
have to have some kinds of jobs which everybody can get. Clearly,
if you make the Government the employer of last resort, those jobs
can’t be wonderful or they will grow rapidly; but we need some
kind of work requirement that everyone can meet in order to
become eligible for a range of other benefits. 1 discuss the range of
benefits that you might be able to tie to those employment condi-
- tions in my statement.
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Senator MoyNIHAN. That is a very clear proposition and not un-
usual, coming from you. I have read a good deal of what you pretty
much have ready for press. But looking at actual consumption
levels—consumption of services and consumption of goods—we con-
tinue to be better off year to yvear. Then there is this condition of
median family income, which really hasn’t changed in 17 years—it
may even be down a bit from 1973. Still, medical services are the
best example of the increased availability of goods and services
among poor people.

But something larger happened in this society. You want to
make that clear. You are a top-downer in that regard. The process
of moral and community disintegration commenced, and there was
a change in the culture. It had its most powerful impact on the
poor, but it was a general change and visible if you looked for it at
all levels.

Professor JENcks. That is certainly correct. I think defining the
problems you have not just with the poor, but to a lesser extent in
the population, they simply den’t have the same devastating conse-
quences.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You are a very careful quantitative scholar,
Dr. Jencks. How do you quantify a moral and community disinte-
gration?

Professor JENCKks. I wish that I knew how to do that. I have been
struggling with that problem now for something like 10 years. I
think that, in the end, what one does is one identifies a set of
symptoms and says one isn’t really quite sure why they happen.
Why is it the case that more fr.ithers than in the past are not sup-
porting their children? The assertion that this is some sort of de-
creased sense of responsibility can obviously be answered by asser-
tions that in fact they are less able to support their children and so
forth. You can’t be absolutely certain why people do the things
they do. You can ask them, but that doesn’t always throw much
light on the question. But it seems to me that what we are looking
at, or what we are looking for if you are trying to quantify this, is
evidence of behavior that most of us at least view as some showing
concern or lack of concern for the welfare of other people.

Now, that concern may be genuine, in the sense that I really
care about my children; or it may be induced by respect for social
norms. I may not really care so much about my family, but I feel
that it is appropriate that I should act that way and support them
as a responsible citizen.

Senator MoyNIHAN. What will the neighbors think? Are we talk-
ing about an anomic development?

Professor JENCKS. Certainly in the sociology departments we are.
I have never been quite sure what Dirkheim meant by that word.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Anomie means what I guess he meant it to
mean. But he does have that nice phrase: “A dust of individuals
. . .” You know, you raised the point here that we are dealing with
something so much larger than this issue of welfare. Or alterna-
tively, you are saying a condition which the general society has
generated is having such an enormous impact on a subgroup that
at a minimum we ought to do something about that.

Professor JENcKs. I think we are looking at a situation in which
there has been a growth in the idea that taking care of yourself—
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looking out for number one; however you want to put it—is more
legitimate than it was two genenations ago or even a generation
ago. I think that that problem is exacerbated in low-income com-
munities by a whole set of economic and social circumstances that
make that set of norms particularly catastrophic for the poor.

The poor are the people who can least afford tc have their lives
regulated by that kind of attitude. I think that there is something
that the Government can do about that, but I wouldn’t want to ex-
aggerate how much.

Senator MoyNIHAN. All right. If T could just say this, since we
are going to end up on an academic note here. Dr. Novak begins
his paper by saying that two centuries ago, a French immigrant, J.
Hector St. John de Crevecoeur wrote of the new American settler
“from involuntary idleness, servile dependence, penury, and useless
labor, he has passed to toils of a very different nature, rewarded by
ample subsistence.” It happens that this was from “Letters from
An American Farmer,” which was the first book of that sort that
reported to Europe what America was like. And the Library of
Congress has just gotten the original manuscript on microfiche;
and we had a dinner the other night for the library and afterwards
the librarian sprung for free paperback copies of the book. And I
got to reading it again after many years and came upon this little
touch, which I find interesting. He gets to Nantucket, and it is just
abcut 1780, I suppose. And he notes that in Nantucket they are all
Quakers. There are no Irish or any other of those elements that
tend to make things less than they ought to be; and they are very
careful, very prim, very neat, very clean, very orderly. And he goes
on to say that a singular custom prevails here among the women. I
was greatly surprised and am really at a loss as to how to account
for the original cause that has introduced in this primitive society
so remarkable a fashion or, rather, so extraordinary a want. They
have adopted these many years the Asiatic custom of taking a dose
of opium every morning. This is much more prevalent among the
women than men. I mean, all those fine Quaker ladies started out
the day with three grains of opium. So, you never do know about
society.

We do thank you, Professor Jencks, very much. I am watching
your time, Dr. Jencks. Is that material ready? Do you have your
research in publishable condition?

Dr. JEncks. I think it will be momentarily. The document I
brought here has been scratched all over and some also had a
child’s breakfast spilled on it, I have to report. [Laughter.]

Senator MoYNIHAN. I see.

Professor JENCKS. I will supply you with a cleaner version.

Senator MoyNIHAN. If you will?

Professor JENCKS. Promptly.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And we thank you very much. And if you
have to get back to the midwest, don’t hestitate to leave that. We
very much appreciate and are much perplexed by your report.

And now, our final academic witness of the morning, Prof. David
Ellwood of the Kennedy School. We have your testimony, Dr. Ell-
wood, which will be put in the record as if read. Why don’t you pro-
ceed to tell us in your words——
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STATEMENT OF PROF. DAVID ELLWOOD, JOHN F. KENNEDY
SCHOOL, HARVARD UNIVERSITY, CAMBRIDGE, MA

Professor ELLwoob. I would like to depart from my testimony,
sir. So, I would appreciate it if you would just put my statement in
the record.

I would like to comment mostly on what I have heard today and
my reactions to it.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Good, good.

Professor ELLwoobp. The testimony we have heard today has been
at times inspiring and at times quite discouraging, but it seems
very clear that there is some real concensus on a broad set of goals,
the notion that we want to help people help themselves, that we
want to give some people real responsibility and control of their
lives, and at the same time, really give them a chance to achieve
independence, both from poverty and from welfare. There is even
concensus on the notion that we would like to make our welfare
sgstem signal our desire and our hopes and our general expectation
that people will eventually find a way to make it on their own or
with some modest help.

And I think that is very reassuring because we haven’t always
had agreement on goals; we often have disagreed as to whether we
should be giving everybody a guaranteed something or other or
not. This is a guaranteed chance, which is what we seem to all
agree on.

Let me say a couple of things, though, before I turn to policy. An-
other thing we heard a lot about is dependency and the long-term
poor and how people aren’t doing these things for themselves. And
let’s not forget that there is a large number of people that are poor
that are doing those things for themselves. When you look at the
welfare system, there are an awful lot of people that use it for
short-term and transitional assistance.

And the tendency so much in the current discussion is to ignore
those people, to ignore the fact that only a quarter of the people
that ever use AFDC stay on or use it 10 or more years and ignore
the fact that half on an individual sort of welfare use it only 2
years, and to concentrate exclusively on the long-term group.

Now, I think it is important to worry and think about that long-
term group, and they tend to be very expensive. They use a very
disproportionate share of the resources, but our welfare system and
our social system and so forth ought to be designed for and ought
to remember the special needs and problems and so forth that face
that short-term group and that group that really is trying to make
it on tjleir own. And they need to be rewarded and certainly not
ignored.

So, let’s keep that in mind as we think about strategies.

Now, let me talk briefly about the policies, some of which we
have heard proposed today, remembering that our basic goal—that
of helping people help themselves a guaranteed chance to make
it—perhaps some mutual obligations.

The administration has a proposal which basically offers lots of
waivers to States to use, as near as I can tell, virtually anything in
the panoply of low income assistance, including such things as Pell
grants or Medicaid. And the States somehow are magically going to
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come up with a new system; and yet, the kinds of examples they
offer us are in fact not State ideas as much as local community
groups—low-income housing tenant organizations and so forth. .. -

And so, the question of how it is given waiver authority is going
to solve all those kinds of problems is hard to know. The stable
issues have been done with a much more limited waiver authority,
which I think could be expanded, having to do with maintaining a
sort of a core structure toward social welfare systems, but giving
States much more flexibility about how they are going to help
people make the transition—what kinds of things they can do and
S0 on.

And what I fail to see in that document and what troubles me a
great deal is some vision about really what we are going to do with
this grant, taking all this money, much of which is being spent on
things that we can all agree probably aren’t causing the problems.
It is hard to see how giving Pell grants is a major cause of depend-
ency in America. It is hard to see how Head Start is a cause of de-
pendency. It is hard to see even how Medicaid is causing people to
drop out and not work in large numbers.

It is that lack of a clear vision of what is going to be done. And I
think that we are just not there yet, at a point where the States
should have just total flexibility to do whatever they want. Let’s
give them a lot more flexibility; and I think that is very important
and very useful, and I think a lot of exciting things have happened
in the States. But I think we still need to maintain some national
commitment and some core of support.

The second area that we have heard a lot about is work/welfare
kinds of programs, and they broadly cover all kinds of things; but
the idea is to convert our welfare system into something that is
somewhat more transitional, that gives a clear signal that people
are expected to work and we want to help people move along; I
think that is just clearly a terrific idea, and I endorse everything
that Dick Nathan said about those things—about being desirable,
about moving along in the right direction, and making a real dif-
ference.

But I would point out that all the evaluations that Dick Nathan
spoke of and that I have certainly been associated with and so
forth have shown at best perhaps an average earnings gain of $200
or $300 or $400 a year from such programs. Welfare reductions on
the order of $100 to $200 per case per year are very good results.
Now, that is not to say these are not good things to do; It is not to
say it is not important; and it is not to say that the signal isn’t
vital. But it is to say that, too, is no panacea; that 5 years from
now if we do come back and look at work/welfare, we won’t say,
lgee, thank God for everything in 1987; it solved our welfare prob-
ems.

And why doesn’t it fully solve our welfare problem? What more
is going on? Well, some of it is this business that Government can’t
teach values and expectations and so on; but I think there are
more fundamental things. One of the things that troubles me abcut
the discussion we have heard this morning is the word “woman”
almost never appeared. We are talking about single mothers, usual-
ly with very young children, here; and we talk about work outside
the home, but there is a role of nurturing. And these people have-~~— -
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two roles that they need to fulfill. One is as a provider and one is
as a nurturer. All families have those roles, and we believe they
are very important.

What is a reasonable set of expectations for a single mother?
What can we realistically expect, particularly for mothers with
very young children? There is a tendency to look at working wives
and say, gee, married mothers are all working; surely, we can
expect all single mothers to work and support themselves. But in
fact, married mothers are not all working. They are typically work-
ing part time. Only a quarter of married mothers work full year,
{lﬁil time; and ones with very young children work much less than

at.

Part-time work doesn’t get you anywhere in this system. Part-
time work—jyou are insane to work part time in the current wel-
fare system. You get virtually no more benefits. You are oftentimes
thrown off the welfare system. In 26 States, just half-time work at
a $4 an hour job throws you off welfare, often throws you off Med-
icaid. There is no way you can do it.

Senator MoOYNIHAN. Say that again. In 26 States?

Professor ELLwoop. Half-time work at $4 a hour is enough to get
you off or very nearly off the welfare system, after 4 months, when
the disregards go away.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And your children lose all their health in-
surance?

Professor ELLwoob. In some of those States, they have a raedical-
ly needy program, so you don’t fully lose it; but the point is that
even half-time work really gets you in trouble. It is just crazy to
work half-time, but I think it is very reasonable and desirable to
hope that single mothers might work half-time or two-thirds time.
That is a realistic way of balancing the nurturing and the provider
role and giving people some controi of their lives.

Senator MoyNIHAN. So, that clearly calls for some change in ar-
rangements?

Professor ELLwoop. My point is that just nothing in the current
debate so far, outside of the policies I just mentioned—the work/
welfare and the waivers to States—really addresses this problem
that there are these dual roles.

And I think there are ways to do that.

There is one other issue, and I am going to come back to that
dual role in a moment. Work really doesn’t pay very well for a lot
of peo‘iale. You know, a minimum wage job, even full year, full
time, doesn’t even bring you close to the poverty. line, even for a
family of three. And so iong as that is true, even the notion that
somehow welfare benefits are so high and that is why it doesn’t
make sense to work—another way to think about that is that when
you are working at the minimum wage, you are not going to even
come close to covering your family at the poverty line—the chances
of your having medical protection are very small and indeed the
working poor—the full-time working poor—are the group that is
n}llost left out of our current system. We do really very little for
them.

But of course, the last thing we want to do for that group is to
put them on welfare. We want to find some other way to supple-
ment and help them and support their earnings.
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So, what more can we do? What more can we do besides the
flexibility and the work/welfare kinds of things that people are
talking about? I think in the long run there are a couple of direc-
tions that we really need to consider, and I think this committee
has been very good about considering some of them.

One is child support, and I think that child support has the po-
tential—it has just enormous potential. 1 would endorse only par-
tially what Dick Nathan said about the Wisconsin experiment and
the guaranteed minimum. I agree that we don’t know enough, but
I think that we ought to do everything in our power to encourage
States to experiment with it. Let me go back, as I may have been a
little confusing.

First of all, child support can be a very real supplement to peo-
ple’s working. And unlike welifare, child support doesn’'t go away
the more you work; it doesn’t require you to go into a welfare
office. It doesn’t require anything of that sort. Child support is an
additional supplement that is yours to keep, that is independent of
the welfare system.

And so, in that sense, it is totally different from FAP. It is total-
ly different from any kind of thing and usually it is a support that
is coming from the absent parent. So, that is responsibility induce-
ment.

Now, if you supplement a child support system, and I think the
proposals that you have heard for the core of it are easy—you have
got to have Social Security numbers on birth certificates; you have
to have a more uniform system; you have got to have automatic
wage withholding—if you supplement that with some sort of a min-
imum benefit, which as I see it is sort of unemployment insurance
for children. When the father doesn’t have a job and therefore
can’t provide any child support, at least the children have some
core support. I think that is a good starting point.

And then, a woman can build from that, and work part-time or
two-thirds time and perhaps get a real basis for something.

Finally, we have this work doesn’t pay problem, and that, too, I
think there are some pretty obvious ways to go ahead. The earned
income tax credit, which was revised recently, was a terrific thing.
The earned income tax credit is a very useful way to supplement
earnings because it encourages work. It is like a pay raise for the
poor, unlike a welfare system which takes money away the more
you work.

And we need to justify family size, and I think we need to
expand it even more to make work pay. Give the poor a pay raise.
And finally, we do need to solve somehow the medical care prob-
lem. When it turns out that full-time working poor families—and
there are a lot of them—when 30 to 40 percent of them have no
medical protection at all, it is real hard to tell a story that, gee,
gou really ought to go out and work because, number one, you will

e poor, and number two, you won’t have medical protection, and
number three, you won’t be making it in a way that we would like
to think about. So, just to sum up, and I have taken a little too
long. I apologize.

Senator MoyNi1HAN. Please continue.

Professor ELLwoob. The initiatives that are before you today so
far are good ones and they need to be considered and expanded and
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used. But if you really care about giving people a genuine chance
to make it, you have got to have some supplemental supports, some
way so that you can take account and recognize the fact that they
are single mothers. They are not unemployed teenage males or
something else; we are talking about single mothers. They have
children, and those children need nurturing, as well as financial
provision.- We need some way to take account of the fact that work
doesn’t pay very well, and has not paid very well for quite a long
time. And if you do so, I would encourage you to think at the same
time: Let’s not lose the opportunity to expand on a child support
system; at least, offer as many and as liberal waivers for experi-
mentation within that as you can, and play with the earned income
tax credit and perhaps adjust it for family size and the like. Thank
you.

Senator MoyNI1HAN. Yes. Listen, that was a marvelous summa-
tion, and this has been the direction in which so much of our testi-
mony has gone.

Professor ELLwoop. Yes, you are right. I congratulate your com-
mittee because it is kind of unusual in some respects in the sense
that many people have talked exclusively about some of these.

Senator MoyNIHAN. We are facing a much larger problem than
we are likely to be able to produce any program response for; we
know that. And yet, we also have something that comes rarely, but
it comes; that is when a healthy society looks up and says this is a
problem. A lot of societies are not healthy enough to do that, and
things go on for generations and generations; and they just don’t
getlaround to it. We are trying. The problem of densities is very
real.

We had the mayor of Trenton, the capital of New Jersey, testify-
ing the other day. He is a superb public person. New Jersey has
the second highest per capita income in the country; it is in every
sense a prosperous place. In its capital, Trenton, a quarter of the
population is on AFDC; and 20 percent are over 65, and he has to
find his revenue from the property taxes and he can’t do it. And in
that population, again it is very clear that the AFDC Program has
evolved and is an equivalent of unemployment insurance for fami-
lies that break up. ,

I think if we knew more about it, we would find the numbers.
You know, a 35-year-old wife with three children and the family
breaks up, and the wife goes into the system. It works exactly the
way unemployment insurance works—income replacement. And in
the largest number of instances, the recipients reestablish their
lives, and all we need to do is send them their checks for a short
time. We are in that world where the median child will live in a
single parent family.

Professor ELLwooD. Absolutely.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is a new condition for our society, I
think, isn’t it?

Professor ELLwoop. And that is often a very important fact that
is often missed. The median child. We are not talking about the
ghetto now. We are talking about the typical child in America who
is going to slgend some time in a single parent home. And in many
ways, I think, if you work on things like child support, you will do
far more for children and, in fact, you will do far more for poor
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children if you can really find a way to provide some core or mini-
mum child support for people than welfare reform ever will.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You would be disposed to let States set
standards for those family courts?

Professor ELLwoop. Absolutely. I think you have got to have
standards. You have certainly got to give States the authority and
encourage them. In fact, we usually have the authority to do man-
datory and automatic wage withholding, so it is like being taxed.
Remember, when you have half the kids in America, it is time to
stop thinking that we can do—you know, maybe it is time to take a
lesson from the tax system. If we imagine trying to collect taxes
the way we collect child support payments, where you go to court
and decide whether it is fair or not and how much you have con-
tributed to society and what the judge thinks about your contribu-
tions, and then he is going to take a fixed dollar amount, and you
pay $100 a month for the rest of your life. Then, we have to take
you to court again if we want to increase that amount. It is crazy.
So, I think that there are things you can do.

I think you mentioned the notion of the Social Security number
on birth certificates of both parents. I think that is just critical.
You know, it is not hard to figure out who the father is; it is hard
to find him, but it is easy to find him if you know his Social Securi-
ty number.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Sure, unless you are in New York City. I
was in an income maintenance center in Brooklyn a few weeks ago,
and we got the Social Security number. Then, we said let’s see if
we can find the father. And they agreed that it could be done; it
would take a couple months, but it could be done. And I said, well,
couldn’t Dorcas Hardy just do it on her own littlz computer? Well,
she could, but we can’t. They said they were too well equipped or
something.

Professor ELLwoop. Yes.

Senator MoyNIHAN. The point is we are talking about child sup-
port and moving in that direction. You mentioned the idea that we
collect taxes in a more orderly way. We had a child support en-
forcement official from Massachusetts here the other day, and he
said if the child support system were a tax system, 40 percent of
the taxpayers would be avoiding the payment of taxes all together
and half the remainder would be cheating. The child support sys-
tem is not a very efficient device. .

Professor ELLwoop. And the children suffer. That is the other
thing. And we also send a signal—and I think we have talked
about signals today—we also send a signal that if you father a
child, or if you are an absent parent of either sex, you have no re-
sponsibility. That is perfectly all right, and it can even be a sign of
manhood. Well, that, I think, is a terrible, terrible mistake and a
terrible signal to be sending to a precise group of people, as Profes-
sor Jencks alluded to. C

There are many, many problems, and we need to offer as many
signals about responsibility as we can.

Senator MoyNIHAN. We are very much in agreement. We are
talking about citizenship here; and if we can make that our stand-
ard, we can't go all that wrong.
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Professor Ellwood, for this and for so much else you have done in
N thxs field, we thank you very much, sir.
Professor ErLwoob. Thank you very much, sir.
nator MOYNIHAN. And now, we are going to have our last
%ls a group of very willing and patient citizens who were unable
to tify at the February 20, 1987 hearing because it took so
lopg—partly due to the weather—and we were not able to hear
Ginnie Nuta, who is the director of public affairs of Parents With-
out Partners; Mr. Jack Kammer, who is the executive director of
the Natlonal Congress for Men; and Mr. David Levy, who is presi-
dent-of the National Council for Children’s Rights. Can we ask Ms.
Nuta, ‘Mr. Kammer, and Mr. Levy to come forward?
——--..*"And jn our normal procedure, we will ask the persons to testify
in the ‘order of their listing; and so, we first turn to Ms. Nuta, and
we have testimony from you right here.
We will follow our standard practice of hearing each of you, and
then we will have questions. Ms. Nuta?
[The prepared written statement of Professor Ellwood follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF DAVID T. ELLWOOD

Thank you very much for giving me the opportunity to testify before
yéu today. 1 am David T. Ellwood, Associate Professor of Public Policy
at Harvard’s John F. Kennedy School of Government.

There is much talk about long term dependence, and rightly so. But
in your deliberations on welfare reform, I urge you to remember that
welfare has.a transitional side, too. The vast majority of those who
ever use Qélf;re do-not-stay on for a very long time. More than half of -
all those who ev;r use AFDC receive it in 4 years or less over their
entire adult life. Only 1/4 receive it in 10 or more years. Long term
dependency is the exception not the rule among those who ever use
welfare. Whatever plan you.adopt, please institute a system that will
be sympathetic and supportive of the millions of families who use AFDC
to overcome temporary hardship.

Still, the smaller group that use welfare for 10 years or more is
worthy of particular attention. The people in this group are relatively
easy to identify: they are mothers with young children, they are poorly
educated women, they are women with little work experience. Though they
represent only 1/4 of all those who ever use AFDC, this group actually
collects over 60% of the benefits paid. Thus anything which can be done
to improve the prospects of this long term group could have a very high

fiscal payoff. These people are small in numbers and large in costs.
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Conversely any program which fails to help the long term recipients
cannot p?ssibly save much welfare méney. In this case our natural
humanitarian desire to help those who seem to have the worst problems
corresponds our goal of fiscal prudence.

There are now many proposals for reform designed to help welfare
recipients move towards self-support. Virtually all of the proposals
provide for expanded training, education, and job search. Most require
some form of participation by mothers with children over 3 years old.
Many even require work from at least a portion of those on AFDC. There
is talk of a social contract between the welfare system and recipients,
where both must meet certain responsibilities.

- .THe long tgrmArecipient is also properly targeted for paréicular
"attention in many proposals. This targeting aspect is very important.
Without targeting, administrators will naturally gravitate toward
serving the easiest to employ. But these people often would move
quickly off of welfare on their own. The only real progress will come
when we can help the long term recipient become more self-supporting.

In general, I wholeheartedly endorse the training and targeting and
social contracts. They are steps in the right direction of converting
government aid into a more activist stance with the clear design of
helping people make it on their own. Cost-benefit analyses of
experimental programs have almost always shown that benefits exceed
costs,

Still I am deeply troubled by much of the current rhetoric that
gives the impression that these steps alone will go a long way toward

solving the problems of long term welfare use and dependency. They will
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not. These are modest and useful steps. But all of the careful
evaluations of programs using randomized control groups have shown
earnings gains of perhaps $200 to $700 annually. Employment rates rose
by a few percentage points. Welfare costs fall by a few hundred dollars
per recipient per year. These are desirable steps--they do not
represent the end of welfare.

If the Congress is really serious about a long term solution which
can realistically get people off of welfare, then you will have to
wrestle with at least three fundamental problems:

(1) The current system offers only two real choices--work all the
time or be on welfare. Part time work which is-perhaps the
most viable and desirable option for many single mothers is
simply not an rational choice for current welfare mothets.

(2) Under the current system, full time Qork only makes sense if
one can find a well paying job that offers medical protection

_and when day care costs are small.

(3) The is little help or pressure to move off of the welfare
system.

Only the third issue is addressed in most proposals.

All families must fulfill two roles: that of nurturing the children
and providing for them financially. In a two parent family, those roles
are shared. In a single parent family, both roles must usually be
filled by one parent. 1f a single mother wants to provide fully for her
family she must almost certainly work full.year full-time, and even then
her family may be poor. What of the other role, that of nurturer and
child raiser. At; all single mothers expected to work all the time?

Contrary to popular belief relatively few married mothers work that

much, only about a quarter work all the time--and ‘even fewer mothers of
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young children work fully. Most working wives work part-time or part
year. Many parents are understandably relucc;nt to be away from young
children all day long. And the burdens of full time work and raising a
family on one's own are great indeed, particularly for a young mother.
Society is rightly ambivalent about what is a reasonable expectation for
single mothers. Part time work is the norm for married mothers. It is
not even an option for single mothers.

Consider an example taken from recent report of the House Ways and
Means Committee using 1984 data. Suppose a single mother with two
children on welfare was ready, willing, and able toc take a job paying $4
per hour--well above the minimum wage. On average she could have gotten

) $5,800 annqally in AFDC and food stamp bepefits if she did not work. If
she wénc to work half time, even if she had no child care expenses, her
disposable income would on average rise by only $1000.1 In effect she’'s
working for $1 per hour. In 26 states, even though she was earning only
half the poverty line, she would no longer be eligible for AFDC and in
many cases would not therefore qualify for Medicaid benefits?. So she
is still quite poor, she is often still on welfare. If she's off
welfare, she may have no medical protection. It really does not make

sense to work part time.

111 This example is taken from Background Material and Data Within the

Jurisdiction of the Commjittee on Ways and Means, Tables 20 and 21, pp.
582-583. They represent a weighted average of all states. Figures
gssume the woman has been working for 4 months.

11 Federal law requires that Medicaid be maintained for 9 months after
earnings push a single mother off of welfare. In addition some states
have a medically needy program offering benefits to single parent
families with incomes above the AFDC benefit level.

-4 -
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But even full time work would not make sense in this case. If she
worked full time at $4 per hour, her income would rise only $2,750 again
assuming no day care and work expenses, making her effective wage just
$1.35 per hour. She would usually would not be eligible for Medicaid.
I1f she had day care and transportation expenses her effective wage would
be even less. Indeed the report estimated that in many states a woman
working full time at $4 per hour with day care and other work expenses
would actually have less income than a woman who did not work at all.
Gencrally full time work doesn’t begin to pay well until a woman can
earn $6 or $7 if she has day care and transportation expenses. And
even then her family may be without medical protection,.

So the real choice is between full time work or welfare. ' Part time
work, where one tries to balance the nurturer ;hd pro;Lder role never
makes sense. And full time work only makes sense if you command a
moderate wage and can get medical benefits. Not surprisingly women who
do work tend to have better educations and older children and high
wages. In 1984, over half of the women who did not work were high
school dropouts. By contrast just 17% of those working fully were
dropouts. More than half of those who worked fully had wages in excess
of $7 per hour. Only 12% work for $4 or less. It should come as no
surprise at all then that long term welfare recipients are those with
young children, poor educations, and little work experience. For them
there really is no viable alternative to welfare under the present
system even if they can find low paying jobs.

And of course the welfare system itself, has until recently,

offered very little training or support designed to help people get off
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of welfare. A woman could conceivably stay on for 15 years or more and
never get any attention. Nor were there any real press&res to get off
of welfare other than the recipient’s own feelings about being dependert
and the unpleasant treatment that one often gets as a welfare recipient.
Changing welfare by adding some training and education and obligations
will help. But that alone will not solve the problem that single
mothers have two roles and no other source of support. Training and
social contracts will do little to raise the potential wage of many
women. These programs do not solve the medical care problems.

Fortunately there are ways to fundamentally change the options
available to single motherf. And 1 am happy to see that this sub-
comqittee'ﬁas’given~chem’§eriods emphasis in 'its hearings so far. Child
support seems anobvious way to supplement the earnings of single
mothers and take account of their dual roles and the responsibilities of
both parents to provide support. An expanded and adjusted Earned Income
Tax Credit (EITC) would effectively give low income families a wage
increase. Better medical protection would make work more logical and
practical. Let me touch only briefly on each.

You have already heard a great deal of testimony about the
appalling state of our child support system. I believe that in the
long run, child support reform can do far more for single mothers and
their children than welfare reform ever will. Let me strongly endorse
recent proposals that call for a far more uniform system where both
parents’ Social Security numbers appear on the birth cerctificate, where
child support payments are usually based on a fairly uniform formula

tied to income, where payments are collected automatically at the
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employer like taxes, and where the government provides a kind of-minimum
child support 1nsur;nce. If the father fails to pay some minimum level
of support in a month, the government will still guarantee that single
mothers get some minimum payment. That way mothers can count on some
outside support no matter what. This Is social insurance much like
unemployment insurance. When the absent parent is unemployed, the
child gets some income protection anyway. Several states are
experimenting with this proposal already.

If the country is serious about helping people help themselves, we
have got to make work pay better. The EITC does that. The Earned
Income Tax Credit is a marvelous instrument for supplementing iricome.

It gtve§<¥ow wvage ﬁprkers‘a.wage‘;ﬁcrease. ‘In direct conttast'cé
.welfaie, the more one works, the more one gets. I think the EITC needs
to be adjusted for family size and expanded as much as possible. It
does not get the attention it deserves. 1 favor expansion of the EITC
over more complicated wage subsidy systems which are likely to be
extremely difficult to administer. But either policy makes work more
attractive while it helps low income working families.

And we must do something about medical care protection. 1 cannot
understand how we can expect people to leave welfare and work on their
own 1f they risk medical and financial catastrc by doing so. We must
find a way to insure that every American is protected from major medical
risk.

Currently we have a rare opportunity to rethink and reshape our
social welfare system. The clear orientation toward helping people help
themselves is long overdue. 1 hope that we will be able to do more than
increase work-welfare programs. I hope we will be able to do more than
preach about self-support. I hope that we take the time to understand
the reasons people often are not self-supporting and pﬁt in place the

supplements and supports that will genuinely make welfare independence

possible.
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STATEMENT OF GINNIE NUTA, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS,
PARENTS WITHOUT PARTNERS, SILVER SPRING, MD

Ms. Nura. Thank you. Thank you for allowing me to be here
today. I am Ginnie Nuta. -

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you for coming back.

Ms. Nura. Thank you. I am Director of Public Affairs on the
staff of the organization Parents Without Partners. We are a non-
profit membership organization of 180,000 single parents nation-
wide. Our members are both male and female, both custodial and
noncustodial parents, and they are separated, divorced, widowed,
and .never married.

We have been working for child support enforcement for several
years. We worked on the 1984 amendments, and since then we
have coordinated a network of grassroots child support organiza-
tions. About 2 years ago, we began using our toll-free phone lines
as a child support hotline for parents. Although we never expected
such numbers, we have since then counseled more than 2,900 par-
ents from all 50 States and Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.

We have been forced to turn away three times as many. Our call-
ers are usually women, although sometimes they were fathers,
grandparents, or children. Their occupations ranged from those
living on welfare to advantaged executives. Some were facing evic-
tion or couldn’t put food on the table; some even expressed
thoughts of suicide. Some were working two, or even three, jobs.
Even the more affluent parents were terribly concerned about
paying for their children’s college costs. 70 percent of them needed
basic information about child support and referral to child support
services. 30 percent had found such services on their own, but they
were nevertheless having problems working with them.

Of this group, 27 percent could not get access to child support
services or proper information; 41 percent had gotten in the door,
but they were experiencing problems working with the agency, like
poor communications, poor fcllow-up, or lost paperwork 20 percent
were having problems obtaining wage liens. The remaining 12 per-
cent experienced a variety of problems, many of them having to do
with the judiciary; 6 percent of all our calls were from present wel-
fare recipients.

Nearly all of them wanted to get off welfare but believed they
needed child support to do it. They were seeking employment, but
they knew they could not earn enough to afford to leave the wel-
fare rolls without the income that should come to them from child
sgé)port. Most of them were especially concerned with losing Medic-
aid.

Our welfare callers and, for that matter, those who had earlier
been on welfare but now were off were alike in that no one had
ever really talked to them about child support before: how the
system works; what could be done in their special circumstances;
what they themselves could do to help.

Most of them were surprised to learn that local authorities were
supposed to do something on their cases at all. They had no idea
what the status of their case was, and we found ourselves having to
tell them all they were going to have to go back and get their case
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files in order to find out what, if anything, had been done on their
cases. ~

Of all our callers, those on welfare were clearly the least in-
formed about child support. They had been treated like children,
like dependents, as though they didn’t even need to understand.

Another common theme was that many of the welfare callers
had been actively discouraged from trying to pursue child support.
One Minnesota woman who had been encouraged by her social
worker to plan for self-sufficiency had tracked down her ex-hus-
band and found his place of employment all by herself. Yet, when
she contacted her child support office to give them this information
and ask for a wage lien, they told her they had never heard of
wage liens; and furthermore, they said: What do you care? You are
gettiny a check. This is not an isolated incident; this is a story that
we otten hear.

Senator MoyNIHAN. This was in Wisconsin, did you say?

Ms. Nura. Minnesota.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Minnesota. Oh.

Ms. Nuta. We have heard it from other States as well.

We heard from others struggling to avoid welfare who had been
encouraged by child support workers and district attorneys to go on
welfare; and that is as recently as this year. This made our callers
extremely frustrated because all they wanted was their children’s
rightful support, not the taxpayers’ money. Why would this
happen? We don’t know. —

We can only surmise that some officials find that it is easier just
to refer this woman to another office than to go ahead and do their
jobs and collect the child support. Let me tell you that all our call-
ers believe child support services should be viewed as a support for
all families who need them, not just welfare families; and we be-
lieve this, too.

We know without a doubt that child support is a seamless en-
deavor; it can’t be done right without being done regardless of wel-
fare recipiency. Families may come onto welfare because they need
support; they may leave welfare because they get it. They may
come back because it stops again. It is senseless to open and close
and reopen cases, to shuffle file folders back and forth, and this is
what happens in jurisdictions where services are diffused, are
poorly funded and staffed.

We need one working system where appropriate action is taken
at the beginning, not later, when thousands of dollars are at stake.
So, we are concerned that concepts like the bottom line and cost
effectiveness may overshadow and inhibit the development of what
should be viewed as a public utility needed for the realities of
today’s society. We have begun to get the system into place. We are
satisfied with the legal provisions of the 1984 amendments. We
have seen a difference in our calls, especially over the last year.

We hear more and more about wage withholding and we hear
less and less about denial of services; but it is not all in place yet.
As you know, some States still have not passed all of the required
legislation; and furthermore all the laws on the books—and this is
something a lot of people in Washington don’t understand—they
dﬁn’lt work unless the people and procedures are in place for using
the law. .

F
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Most of our callers can’t afford attorneys at all. They do need the
IV(d) child support agencies. The 1984 amendments provided cer-
tain funding levels for getting a system in place, and we do not
want to see that funding violated, as would occur under some ad-
ministration proposals.

We know States can’t make plans without relying on predictable
funding streams, and there really hasn’t been enough time, espe-
cially considering that it was only late last year that the Federal
office began making use of threats of funding penalties. We must
point out that the child support problem has developed in a society
that has only recently really caught on that single parent families
are here and comprise one-fourth of the Nation’s families with chil-
dren. Catching up with this problem can’t be done overnight. We
ourselves are sometimes impatient with some of the States, but we
know that there are political problems at the State level and it is
not always easy to convince State legislators and officials that cer-
tain things are right to do. Neither do we want to see the incentive
funding promised States for nonwelfare collections to disappear, as
would occur under Administration proposals.

The 1984 amendments required States to provide services to non-
welfare people and to take incentive funding away at this time is
just plain wrong. States are counting on this money, and we are
counting on these programs. Again, the bottom line is not what
should be considered but rather supporting families so that they
can remain self-sufficient.

We need a strong continued Federal presence that will hold
States accountable for child support programs. Local control with-
out built-in accountability, we think, may create good programs for
some but not for all; and we are quite sure of this. In order to hold
States accountable, we have to give them tools for accountability.
They cannot be held accountable without automated and central-
ized statewide monitoring systems. We think such systems have the
potential to correct about 42 percent of the problems we hear
about, problems like delays, lost files, missed deadlines, no tax
intercepts, poor followup on wage liens, poor or no parent locating,
misdirected interstate cases, communications problems, and just an
endless variety of bureaucratic obstacles that real people encounter
out there.

Computer assistance should help States more efficiently perform
certain kinds of collections activities, thereby saving staff time; and
we are concerned about funding for these. We are also concerned
about frozen funds for interstate studies which are sorely needed
because interstate problems are 51 percent of all the calls we get.

We need better staffing at the local level. We are tired of hearing
about case workers with caseloads of 1,000 or 2,000 or 3,000 cases to
work on. We are tired of hearing about 2 month delays in opening
a case in Tennessee or 6 months to send out URISA paperwork in
Mississippi. It is vital that these offices be reasonably staffed to get
the job done. We would like to see the Federal office provide guide-
}ines alnd appropriate staff-to-caseload ratios to help States plan ef-
ectively.

As for training, although we understand some Federal officials
believe otherwise, we do think there is a Federal role here. Why
spend money, for example, on parent locater systems when, accord-
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ing to those who call us, those systems are so rarely used? In our
written testimony, we mention the case of a Maryland woman wor-
ried about going back on welfare because her ex-husband couldn’t
be located for enforcement. That case had been in the system for a
year.

We referred her to a private company and found him in four
hours. It turned out a State parent locater search had never been
done for her. Why not? The systems are in place.

I find myself occasionally explaining to the local IV(d) adminis-
trators that they can do certain procedures, even the parent locat-
ers. And this isn't my job to do, but no one else is doing it. So, we
think proper training could correct about 20 percent of the prob-
lems we hear about, which is misinformation and denial of various
services for the wrong reasons. Training is needed, and I cannot ex- _
plain to my callers why their workers are so ignorant and poorly
trained because I cannot understand it myself.

Finally, just let me mention our paternity calls. They were 7 per-
cent of all the calls we received. As you know, once paternity and
child support orders have been established, these cases resemble
any other kind of child support case, with a similar recipiency rate
to the divorced. But as you heard earlier, there is a problem in get-
ting paternity establishment done; and only about 18 percent of un-
married mothers do have child support awards.

Several paternity callers not on welfare who contacted us had
been turned away because their agencies were not properly funded
to do paternity. Sometimes, even though they were not turned
away from applying, they were told they would have to pay for
HLA blood testing or there were other problems in getting this
done. In Oklahoma, we heard about a two-year waiting list just to
obtain the blood test because of funding problems, both for welfare
and nonwelfare recipients.

So, we suggest a specialized funding stream for paternity estab-
lishment so that this function is not competing with other types of
child support work as often happens in a State. Resources are
placed in an area where collections are more certain to ensure cost
effectiveness. And as you know, paternity establishment often
doesn’t turn up collections at the beginning, but at the end it is
definitely cost effective—at the end of that 18 years.

So, one of the reasons that officials used to excuse this lack of
establishment of paternity is to blame the victim type of reasoning.
And I would just like to say, finally—and you may not believe that
this is appropriate—but of all unmarried callers, -only two were not
absolutely sure who the father was of the child. Others had delayed
establishing paternity for a variety of reasons. Some didn’t know
their children were entitled to support; they didn’t know what the
procedures were for getting it.

Perhaps they had been unable to establish paternity because of
statutes of limitation they thought had existed, or they had put off
establishment because they had wrongly believed they could get
along without support or they were afraid of the disgrace of going
to court, or they were afraid of abuse. Those are all the reasons
that they gave us.
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Senator MoyNIHAN. That is a very nice statistical breakdown
and a very real report on the people out there. You can see the
individuals behind those numbers.

We will go on now, as is our practice, with Mr. Kammer, speak-
ing for the National Congress for Men.

[The prepared written statement of Ms. Nuta follows:]
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Ginnie Nuta

Parents Without Partners

Parents Without Partners is a nonprofit membership organization of 180,000 single parents
in the United States, Canada and Switzerland. Our mambers are both men and women, both
custodial and noncustodial parents, and are separated, divorced, widowed and never-

macriea,

For the past two years, as a public service, we have operated a child support hotline from
our headquartersona toll-free number. This hotline began, two yearsago, principally to
refer callers to local child support organizations who belong to a aetwork of such
organizations we coordinated, but publicity from several women' smagazines and television
shows caused calls to increase to such an extent that we found ourselves counseling a
victual flood of parents who needed help.

They needed basic information. We found ourselves explaining child support collection
technigues, describing the IV-D child support projram and their tools. They also,
sometimes, needed information to help them overcome bureaucratic obstacles when their
caseswere "stuck" in the system, and then we found curselves giving addresses of state and
federal officials and helping with effective letter-writing techniques. All callers
were mailed factsheets covering basic information, the 1984 Child Support Enforcement
Amendnents, and one factsheet from the federal government.

Just over a year ago, we began to keep records of the types of calls we received in an affort
to track the kinds of complaints we heard. Since Novemoer 1, 1385 we have counseled 2,846
callas., We mailed approximately 1,300 information packets whan no one was available to
speak personally to callers. According to our phone szrvice, approximately four times as
many callers were turned away while our lines were busy.

The vast majority of our callers were women, although we did receive a few calls frommen,
sonatimes custodial parents, sametimes noncustodial parents. A few calls came from
grandparents or uvther relatives, a few calls from children. Ages of the parents ranged
fron 18 year-olds to older wanen whose children had left hame. Occupations ranged from no
Job where the parent was supported by unemployment, welfare, disability benefits or
relatives all the way to mid-management executives, family tharapists and the like. We
received at least one call from every state, and Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.

Some of our callers werv in dire financial straits. Itwas common to hear about custodial
parants who were working two and three jobs. Some ware facing eviction or foreclosure,
some were finding difficulties in feeding their children, some had serious health problems
inhibiting their ability to work. Those parents with good jobs were concerned about
collecting their court-ordered support so they could afford college for their children.
In the middle came concerns about proper clothing and shoes, field trips for school, music
lessons and orthodonture. All of them had a concern with seeing that justice should be
done.

70 percent neaded oasic information about how to start a case or how to revive,
successfully, an old one. W included in this group persons who should have received
information from thaic local agencies but did not, when we could not tell exactly what had

occurred in their encounters.
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30 peccent of callers had spacific identifiable problems with local agencies or courts,
and it is here that we believe we gathered valuable information on how the system reaily
works, or doesn' t work. The problems these people experienced should not hava occurred if
the system worked the way it is supposed to.

We kept recocds on this group, identified problem counties, and have forwacrded this
information to the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement.  The greatestdifficulty
here was in detarmining whether the problem was in not accessing 1Iv-Dservices, or whether
the problem was with another component of the child support system, and we found in general
an overwhelming diversity of gystems and that most of our callers did not have the least
idea about who had been working their cases. Many times, however, the problem simply was
that they wera receiving a poor quality of services,

QONTENT OF PROBLEM CALLS WITH AGENCIES OR COURTS

All child support enforcement in reality takes place at the local level, and it is at the
local level whera the breakdowns occur that we hear about from parents. All the laws on
the books will do nothing for these families, withou! personnel to apply them, whether
through adninistrative or judicial systems, and we see staffing as a prinary problem with
enforcement today.

Almost as important is training; as youwill see below, poor or nonexistent training causes
wishandling of cases which costs time and money for government ani families alike.

A third overall theme in the proolems we hear about -—- and this should relate to other
testimony you have heard today from officials within the system — is a horizontal lack of
coordination when services are diffused among different agencies, and, vertically,
unclear and sometimes non-existent lines of authority between state and local officials.
This tends to be aggravated by what might be called a tension between the executive and
judicial branches of government. It has been our impression that when a profesaional
child support enforcement official is given wide-ranging authority and strong backing
from the governor's office that jurisdictional confusion is more likely to be cleared up
and that lines of authority can be strengthened.
In addition, we have found that it is very difficult for these problems to be cleared up
without statewide computerized systems making it possible for caseloads to be tracked,
problem areas identified, and for simplar techniques to e utilized automatically. Years
ago we asked for statawide clearinghouses for all child support cases; the need is no less
important today, and it is more important if we are going to hold the state agencies
accountable.

ACCESS TO SERVICES

There are still states where there is no staff to handle non-AFDC cases, such as certain
counties in certain states where parents who ask for services are told to go to the
courthouse, on their own, to fill out papers. These parents have no idea what the
appropriate course of aztion should be to increase their chances, and are often left with
an unsuccessful result, suchas a contempt of court hearing where nothing happens when wage
attachment would have easily worked, In some locales, there are no attorneys or
caseworkers representing welfare or non-welfare clients in domestic
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relations hearings, 1In some areas, staff dollarsare balieved tobebetter spent onother
functions because officials balieve their judicial systems will function fairly without
an advocate for the client.

Publicityabout child support services is poor, The vastmajorityof the 70 percent of our
calleras for general information were not aware that child support IV-D services existed.
Since we ware usually the last call the parent made, not the first, it was often the case
that the parent had made some general inquiries in the community without learning that IV-D
services existed.

But of our callers, who had contacted child support or welfare agencies, where we could
pinpoint a specific agency problem, 27 percent experienced “accaess" problems. They
include:

Deslays. Even in states where services are provided, there can be long delays in
processing because thase offices are understaffed. About 3 percent of agency problem
calls were from parents expariencing problems in making an initial application for this
reason.

Denial of services for non—welfare or working parenta. All the way through 1986, parents
were atill being told in aome locales that services ware not available for parents not on
wolfare. Sometimes this occurred because of ignorant child support personnel who should
have knownbetter. Sometimes thiswas caused by front-desk intake personnel inwelface or
court offices who had not been properly trained or who did not work for the child support
agency but had been told nothing of their functions.

9 percent were denied services. 5 parcent of theae callsware from parents denied overall
services because they were not on welfare; 1 percent in addition were from parents denied a
tax intercept because they were not on welfare. 3 percent were from parents denied
services, including tax intercepts, because thay were working. One caller, from Queens
Co., NY, had been told she dressed too well to get services; she was dressed "well"”
because she was on her way to work.

Poor or wrong information. 13 percent encountered problems in receiving complete and
correct information about enforcement. Workers aro somatimes very poorly trained or
misinformed. 3 percent of these calls resulted from situations where workers told
parents that tax intercepts did not exist, 3 percent were from parents who were simply not
told of IV-D services when they asked or more commonly, tax intercepts, when they contacted
agencies. The most common caomplaint concerning not being told of services had to do with
parent locator services; 7 percent wevre never tald of such services even though they asked
or clearly could have benefitted £-om them, The Morgan Co., IL, district attorneys'
office told one woman "tax intercepts do not exist:" a Lake Co., OH, worker knew nothing
of wvage attachments in 1986 and was surprised when the parent showed him a sectioa of the
federally-published handbook on child support.

Coast-recovery fees. 2 percent of callers were concerned about "cost recovery” fees being
charged in addition to application fees for non-AFDC recipients. Such fees, because of
their open-ended nature, discourage some non-AFDC parents from applying; for example
North Carolina, Plorida, and New York. This type of fee is allowed under federal law,
although states are encouraged to seek vecovery from the absent parent. In North
Carolina, however, parents are asked to sign forms promising that they are liable should no
recovery be made; in North Carolina, the fees are $45 an hour for legal services, $15 per
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hour for administrative services. In New York, fees are charged for legal .md‘1
investigative field work: legal work means anytime an attorney is needed for court’
representation and would usually include paternity cases. Fees vary depending on the’
reimbursement for attorneys used, and canbe as highas $100 per hour. InNY, such fees are
collacted from the recipient at the rate of 25% of the child support collected; although|
several clients have beliaved they would be liable regardless of whether a collection is
made.

In Texas, the costs of blood testing for a paternity case are sometimes c‘\arged to the
parent, a disincentive to opening a casae.

The parents who call us are clearly fearful of these fees, especially, we think, because of
their open-ended nature. We have never once heard a complaint about a one-time only
application fee,

PROBLEMS WORKING WITH IV-D AGENCIES

41 parcent of our "problem” calls fall into the category of parsons who have succesafully
applied for services, only then to encounter a variety of problems in dealing with the
agencies. We have separated wage withholding problems from this group to be discussed
later.

Lost papers. 3 percent had encountered years of delay and inaction because agencies had
lost vital paperwork and sometimes computer records. The most egregious example is a PA
woman who was seeking a patarnity hearing. The father had stipulated to patarnity
originally in Claremont Co., OH, but there was no follow-up, Whon she moved to
Pennsylvania, Bucks Co. submitted URESA papers three times to Claramont Co. seeking
action. Claremont Co. lost paperwork for all actions.

Cosmmnications problems. 8 percent encountered highly frustrating cammicatimo;
problems in seeing to have their cases enforced. Many counties do not permit telephone.
calls to the child suppoct offices; then they do not answer letters. Sometimes, they
refuse to identify personnel. Franklin Co., OH, told one woman to leave them alone and
8top calling, although she had called only twice in three months. She was a welfare
recipient who wanted to get off. A Missouri waman ended up lodging a corpylaint with the’
state after Jackson Co. would give her no information after scores of phone calls and
letters; the state ended up taking over the case. A Los Angeles Co., CA, worker told a
woman that every time she called, her case went to the bottom of the pile.

Another type of problen is in interstate cases when the parent can get no information fram
the responding state because they will speak only to a caseworker.  Yat, typically,
caseworkers cannot or refuse to make phone calls to relay important information. One
Alabama woman tried to give important information to Florida about her ex, #ho was shortly
to came to court. The FL county personnel refused to speak to her. Her caseworker
raefused to call., Her district attorney tried to call but they refused to speak to him.

Counties refusing certain enforcement actions. 9 percent encountered county officials
who chose not to pursue certain enforcement activities (other than wage liens, which we
cover later). Most common was counties where officials refused to use contempt of court
as a tool, although in all these cases it was the only useful tool left to the parent. In
Trumball Co., OH, there appears to be a policy that no support orders will be enforced
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against the unemployed; one woman said that her ex~husband was told he could sign a paper
that would release him from an obligation to pay until he was employed. (He did not,
believing that he owed tha money.) Another woman, whose ex-husband had recently found a
job, was told that a wage lien would not be pursued until ha himself informed them of his
employment. These decisions seem to be made without reference to the children's need,
without reference to information that some of the cbligors were working under the table, or
to unemployment benefits,

We find failure to use contempt of court actions to be of concern; at least 3 percent of our
calls were about absent parents who were self-employed or working under the table, where
wage liens and tax int:rcepts are not going to work., The most common occupations were
truck drivers and coastruction workers in these cises, although entrepreneucs and
accountants were also a problem. We suspect that many more of the obligors werae also self-
employed, but the callers simply had no idea of what he was now doing.

Some officials refused to pursue back arrearages in general. Some refused to use the tax
intercept because he had paid a small amount on a large arrearage or because there was a
contempt action. Some refused to pursue the self-employed. Some refused to do contempt
actions at all, because they only did wage withholdings. One MS county refused
enforcement because the cbligor was "making aneffort” even though the parent had received
nothing for one year, Some frankly said that welfare recipients came first, and in
Alabama one woman was told that she would have to wait since divorced people came before
separated people, and sie was separated.

Pailure to bring in to court. 5 percent of callers had situations where clearly the obligor
needed to be brought to court for one of several reasons, and where the ocbligor’s address
was well-known, Sometimes, obligors failed to appear for court; nevertheless, the
jurisdiction took no action.

Service of process. An additional 3 percent complained of failures to receive proper
sexvice of process, although in these cases the address information was good. In some of
these cases, the parent had a home address but not a work address, or a work address but not
a home address, but local authorities refused service without both.

Miadirected or lost checks. 2 percent of callers knew that they shoild have been
receiving checks through their agei.:ies, and that money had been paid or paychecks
garnished. Nevertheless, their checks had been lost and authorities were not following

up.

Pailure to locate. 6 percent of callers had opened cases with IV-D agancies, but their
cases had stopped because the agency could not locate the obligor. In at least half of
these cases, the caller was quite sure that the agency should have been able to locate the
obligor and per form service of process. In some cases, she herself had successfuly mailed.
letters to him, or the children had visited at the address.

Application filed, never heard from again. We have no way of knowing what went wrong in
these cases, but in 7 percent of calls the parents had opened cases, giving complete
information, and never heard another word.
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As the primary tool of the new child support laws, we began to hear more regularly about the
use of wage withholding in the second year of calls. At the same time, we began to hear
about more problems in obtaining or keeping wage withholding going. 20 percent of callers
had some problem with wage withholding.

No wi thholding action. 5 percent simply could not get their agencies to take action fora
number of reasons., Some had never been told about withholding: although their ex-
husbands were employed nearby and were inarrears, their local agencies did not suggest it.
One North Dakota office told a parent it would take too much of its time, although he was
working locally. One Arizona official told a woman on an interstate case that they would
not pursue,it., although they did know where he worked, because "it seened like too much to
pay." The official also refused to tell her whera the absent parent worked. Some were
situations where the child support agency knew that he was working and whare but would take
no actidn, An official in Trumball Co., OH, told one wanan, who had just informed him of
where her ex-husband' s new job was, that they could do nothing until the ex-husband himself
contacted the agency with information about his new job.

Pederal chacks. 3 percent had ax-husbands or absent parents who were employed by some
branch of the federal government or who were receiving some type of check from the federal
government that canbe garnished. Yet these patentswere either not told that such checks
are subject to garnishment, or were told that they were not subject to garnishment. Some
agencies had filed URESA cases in situations where a direct garmshnent would have been a
better choice of actions.

Natiocnal corpocations. aAn additional 1 percent of callers had obligors who were employed
by large national corporations where sexvice on a registered agent could have been
attempted, yet workers continued to file cumbersome URESA cases.

Bnployer compliance. 2 percent had received wage withholding orders that had been setved
on employers, but the employers were not complying. The agencies in most of these cases
would not follow up to find out what the problem was,

Bvasive action. 3 percent had situations where the employer lied about the fact of
employment, where the employer was a relative, where he regularly quit jobs but no other
action was taken,

Poor followup. 3 percent of callers had situations where wage withholding actions were in
the pipeline but either the originating state or the responding state (in an interstate
case) weren't following up to find out what was happening with them. Some, also, were
experiencing unusual delays.

Miscellaneous problems. The remaining 3 percent experienced a potpourri of problems,
such as workers who did not know that wage withholding existed, agencies that believed they
could not withhold from unemployment or workman's compensation benefits, or who refused to
include arrearages in withholding orders, or who refused to carry out any parent locator
functions that might have resulted in identifying an employer. Sanetimes, withholding
was vefused because the absent parent had paid some amount toward the arrearage.
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MISCELIAROUS PROBLEMS

The remaining 12 percent of problem calls covered a wide variety of miscellaneous
problems. )

. NY refused to extradite a doctor who owed $30,000 in acrears although Georgia had
requested it. One ex-husband was in the FBI's Witness Protection Program and the mother
could not get information on his whereabouts.

. Mishaps: wrong phone numbers continually given out in Virginia; missed deadlines for
tax intercepts; a successful tax inteccept that was returned bacause the obligor's
arrearage wvas not large enough for the year intercepted, although it vas thousands greater
in the following year when the interception was made.

. Judicial decisions: radically lowered arrearages in interstate cases; refusal to
order any payments aven though the arrearages were in the thousands of dellars. One New
Jersey judge failed to appear for court ona snowy day, and the parent's case was never re—
scheduled., One county prosecutor was barred from representing a parent because earlier,
in private practice, he nad represented the husband; she never received representation at
all or a court hearing. An Indiana woman could not get a non-support hearing scheduled in
the county where the father resided, and balieved it was because he was the prosecuting
attorney there.

. Agency proolems, possibly: ongoing child support kepc Lo pay a state back for welfare
payments; $50 disregards not distributed or lost when the cbligoc's paynents covered more
than one month; refusal to pursue an award for daycare expenses that had been purposely
separated from a child support award by the same agency; refusal to supply services toa
woman because the obligor lived in the same town,

WELFARE CALLS

6 percent of all our calls concerned welfare recipients, although approximately an equal *
number came from former walfare recipients.

A common theme was that the overwhelming majority of welfire callers were trying tocollect
child support so they could gat off welfare. The second comnon theme was that no one was
talking to them about their child support cases; they were much leas knowledgeable about
the IV-D agency's role in pursuing child support for them and many did not know it was
supposed to be pursued. Some of them had agked questions of their social workers, only to
be told "what do you cara? You'regettinga check.” One Minnesota woman had been working
with her social worker on a plan for self-sufficiency, and had successfully located her ex-
husband and his place of smployment in another state. Yet when she contacted her child
support agency, she was given the "What do you care” statement, and was told that his wages
could not be attached. "Her social worker suggested siwe check with us, although there is
nothing we can provide other than information.

For 8€ percent of these callers, we found ourselves giving very basic information about
child support and what would be needed to successfully establish an awacd or collect
aupport.

The remaining 14 percent had further pcoblems aftac contacting their child support
workers. 3 percent wanted to locate him but had been given no information; some did not
have social security nunbers but had not been told the methods by which they sometimes can
be obtained.
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4 percent did hava good addrass informetion, and even employment information: yet no
action was taken against him, Ona Michiygan woman knew that her ex-husband had not noved
out-of-state although he told the welfare departinent he did at the time he stopped
payments; they refused to follow up although at the time of her call he was 15 months
behind.

4 percent wanted to know about the $50 disregard., One Texas woman had been told by San
Patricio Co., TX, that the Jdisregard didn't exist. Another NY woman was quite upset
because while NY had collected about $3000 in arrears, she had received no disregard, and
subsequently had given up custody of her children for financial reasons, One Clark Co.,
OH, woman had been on welfare for 8 months with noaction taken on her case; she received no
disregard, yet had $50 subtracted from her food stamps. Erratic payments from the father
in other cases meant that the mothars received only one 350 disregard in the months payment
was received, even though several months of payments were lumped together. One of these
mothers was in dire straits because her child was permanently handicapped, and the
discegard was the oaly money she had to pay for special therapy.

The remainder had such problems aa: Oragon wouldnot tell a welfare recipient the results
of an enforcement hearing in Arizona; Kansas told on2 wanan they simply wouldn't try fora

. support order; a Wisconsin woman had been refused child support services because she iad
earlier been found quilty of welfare fraud, although she was very sorry and said she had
been forced to do it to feed her children; a Louisiana woman was told she would lose her
welfare checks if she could not get her children's father to go to court, even though she
had given the agency complete address information on him.

Pmmﬁmm

A common theme among these callers, who comprised seven percent of all calls, was that they
were not quite sure that their children were entitled to child support. Anothec major
difficulty for this group was in not having social security numbers for missing fathers.
93 percent of this group neaded basic information and referral.

Of the remainder, 3 percent had been refused paternity establishment services by their IV-
D agencies. Collier Co., FL, refused such services because of cost. In TX, one woman
waited until costs were approved in Austin, another could not proceed because she was asked
to pay for blood-testing, which she could not afford. Jackson Co., MS, told one wariin that
their staff was too small and furthermore that they ware backlogged on "married people.”
A NJ woman was sent to legal aid for paternity establishnent even though she had just spent
several months on welfare, where she should have been receiving such services.

Several callers had locata problems, some caused by the agency, but more often they were
normal problems that were not going to be easy to deal with because of the lack of social
security numbers, Somne had problems with "disappearing” cases common to other types of
child support cases. N

One woman was terribly concerned because her OH ¢hild support agency had obtained a finding
of paternity for her; yet she received a bill fram the father's attormey for half hig fee,
No one would speak to her about it at her local agency. Another woman was not able to
obtain a court hearing on non-support, because, she believed, the father wasa prosecuting
attorney in that county.
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INTERSTATE CASES

51 percent of all calls concerned interstate cases. While the national percentage of
interstate cases hovers around the 20 percent mark, they were over-represented in our
calls, probably because our callers by definition have a child support problem, and
interstate cases are usually the most difficult.

87 percent aither needed basic information, had started a case where location or a URESA
procedure was in the pipeline, or they had bequn a case but did not know if the agency was
conducting a parent locator search. "We commonly suggested to these parents that they
contact the agency again to ascertain just what type of locating search was being done, as
it was usual that none of our callers had been told what exactly would be done.

It wvas difficult to isolate instances where ineffective locate methods were being used
because the parents did not have any idea what should be done. For example, one
Montgomery Co., Maryland woman had started a case well over a year ago, supplying the last
known address for the father who was in California. . Her agency sent a URESA request to
that county, which sent a letter to the address she supplied. When he was not at that
address, the county, Los Angeles Co., returned the case toMaryland., The case was closed.

When the woman contacted us, we asked the state what kind of locate action had been taken.
A federal search had been done a year earlier, but no California search. At that point, we
referred the woman to a private debt collection company in California. They found him in
four hours.

Our California network double-checked on the previcus California work, discovering that
neither Maryland or California had requested a state parent locate search. It took
several callsand letters to get the record straight. We believe that this kind of problem
occurred or was going to occur for many of the interstate cases we heard about.

Another kind of problem, which w would not categorize as an agency problem, were absent
parents who were probably not going to be located or, even if found, were goirg to be
difficult to collect from. We receivedat least one call every week from a parent where
the abgent parent had never earned a living in any occupation other than drug~dealing. A
significant number were employed in occupations such as truck-driver, construction
worker, and we often heard that the absent parents were supported by girlfriends or
relatives., While in an in-state case such a person could be found, and could be served
with conlempt papers, inan interstate case location would be very difficult for a person
who is not paying taxes or who does not have a vehicle registered in his name.

We did not include location asa "problem" call, however, until we knew fairly specifically
what had occurred.

PROBLEMS WITH AGENCIES OR COURTS

13 percent encountered some type of agency or court problem.

Access problems. Access problems were less common, only 18 percent overall
experiencing them. The same percentages experienced denial of services or wrong or

withheld information; respectively 3 and 13 percent., The primary problem with withheld
infornation concerned parent locator services.
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Problems working with agencies. A higher percentage of the problem calls concerned
problems working with agencies, 43 percent. A greater proportion experienced
communications problems, as expected, because it was somuchmiore difficult todeal withan
agency or court in a distant state, at 10 percent. This was true also for such
categories as "failure to bring to court" and "application filed, never hears fromagain,"
at 8 percent and 8 percent,

In situations where the parent was sure of good address information, failure to locate was
alsomore common for this group, at 10 percent. We suspect that what occurred heve is that
agencies failed to make locate requests of second states, failed to make federal parent
locator requests when state information failed (as recently as last summer some officials
did not know they could access the federal parent locator system without exhausting the
state system), or used URESA requests to the second state without considering the age cf
the address information.

Although there appears to be a smaller percentage of those having problems with arbitrary
choice of tools, this is probably hecause a true "choice" was not arrived at when URESA
methods are used rather than an attempt to collect information on employment for wage
withholding purposes.

Wage withholding problems. The proportion of problems withwithholding wasalso slightly
greater for interstate calls, at 23 percent. A slightly higher proportion of problems
were found for failure to pursue this technique, and for those where the obligor was
employed by the federal government.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

We are often asked if, through listening to our callers, we think the 1984 Amendments have
made a difference in child support collections. Our responise hasbeen that it isstill too
soon tomake a judgment. Certainly many of our callers have not yet been able to benefit,
and a major reason for this is that not all the states have their legislation in place,
which affects not only their own citizens but interstate cases coming from other states.
The second major reason is that not all the states have implemented their plans for working
the cases, so that staffing and handline procedures are not all they should be.

Nevertheless, we have seen a difference. Few callers within the last six months had
difficulty withaccess to services, except for information about parent locator services.
New regulations coming from the federal cffice regarding interstate cases will helpwith
this problem, since requirements will be more strict regarding parent locator requests.

More callers in the latter part of 1986 told us of wage withholding procedures used on their
behalf, and their calls concerned what had happened when that method failed. Our
impression is that more jurisdictions are using wage withholdingasa first step, but there
is poor followup when it fails.

More callers in the past few months knew about IV-D child support services in general,
although their knowledge was incomplete about what types of activities could be carried
out by the IV-D offices.

If anyone knows the importance of continuing with the progress that has been made in child
support enforcement, we know it. Numbers of our callers had given up years ago, until the
new techniques and until opening up services to non-AFDC recipients made it possible for
collections tobe made. We are satisfied with the provisions of those amendments, but we
are not yet satisfied with their implementation in the states. Much more needs to be done
in terms of complying legislation, but more important, in implementing state plans for
actual work on child support cases.

Need for continued funding under the 1984 provisions. For this reason, we believe it is
vital to continue matching funding as provided for under the 1984 amendments, States have
not had encugh time tc put a complete program into place; most are operating under plans
made under the funding schedule already provided for in the law. To speed up a reduction
in the federal/state match at this time would not only be punitive to the states, but would
have the effect of reducing services to the parents who need them,

Need for a strong federal presence. We believe a strong federal presence is imperative
if progress is tobe made. Again, the work isnotall done. While thismay be a failure of
will on the part of some state oSficials, we believe it is more likely a result of a lack of
technical knowledg2 for program planning and sometimes a result of political
controversies within the state, We know of at least one state where complying legislation
was nearly defeated by political opponents; it was when the state's AFDC funding was
threated that proponents finally ~oalesced and were able to pass the law. The threaat of
losing welfare dollars is an important one in clesing the gaps in the system,

Need for stronger auditing and penalty procedures for accountability. No penalties have
ever been assessed against states for poor compliance until several letters went out late
last year concerning pre-1934 requirements. We can assure you that these letters did
cause a degree of consternation, and perhaps proved to the states that the federal Office
of Child Support Enforcement finally means business. We were glad to see these letters,
and hope to see stronger monitoring continue. It is our understanding that there are
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plans in the future for program audits to examine compliance with the 1984 amendments; we
think this type of audit is also most important,

Need to continue incentive payments for non-AFDC collections. We would like to remind you
that child support enforcement is a seamless endeavor for most single parent families.
While only 6 percent of our calls were from welfare recipients, at least an equal number
were former recipients, and a number of other callers were parents concerned that they
might be forced onto welfare if they could not collect support. We know that prompt,
quality services in the beginning——when the family is first separated or formed—-is more
likely to assure support for the rest of the child's minority years and thus to make
reliance on welfare less likely. 1In order to make child support a major component of
welfare reform, we think it is aecessary to view it as a service for all familijes,

This belief was of utmost importance in passing the several provisions of the 1984
amendments. To back up the federal requirement that states provide services to non-
welfare parents in the hopes of preventing welfare, incentive funding was provided for
non-welfare collections. To remove that funding now, when change has only just begun,
punishes states that have planned for expansion of services and inhibits those that have
not caught up.

Need for technical assistance to the states. Some states have expecienced problems in
organizing better child support enforcement systems, and others—in trying to make
decisions on how best to focus resources—still need help on systems analysis. In
general, as we know from the misinformation given clients and the sometimes mishandled
cases, there is a need for much bettec wirker training. We believe that it is still the
proper role of the federal government to do its utmost toassure assistance to the states so
these activities can continue.

Better training and organization should, we believe, make a difference not only for non-
AFDC families but also for those onwelfare. Aswe notedearlier, we have found that fewof
our welfare callers had ever been talked to about child support, and some were actively
discouraged from working on their cases. We have also talked to some mothers — not on
welfare —~ who had been urged to go on welfare by child support personnel. Our callersare
perplexed when this happens--and angry. They want to support themselves and do not want
to be a burden on the taxpayer. Our only conclusion as to why such a thing would be
suggested is that getting these parents off the hands of the IV-D cffice and into the hands
of the welfare office was seen asan easier thing to do rather than simply working a child
support case, ’

Need for automated, centralized state-wide clearinghouses. When we worked on the 1984
amendments, we asked for a reguirement that states establish centralized clearinghouses
inorder to trackall child support cases. We didnot get tiis requirement, although there
«was generous funding for development of statewide computerized systems, systems which
partizlly fulfill andare vital to fulfillment of this need. The needis still there; the
funding may be in danger. We would like to reiterate that automation is vital to a
clearinghouse concept, and such clearinghouses are in the best interests of parents. And
we would like to point out how difficult it is to make the states accountable for child
support activities in their states if they cannot monitor and track activities.

Need for better staffing. Once states have been able to automate and thus make some

collection procedures more efficient, like tax intercepts and wage withholding, attention
should be paid to adequate staffing at the local level. While it is our understanding that
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some states believe they are adequately, but inefficiently staffed, good computer systems
can correct many efficiency problems. But other states are not adequately staffed at
all, and we can point to several states where parents cannot even get in the door tomake an
application for several months. Only lastweekwe heard from a parent who, whenasking why
it would take several weeks before she could be seen, was told by an understandably
harassed worker, "Haven't you read the papers? Don't you know about the funding
cutbacks?" We would like to suggest that the federal office think about the possibility
of issuing staff/caseload ratio guidelines. Such guidelines, it seems to us, might be of
assistance to IV-D state adninistrators whomust continually seek a share of funding in the
state budget process and who need to justify their budget requests.

SIMMARY OF CALLS
Total since Nov. 1, 1985: 2,842

Needing basic information on starting or reviving old case: 70%
Identifiable problems with child support agencies: 30%
Paternities: 7%

Welfare callers: 6%

TYPES OF AGENCY PROBLEMS:

Access problems: 27%
Delays in taking applications: 3%
Denial of services: 9%
Wrong or withheld information: 13%
Cost recovery fees: 2% -

Service problems: 41%
Lost paperwork: 3%
Comnunications problems: 8%
Arbitrary choice of enforcement tools: 9%
Failure to "bring in": 5%
Service of process: 3%
Failure to locate: 6%
Never hears from agency: 7%

Wage withholding problems: 20%
Agency wouldn't pursue withholding: 5%
wouldn't withhold for federal employees: 3%
Used URESA instead of withholding: 1%
Employer didn't coumply: 2%
No followup on cases: 3%
Absent parent moves, gquits, employer lies or

relatives employ: 3%

Miscellaneous: 3%

Miscellaneous: 12%

-13~
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Interstate Calls: 51%

Need'ing basic information on starting or reviving case, some location information: 87%
Specific agency or court problems: 13%

TYPES OF AGENCY PROBLEMS:

Access problems: 18%
Delay: 2%
Denial: 3%
Wrong or withheld information: 13%
Cost recovery fees: -—

Service proolems: 43%

Lost papers: 2%

Communications problems: 10%

Arpitrary choice of enforcement tools: 7%
Failure to bring to court: 8%

Service of process: 3%

Failure to locate: 10%

Never hears from agency: 8%

Wage withholding problems: 233
Agency wouldn't pursue withholding: 7%
Wouldn't withhold for federal employees: 4%
Used URESA instead of withholding: 2%
gmployer didn't comply: 3%
No followup: 3%
Absent parent moves, quits, employer lies or relatives employ: 3%
Miscellaneous: 1%

Miscellaneous: 11%
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STATEMENT OF JACK KAMMER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, THE
NATIONAL CONGRESS FOR MEN, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. KAMMER. Good afterncon, Mr. Chairman. It is an honor to be
with you today. I trust my comments will help us find a solution to
a national tragedy. I am especially happy to be speaking before
you, Mr. Chairman, because I know you appreciate new ideas and
new perspectives.

We are trying here today to discover the most efficient means for
assuring that our Nation’s youth are supported financially. There
has been talk of laws and computer systems and reciprocal agree-
ments and administrative procedures and staffing increases—all
designed to do one thing, to force a person to do what he does not
otherwise feel motivated to do.

The National Congress for Men would urge the subcommittee to
stop for a moment, to close its eyes—in a figurative sense—to clear
its mind, and to reopen its eyes with a fresh outlook. I would like
to discuss an entirely new and different way to view and approach
the problem.

The National Congress for Men would urge that one set of basic
questions be asked, and we would urge that any answers proposed
for these questions be scrutinized for sexist assumptions about fa-
thers in particular and men in general.

Indeed, the very problem of nonpayment of child support is often
mistakenly discussed in sexist terms, as if men are inherently infe-
rior to women in love and nurturing, in sharing and giving. The
basic questions would be these: Why do men get married in the
first place? Why do men assume the heavy financial burdens mar-
riage brings? Does it seem likely that men will cooperate in fulfill-
ing their financial obligations when the reasons they assumed
those obligations have been taken away? What happens to a man
between the time he says “I do” and the time he says “I won’t’”?

The National Congress for Men would suggest that the primary
reason men get married is to achieve precisely what divorce invari-
ably takes from them: feelings of love, of family, of stability, of be-
longing. One of the sexist biases about which I urged caution a
moment ago is that men care only about money. That bias is mani-
fest in the claim that men’s standard of living goes up after di-
vorced, while women’s and children’s goes down. This claim is
based on misrepresentative statistics; but even if it were true, we
should recognize that only in a narrow sense does money make for
a high standard of living. )

We urge you to keep in mind that when men marry, they do it to
achieve a higher standard of loving. And even if we refuse to con-
sider any values except those that can be expressed in dollars,
cents, and percentages, please consider this: I am not married. I am
not divorced. I am simply a man who cares about what is happen-
ing to the social fabric of his country, a man who wants his
chances for meaningful fatherhood protected. I would like to point
out that no financial counselor has ever suggested that I should get
married, raise a family, then have my wife divorce me and take my
children away, so that my standard of living will rise. The point is
so simple that we miss it entirely.
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Men voluntarily lower their standard of living in order to
achieve the love and affection, the feeling of purpose and connect-
edness that only a family can provide. For that, men are willing to
pay. For that, men say “I do.”

In the absence of that, we need to have hearings like these. And
we wonder out loud why and how men can be so unloving, and we
fall into our sexist assumptions about men in general and fathers
in particular. Let us recognize that cooperation is always better
than confrontation. Let us embrace the principle that the most ef-
fectlifye device for getting fathers to pay child support is fatherhood
itself.

If a father does not support his children, let us not examine the
father and what we can do to him; let us examine his fatherhood
and what we, as a society, did to it at the time of his divorce and
what we do to it every day that we regard fatherhood as an inferi-
or brand of parenthood.

I would urge that we remember the messages we have been send-
ing to men since the dawn of the industrial revolution: You are
more important in the factory, we tell them, than in the family. If

“we can elevate fatherhood to the lofty position motherhood so
rightly holds, men will be less likely to throw it away. Women who
truly love their children will be less likely to interfere with the
father/child relationship; and judges in divorce proceedings will be
less likely to throw the father out with the wedding vows.

And if I may continue into the problem of unwed and teenage
pregnancy just briefly, I would suggest that enhancing our national
esteem for fatherhood would encourage young men to guard their
procreative capacity as they would guard the keys to a treasure
chest. As things are today, however, too many young men and too
many young women regard fatherhood as a biological curiosity
with economic ramifications but relatively little intrinsic value.

How sad it is, Mr. Chairman, that paternity is regarded as a
quasi-crimimal offense. How sad it is that we make fathers want to
run and hide. How sad it is that if we can prove a man guilty of
fatherhood, we will saddle him with the burdens of parenthood and
grant him none of the joys and dignities. If ever there was a case
that clearly demonstrates this society’s regard for fatherhood it is
the one making news today in Tennessee. An unmarried man who
refuses to have his parenthood discarded, a young man who is in-
sisting on being a father, regardless of the relationship he has with
the mother, is being told that he cannot demand a test for paterni-
ty under Tennessee law; only the mother can choose to prove pater-
nity. Fatherhood is not something for a man to insist upon. Father-
?o_(l)d is something for a man to deny and to endure, if his denials
ail.

The National Congress for Men, Mr. Chairman, has a bumper
sticker that Time magazine called militant. It says simply: “My
Children Have a Father.” It was designed as a message to be pro-
claimed as well by women as by men, as well by mothers as by fa-
thers. It is the kind of message America needs to see and hear
more often.

In addition to the program my friend, David Levy, will outline
for you, Mr. Chairman, I can suggest an exciting initiative you may
choose to champion. Imagine how we could revitalize fatherhood if
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a mere one percent of the Federal child support budget were redi-
rected to fatherhood enhancement, to support encouragement, to a
campaign that celebrates fatherhood not as a mother’s option nor
as a child’s financial entitlement but rather as a magnificent joy
for children and a noble and enduring opportunity for male happi-
ness.

On September 17 and 18 the National Congress for Men will
stage a 2-day national symposium, the first of its kind ever held
anywhere. We will gather judges, lawyers, social workers, divorce
mediators, child support enforcement officials, legislators, and the
popular media to hear eminent clinicians and dispassionate re-
searchers discuss the topic of which we hear very little. The Effects
of Divorce on Fathers and the Father/Child Relationship. I am au-
thorized to ask you, Mr. Chairman, to address the symposium on
your view of fatherhood and family policy.

I heartily hope you will accept our invitation.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, let me say that fatherhood is a re-
source America cannot afford to waste. Fatherhood reduced to
mere finance is wasted indeed. Thank you.

{The prepared statement of Mr. Kammer follows:]
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Testimony Presented before
the Senate Finance Committee
Subconmittee on Social Security
and Family Policy

Senator Daniel Moynihan, Chairman

March 2, 1987

Mr. Chairman:

It is an honor to be with you today. I trust
my comments will help us find a solution to a
national tragedy. I am especially happy to
be speaking before you, Mr. Chairman, because
I know you appreciate new ideas and
perspectives.

We are trying here today to discover the most
efficient means for assuring that our
nation's youth are supported financially.
There has been talk of laws and computer
systems and reciprocal agreements and
administrative procedures and staff increases
all designed to do one thing -- to force a
person do what he does not otherwise feel
motivated to do.

The National Congress for Men would urge the
subcompittee to stop for a moment, to close
its eyes in a figurative sense, to clear its
nind, and to re-open its eyes with a fresh
outlook. I'd like to discuss an entirely
different way to view and approach the
problem.

The National Congress for Men would urge that
one set of basic questions be asked. And we
would urge that any answers proposed for
these questions be scrutinized for sexist
assumptions about fathers in particular and
men in general. Indeed, the very problem of
non-payment of child support is often
mistakenly discussed in sexist terms, as if
men are inherently inferior to women in love
and nurturance, in sharing and giving.

The basic questions would be these:

~ Why do men get married in the first place?

- Why do men assume the heavy financial
burdens marriage brings?

- Does it seem likely that men will cooperate
in fulfilling their financial obligations
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when the reasons they assumed those obligations have been taken
awvay?

- What happens to a man between the time he says "I do" and the
time he says "I won't"?

The National Congress for Men would suggest that the primary
reason men get married is to achieve precisely what divorce
invariably takes from them -- feelings of love, of family, of
stability, of belonging.

One of the sexist biases about which I urged caution a moment ago
is that men care only about money. That bias is manifest in the
claim that

men's Standard of Living goes up after divorce while women's and
children's goes down. This claim is based on misrepresentative
statistics, but even if it were true, we should recognize that
only in a narrow sense does money make for a high Standard of
Living. We urge you to keep in mind that when men marry, they do
it to achieve a higher Standard of Loving.

And even if we refuse to consider any value except those that can
be expressed in dollars, cents and percentages, please consider
this: I am not married, I am not divorced. I am simply a man who
cares about what is happening to the social fabric of his
country, a man who wants his chances for meaningful fatherhood
respected. I like to point out that no financial counselor has
ever suggested that I should get married, raise a family, then
have my wife divorce me and take my children away so that my
Standard of Living will rise.

The point is so0 simple that we miss it entirely. Men voluntarily
lower their Standard of Living in order to achieve the love and
affection, the feeling of purpose and connectedness that only a
family can provide.

For that men are willing to pay. For that, men say "I do."
In the absence of that, we need to have hearings like these.

And we wonder out loud why and how men can be so unloving. And
we fall into our sexist assumptions about men in general and
fathers in particular.

Let us recognize that cooperation is always better than
confrontation. Let us the embrace the principle that the most
effective device for getting fathers to pay child support is
fatherhood itself.
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If a father does not support his children, let us not examine the
father and what we can do to him. Let us examine his fatherhood,
and vhat we as a society did to it at the time of his divorce,
and what we do to it every day that we regard fatherhood as an
inferior drand of parenthood.

I would urge that we remember the message we have been sending to
men since the dawn of the Industrial Revolution. "You are more
important in the factory,” we tell them, "than in the family."

If we can elevate fatherhood to the lofty position motherhood so
rightly holds, men will be less likely to throw it away, women
who truly love their children will be less likely to interfere
with the father-child relationship, and judges in divorce
proceedings will be less likely to throw the father out with the
wedding vovws.

And if I may continue into the problem of unwed and teenage
pregnancy just briefly, I would suggest that enhancing our
national esteem for fatherhood would encourage young men to guard
their procreative capacity as they would guard the keys to a
treasure chest.

As things are today, however, too many young men, and too many
young women regard fatherhood as a biologieal curiosity with
economic ramifications but relatively little intrinsic value.

How sad it is, Mr. Chairman, that paternity is regarded as a
quasi-criminal offense. How sad it is that we make fathers want
to run and hide. How sad it is that if we can prove a man
“guilty of fatherhood" we will saddle him with the burdens of
parenthood and grant him none of the joys and dignities.

If ever there was a case that clearly illustrates this society's
regard for fatherhood, it is the one making news today in
Tennessee. An unmarried young man who refuses to have his
parenthood discarded, a young man who is insisting on being a
father to bhis child regardless of the relationship he has with
the mother, is being told that he cannot demand a test for
paternity. Under Tennessee law only the mother can choose to
prove paternity. Fatherhood is not something for a man to insist
upon. Fatherhood is something for a man to deny and to endure if
his denials fail.

The National Coagress for Men, Mr. Chairman, has a bumper sticker
that Time magazine called militant. It says simply "My children
have a father!" It was designed as a message to be proclaimed as
well by women as by men, as well by mothers as by fathers. It is
the kind of message America needs to see and hear more often.
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In addition to the program my friend David Levy will outline for
you, Mr. Chairman, I can suggest an exciting initiative you may
choose to champion. Imagine how we could re-vitalize fatherhood
if a mere 1% of the federal Child Support budget were re-directed
to fatherhood enhancement, to support encouragement, to a
campaign that celebrtes fatherhood not as a mother's option, nor
as a child's financial entitlement, but rather as a magnificent
joy for children and a noble and enduring opportunity for male
happiness.

In September at the Sheraton National Rotel adjacent to the
Pentagon, the National Congress for Men will stage a two-day
national symposium, the first of its kind ever held anywhere. We
will gather judges, lawyers, social workers, divorce mediators,
child support enforcement officials, legislators and the popular
media to hear eminent clinicians and dispassionate researchers
discuss a topic of which we hear very little -- the effects of
divorce on fathers and the father—-child relationship. I am
authorized to ask you, Mr. Chairman, to address to the symposium
on your view of fatherhcod and Family Policy. I heartily hope
you will accept our invitation.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, let me say that fatherhood is a.
resource America cannot afford to waste. Fatherhood reduced to
mere finance is wasted indeed.

Thank you.

Jack Kammer
Executive Director
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Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, Mr. Kammer. And as is our
practice, we will now go to Mr. Levy; and then I will have some
questions. Mr. Levy is president of the National Council for Chil-
dren’s Rights. Mr. Levy.

STATEMENT OF DAVID L. LEVY, ESQ., PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
COUNCIL FOR CHILDREN'’S RIGHTS, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. Levy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Our National Council has
a nationally prominent advisory panel, which is listed on our let-
terhead.

Senator MoYNIHAN. A very distinguished panel, if I may say so. |
see that Reverend Callender and Senator DeConcini are members.

Mr. LeEvy. Yes, and Doris Jones Freed , and Jim Levine of the
Bank Street College of Education from New York In our 2 short
years of existence, we have already written and distributed 13 writ-
ten reports, four audio cassettes, legal briefs, model bills, and we
have filed Friend of the Court briefs in two court cases, one in the
State Court in California, one in the Federal Court in Ohio, to pre-
serve the right of a child to two parents.

Senator Moynihan, a couple of years ago when the child support
amendments were passed, many people then said: Child support
now; visitation later. We think the later is now.

We think there may not be any better single bill that you could
pass this year to reform welfare and to improve child support pay-
niex_lts than a national access or visitation bill. Please let me ex-
plain,

In every child support jurisdiction in the country—child support
office—there is child support staff to help parents collect child sup-
port. There is no comparable visitation staff, except in three juris-
dictions: the State of Michigan Friend of the Court system in
Travis County, Austin, Texas; and in Prince Georges County, Mary-
land. In Prince Georges County, Maryland, visitation counselors
were hired last year at the request of our National Council for
Children’s Rights.

Under our proposal which is being considered by certain Sena-
tors and Representatives right now, it would work this way. After
a State has issued a visitation order—not before—States still retain
jurisdiction to issue child support and visitation levels—if there
was a problem, a complaint could be filed. If the custodial parent
said the noncustodial parent was not showing up for visitation or
was showing up drunk or under the influence of drugs, that coun-
selor would contact the noncustodial parent. If the noncustodial
parent said the custodial parent was not having the child available
at the time of court-ordered visitation, that custodial parent would
get a phone contact.

In Prince Georges County, in less than a year, they find already
an 80 percent success rate; that is, in 80 percent of the cases—Rita
Gunn and the officials there confirmed this—80 percent of the
cases report visitation is going more smoothly after that has been
done, if those contacts are made.

The average time to resolve a problem, believe it or not, is an
hour and a half at an average salary cost of $15.00. The savings in
court time—court time and trauma to children, et cetera—is phe-
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nomenal; and we ask that Congress this year create access counsel-
ors nationwide. It would be at a very nominal cost.

We prefer the word “access” over “visitation”’ because noncusto-
dial parents are not mere visitors in their children’s lives and be-
cause access focuses on the child’s rights, not just the parents. The
Maryland Child Support Advisory Council, of which I am a
member, endorses the use of the word “access.” Debbie Stabenow
in Michigan, one of our advisors, the chairperson of the Mental
Health Committee, in the Michigan House, says Michigan is going
to start, she believes—she has recommended—using the word
“access.” It is becoming a more popular word.

And I might add that in Michigan, not only do they have the
counselors, but they also report the highest collection in child sup-
port per administrative dollars, as you know: $6.92 collected for
every $1.00 spent to collect. Michigan is the only State that has a
statewide visitation counselor system. Michigan is also one of 13
States with a preference or presumption for joint custody, which is
another way to keep both parents involved in the raising of chil-
dren to enhance family self-sufficiency.

I would like to mention briefly three other methods, simple ways,
to help this whole process. One, the visitation counselors in Prince
Georges County report that the saddest cases are where a noncus-
todial parent—usually a father—is paying support to a child he
can’t find the whereabouts of. The situation arises where the custo-
dial parent takes the child, hides the child, say, in Tennessee—any
State—applies for welfare, gets the welfare; Tennessee tries-to col-
lect against the father in Maryland; and the father pays.

Under the secrecy rules of the Federal Parent Locater Service,
that noncustodial parent cannot find the whereabouts of the child.
The parent paying support doesn’t know where the child is. I
thought secrecy rules were designed to protect us from Big Brother,
not to be used to aid and abet kidnaping and to keep paying par-
ents from knowing where the child is. I think a simple change in
the Parent Locater Service would take care of this.

Two, we should also make clear in the child support law that one
parent may be designated as a public welfare recipient in situa-
tions where public welfare aid is deemed necessary and appropri-
ate, regardless of whether the parent has sole or joint custody. This
would stop State officials—as has been done in some States—trying
to bar welfare from the parent because she has joint custody. Two
,parents can have joint custody but still be poor.

The Census Bureau reports, as you know, that there are more
couple-headed and male-headed households in poverty now than
female-headed households, a statistical refutation to Lenore Weitz-
man’s very skewed figures of one set of long married, high income
parents in one wealthy California county, Marin. And Michael
Harrington’s article in the Washington Post on Sunday, Fcbruary
15 talked about “The Invisible Poor: White Males.”

Joint custody does not mean there is not poverty. Clearly, we
should not penalize people because of the type of custody arrange-
ment they have, sole or joint. The test should be whether the chil-
dren are receiving sufficient parental support and care. We should
not force people to choose sole over joint custody with the greater
problems of child-rearing and support associated with sole, rather
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than joint custody. A change in 42 U.S.C. again, Section 601, could
remedy this problem. For further background, there is an article
that I have by James W. Johnson, staff attorney at the Center of
Social Welfare Policy and Law in New York on the relationship be-
tween AFDC and joint custody.

And finally, I suggest a simple rewording of Federal law to
change ‘“‘absent parent” to ‘‘noncustodial parent.”” Words have
power, and the word “absent” should not be used except if a parent
is truly absent. How can you be absent and still be paying child
support? It is an anomaly. To call a parent “absent” just because
he or she is noncustodial misses the changed lives of children
today. Children of separation or divorce today have two homes. As
the 8-year-old girl said in Isalma Ricci’s book: “Mom’s House and
"Dad’s House,” she has two homes: mom’s house and dad’s house.
Calling parents absent encourages them to be absent.

Surely that is not what we want to encourage. Again, a change
in 42 U.S.C. could accomplish this. B

Thank you on behalf of the children of America.

Senator MoyNiHAN. Thank you, Mr. Levy. That is a very percep-
tive thought, the absent parent. I am not very clear where it says
that in the statute, but that clearly must be addressed.

[The prepared written statement of Mr. Levy follows:]
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The access (visitation) counselor would provide
informal mediation, to try to get the parents to ccoperate
in following court-ordered visitation. The result will he
less trauma for children, and less use of our overburdened
taxpayer-supported court system.

The visitation counselors in Prince Ceorge's County
report an 80% success rate. That is, in 80% of reoortad
cases, the parents state that visitation is now proceeding
more smoothly. And because the average visitation complaint
takes only about 1 % hours to resolve, the cost is only
about $15.00 a case.

S

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services is
funding the visitation counselors in Prince George's County
at the same rate they pay for child support staff--70% of
cos*s.

The National Council prefers the word access rather
than visitaticn. ©Non-custodial parents are not mere visitors
in their children's lives and access focuscs on the child's
right, not just the parents’,

Debbie Stabenow, chairperson of the Mental Health
Committee of the Michigan House of Representatives, supports
the use of the word "access.” And the Maryland Child Support
Enforcement Advisory Council, of which I am a member, also
endorses the word "access.”

In analyzing one of his Michigan County samples, Chambers
(1970) notes that fathers who had little or no contact with
their children after the divorce paid only about 14 percent
of their child support, while fathers in regular contact paid
85 percent. Wallersteiu and Funtington (1983) assess the
child support payment patterns nof 50 families following
separation and conclude that there is a relationship betwecn
the frequency, reqularity and flexibility of visitation and
the payment of child support which emerges at 18 months post
separation and holds over the 5 year period of their sctudy.
And in a national survey, Furstenberg and Zill (1983) find
a positive relationship between the provision of child support
and the frequency of contact with the child.

This information on the relationship between c¢hild
support and visitation can be found in a study by Jessica
Pearson and Nancy Thoennes, entitled "Child Custody, Child
Support Arrangements and Child Support Payment Patterns"
conducted Yor HHS under Grant No. 18-P-00262-8-01, dated
March, 198S.
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I might add that Michigan, the only state to have a
"Child Support and Visitation 2ct," collects more in child
support per administrative dollar than any other state.
Michigan collects $6.92 per dollar spent acdministratively
in collections. Michigan is also one of )3 states to have
joint custody as a preference or presumption--another method
of helping children maintain ctose and continuing contact
with both parents.

One 1n two couples get divorced nowadays, with the
average marriage lasting 6.4 years. One child in four will
live in a single-parent household before reaching the age
of 18. !umerous studies show that divorce is a long-time
stressor ¢f children. We must do more to emphasize the
strengths of healthy families, and to ease the burden of
divorce on children, when it does occur.

Involving more parents in the raising of their children,
after separation or divorce, is clearly a positive way to do this.

I would li%e to mention three other ways in which
Concress can help children's access to two parents, and at
the same time, assure more child support.

1. Limit the secrecy rules of fecderal and state child
support offices. 7The visitation counselors In Prince George's
County say that the saddest cases they handle is where a
non-custodial parent is paying support to a child in another
staté but doesn'it know where the child is. The situation
arises vhere a custodial parent hides the child in another
state, applias for welfare, then welfare officials collect
against the non-custodial parent. The non-custodial parent
is paying support, but secrecy rules prohibit letting him know
the whereabouts of the child. Secrecy rules were meant to
protect us from Piqg Brother, not to hide our children. 1f
there is a good reason for secrecy, the custodial parent can
petition the court for secrecy. The presumption, however,
should be on innocence and accessibility--especially where
you are paying support. Mot only do we aid kidnapping with
welfare money, but how long do you think a non-custodial
parent will pay support for a child he doesn't know the
whereahouts of? We discourage child support with this policy.
A simple change in the Federal Parent locator Service phraseology,
42 U.S. Code, Sec. 653, would probably be sufficient to remedy
this on the federal level.
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2. _Make clear in federal law (42 U.S.C.) that one
parent may be designated as a public welfare rec pient in
situgéfsﬁs where public welfare a.d ls deemed necessarcy

and appropriate, reqardless of whether the parents have sole

or joint custody. This would stop state officilals from

refusing welfare to a parent because she has joint custody.

Two parents can have joint custody, but still be poor. The
Census Bureau reports there are now more couple-headed and
male-headed households in poverty than female~headed households
in poverty, a statistical refutation to Lenore Weitzman's

very skewed figures of one set of long-married, high-income
parents in one wealthy California County (Marin). And

Michael Harrington's article in the Washington Post on

Sunday, Feb. 15, 1987, talked about "The Invisible Poor:

White Males.” Joint custody does not mean there is not

poverty. Clearly, we should not penalize people because

of the type of c¢ustody arrangement they have--sole or joint.

The test should Le whether the children are receiving sufficient
parental support and care. ¥e should not force pecple to

choose sole over joint custody, with the greater problems in
child-rearing and child support associated with sole rather

than joint custody. A change in 42 U.S.C. Sec. 601 st seq.
could remedy this problem. For further background, please

see "Joint Custody Arrangements and AFDC Fligibilicy”
(Clearinghouse Review, May, 1984) by James W. Johnson, a

staff attorney at the Center of Social Welfare Policy and lLaw,
VMew York.

3. Make a simple re-wording of federal law to change
"absent parent” to "non-custodial parent.” Words have power;
and the word "absent”™ should not be used except in cases where
a parent is truly missing. To call a parent "abgent" just
because he or she is non-custodial misses the changed lives
of children today. Children of separation or divorce today
have two homes--as the § year old qgirl said in Isolina Ricci's
book, "Mom's House and Dad's House.” Calling parents "absent”
encourages them to be absent. Surely that is not what we
want to encourage. A change in 42 U,S.C ~ould accomplish
this.

Thank you, on behalf of the children of America.

Sincerely yours,

q:;is.\cﬁ 'TS\ ﬁJ:ax Y

David L. levy, Esquire
vresident, MCCPR
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Senator MoyNIHAN. Could I ask the panel here a question? One
of the things we do learn is that Michigan, a State with a very
heavy incidence of welfare dependency, is nonetheless a State
where there is a very high number of child support payments. And
I suppose Mr. Levy made his views on this clear. So, I would ask
Ms. Nuta and Mr. Kammer: Do you think it could be associated
with this visitation statute? It is not just that Michigan collects
more per dollar for child support. That particular ratio is a little
bit deceiving. You know, if you only handle three cases, you can
have a wonderful ratio.

VBut does this right of access or visitation make a difference? Ms.
Nuta.

Ms. Nura. I think that what Michigan has done is put a lot of
resources and care and thought into how they deal with families in
general. They have a separate system for dealing with these prob-
lems as Friend of the Court, and they have addressed the changing
needs of families over the years, earlier perhaps than other States.
And I would see their visitation work as being reflective of their
interest in the family, and their child support success as being re-
flective of that interest and not necessarily intertwined.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes.

Ms. Nuta. In Prince Georges County, I have spoken several
times to the worker there, and we think that what she is doing is
wonderful. She does tell me that her success in dealing with visita-
tion does not in itself guarantee more child support being paid. The
two things don’t correlate.

Mr. LeEvy. If I could respond to that, I have talked to the person
there, too; and the system is so new there that they have not made
a correlation in Prince Georges County, MD. But in Michigan
where it has been around longer, Chambers in 1970 in Michigan,
notes that fathers who had little or no contact with their children
after divorce paid only about 14 percent of their child support in
Michigan, while fathers with regular contact paid 85 percent.

Senator MoyNIiHAN. Right. I saw that.

Mr. Levy. And Wallerstein and Huntington assessed the child
support payments to 60 families upon separation and concluded
that there is a relationship between support payments and frequen-
cy, regularity, and flexibility of contact with the child.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes. There is something going on out there,
which is rather surprising. Mr. Kammer.

Mr. KaAMMER. I would add that Michigan recently enacted a law
making interference with visitation or access a felony, and I like to
refer to what a professor of law in Oregon says, that one of the
g}x;eatest functions of the law is to tell people what we expect of
them.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes.

Mr. KAMMER. And that law in Michigan, which makes visitation
interference a felony or access interference a felony sends a very
clear message: we expect you not to interfere with the father/child
relationship. Ms. Nuta, during her remarks, referred to a woman
who called but didn’t know that her children were entitled to sup-
port or welfare; and that is a tragedy. I think it is also a traged,y
when we have custodial parents, primarily mothers, who don't
know that their children are entitled to a father.
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Senator MOYNIHAN. I think that is so clear. And when you say
the law tells people what we expect of them, it is surprising, but
not necessarily ogvious, to find custodial parents that don’t know
that they have a right——

Ms. Nura. That is right. It is very sad. It is reflective, I think, of
what goes on out there in these rural areas and places away from
Washington. Child support is not seen as an important issue.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. And I would ask the three of you: We have
been sending a signal to our bureaucracy that this is not very im-
portant, don’t you think? Cnly just recently have we begun to say
that this is important. I think perhaps two generations ago-—or
maybe one generation ago—there was a general teaching that
when families broke up there was a good reason. People would say
that, and not speak out.

It may have been a time when family disintegration was very
s}r:xall, but I think the time has come when we have to consider
that.

b ly)lr. KamMMER. Mr. Chairman, could we flip that idea around a
it?

Senator MOYNIHAN. Sure.

Mr. KamMmeR. That if we do have the belief that you shouldn’t
seek child support because it would disrupt the family, I would like
you to keep in mind the message that gives to the father. Even if
you send money, that disrupts the family. Imagine what it says to .
him about coming over to visit the children, his children. The mes-
sages we have been giving the men in this society, along with the
messages that child support is not important, we have been giving
the messages that fatherhood is not important. And that is the
crux of the issue that needs to be addressed.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Something has been going on.

Mr. LEvy. Senator, may I?

Senator MoyNIHAN. Oh, please.

Mr. LEvy. We have a very sexist view toward custody in this
country. If there were any other area in this country in which one
sex was getting something as important as custody by a 9-to-1 ratio,
we would howl in protest, but that is what happens. Although most
custody arrangements are voluntary, those voluntary agreements
reflect the state of the law. The state of the law permits voluntary
agreements to come in at 9 to 1 for mothers. Now, perhaps we need
an affirmative action program for fathers for custody, although we
don’t suggest that, because our National Council does not favor sole
custody. We favor the right of the child to have two parents.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I am going to have to say that this is an
issue of great interest, but it is somewhat beyond the jurisdiction of
the Subcommittee on Social Secrity and Family Policy.

Mr. KaMMER. Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Levy and I would be
happy to talk with you about it over lunch or any time that would
be convenient.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is a very pleasant invitation. I am
thanking you all for very interesting testimony and very important
suggestions.

I will now declare this series of hearings concluded, thanking our
staff, thanking the indefatigable recorders, and thanking the very
patient members of the press and visitors, some of whom we got to
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recognize, and some of whom are regulars, and thanking in par-
ticular out witnesses today.

[Whereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]

[By direction of the chairman the following communications were
made a part of the hearing record:)
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Testimony Submitted to the Subcommittee on
Social Security and Family Policy

March 2, 1987, Hearing on Welfare Reform

The Coalition on_ Human Needs is an alliance of over 100
national organizations here in Washington and hundreds of grass-
roots groups around the country. The Coalition was formed in
1981 by groups concerned about federal policies affecting the
poor, minorities, women, children, disabled persons and the
elderly.

The Coalition firmly believes in the high priority given by
you and others this year to welfare reform. We sincerely hope
that as much as possible can be done in this session of Congress
to reform the system and enable many to escape into paid employment
that better meets their family's needs.

The Coalition specifically has the following concerns:

. Welfare recipients now face significant obstacles in
qualifying for and maintaining the assistance they
need, Extreme care must be taken to avoid erecting new
bureaucratic hurdles.

N A combined AFDC-Food Stamp national benefit standard of
at 100 percent of poverty should be achieved within the
foreseeable future, with the first steps taken this year.

. The time has come to extend AFDC-UP for two-parent
families in all states.

. Real jobs, with decent wages and benefits, are a critical
factor in the welfare reform equation. 1In their absence,
the government should remove barriers and smooth the
transition from welfare to employment.

. Most welfare recipients want desperately to work at
decent jobs. We should do everything we can to help them
and be careful not to promise more than we can deliver.

. Fairness to the many who want to work outside the home
and to thosa who can't requires a welfare-work system
which is open to all who wish to enter it but compulsory
for no one.
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. A full range of support services must be in place and
applied carefully on an individual basis.

. Intake assessments must be conducted by highly qualified
personnel with intimate knowledge of the local education
and training system and employment opportunities,

. The federal government must provide transitional income
and health care assistance that is not based on time
limitations but on econcmic need.

In your efforts to revamp the welfare system, we hope you
will keep as your overriding goal the reduction of poverty. We
have been following the testimony before this and other committees,
and believe that too often the underlying emphasis of some
witnesses has been a desire to simply reduce the welfare rolls.
If our aim is to reduce the extent of poverty, we must be concerned
with the level of assistance that 1s available to those who, ftor
one reason or another, must depend on public assistance, as well
as the kinds of jobs people will get when they move off welfare.

The Coalition's statement is based on the discussions of a
working group on welfare and a survey the Coalition has conducted
of low income persons under a Ford Foundation grant. The working
group consists of about 25 policy experts from Coalition partic-
ipating organizations and others who signed a Statement of Prin-
ciples on welfare reform which received wide media attention in
December. We have been meeting on a weekly basis to discuss
substantive issues that the committee and staff also have been
grappling with.

The Ford-supported survey enables us to convey to you the
views of 200 persons with incomes below 125 percent of poverty
(all but a few beneath the poverty line)., In-depth interviews,
averaging two hours in length, were conducted with 50 low income
persons in Washington, D.C., last summer. Another 150 such
interviews are now being completed in San Antonio, Alliquippa,
Pa., and three rural counties in norgtheastern North Caroclina.
Although we include in this statement examples and early obser-
vations from the three final sites, the final analysis and
report will not be finished until late April.

Rather than statistical analysis, our qualitative research
was designed to elicit detailed personal experiences and policy-
informing ideas from persons who are past, present and potential
recipients of AFDC and other low income programs. While not a
random sample, those we interviewed were selected to mirror the
characteristics of persons in poverty in terms of geographical
location, race, sex, age and employment status. Respondents

_2-
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were identified and interviewed with the assistance of non-profit
religious, social service and community organizations. The
proportionate size of each of sub-sample was mid-way between

what the Panel Study of Income Dynamics found to be the percentage
that makes up the persistently poor and the poor at any one

time.

For many reasons, which we will outline, our working group
believes that employment/training cannot, by themselves, substan-
tially reduce poverty among the poor population eligible for AFDC.

First, it is important to remember that our system of public
assistance is far from reaching all of those in poverty. Looking
only at poor families with children, one finds that half are not
receiving AFDC. Furthermore, two million persons, or 22 perceént
of those eligible for AFDC, do not receive it.

Some obviously do not apply for AFDC whether they're eligible
or not. We have interviewed such people. Usually, their reason
is that they think they won't qualify. Unemployed steelworkers
in Pennsylvania are selling homes, cars and exhausting their
savings. Although they have no income, or very little, they
know they don't qualify for assistance.

The bureaucracy, which often is cruel, keeps many others from
applying. I personally interviewed a woman in Washington who
had no income from any source and two children to support, yet
she had not applied for food stamps and was still awaiting a
decision on her recent application for AFDC. She had separated
from her husband a year and a half earlier, gotten a job as a
receptionist and lost it after six month. Now enrolled in a
training program, she said the reason she delayed applying for
benefits was the difficulty of finding an entire day she knew
she would have to spend in the Montgommery County welfare office,
in arranging for a friend to take her there and pick her up, in
making the additional trips that would be required to gather
documentation and special arrangements for child care. 1In
conducting the survey, our staff's impression was that being on
welfare can be a full-time jcb in itself.

our policies have already made it very difficult for people
in need to qualify and maintain eligibility for welfare. Erectin
any additional hurdles in this roun% OF "welfare reform" would
pe intolerable. If anything, we need to streamline the system

an reduce the ocumentation required.

Although some don't apply, most of the poor not receiving AFDC
do not qualify under state-determined policies. As of last
July, the standard of need on which AFDC eligibility is based,
was below the federal poverty line for a family of three in
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every state, In 38 states, it was below 75 percent of the poverty
line. Also, two-parent families are categorically ineligible
regardless of how low their income is in the 26 states which have
rejected the option of enacting the AFDC-unemployed parent program.

A seven-member Hispanic family we interviewed in Texas, for
example, could not begin to qualify for AFDC merely because of
the father's presence. Food stamps of $304 per month is the
family's only income now that his unemployment benefits have run
out. ThiS 1s Z2 percent of poverty for a seven-member family.
The parents and five children live in a two-room house without
doors or plumbing,

For those who do manage to qualify for AFDC, the benefits
simply to not go far enough, Time and again, people we interviewed
in Washington used the same words to describe the level of AFDC
and food stamp benefits they received: "They only last two or
three weeks {(of a month), but I don't know how we'd survive
without them." They managed only with the help of other federally-
funded services, private charity and by doubling up with large
extended families.

Recipients' description of how long benefits last is borne
out in statistics relating them to the official federal poverty
line. In 1986, maximum AFDC benefits in 31 states and the District
of Columbia were less than 50 percent of the poverty line for a
family of three. Even when combined with food stamps, benefits
dc not reach 75 percent of the poverty line in 40 states.

A white mother of two, for example, is living at 74 percent
of the poverty level on AFDC and food stamps in Alliquippa. She
pays $225 of her $357 AFDC benefit to rent a trailer. When
interviewed, she had winter clothing for her two children but
only jeans and a T-shirt for herself. The youngest child has a
severe respiratory problem which requires constant monitoring
through the night and frequent emergency trips to the hospital.
Medicaid would not pay for a breathing monitor, which would cost
$5,000 or $225 a month to rent.

The father, a laid off steelworker, left his family in the
face of the stress caused by the infant's illness and their
financial pressures. The mother was fired from her janitorial
job when her boss learned she was pregnant (a frequent occurrence
among those we interviewed). Being fired kept her from receiving
unemployment benefits, Having dropped out of tenth grade, she
is trying to find a way to finish her GED. At age 22, she feels
she has been discriminated against for better jobs because of
her age and lack of education. She has applied for other jobs,
mostly part-time work with no benefits, but has been turned down
in favor of high school students who can work after school.

- 4 -
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In addition, variation in AFDC benefits between the states
is great. The median AFDC benefit for a family of three was paid
by Illinois last year =-- $341 per month, or $4,092 per year.

This was 45 percent of a poverty level income of $760 per month
for a family of three, Half the states paid less, with benefits
as low as $118 in Alabama. Outside of Alaska, the highest
payment of $617 (8l percent of poverty) was in California.

The wide variation in payments, the numbers of poor children
who go without any assistance, and the inadequacy of current
payments make it imperative that any welfare reform in the current
"window of opportunity” move toward realistic standards of need
and a national minimum benefit.

Specifically, the Coalition believes that this year Congress
should take the first steps toward achieving, in the foreseeable
future, a combined AFDC-food stamp minimum benefit of 100 perceﬁt
of poverty. We also believe, as you do that AFDC-UP must be
mandated 1in all states so that children in two-parent familles
are not discriminated against because they live 1n one state and
not another.

Now, to turn our attention to the topic that many today
consider the issue of welfare reform, namely work. The great
majority Of people we interviewed believed that a good job was
ultimately the only way out of their current economic straits.
Yet, employment/training cannot be considered the total solution
for everyone,

First, many are seriously hampered in their ability to work
due to their own disability or the care needed by another family
member. We purposely interviewed 10 disabled persons in Washing-
ton, only to find that, in addition, nearly half of the entire
sample had someone else in the household ~- usually children or
the spouse -- who was disabled, impaired or seriously ill.

Second, nurturing children is a valuable activity, possibly
the most important in our society. Much has been made of the
extent to which "middle class" mothers have entered the workforce.
But significant numbers have not (49 percent of those with children
under three, 46 percent with Children under six, and 30 percent
with children 6-17). Many of those who do work outside the home
have a husband with whom they share care-taking responsibilities.
And the great majority, 71 percent, work less than full-time
year-round.

Given the reality of low wages and inadequate child care,
many low income mothers choose not to work rather than jeopardize

- 5 -
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the safety of their children. Others know that earnings would
not even come close to the cost of substitute care.

Several of the women in our survey, especially those with
large families, believe strongly that they should be home with
their children. One 36-year-old mother of three, a Hispanic, is
breast feeding her youngest child and says she would not consider
leaving home until he is at least 2 1/2, She only finished
sixth grade and stresses education with her children. "I keep
telling my son, +Look at the way we are -- your dad and I we
didn't finish school. 1Is that what you want?'"

Child care and health care-related issues were frequently
cited by the women we interviewed in Washington as the main
reasons they lost their jobs or were currently unemployed.
Clearly, the absence of quality, affordable child care is one of
the major impediments to the employment of AFDC mothers.

Because there are many personal factors behind such decisions,
it is impossible for lawmakers and the bureaucracy to make
competent decisions about who should move into paid employment
and who should remain at home with their children. A focus
group we conducted as part of our survey in San Antonio consisted
of ten mothers who insisted that, at the very least, it was their
responsibility to be home with their children until they were
school age. Even then, they said they would feel it necessary
to pick them up from schocl at 3:15. This feeling among three
of the women seemed exceptionally strong. Only later, did the
person who helped organize the meeting explain that the children
of those three women had been the victims of sexual abuse either
at home or in their neighborhood. We doubt that such private
information would bhe given volunteered to a welfare cassworker,
especially given the low level of confidence people we interviewed
had in then.

While some we interviewed couldn't, or believed they shouldn't,
leave the home to work, the vast majority wanted desperately to
go to work and free themselves from a welfare system that they
consider inadequate and demeaning. Some who want to go out and
work are disabled; have tremendous education, skill and personal
deficiencies; or, in the judgment of others, might be better cff
staying at home.

The challenge to this and other committees, is to find the
best way to make "real jobs"” a possibility for all of those who
want to work. At the same time, we must be careful not to
promise more than we can deliver because many of these people

have been disillusioned time and again bx Eovernmenf'grograms
which they thoug wou ea o jobs.
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As Judith Guron of MDRC wrote in a February 1987 paper, "“the
glass is either half full or half empty"” depending on the per-
spective from which one views the employment and training programs
that MDRC examined in five states. If you look from the point
of view of those who went through the experimental programs, you
find that, depending on the state, from 78 to 38 percent of the
‘participants did not become employed during the study period.

It seems plausiblé that those people expected to get something
put of the program and were disappointed. Even in the model

E.T. Choices program in Massachusettes, 74 percent of registrants
did not come out with jobs in the first 20 months of the pro-
gram. The number who participated in advanced education or long-
term training, was not large enough to explain why so many failed
to get jobs.

Neither work nor training would be a new experience to the
people we have interviewed. 1In Washington, everyone had worked
at some point in their lives and about half were still working
-- but all were still poor.

At least in Washington, D.C., and Pennsylvania thé training
these people received was often ineffective and sometimes incompe=-
tent. In some cases the training was obtained through WIN,
trade re-adjustment assistance, JTPA, the Veterans Administration
or vocational rehabilitation. 1In others it was through a purely
private arrangement between the person and a for-profit firm,

(Early analysis indicates that inadequate training is not as
great a problem in San Antonio, where respondents' basic skills
and English proficiency were generally so low that they could not
even take advantage of training if it were available; or in
rural North Carolina, where low wage jobs are the main option,
even for those who have training.)

In Washington, the greatest desire was for a higher level
skill training. Respondents, some of whom had been through
multiple training programs, also mentioned the need for updated
equipment, more hands-on experience or a sequential extension of
the basics they had received in courses that were too short or
too basic.

One such case was a black couple in their 30s with four
children. She has epilepsy and he sickle cell anemia. The wife
made sacrifices -- bought an expensive medical dictionary, attended
classes through the snow while pregnant -- to learn to become a
medical transcriber. Such a job would have brought a higher
income but the training program was canesled before she could
complete it. She then took a typing course but lost the job she
obtained because of too many typing errors. Finally, she went back
on AFDC in order to get more training and now has a job making
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$150 per week, about 60 percent of poverty for her family of
six. :

Her husband is now unemployed because his condition prevents
him from doing tiring work. He went through extensive training
to drive tractor trailer rigs only to learn after completion
that he could not get the necessary license because of his
sickle cell anemia. He feels that the training program should
have informed him that he would have to pass a physical before
he embarked on that course, He then went into an architectural
drafting course. Although he completed it and enjoys this type
of work, the one-year program did not provide sufficient training
for an entry level job and the VA job center denied his request
for advanced training.

Similar tales of exasperation have come from our survey in
Pennsylvania., Many of them, one feels, could be prevented if
people got good advice and assistance at the outset and if training
programs had strong job development and placement components.

Besides lack of training and education, people we interviewed
most frequently mentioned the lack of appropriate child care and
the loss of Medicaid coverage as the main obstacles to work
outside the home. Both of these are related to the high incidence
of illness and disability we found among poor families. Child
care not only must be available for infants and for young children
after school, but for those who need attention to special health
problems. Anyone with children is reluctant to lose the primary
care servica2s funded by Medicaid to risk taking a job without major
medical insurance., The risk is even greater for those families
which already have medical problems.

They are also extremely reluctant to take the risk of a
minimum wage-type job. Most of these employers, we are told, will
not tolerate absences or tardiness related to childhood emergen-
cies. The small increase in pay compared to weliare benefits
hardly makes the shift worthwhile, especially when the jobs
teach no new skills or offer no prosepct for advancement. "What
could I learn to do, flip burgers?" one mother asked us.

Certainly workfare (working off your benefits) does not offer
the kind of job that people we interviewed aspire to. "I wouldn't
be any better off than I am now, and I would still be on welfare,"
one woman told us, capturing the reaction of many. Since the
do not lead to true independence from the system, such "work
relief" approaches should be firmly rejected.

To be fair to all of those who want and need jobs, as well
as those who believe they can't and shouldn't be away Lrom nome,

we should start with a welfare-work system which i1s open to all
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who wish to enter it but compulsory for no one. Our experience
with JTPA has made us all wary of 'creaming," but it would be
difficult to choose the "neediest" among the AFDC population.

David Ellwood's work, as recounted in the recent GAO publica-
tion, "Work and Welfare," identifies several factors characteristic
of the long-term recipient (black, never married before receiving
AFDC, high school drop-out, no recent work experience, entered
AFDC at a very young age or when their children were younger
than three). Yet, some of these factors have no impact alone,
but only in combination, on long-term dependency. In our survey,
it seemed that everyone had at least one of these characteristics.
The low level of education was particularly pronounced.

Those who want to move into paid work should have available
to them a full menu of education, training and support services
available meet thelr 1ndividual needs. Assessment must come at
the beginning -- from a qualified person who knows the community's
employment and tralning system and the local job market. (From
what 1nterviewees told us about the treatment they receive from
welfare caseworkers, these would not seem to be the ones to make
such assessments. Several accused them of withholding information
about resources for jobs and training. Lack of sensitivity on a
broader scale has been pervasive at each interview site.)

Finally, any federal legislation should set out performance
standards.based on the quality, not the number of placements,
The degree of net income gain would be one such measure, as
would longevity on the job. Furthermore, because service needs
are so great among the AFDC population, it would be a mistake to
reward states on the basis of achieving placements at low cost.
This only encourages creaming, or serving the easiest to serve,

Even with a perfect training system for all AFDC (and poten-
tial) recipients, in most places there are not enough jobs avail-
able that pay enough or provide the benefits necessary to support
a family and assure the availability health care. Ultimately,
this situation calls for broad economic measures which are beyoncd
the scope of this hearing. Nevertheless, many of our survey
respondents identified macro-eccnomic intervention as the main
thing that government could do to help them out their family's
financial plight. This has been especially true in the small
town outside Pittsburgh, where steelworkers affected by the
closing of the massive LTV mill feel that they are already
highly skilled, productive workers who simply need a job compatible
with their skills. Many have been through re-training, for
example to become an automechanic, but cannot even find those
kinds of jobs in their ravaged local economy. In San Antonio,
the problem seems to be the dominance of low-paying employment
in the service sector,
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It is, however, within the scope of this committee to devise
provisions that will alleviate the economic barriers faced by
AFDC recipients moving into low-level employment. And, through
the Earned Income Tax Credit, the very low wages of both AFDC
recipients and other poor families could be supplemented to at
least ensure a level of income equal to 100 percent of poverty.

Specifically, we would urge you to remove the'l00-hour rule
in AFDC so that two-parent families who work more than 2 1/2Z
weeks a month, but still have incomes low enough to qualify for
AFDC, can receive a small AFDC payment and still remain eligible
for Medicaid. Secondly, the AFDC system of disregards should be
iiberallized so that poor families can keep more of thelr earnings.
Child care and work .expense deductions should be indexed so that
they reflect the actual costs faced by working families, and
child care allowances should be provided for AFDC parents 1in
training and education programs.

Transitional assistance, in the Coalition's view, should not
be provided on an arbitfrary time-Timited baslis but on the basis
of economic need. This would call for the elimination of the
provision terminating the current four-month limit on AFDC earned
income disregards. It would also suggest the extension of Medicaid
benefits to those who have jobs with no health insurance and
insuff cient income to purchase their cwn.

Members of the Coalition encourage the subcommittee to move
ahead so that this year we can accomplish as much as we can for
poor families. Recognizing the fiscal constraints now upon the
Congress, we would hope that any legislation will also officially
recognize a clear agenda for the unfinished business which will
no doubt remain. We will supply our final survey report to the
committee and stand ready to work with you in the months ahead.



